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ABSTRACT

George Smeaton (1814-89) was the Professor of Exegesis at New College, Edinburgh,

for the last 32 years of his life.  His three works still in print on the atonement and the

Holy Spirit are recognised to represent a statement of the orthodox Scottish Reformed

thought of the Free Church at its inception.  Smeaton is thus recognised to be one of the

last of the ‘old school’ lecturers of New College.  His theology, therefore, falls into the

traditional Reformed category of federal theology.  This thesis studies Smeaton’s

pneumatology and demonstrates that, while it is entirely orthodox in line with its

Reformed heritage, it advances in four small but significant points to represent a more

thoroughly federal pneumatology.

The first feature that Smeaton incorporates into his pneumatology is that the Holy Spirit

indwelt Adam at his creation, only to deprive Adam of his fellowship at the fall.  This

anthropology, in light of the prominence that Smeaton gives to the federal analogy of

the two Adams, obviously draws attention to the role of the Spirit in the incarnation.  It

is, therefore, no surprise to find the role of the Spirit central in Smeaton’s Christology.

The second feature is that it is the Spirit who is the executive of the communication

between the two natures of the incarnate Christ, thus, thirdly, allowing him to

experience the life of the true Spirit-filled person.  Finally, the closeness between the

Spirit’s work and Christ’s mission prompts Smeaton to call it a conjoined mission.

This thesis explores the historical and exegetical foundations of these features of

Smeaton, concluding that he does not introduce any radically innovative ideas to federal

theology, but brings existing yet underplayed ideas to the fore.  In the final chapter the

consequences of Smeaton’s federal pneumatology are highlighted.
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INTRODUCTION

The title of this thesis may appear enigmatic, so the first task is to define what is meant

by federal pneumatology.  This term is coined by combining two existing theological

terms, thereby succinctly describing what Smeaton’ s writings theologically achieve.

Fundamentally, this thesis discusses Smeaton’ s pneumatology.  This pneumatology is

formulated within the school of theology generally associated with Scotland in the

period from the Reformation to the late nineteenth century, but which survived longer in

the Highlands and still forms the theological framework for many of the Scottish

denominations.  The main distinguishing feature of this theology, for Smeaton at least,

is the place given for the concept of federal or covenant heads (from the Latin foedus,

covenant) representing all or parts of humanity.  To express it in his words:

It is due to the federal theology to state, that it was only meant to ground
and establish the undoubtedly scriptural doctrine of the two Adams
(Rom.v.12-20; 1 Cor.xv.47)…   that is, to show that there were, in reality,
only two men in history, and only two great facts on which the fortunes
of the race hinged.1

What this means is that when Adam sinned and fell, soon after his creation, the result

was passed to all humanity because he was their representative.  Christ, the second

Adam, who was the other federal representative in the scheme, remedied the situation

through the incarnation and his atoning work on the cross, as Smeaton argues:

Man could be redeemed only on the principle or constitution on which
God placed him first, not on one altogether different; and the one aim of
federal theology was to base or ground this biblical truth.2

This description of federal theology will suffice for the time being, though there are

other major features and debates surrounding federal theology.3

Smeaton theologises from the biblical view that creation has been ruined by a fall and is

being redeemed by God, in which the redemptive situation both recovers and, in some

way, exceeds the original creation.  As the original creation is described as ‘very good’ ,4

                                                
1 Smeaton (1991a) p.439.
2 Smeaton (1991a) p.441.
3 For a brief introduction in the Scottish Context see Macleod (1993) pp.214-8.
4 Gen.1:31.
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Smeaton makes the assumption that it follows that the constitution of Adam was

complete, though not fully mature, and therefore did not require any further creative act

of God to bring to completion.  There is, he argues, no constitutional difference between

Adam as created and redeemed humanity.  The federal parallel effectively means that,

so far as the fall, their natures, and their ontology will allow, the two Adams also have

the same constitution.5

The Thesis

As the title suggests, this thesis explores Smeaton’ s integration of federal theology and

pneumatology.  This federal pneumatology is evidenced in four distinctive areas of

Smeaton’ s theology: 1. The Spirit indwelt Adam prior to the fall.  2. The Spirit was the

executive of the communication between the two natures of Christ.  3. Christ was the

true Spirit-filled man in his life on earth.  4. The mission of Christ and the Spirit is

described as a conjoined one.  The conclusion to be drawn from these is that Smeaton

provides a coherent theory, which does not contradict the tradition of Reformed

theology in which he stands, including its claim for a biblical basis and the support of

the Church Fathers.

The Distinctive Features

1. The Spirit indwelt Adam prior to the fall

Adam’ s relationship to the Spirit provides the most distinctive feature of Smeaton’ s

generally orthodox Reformed theology.  He expresses it thus:

God gave the Spirit to Adam, the earthly and spiritual elements of his
constitution being so fully balanced that he was neither preponderantly
animal nor absolutely pneumatic, but a living soul occupied in all his
faculties by the indwelling Spirit.  And had he continued stedfast, or
taken the true way, which corresponded with the idea of man, he would
have passed in a straight course into the pneumatic or spiritual without
tasting death.  But by his apostasy the Spirit departed, and he was left in
possession of a mere natural or animal being, having not the Spirit (Jude
19).6

                                                
5 I.e. Christ’ s mission meant that in his earthly life he always bore imputed sin and lived under the law,
Christ had two natures and not just human nature, and Christ was the very Son of God and not a son by
creation or adoption.
6 Smeaton (1997) p.178.



3

Smeaton had no intention of being, or been seen as, a theologian who introduced novel

or heretical ideas; yet he recognised that this teaching had received very little attention.

He merely cites two authors in support, and argues that it ‘has not been denied in any

quarter entitled to respect, Patristic or Protestant’ .7  The two he cites are John Howe

(1630-1705), an English Puritan, and George Bull (1634-1719), the Anglican Bishop of

St Davids.  The first of these authors uses, in The Living Temple, the conceptual

framework of Adam being created with the indwelling Holy Spirit, who departs at the

fall and is returns through the redeeming work of Christ and spiritual rebirth.  This

scheme of events is the same as Smeaton’ s, but is notably absent from theology

generally, especially in such an overt expression.  The second author, in a work entitled

‘Concerning the First Covenant, and the State of Man before the fall; according to the

Scripture, and the Sense of the Primitive Doctors of the Catholick Church’ ,8 sets out to

demonstrate that the Patristic Church believed that Adam was indwelt by the Spirit.

Smeaton, surprisingly, makes little use of this work, which is only referred to in the

second edition of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit.  A survey of the sources that Bull

refers to, and other Church Fathers, set out in this thesis, reveals that there is sufficient

evidence to say that Smeaton understated his argument by merely using the negative

phrase, ‘has not been denied’ .  Indeed, in brief surveys of the main influences on

Smeaton, i.e. Puritan, Scottish and Continental theologians, it was found that others

have accepted the premise of Smeaton’ s scheme by teaching, or by accepting the

validity of the claim, that Adam was indwelt by the Holy Spirit at creation.9  Smeaton’ s

unique attempt to bring Howe’ s scheme to the fore in Reformed theology went largely

unnoticed, probably dwarfed by the larger theological shifts that were beginning to

transform the face of the Free Church and Scottish theology.

2. The Spirit was the executive of the communication between the two natures of Christ

Smeaton’ s picture of the first federal head also opens the way to new Christological

insights, as the presence of the Spirit with Christ can now be understood as an

                                                
7 Smeaton (1997) p.14.  The 1st edn. [Smeaton (1958) p.14.] had ‘Romish’ , in addition to the list here.
8 Bull (1714).
9 The following mention the Spirit in Adam: Irenaeus, Clement, Cyprian, Basil, Cyril of Jerusalem,
Chemnitz, Sibbes, Goodwin, Perkins, Payne, Cunningham, MacGregor, C Salmond, Gerhard, Stier,
Thiersch.  With others it is uncertain or argued from silence: Tatian, Theophilus, Owen, R Erskine,
Chalmers, Laidlaw, AA Hodge, BB Warfield.
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anthropological feature.  Smeaton combines the anthropology of humanity created in the

image of God, with the federal description of Christ as the second Adam:

The soul of Christ …  was filled with actual communications of the Spirit
…  as were necessary in the experience of Him who came as the second
Adam, with the image of God restored in all its fulness.  He who made
man a temple of God at first, and who was restoring it in the Incarnate
Son, was incessantly active in conferring every conceivable gift, and in
signally augmenting these gifts in ever-increasing measure at successive
stages for the great work to be performed.10

Though the Chalcedonian Definition (451AD) provided the touchstone for all

subsequent orthodox Christology, it still left questions unanswered and room for

theological manoeuvre.  When contrasted with Lutheran Christology, the Reformed

teaching tended to distinguish and separate the two natures, as far as is possible within

the constraints of the Chalcedonian Definition, by arguing that there was no direct

communication of attributes from one nature to another.  Smeaton follows Reformed

orthodoxy when he attributes the creation of Christ’ s human nature and its sanctification

from original sin to the work of the Holy Spirit.  However, when he wrote about the

work of the Spirit as effecting the communication between the two natures of Christ, he

received a stinging criticism from the eminent American Reformed theologian,

Archibald Alexander Hodge, who described it as, ‘beyond the bounds of Church

doctrine, or of actual Biblical teaching, or of our possible knowledge’ .11  This criticism

is somewhat surprising when it can be shown that the Spirit had been described in

similar terms by Reformed theology before, as recognised by Alexander B Bruce in his

The Humiliation of Christ.12  Nevertheless, it draws attention to Smeaton’ s

understanding of the Spirit’ s role in maintaining a unity in Reformed Christology and

provides a rebuttal against the accusation that Reformed theology has Nestorian

tendencies.

3. Christ was true Spirit-filled man in his life on earth

In addition, Smeaton’ s teaching also explains how Christ experienced his human nature

to the full, and so can be described as ‘truly man’  by the Chalcedonian Definition.

Smeaton notes the Scottish theologian Edward Irving’ s (1792-1834) excessive reaction

                                                
10 Smeaton (1997) pp.132f.
11 Hodge (1883) p.454.
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to an imbalance common in the teaching about Christ’ s experience of incarnate life.13

Both theologians want to stress Christ’ s association with, and experience of, suffering in

the fallen human condition.  In Smeaton’ s case this is demonstrated by his desire to

interpret the ‘Son of Man’  title exclusively as a term of humiliation, and to stress the

sin-bearing nature of the life of Christ living under the law in a fallen world, to the

extent that he describes Christ as bearing the sicknesses of others.  Irving, in the same

cause, famously attributes a fallen human nature to Christ.  They also both resort to a

pneumatological solution which explains that the Spirit provided the information and

guidance to Jesus which was suited to the human experience.  In the life of Jesus they

both note three grades of anointing by the Spirit, i.e. at conception, baptism and

resurrection/glorification.  Though Christ was never without the Spirit, these schemes

note a development, or sense of progress through his life: Christ’ s human experience

was one of growing and learning.

4. The mission of Christ and the Spirit is described as a conjoined one

The central importance of the Holy Spirit, from the incarnation to the atonement and

then his application, leads Smeaton to call the whole event a conjoined mission.  This is

a strong assertion when compared to the conventional stress on Christ’ s work.  It is not,

however, to be considered theologically extreme, but a real recognition of the work of

the Spirit, which also correctly reveals the Trinitarian nature of the event.  It is a

constructive solution to the contrast between those passages of the Bible which, on the

one hand, attribute to the Spirit the authority to direct the incarnate Christ, and those

passages, on the other hand, which attribute the sending of the Spirit to the direction of

Christ.

Thesis Structure

The thesis commences with a short biographical chapter, before surveying Smeaton’ s

theology relevant to the theme of federal pneumatology by analysing, in two chapters,

his federal scheme and his pneumatology.  For practical reasons, frequent recourse to

Heinrich Heppe’ s summary of Reformed theology has been made when comparing

                                                                                                                                              
12 Bruce (1876) pp.160f.
13 Smeaton (1991a) p.136.
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Smeaton to Reformed thought in general.  Heppe’ s systematic collection and translation

of quotations from ‘all the written sources I could lay my hands on’ 14 has been

frequently recognised as a standard reference on the subject since Karl Barth’ s use of it

in preparing his lectures.  This then leaves the remainder of the thesis to enter into new

ground, or to go to new depth, and to critically assess Smeaton’ s federal pneumatology.

The next two chapters delve into Smeaton’ s pneumatology surrounding the two anchor

figures of federal theology.  Smeaton’ s strong and distinctive assertion concerning the

Holy Spirit in Adam is investigated in light of the two figures he cites for support.  The

claim of George Bull for Patristic support is especially probed.  Following this, key

figures from within the various traditions that had the most influence on Smeaton, and

who might be cited in support, are noted.  Then follows a brief investigation of the

biblical arguments that surround the issue.  In conclusion it is asserted that Smeaton’ s

theory has significant support in Patristic and Reformed theology and is not contrary to

the biblical text.

In the next chapter the relationship between the Spirit and Christ is explored.  The first

section demonstrates how Smeaton’ s theory provides an improved explanation as to the

working of Christ’ s two natures in one person.  It does this by enabling the reality of

Christ’ s human experience, as portrayed in the gospels, to be maintained while equally

holding to the teaching that Christ is a divine person.  The second section develops the

concept of the true human experience of Christ to show that Smeaton’ s anthropological

model, as discussed in the previous chapter, provides an adequate model for

understanding the incarnate Christ.  The importance of the Spirit in Smeaton’ s

understanding of God’ s action in the world is culminated by attributing to him a

conjoined importance with Christ in the atonement mission.  This on the face of it

would indicate a shift towards an Eastern Orthodox visualization of the Trinity, yet

Smeaton’ s defence of the filioque clause is robustly maintained.

This way of approaching Smeaton draws together the two major strands of his work,

while displaying his unique contribution to the development, or refining, of Reformed

thought.  The features concentrated upon by this thesis have been noted by previous

research, although not all of them in every case, but none of these earlier works have

                                                
14 Heppe (1978) preface.
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attempted any systematic effort at understanding them, preferring to take a more general

approach.

Homer Goddard

Goddard writing in 1953 describes the purpose of his thesis as,

to study the life and thought of George Smeaton, especially with the
intention of presenting it in such a way that his particular contribution to
his own time, and its worth in the light of to-day’ s knowledge may be
properly evaluated.15

His method is to proceed systematically through the doctrinal topics of: ‘Revelation and

Inspiration’ , ‘Election’ , ‘Atonement’ , ‘Holy Spirit’  and  ‘Church and State’ .  Within

each of these subject headings he establishes key features of Smeaton’ s theology, before

he critiques them in light of ‘modern’  theology.  The content of his thesis places

emphasis on summarising Smeaton’ s theology and evaluating it with the modern, but is

fairly weak on demonstrating Smeaton’ s contribution to his own time.

Though the presentation of Smeaton’ s theology is generally accurate, Goddard’ s

assessment does not always follow his own aim ‘to be entirely objective throughout the

thesis, restricting personal opinion to occasional footnotes’ .16  He dismisses aspects of

Smeaton with highly subjective disdain based on an assumed supremacy of his own

theological views.  For example:

To-day, this same battle goes on, although many feel that there is no real
conflict, since the champions of “verbal” inspiration, discredited and
disgraced, have been forced to flee the field of battle in the face of
scientific discovery and Biblical criticism…   It may be that the
comparative obscurity of many theologians of that day has been caused
by their “outmoded” convictions concerning inspiration.17

He is also happy to quickly dismiss the relevance of Smeaton’ s orthodoxy:

Smeaton represents the orthodox Church doctrine of the first eighteen
centuries, and is accordingly not expected to have much to say to to-day’ s
Holy Spirit theology.18

                                                
15 Goddard (1953) preface.
16 Goddard (1953) preface.
17 Goddard (1953) pp.21f.
18 Goddard (1953) p.137.
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Though in this case he seems to contradict himself two pages later:

But as one looks at the modern study one finds great confusion of thought
and idea…   Smeaton and his age have something to say to us.  There
should be a return to the “ ancient landmarks”  for direction.19

Discussing why Smeaton was so quickly neglected Goddard argues, ‘The most

damaging criticism of Smeaton is that he seldom presents a fresh theological concept or

viewpoint.  He therefore stirred up little antagonism.’ 20  This comment reveals more

about Goddard, than Smeaton’ s reception.

In summary, Goddard provides a lightweight thesis that has the feeling of subjectivity

throughout, especially in the choice of authors against whom to contrast Smeaton and

the standard by which Smeaton is measured.  It does, however, give a reasonable and

systematic summary of Smeaton’ s theology in a framework that is representative of his

outlook.

Paul Madsen

Madsen’ s study, completed in 1974, provides a more substantial, if not less obviously

subjective, thesis.  On first analysis Madsen’ s work appears to have certain parallels to

the present thesis:

The importance of this study lies in its attempt to gain insight into the
relation between Christ and the Holy Spirit and from this to analyse in a
fundamental way the relations between atonement and pneumatology…
This study then is essentially an attempt to discern Smeaton’ s
understanding of the relation between atonement and pneumatology.21

The titles of his chapters indicate his attempt to relate Smeaton’ s pneumatology to the

other aspects of his theology: ‘Anthropology and Pneumatology’ , ‘Pneumatological

Christology’  and ‘Pneumatological Anthropology’ .

Madsen’ s thesis does provide a thorough evaluation of Smeaton and notes the key

issues involved in Smeaton’ s theology.  Indeed, of the previous studies on Smeaton,

only Madsen spends any length of time discussing the relationship of the Holy Spirit

                                                
19 Goddard (1953) pp.139f.
20 Goddard (1958) pp.181f.
21 Madsen (1974) Introduction.
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with Adam, but even then the conclusion seems confused.22  Madsen sees a danger in

Smeaton’ s anthropology, and argues that it displays a ‘binary assertion of human

nature’  with an implicit emphasis that the spiritual element is primary.23  This has the

danger that ‘the physical nature of man can easily become pointless or even a hindrance

to the primary spiritual life’ .24  Madsen’ s reasoning is not very clear and he confuses, by

apparently equating, Smeaton’ s anthropology with the traditional view of humanity as

consisting with body and soul: first talking about Smeaton’ s ‘spiritual image of God in

man’ 25 (i.e. the indwelling the Holy Spirit) and then illustrating with the quotation, ‘As

the soul acts principally, and the body becomes the subservient part, or instrument

which the nobler part directs.’ 26

His thesis does establish the link between Smeaton’ s pneumatology and the doctrine of

the atonement.  The promising chapter titles, however, do not really bear the full fruit

they imply, and Madsen’ s thesis fails to develop the unifying thoroughness of the

pneumatology in Smeaton’ s federal theology.

As with Goddard, Madsen openly reveals his doctrinal prejudices, though is more

willing to justify and debate them.  His thesis’  claim to use sources ‘ancient and

modern’  is somewhat restricted in practice, limiting the ancients mainly to Irenaeus,

Augustine, Aquinas, Anselm, Luther and Calvin, though never to all on any one issue.

These might be seen as reasonable choices, if limited.  The list of moderns, however,

consists almost exclusively of Barth and Brunner, with the occasional appearance of

Niebuhr and Aulen.  While these men are undoubtedly key figures in the history of the

20th century Protestant Church, the choice seems arbitrary and is never justified by

Madsen, but provides evidence of his strongly held views.  This, and the attempt to have

a wide-ranging thesis, has meant that Madsen frequently succumbs to the temptation to

                                                
22 Madsen (1974) p.92.  Kinnear (1995) makes very little reference to The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit,
presumably understanding it to have little connection to the atonement, and no mention of this theme.
Goddard (1953), p.122, has one footnote: ‘This is quite clearly theoretical.  Smeaton presents no authority
or evidence and there are many who could not assume all the “ implications”  that he does.  However, the
interpretation of Genesis, [sic] 2:7 is quite accurate.’   Goddard’ s dismissal seems inaccurate and
contradictory – if the exegesis of Gen. 2:7 is accurate then there is some authority and evidence for
Smeaton’ s view.
23 Which he accepts has the authority of the Early Church Fathers.
24 Madsen (1974) p.93.
25 Madsen (1974) p.92.
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reduce the debate to Calvinist theology (using Smeaton as representative) versus neo-

orthodox theology, which is illustrated by some of his specific criticisms.27

Malcolm Kinnear

Kinnear is the most recent researcher to direct his attention to Smeaton, writing in 1995.

He also presents the most focused view.  He writes, ‘this thesis offers an historical and

critical investigation of the issues’ 28 surrounding the study of the New Testament

doctrine of the atonement in Scottish theology from 1845 to 1920.  Within this larger

framework he suggests:

Despite his firm adherence to Calvinism, Smeaton in fact moved toward
a modification of traditional theology along the lines that were prevalent
in his day…   For example he accepted the idea of Christ confessing our
sins; he felt that the subjective influence of the cross was deserving of
more attention; he agreed with some modern thinkers that a unified view
of God could be elaborated around the idea of holy love.  Smeaton also
adapted Calvinist theology by paying particular attention to the historical
Jesus.29

Kinnear divides his chapter on Smeaton into five parts.30  In the first part he provides an

analysis of Smeaton’ s detailed exegesis of specific passages, especially on their

emphasis of the penal substitution theory, comparing it to Dutch and Scottish authors.

In the second part he focuses on Smeaton’ s federalism and teaching on the believer’ s

union with Christ.  Then in the third part, Kinnear argues that Smeaton attempts to

accommodate features of contemporary theories of the atonement in his Calvinist

teaching.31  In the final parts he looks at the Christus Victor theme and ‘Theology and

Revival Experience’ .

                                                                                                                                              
26 Smeaton (1991a) p.75.  In context, Smeaton is using this model to illustrate how he understood the
workings of Christ’ s two natures.
27 Madsen (1974) pp.178, 195, 217f. [a quotation from Torrance JB (1973), ‘The Contribution of McLeod
Campbell to Scottish Theology’  in Scottish Journal of Theology 26:3, pp.297f.], 238, 241f., 243, 244f.,
249, 299 [a quotation from Torrance TF (1969), Theological Science, London: Oxford University Press,
p.205] cf., e.g., Torrance JB (1997), Torrance JB (1982), and Torrance TF (1996).
28 Kinnear (1995) ‘Abstract of Thesis’ .
29 Kinnear (1995) p.126.
30 Chapter 3 ‘George Smeaton and the Development of the Calvinist View of the Atonement’ . Kinnear
(1995) pp.124-180.
31 I.e. the atonement as a ‘mental act’  of penitence by Christ; a sympathetic sin-bearing and healing as in
Bushnell and Campbell; an increased emphasis on subjective influence of the cross; Christ’ s offering in
the heavenly place and the immediate entry of Christ to heaven following his death; God as Holy Love.
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Kinnear’ s thesis provides a detailed analysis of Smeaton’ s theory of the atonement in

his attempt to demonstrate that it was a modified Calvinism.  While Smeaton’ s writing

does demonstrate his own particular distinctives, which reflect his concern over recent

developments in theology, it would be an overstatement to make out that Smeaton

changed the Calvinist theory in any radical way.  As Kinnear writes:

Smeaton’ s wise intention to avoid the excesses of federal theology and to
define the attributes of God under the idea of holy love was not
consistently put into operation.32

Perhaps the reason that it was not put into action was that it did not have the meaning or

emphasis that Kinnear transfers to it from the theologies of Dorner and Chalbaeus.33

Kinnear notes that the other researchers have failed to recognize that Smeaton

incorporates love as well as justice into the atonement; however true Kinnear’ s point is,

Smeaton’ s incorporation cannot be listed as a modification of the Calvinist view per

se.34

What is a more significant deficiency in Kinnear’ s thesis, as far as assisting this present

thesis is concerned, is the absence of any discussion of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

There are only a couple of footnotes by Kinnear to indicate that he referred to the work

at all.35  By omitting reference to this work he passed over what may have provided him

with a more significant modification of the Reformed atonement theory, viz. the loss

and regaining of the Holy Spirit.

Other References

Apart from the above three theses, other references to Smeaton are small and often

relegated to footnotes and annotated bibliographies.  These include biographical

references36 (which highlight his scholarly abilities, and his part in the union

                                                
32 Kinnear (1995) p.179.
33 Kinnear (1995) p.172.
34 Kinnear (1995) p.172.
35 Kinnear (1995) p.177f. and no mention in his bibliography.
36 e.g. mainly obituaries [i.e. Gordon and Smith (1889)], but see also Free Church Proceedings of
Assembly, May 1889; Knight (1903) and MacLeod  (1974).
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controversy),37 book reviews,38 notes referring to him as a positive example39 and others

negatively as an example of now untenable orthodoxy.40

It is striking that Smeaton has been largely left in obscurity.  His name is generally

unknown, except by those who are well read and/or worship in the particular

denominations stemming from his own.  Yet here was a man who was in his

professional capacity intimately associated with many of the great names of the early

Free Church and was highly respected for his theological acumen:

Dr. Smeaton was regarded by Chalmers and others as one of the most
accomplished Greek scholars of his time, and as early as 1845 he was one
of the pioneers in directing attention to German and Dutch theology…
Professor Smeaton has a quite exceptional acquaintance with patristic and
mediaeval writers.41

Indeed, he has been equated to the Free Church Fathers in his stature:

Next to Cunningham he stood as our foremost student of the history of
the Reformed theology and when he gives the conspectus development of
a doctrine and the varied handling that it met with he does very fine work
indeed.42

In contrast to their famed and overt shaping of the Free Church, Smeaton’ s role was

subtle though arguably significant.  His influence as the Professor of Exegetical

Theology at New College, the flagship of the Free Church’ s ministerial education, for

thirty-two years would have exercised a significant effect on the education given to the

denomination’ s leaders.  A similarly long-term influence has been exercised through his

writings.  Though these have not received wide acclaim, their enduring impact upon

                                                
37 e.g. Bonar (1892); Brown (1889); Cunningham (1889); Scott (1925); Free Church of Scotland Monthly,
1st May 1889; Free Church Proceedings of Assembly, May 1889; Gordon and Smith (1889); Hamilton
(1990); Hamilton (1993); MacLeod (1974); Wilson and Rainy (1880)
38 e.g. Biblical Repertory, July 1871; British and Foreign Evangelical Review, 1868; British and Foreign
Evangelical Review 1870; British and Foreign Evangelical Review, 1885; Reformed Presbyterian
Magazine, March 1869; Hodge (1883); Warfield (1889). [These publications did not review all that
Smeaton wrote: e.g. British and Foreign Evangelical Review which became Theological Monthly in 1889,
did not review Smeaton (1889).  The Reformed Presbyterian Magazine (New College’ s last edn. is 1876)
does not review Smeaton (1991b) (nor, obviously, either edition of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit).  The
Presbyterian Review does not review either of the works on the atonement]
39 Ferguson (1996); Garlington (1990) [who implies that Smeaton’ s understanding of Adam is Reformed
orthodoxy, see p.159 below]; Grudem (1994); Hunter (1983); Martin (1887); McKay (2001); Murray IH
(1998); Murray J (1961).
40 Rashdall (1919); Stevens (1905).
41 Ewing (1904) p.58
42 MacLeod (1974) p.288.
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better known figures, at least within the theological tradition that includes Smeaton, can

be noted.43  For example, Martin Lloyd-Jones’  commendation at the re-publishing of

Smeaton’ s work on the Holy Spirit:

Smeaton on the Holy Spirit provides in many ways the best practical
teaching on this subject that I know.44

This work can also be viewed as contributing to Scotland’ s theological heritage, being

the fruit of one of the Cunningham Lectureships, a scheme that resulted in many

definitive or pivotal works.45  Smeaton features as one of the more important of eight

figures in Malcolm Kinnear’ s survey of New Testament scholarship on the atonement in

Scotland between 1845-1920, for a good reason:

It ought not to be overlooked that Smeaton’ s two books were the first
comprehensive, scholarly exegetical analysis of the New Testament
teaching on the atonement from a British author in this period, and in
thoroughness and detail his work has not been paralleled since in the
English language.46

A plausible reason for Smeaton’ s lack of acclaim is that he was a man out of season.

He was staunch in his defence of classical Scottish Calvinism and rejected the novelties

that seemed to be washing over European, and then Scottish, theological shores.47

According to the study made by Kinnear, however, Smeaton was not totally insensitive

to the suggestions of some of the new ideas and modified his theology accordingly.48

The greatest of these changes of emphasis, not covered by Kinnear because of his thesis

title, is the development of pneumatology to incorporate a more thorough federal

anthropology.  Indeed, Smeaton provides one of the most thorough studies of the Holy

Spirit of his era in the English language, and certainly in Scotland.49

                                                
43 See, e.g., p.12 n.39 above.
44 Lloyd-Jones on dust-cover of Smeaton (1958).
45 Those in Smeaton’ s lifetime were:1864 Robert S Candlish ‘Fatherhood of God’ ; 1866 James Buchanan
‘The Doctrine of Justification’ ; 1868 Patrick Fairburn ‘The Revelation of Law in Scripture’ ; 1871 Robert
Rainey ‘The Delivery and Development of Doctrine’ ; 1875 Alexander B Bruce ‘The Humiliation of
Christ’ ; 1878 John Laidlaw ‘The Biblical View of Man’ ; 1878 John Cairns ‘The Unbelief of the18th
Century in Relation to that of the 19th’ ; 1882 Smeaton ‘The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit’ ; 1884 James
Candlish ‘The Kingdom of God’ ; Douglas Bannerman ‘The Scripture Doctrine of the Church’ ; 1888 Prof.
Blackie ‘The Scottish Pulpit from the Reformation to the Present Time’  [List in New College mms
archive].
46 Kinnear (1995) p.179.
47 e.g. the great changes catalogued by Cheyne (1983) and Hamilton (1990).
48 See p.10 n.31 above.
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Kinnear in his research focused on the other two of Smeaton’ s theological works, viz.

Christ’s Doctrine of the Atonement and The Apostles’ Doctrine of the Atonement.  In

addition, Smeaton wrote one other book, a biography of an Aberdeenshire country

gentleman, Alexander Thomson of Banchory (1798-1868).  Apart from illustrating

Smeaton’ s own opinions on the Disruption, culture, science, and the scholarly life as a

good and worthy life for a Christian, it throws no light on the theological discussions of

this thesis.  The remainder of Smeaton’ s extant writings are much briefer.  This is

especially true of the prefaces to other works that he was asked to write50 and the few

manuscript items that remain.51  These items, too, provide little to the detailed

theological understanding of Smeaton, though the works that he recommends illustrate

where his thinking came from.  More fruitful in their theological content are the

lectures, sermons, tracts and articles of Smeaton that were printed.52

Limitations

As is the case when presenting any thesis, various interesting themes have had to be left

unexamined in any detail.  A clear and deliberate omission from the present thesis is any

attempt systematically to compare Smeaton with modern theology.  While, to a certain

extent, a fresh reworking of this comparison could be beneficial, in following such a

course one is inevitably drawn into the well-rehearsed debates between the various

schools of thought, i.e. the criticism and defence of the federal position.  This is not very

helpful on two counts: firstly, it mis-represents Smeaton by anachronistically setting his

                                                                                                                                              
49 Cf. Buchanan J (1984), Haldane JA (1842), Stowell WH (1849).
50 Smeaton (1859b), Smeaton (1860), Smeaton (1863b), Smeaton (1871a), Smeaton (1879) Smeaton
(1881) and Smeaton (1883b).
51 These amount to 3 letters [Smeaton (1858), Smeaton (1863a) and Smeaton (1869a)] and 4 notebooks
and reports [Smeaton (1869c), Smeaton (1873-89) and two undated items].
52 Articles: Smeaton (1853a), Smeaton (1859a), Smeaton (1861), Smeaton (1862), Smeaton (1870c);
sermons: Smeaton (1845), Smeaton (1847), Smeaton (1856), Smeaton (1872), Smeaton (1883a); tract:
Smeaton (1880); lectures and speeches: Smeaton (1853b), Smeaton (1854), Smeaton (1870a) Smeaton
(1870b), Smeaton (1871b) and Smeaton (1875).
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theology against modern competition; and secondly, it fails to focus on the useful

distinctive features of Smeaton, being concerned with the more major components of

his Reformed orthodoxy.  These consequences can be seen in the previous works on

Smeaton, particularly in Goddard and Madsen.
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CHAPTER 1 – BIOGRAPHY OF GEORGE SMEATON

Smeaton was born on 8th April 1814 in Greenlaw, Berwickshire, under difficult

circumstances that he seemed to regard as significant.  Thomas Smith, at Smeaton’ s

funeral, related, ‘He has often told me that his pious mother having, contrary to her own

expectation and that of others, survived his birth, in her heart consecrated him to God,

and resolved to train him for the ministry.’ 1  His father, also George Smeaton, was a

direct descendent of Thomas Smeaton (1536-83),2 the Scottish Reformer who

succeeded Andrew Melville as Principal of Glasgow University in 1581.  Smeaton’ s

father was from Stichill and worked as a gardener and crofter; he married Janet

Marshall (1784-1866) from neighbouring Hume, and they had four children.  The eldest

was John, who, perhaps following in his famous grand uncle’ s footsteps,3 became an

engineer.  Smeaton’ s only sister, Betsy, is noted for marrying twice and emigrating to

Australia.  Smeaton himself was third, followed by William, who succeeded their father

as the farmer of Calside, Hume, before himself moving to Australia.

Smeaton studied at Edinburgh University under Thomas Chalmers and alongside many

now historic names of the Scottish Church.4  He had a wholehearted and dedicated

approach to study, and ‘by common consent it came to be understood by professors and

students alike that Mr. Smeaton was the best student of his year’ ;5 so when it came to

the awarding of a one-off prize of £100 Smeaton was the obvious choice.

‘Characteristically a “ bibliophile,”  he at once laid the sum out in books.’ 6  This original

purchase, which included the 70 volumes of ‘Migne’ s “ Patristic Library” ’ ,7 was the start

to his final 15,000-volume library.

                                                
1 Gordon and Smith (1889) p.35.
2 Knight (1903) p.108. In addition an extant form from the Committee on Disruption Records provides
information about his immediate family.
3 Scott (1925) V, p.154, informs that George Smeaton was the grandnephew of John Smeaton (1724-92),
the civil engineer chiefly remembered for the building of the Eddystone lighthouse.
4 E.g. William Laughton, Thomas Brown, William Wilson, Horatius Bonar, Andrew A Bonar, Robert M
McCheyne, Alexander Somerville, John Thomson, Robert K Hamilton, John Burne, Patrick Borrowman,
Walter Wood, Henry Moncreiff, James Cochrane, John Miller, Robert Kinnear and WB Clarke.
5 Gordon and Smith (1889) pp.36f.
6 Knight (1903), pp.109.
7 Knight (1903), pp.109.
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On 28th March 18388 the Presbytery of Edinburgh licensed Smeaton, and soon

afterwards he went to work as missionary and James Buchanan’ s assistant in the Parish

of North Leith.  Smeaton was called to his own charge on the 14th March 1839, when he

was ordained as the minister of Morningside Parish Church, where he was provided

with a stipend of £80, paid by Alexander Falconer and other Trustees.9  Chalmers, as

one of his elders, was able to watch over his former student10 and, as James

Cunningham notes, Smeaton found himself in a very comfortable situation having ‘soon

gathered around him an attached people …  and he might naturally have desired to

remain, where everything, both in the circumstances and in the character of the

congregation, assured him of comfort and help in the work’ .11

After eighteen months at Morningside, however, he was inducted on 18th September

1840 into the Parish of Falkland, after being presented by Tyndall Bruce.12  On 24th

November 1840, twenty months after his ordination and two since his induction at

Falkland, Smeaton married Janet Helen Goold, a marriage that was to last some forty-

eight and a half years.  Janet’ s father and brother were both ministers in the Reformed

Presbyterian Church.  Smeaton’ s brother-in-law, William Goold, was most famed for

his edition of The Works of John Owen, which was published in 1852.  He was the

Professor of Divinity to the Cameronians, and he was the Reformed Presbyterian

Moderator who led the church into a union with the Free Church in 1876 before serving

as the Moderator of the General Assembly of the Free Church in 1877.13

After the Disruption, Smeaton was inducted to Auchterarder Free Church.  The call was

signed by 850 members, which, according to James Cunningham, was the unanimous

response of the congregation – a satisfying conclusion in his eyes for ‘the place which

had been, in the sight of the whole nation, the battlefield on which the right of

congregations to choose their own pastors had been vindicated’ .14

                                                
8 This date is given by Fasti Ecclesiae Scoticanae V, p.154.  However, his son suggests it was in the
October of 1837.
9 The bond is extant: Scottish Record Office  CH2/486/58.
10 Ewing (1904), p.58.
11 Cunningham (1889) p.279.
12 Fasti Ecclesiae Scoticanae V, p.154, however, Cunningham (1889) p.279 says it was November.
13 Keddie (1993) p.369.
14 Cunningham (1889) p.279.  The imposition of Robert Young to the charge of Auchterarder by the Earl
of Kinnoul, and the subsequent legal fight, shifted the controversy ‘from the problem of “ non-Intrusion”
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Smeaton’ s academic abilities were generally recognised, as illustrated by his son’ s

claim that he had declined two offers of academic positions prior to 184315 and by

Robert Candlish’ s argument for selecting Smeaton to his next appointment:

It may be said of him at this hour, that he is one of the most accomplished
and best theologians we have.16

With the session’ s introductory lecture on 9th November 1853, Smeaton began teaching,

on trial, at Aberdeen Free Church College, before being given a permanent appointment

by the 1854 assembly.17  Three years later he was nominated at the General Assembly to

replace Professor Black at New College, Edinburgh.  As a latecomer, he had to face two

rounds of voting, first against Rainy, which he won by 203 votes to 119, and then

against Brown, which he won by 181 votes to 163,18 before accepting the position on

28th May 1857.19

The Senate Minutes of 5th October 1857 conclude that Smeaton should be asked to give

that session’ s introductory lecture20 and be inducted on the 4th November to commence

his Exegetical Theology classes for the third and fourth years at 12pm on Wednesday

4th November.21  A report of the Education Committee of 1862 noted that his salary for

that year had been £350.  During his time at New College, he became very close to his

original colleagues, William Cunningham, James Buchanan, James Bannerman, and

John Duncan.22  This was especially true of Buchanan whom he had known since

working with him in Leith 20 years before:  ‘His retirement was a severe blow to

                                                                                                                                              

to the deeper question of the Church’ s spiritual independence’  [Hamilton (1993) pp.246f.].  This event is
generally accepted to be one of the major links in the chain of events that lead up to the disruption and the
formation of the Free Church of Scotland.
15 Knight (1903) p.110 based on letters then extant according to Oliphant Smeaton.
16 Candlish (1854) p.137.
17 Free Church of Scotland Proceedings, Thursday 25th May 1854, pp.137f.
18 Free Church of Scotland Proceedings, 1857, p.90.
19 Free Church of Scotland Proceedings, 1857, p.147.
20 ‘New College Education Committee volume of printed reports’  indicates that the introductory lecture
was given at 2pm on Tuesday 3rd November.  He gave the session introductory lecture again in 1861.
21 ‘New College Education Committee volume of printed reports’ .
22 Knight (1903) p.112.
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him’ ,23 recounts Oliphant Smeaton, as was the loss caused by Bannerman’ s death in the

same year.24

Smeaton’ s youngest son, Oliphant Smeaton, had been born the year before his move to

Edinburgh.  He and his wife had a total of six children, but only his youngest son out-

lived Smeaton himself, and three died in infancy.25  The suffering and loss that Smeaton

experienced, unsurprisingly, made an impact on him, as James Cunningham noted: ‘By

his warm affectionate nature these bereavements were keenly felt.’ 26  Whether this

affected his academic life or his theology is hard to establish, as there is no observable

impact upon his work; though the nature of his writing and lack of biographical detail

prevent a definitive answer being given.  The authors of more than one obituary,

however, note that he had in his pastoral role a gift with those suffering, and a

                                                
23 Knight (1903) p.114. Oliphant makes no allusion to the division caused in the College by the union
debate – but the original team was much depleted: Cunningham d.1861, Buchanan rt’ d 1868, d.1870,
Bannerman d.1868, Duncan rt’ d. 1863, d.1870.
24 Knight (1903) p.114.
25 George (1841-70), Isabella (1843-62) and William Henry Oliphant (1856-1914).  Janet, according to
the Committee on Disruption Records form, was the name of one who died in infancy.
26 Cunningham (1889) p.279.

New College Professors c.1857-61

James Bannerman George Smeaton

James Buchanan     William Cunningham     John ‘Rabbi’  Duncan
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demeanour that attracted those who were troubled.  James Cunningham argued that

there was a connection between this gift and his experience of family life.27

In 1861, Smeaton succeeded William Cunningham as editor of British and Foreign

Evangelical Review.28  Then on 18th March 1862 Smeaton was made one of the trustees

of the Cunningham Fellowships, and was repeatedly re-elected as the Senate

representative to the Cunningham Fellowship Council.  The Quinquennial report of

1863 gives a small insight into Smeaton’ s work at New College.  Smeaton spent two

hours, five days a week, teaching his Junior (3rd year) and Senior (4th year) exegetical

classes.  A further hour each day was spent ‘hearing prescribed Discourses’ .29  In his

teaching Smeaton stressed the importance of the grammatico-historical method using

Ernesti’ s Institutio Interpretis Novi Testamenti (1761).  The Senior class had monthly

essays and voluntary exercises, and Smeaton expressed the view that an improvement to

the completion rate of these exercises should be made.  He also wanted to improve the

syllabus of New College by increased practical emphasis through homiletics and

practical exercises.30

By nature Smeaton was not a controversialist, and Brown in a report to the Assembly

described ‘Dr. Smeaton [as… ] a man absolutely without an enemy.  He took little part

in the business of Church courts, and but seldom descended into the arena of

controversy.’ 31  Therefore, Smeaton’ s vocal opposition to the proposed union between

the Free Church and the United Presbyterian Church illustrates the strength of his

                                                
27 See Gordon and Smith (1889) pp.16 and 38f. and Cunningham (1889) p.279. He was generally noted as
a man with a deep pastoral concern and spirituality, by Gordon and Smith (1889) pp.13 and 15, The
Scotsman, 15th April 1889, p.7, New College Senate Minute-book 1870-94, 15th October 1889, and
Cunningham (1889) p.279.
28 The date that he left this post is impossible to ascertain.  According to Dempster (1993), p.95, he was
succeeded by Thomas McCrie (the younger) who died in 1875 (in Minto Street, not far from Smeaton’ s
residence), and then James Oswald Dykes.  The OCLC WorldCat [Bibliographic database] (1992-2001)
[Accessed on line (via Edinburgh University Library) 5 June 2001] lists, incompletely, the editors as:
‘1871-75, J. O. Dykes.--1876-79, J. S. Candlish.--1881-86, H. S. Paterson.--1887- 88, J. S. Exell./ From
1852-56 published in Edinburgh by Johnstone and Hunter, in London by R. Theobald and others; from
1857-88 published in London by J. Nisbet, in Edinburgh by Oliver and Boyd.  As Calhoun (1993), p.507,
and Dictionary of National Biographies, vol. 35 p.14, describe McCrie as editor ‘for a short time’  it
would be safe to assume that Smeaton continued as editor until the late 1860s.
29 ‘Quinquennial Visitation of New College’  in Proceedings and Debates of the Free Church of Scotland
1863. p.8.
30 Proceedings and Debates of the General Assembly of the Free Church of Scotland 1863 ‘Quinquennial
Visitation of New College’  p.10.
31 Brown T (1889), p.115, cf. Gordon and Smith (1889) p.42.
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feelings.  This long battle brought the Free Church close to schism, with the anti-

Unionists32 talking of seceding from the Free Church if the union plans proceeded,33 and

divided the lecturers in the College.  It is noticeable that Smeaton’ s participation in

Senate meetings drops towards the end of the sixties and into the seventies.34  A

possible reason is that he was feeling more distant from the ecclesiastical political

movement that was building momentum.  Nevertheless, he does show some inclination

for a practical unity:

There might be, as in the relations of the United States, a Confederation
of the Churches, leaving organization of the several bodies as it is at
present.  Were a confederation of the Scottish Presbyterian Churches
wisely carried out, the happiest results might come out of it.35

When William Robertson Smith’ s article on the Bible was published in the 1875 edition

of the Encyclopaedia Britannica it caused great concern.  The matter was referred to the

Free Church College Committee, who interviewed Smith, and produced the Special

Report of the College Committee on Professor Smith’ s Article “Bible” in 1877.36  This

report, though voicing concern about Smith’ s views on Deuteronomy, reached the

verdict that, ‘The Committee have not found in the article any ground to support a

process for heresy.’ 37  On this issue Smeaton dissented, making an analogy with Ames’

response to the question of whether Arminianism is a heresy: it ‘is not properly a

heresy, but a dangerous error, and tending to heresy’ .38  He analysed the Committee’ s

response as based ‘solely on the supposition that the negative criticism can be separated

from its underlying philosophy’ , and this he doubted.39  Smith’ s critical approach, in

                                                
32 e.g. Ross (1993) p.208 and Stewart and Cameron (1989) pp.30f. for list of names
33 See e.g. Hamilton (1990) p.100, Gill (1993) p.840 and Stewart and Cameron (1989) p.29.
34 Though Smeaton’ s writings on this issue date from the seventies he had obviously been vocal previous
to this, to the annoyance of Henry Moncrieff as early as 1868.  Moncrieff H (1868) pp.12f.
35 Smeaton (1875) p.17, cf. pp.16f. where he indicates a preference for a union with the Church of
Scotland, when the time was right.  In 1886 he attended a conference to promote RB Finlay’ s Bill, which,
if it had succeeded, was to pave the way for this union, see ‘Draft of Mr Finlay’ s Bill and Report of
Conference (1886)’ .
36 Referred to as Smeaton (1877) in this thesis.
37 Smeaton (1877) p.2.
38 Smeaton (1877) p.25.  Other issues that caused dissension include: Smith’ s article ‘Angels’  in the same
edition of Encyclopaedia Britannica, his views on prophecy, the Synoptic gospels and Deuteronomy.
Smeaton was not the sole dissenter, and was followed by James S Candlish, John Purves, Alexander
Whyte.
39 Smeaton (1877) p.25.
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Smeaton’ s opinion, just prepares the way for the anti-supernatural philosophy that

accompanied it in German theology.40

It would appear that Smeaton was not confident that the Reformed orthodoxy would

prevail in the short term, as Thomas Smith comments: ‘With respect to the conduct of

the controversy, Dr. Smeaton was disposed to take what some of his friends deemed a

pessimist view; but on the ultimate issue he had no doubt.’ 41  This line of thought

cannot be taken too far, and it might be better to understand Smeaton as being aware of

a battle in which Reformed theology was being assailed with some effect.  In his

introductory lecture to students at Aberdeen, he wrote:

But, furthermore, you have fallen on times of religious effervescence and
of conflicting tendencies on spiritual things – on times of action and
reaction to which, we may say, without exaggeration, no parallel, for at
least two centuries, is to be found…   We have alighted on a period in the
world’ s history, when much that seemed formed for perpetuity is again
subjected to a fiery trial.42

Twenty-six years later, he wrote,

Many of Dr Chalmers’  pupils regard his masterly chapter on Inspiration
as peculiarly suited to the present time, …  and it will be found to supply,
even in our day, though it was written before the German theory had
penetrated far into the churches, a very powerful antidote to all incorrect
opinions on the subject.43

Smeaton understood his period as a time of change and he was very aware from his

studies of Continental theologians how at variance their theories were to the classical

Reformed doctrines.44  Rather than admitting defeat, however, Smeaton saw this as an

opportunity, noting that at such times of conflict the Church has in the past experienced

advances in her theology and revival.  During a lecture in 1854, Smeaton stated his aim:

It is rather to fix attention on the benefits which have already, in part,
resulted, and which may still be expected to result, from positive truths
developed in connection with it [Rationalism and modern Mythism45],
and which promise to become not only a means of life to the Church, but

                                                
40 Smeaton (1877) p.26.
41 Gordon and Smith (1889) p.41.
42 Smeaton (1853b) p.4
43 Smeaton (1879) p.1
44 See, e.g., Rashdall (1919) p.46.
45 A term that Smeaton applies to Strauss’ s and Tubingen’ s theology.
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a rill to refresh and amplify Theology during this, and, it may be,
following ages.46

Nevertheless, it appears from his son’ s comments that Smeaton began to find himself

more isolated in his dedication to Reformed theology:

I never heard my father say an unkind word against those from whom he
differed most, and ability in his opponents was always praised with
generous appreciation.47  I must admit his view of doctrinal truth made
rather too little allowance for possible difficulties among thoughtful
students.48

There was a definite intellectual difference between Smeaton and a great many of New

College’ s later students, even if they felt a spiritual vigour in, and warmth for, their

Professor.  Ross, in his review of the Free Church case following the union of 1900,

noted in the analysis of the rising controversy,

George Smeaton, the one survivor of the old school in the New College,
did not now capture the sympathy of the students…  Norman Macfarlane
remarks, of Smeaton, that, “ Older men kept on their shelves his books on
the ‘Atonement’  and his Cunningham Lectures on ‘The Holy Spirit’ , but
younger men gave them no place.  Dr. Smeaton never marched his men
into the land of surprises.” 49

Here, probably above all else, lies the reason for the contrast between the laudatory

remarks of his contemporaries50 and the actual popular recognition of his work: the

change in theological fashion.  Smeaton, in defending the ‘old’ , was marginalised as

irrelevant by the ‘new’ .  Irrespective of the quality of the work, Smeaton’ s contribution

was never going to be seen as of primary importance, unless it was very effective in

overturning the new ideas in question, a target he did not set himself.51  Nevertheless,

amongst those who are happy to maintain historic Calvinism, there has been continued

respect for Smeaton’ s work.  For example, John MacLeod in his work on Scottish

Theology writes:

                                                
46 Smeaton (1854) p.5f.
47 E.g. Gordon and Smith (1889) p.40.  Illustrated in Smeaton (1853a) about Neander.
48 Knight (1903) p.115.
49 Ross (1988) pp.236 and 366, quoting N Macfarlane, Rev. Donald John Martin, Edinburgh, 1914, p.35.
50 e.g. Gordon and Smith (1889) p.41.
51 See e.g. Smeaton (1991a) p.1.
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They will wear and stand the test of time in respect of neat and accurate
statement for all who take a serious interest in the study of the subject...
His work as a theologian still awaits a worthy appraisement.52

Goddard noted Martin Lloyd-Jones’  comments, ‘I think he has been greatly neglected,

and should be studied again.’ 53  Whether Goddard’ s interview with him prior to 1953

reawakened an interest is a matter of conjecture.54  However, when in 1958 Banner of

Truth55 started to re-publish Smeaton’ s works Lloyd-Jones was eager to encourage the

publishing and wrote:56

Smeaton on the Holy Spirit provides in many ways the best practical
teaching on this subject that I know.  He deals with the theological aspect
in a clear and plain manner but is always careful to apply the truth both to
the Church and to the individual.  There is also an excellent survey of the
history of the doctrine in the Church through the centuries.  The re-
publication of this volume is most timely and should do much to
stimulate and encourage a longing for revival.57

During the early morning of 14th April 1889, following a normal day’ s activities,

Smeaton died.  His wife and one son survived him.  His impressive record of service to

the Free Church was highlighted at his memorial service: ‘For thirty-six years he

occupied a position in our Divinity Halls, - for four years in Aberdeen, and for thirty-

                                                
52 MacLeod J (1943) p.288f.
53 Lloyd-Jones in personal conversation with Goddard, (1953) pp.182f.
54 Goddard (1953) pp.182f.
55 It was highly likely that he also had an editorial input into the selection of books to be published, see
Catherwood (1994) pp.89f. and Murray (1990) pp.353-362.
56 Murray (1990) p.474.
57 Lloyd-Jones on dust-cover of Smeaton (1958).
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two in New College, Edinburgh.’ 58  In addition Smeaton had spend fourteen years in

pastoral ministry, a passion that he retained: The Scotsman noted that the week prior to

his death Smeaton was in Goold’ s pulpit at the Free Martyr’ s Church.  Though his son

seemed to think that he intended to retire the following year, this is contradicted by The

Scotsman, which cited Smeaton’ s last written words as evidence:

I have reached my seventy-fifth birth-day last Monday.  I have had a long
and happy life, for which I cannot be sufficiently thankful, and would
like now to live for the day.  I finished another College session a fortnight
ago, and am just leaving it in the hand of the great Disposer to indicate
when I am to stop my public duties.  This is a matter on which man
cannot direct me.  But I know in whose hand I am, and in whose hand are
my times.59

                                                
58 Gordon and Smith (1889) p.15. Smeaton’ s replacement as Professor of New Testament Exegesis was
Marcus Dods, who brought a total change of theological approach to the Free Church. Ross (1988) p.175.
59 Cunningham (1889) p.279 quoting from Smeaton’ s last letter, addressed Rev. D Hunter on 13th April,
cf. Knight (1903) p.115.
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CHAPTER 2 – ADAM AND CHRIST

Introduction

In approaching Smeaton’ s federal pneumatology it is first necessary to examine the

theological framework for his teaching on the Holy Spirit.  To that end this chapter

seeks to demonstrate that Smeaton’ s theology is indeed federal in its conception,

especially in its parallelism between the person and work of Adam and of Christ, and at

the same time note any nuances, or modifications, that he makes to the typical

Reformed view.  Though ‘typical Reformed view’  is rather vague, at this stage of the

investigation such a ‘canon’  is helpful to prevent the study becoming engrossed in the

views of particular theologians within the Reformed arena.  Heinrich Heppe’ s Reformed

Dogmatics, as mentioned in the introduction, has been used to provide the ‘typical

Reformed view’  in concrete form.  This tactic changes in the later chapters of the thesis,

when federal pneumatology is scrutinised in more depth and it is necessary to relate to

individual theologians in order to establish a basis for Smeaton’ s claims, the potential

influences on him and the effects of his teaching.  The federal theology of Smeaton is

analysed in this chapter by looking at two of the prominent themes of Reformed

theology, that is, its concept of the federal headship of Adam and Christ, and its concept

of the saving work of Christ.  As the created situation of Adam is, in Smeaton’ s opinion,

absolutely essential to a proper understanding of the atonement in all its aspects, it is to

this that attention is first directed.

Federal Unity in Creation and Re-Creation

Adam as Federal Head of Humanity

For Smeaton, one of the key-stones (along with the Spirit-anthropology discussed in the

next chapter) to a correct understanding of God’ s action in the world through the

atonement is the constitutional position of Adam as the federal head of humanity.

Smeaton argues that many of the problems his contemporaries experienced with the

atonement stemmed, in part, from their perspective on the constitution of humanity as

created.  He illustrates his view by contrasting humanity with angelic beings:

That constitution was to the effect that one man was regarded as the race,
and that the race is still the one, - a constitution differing from that which
was given to angels, who stood each for himself, or fell each for himself.
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This seems, clearly enough, deducible from the fact that only a part fell.
It does not fall to man to object to such a constitution given to mankind,
when it pleased a sovereign God to appoint it for reasons, the wisdom
and goodness of which we may not question.1

In effect, this constitution is so basic to the created state, and to God’ s purposes and

actions within creation, that it cannot be probed: to ask of God why he did it this way is

to overstep the bounds of safe, or respectful, theology.  In his criticism of the

contemporary theology Smeaton highlights one effect of its faulty foundations in

anthropology:

They who attach themselves to the new theology of this century ignore
this constitution given to the race; or if they nominally acknowledge a
representative system, it is of such a character as makes it refer to the
NATURE exclusively, not to the PERSON.  It comes to be a mere
individualism, as if the human race were but a sand-heap or granulated
mass, without a public, corporate, or organic unity.2

If humanity is understood in such an individualistic way, Smeaton notes, the argument

then follows, ‘if their own virtue cannot save them, they cannot be benefited by the

work of another’ ,3 so that the atoning work of Christ cannot be representative for them.

This is entirely in contrast to Smeaton’ s substitutionary theory of the atonement, where

the ‘organic unity’  was encapsulated in the person of Adam, who represented the whole

of humanity as the federal head.  Smeaton generally expresses this in the context of

parallelism with Christ and the atonement.

That covenant rested on this basis, that as God at first had created man
under a representative constitution, or under a system which was that of
one for many, so the surety must come on a footing precisely similar,
nay, enter into the very provisions of that first arrangement (Rom.v.10).4

                                                
1 Smeaton (1991a) p.64. ‘It does not fall to us to justify that constitution given to the first man, and
renewed in the second man.  Nor does it become us too curiously to inquire into the reasons of such an
appointment, when we call to mind that that sovereign will of God, holy, wise, just and good, is reason
enough.’   Smeaton (1991b) p.159.
2 Smeaton (1991a) p.65.  See Smeaton (1861) p.92.  This reaction against individualism, Kinnear (1995)
p.166 notes was also present in John McLeod Campbell, though he made more ‘generous use of the
language of participation and partaking in Christ’ , p.165.
3 Smeaton (1991a) p.64.
4 Smeaton (1991a) p.67.
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The importance to Smeaton of this framework is clear from his emphatic restatement of

the principle that there were ‘only two men in history, and only two great facts on which

the fortunes of the race hinged’ .5

Yet, in this description of the created state, Smeaton detects a tension, because in

addition to the federal headship of Adam, was the lordship of Christ over creation, with

the corollary that all things were in him.  Smeaton writes,

We content ourselves with two things too plain to be questioned: (1) the
original constitution of all things IN (GXP) the Son (Col.i.15 [sic. see v.16]);
and then (2) that the race was in such a sense in Adam that we are all that
one man (Rom.v.12).6

Smeaton refuses to ‘fashion into a scheme what Scripture leaves indefinite’ ,7 but notes

that the two aspects were united in the second Adam.  In this context Smeaton uses one

of his theological assumptions, ‘the Christian redemption is …  a remedial economy’ ,8

and therefore, ‘the conditions of things into which redeemed men are ushered by the

historical Christ implies, inferentially, but surely, that what is restored was once

possessed, though mutably, in the creation state’ .9  By this Smeaton presumably means

that as the redeemed are in Christ and have a man as federal head, it follows that this is

true for the prelapsarian situation.

Christ the Second Adam

Though Smeaton’ s theology can be described as federal, the title ‘federal head’  is not

one that he is quick to apply to Christ, though he does note that one of the purposes of

the incarnation ‘was the recapitulating of all under a Head’ ,10 and he uses the term

‘head’  for Christ in a list along with Bridegroom, Shepherd, Lord, King and Surety of

his people.11  Rather, Smeaton prefers the title ‘second Adam’  drawn from the parallel

                                                
5 Smeaton (1991a) p.439, or pp.65, 440, or Smeaton (1991b) p.163.
6 Smeaton (1991a) p.43 and Smeaton (1861) p.91.
7 Smeaton (1991a) p.43.
8 Smeaton (1991a) p.42 and Smeaton (1861) p.92.
9 Smeaton (1991a) p.43.
10 Smeaton (1991a) p.43.
11 Smeaton (1991a) p.437.
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in Romans 5 between the first Adam and the last Adam,12 which is, for Smeaton, the

heart and meaning of federal theology:

It is due to the federal theology to state, that it was only meant to ground
and establish the undoubtedly scriptural doctrine of the two Adams
(Rom.v.12-20; 1 Cor.xv.47)…   that is, to show that there were, in reality,
only two men in history, and only two great facts on which the fortunes
of the race hinged.13

The terminology of federal theology Smeaton does not hold quite so dear, or essential,

in comparison to the reality of this constitution of humanity.

The doctrine of the atonement cannot be understood without the idea of a
conjunction between Christ and His people;14 whether it is called a
covenant or not (pactum salutis), and whether we use the terms of the
federal theology, or prefer others.15

From these remarks it clearly should not be taken that Smeaton disagreed with the

concepts of federal theology, but he was keen to distance himself from some of the

‘additional elements, brought in to give it completeness, but which only lent it an air of

human ingenuity and artificial construction’ .16  Smeaton concludes in his note on the

topic:

Man could be redeemed only on the principle or constitution on which
God placed him first, not on one altogether different; and the one aim of
federal theology was to base or ground this biblical truth.17

One for Many

This constitution of humanity under the two Adams directly correlates to Smeaton’ s

conception of the substitutionary atonement as an act of ‘one for many’ .18  Paul’ s

                                                
12 An often quoted chapter, in relation to this subject as well reconciliation and substitution (the
references in brackets); e.g. Smeaton (1991a)  pp.29, 43, 51, 64, 65, 67, 142, 200, 225, 244, 249, [271,
300, 314,] 366, [378,] 466f.; Smeaton (1991b) pp.[111], 117, 123, 124, [127, 129, 131, 133,] 178, 186,
[201, 210, 217f., 310, 313, 350,] 353, 363, 392, 489.
13 Smeaton (1991a) p.439.  Italics added.
14 This union is looked at in more detail on p.31.
15 Smeaton (1991a) p.437.  ‘This [see previous quotation], or something like it, whether we adopt the
federal nomenclature or not, must occur to every one who will follow out the revealed thoughts uttered by
Christ Himself to their legitimate consequences.’  Smeaton (1991a) p.440.
16 Smeaton (1991a), p.440, does not specify what the excesses are.  However, one example might be
found in Smeaton (1991b) p.403, ‘Here it is necessary to correct a piece of over-doing – a theory as to the
imperfection of the Old Testament believers…  it was argued by the Cocceian school, that if there was a
conscience of sin, true peace of conscience could not be possessed.  That by no means follows, as will be
apparent to everyone who apprehends the retrospective character of the Lord’ s death.’
17 Smeaton (1991a) p.441.  Italics added.
18 E.g. Smeaton (1991a) pp.142, 200; Smeaton (1991b) p.178.
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argument in Romans 5 is directed to the question, ‘How could the satisfaction of ONE

MAN avail for many?’ 19 and provides an answer by referring to the creation, or rather the

creation and fall.  Noting the repetition of the idea of sin entering through the one man

Adam (in verses 12, 16, 17 and 19), Smeaton understands that humanity is found

represented in him, and that sin entered the scene through his disobedience and not

through some ‘flaw or defect in the primeval constitution’ .20  This foundation, as noted

before, has to be taken on faith.21  From this basic premise, a parallel is drawn by Paul,

which though only half-expressed in verse 14, is completely revealed in verses 18 and

19, the latter clarifying the former.22

The dissimilarities between the first and second Adam are highlighted by the repeated

phrase ‘much more’ :23  ‘It is a much more of potency in the causes in operation (ver.15),

and a much more also in the results produced in connection with such causes (vers.16,

17).’ 24  Looking at the parallel of verse 19, Smeaton focuses on the obedience /

disobedience distinction to define what is essential to the atonement.

Thus sin enters by the first man, and spreads through the race, and death
by sin.  On the contrary, righteousness, or the atonement, ENTERS by the
second man, and is unto all and upon all them that believe; and life is by
righteousness.  This is the Pauline parallel.25

It is not only Paul’ s doctrine, but Christ’ s too:

All that Paul sets forth in the fifth chapter of Romans is exhibited in the
Lord’ s own sayings, with this exception, that He does not set over against
each other, by the same formal comparison, the disobedience of Adam
and the surety obedience which He Himself was bringing in.  He gives
the one side of the parallel, and he leaves us to supplement it.26

The Pauline supplement adds nothing that is not already present in the sayings of Christ:

‘That we receive the justification of life by Christ, is not once, nor obscurely stated; and

                                                
19 Smeaton (1991b) p.154.
20 Smeaton (1991b) p.155.
21 Smeaton (1991b) p.159.  cf. Smeaton (1991a) p.64 previously quoted.
22 ‘The latter member [of the parallel] is withheld, and we have only a compensation for it in the words,
THE FIGURE OF HIM THAT WAS TO COME.’   Smeaton (1991b) p.156.  Smeaton in the same place argues that
the parallel is continued at v.18 after a long parenthesis, which expresses points of dissimilarity.
23 Discussion about the contrast between the two Adams is returned to in the next two chapters.
24 Smeaton (1991b) p.156.
25 Smeaton (1991b) p.160 cf. Smeaton (1991a) p.466.
26 Smeaton (1991a) p.65.
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that this is of course to be contrasted with being made sinners by the first man, is readily

inferred.’ 27

Union with Christ

An integral part of federal theology is the concept of the union between Christ and his

people, thus making the connection between the federal representative not merely legal

but also an ‘organic unity’ .  Smeaton does not frequently refer to the union in overt

terms, but it is not absent from his work:

It is a unity or oneness so close, that we may affirm of the second man, as
well as of the first, “ we were all that one man.” 28 …  We may thus call in
the idea of organic union, as well as the idea of covenant, for they are not
exclusive of each other, but rather supplementary.29

The closeness of the union is further brought out in his exegesis of John 6:51-7.  ‘The

passage intimates that the Lord becomes united to His people in the same way as he

who eats is united to the food he eats.’ 30  Though not actually describing it as ‘union’ ,

Smeaton finds the concept essential in his penal view of the atonement: ‘It [the

righteousness of God] is made ours not less truly than if we ourselves had rendered it, IN

CONSEQUENCE OF THE LEGAL ONENESS FORMED BETWEEN US AND HIM.’ 31

In The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, from the biblical images of head and body, vine and

branches, and temple and cornerstone, Smeaton again emphasises the closeness of the

union between Christ and his people, and the role of the Spirit in its institution.32  This

is ‘a real and intimate connection …  [and shows] that the inmost soul of the redeemed is

reserved for Christ’ s inhabitation by the Spirit, who thus becomes the life of their life,

the soul of their soul, in a sense to which any other known union makes no

approximation’ .33  The connection of the doctrines of union with Christ and the spiritual

                                                
27 Smeaton (1991a) p.65.
28 ‘Augustin’ s expression, ille unus homo nos omnes fuimus, as applied to the first man, is perhaps the
very best formula ever given; and the same formula may be applied with equal warrant to the second man,
the Lord from heaven.’   Smeaton (1991a) p.441.
29 Smeaton (1991a) p.376.
30 Smeaton (1991a) p.281.
31 Smeaton (1991b) p.124.
32 2Cor.11:2; Eph.4:16; Jn.15:1-6 and Eph.2:20.
33 Smeaton (1997) p.227.
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rebirth of the believer is obvious and close:34 ‘By the Spirit our whole person is united

to His whole Person.’ 35  This results in a deeply felt union, where,

every want, necessity, and sorrow under which His people groan vibrates
to Him like the touching of a chord, of which He is instantly aware;
while, on the other hand, an injury offered to His cause awakens in them
such a sense of oneness and of conscious identification with His interests
and honour as constrains them to say: “ Rivers of water run down my
eyes, because they keep not Thy law”  (Ps.cxix.136).36

Co-crucified

For Smeaton this union is not merely an experiential thing, nor an organic development

for humanity; it is, rather, related to the substitutionary atonement, by answering how

one man’ s satisfaction of the law can justly be applied to others.  While analysing

Romans 6, and especially the terms UWPGVC�HJOGP (co-buried) and� UWPGUVCWTY�SJ (co-

crucified), Smeaton uses 2 Corinthians 5:1437 as the key.

Thus we may either say, CHRIST DIED FOR US; or say, WE DIED IN HIM…
We have but ONE PUBLIC representative, CORPORATE ACT PERFORMED BY
THE SON OF GOD, in which we share as truly as if we had accomplished
that atonement ourselves.38

Smeaton states that Romans 6 can only be correctly interpreted when the two Adams

theme from chapter five is incorporated.  It is from this perspective that the phrase ‘we

died to sin’ , and other Pauline expressions in the same vein, have to be understood.39

He argues that as the first clause of 2 Corinthians 5:14b, ‘that one died for all’ , records a

real event, so, these expressions ‘uniformly allude…  not to an inward deliverance from

sin, but to the Christian’ s objective relation, or to his personal standing before God in

the vicarious work of Christ; it means that we are legally dead to sin in Christ.’ 40

Accordingly, Smeaton understands that there are not two acts, Christ’ s and ours

mirroring it, but one substitutionary act in federal unity.41

                                                
34 Smeaton (1997) p.227.
35 Smeaton (1997) p.228.
36 Smeaton (1997) p.228.
37 He improves the translation of the AV to conclude, ‘then all died’ . Smeaton (1991b) p.162.  He
explains on p.213, ‘So long as men incorrectly translate CXRG�SCPQP were dead …  they readily argue that the
spiritual death of men is universal, and that the death of Christ is equally so.  But when the correctly
render, in the second clause, THEN THEY ALL DIED, that argument has no foundation.’
38 Smeaton (1991b) p.162.  Refer also to p.211.
39 See, e.g., Smeaton (1991b) pp.209-14, 237f., 353, on 2Cor.5:14f., Gal.2:20f., Heb.2:9f. respectively.
40 Smeaton (1991b) p.163.
41 I.e. ‘one public representative, corporate act’  Smeaton (1991b) p.162.
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Extent of Atonement

Directly implied by the concepts of federal representation and union with Christ is the

controversial topic of particular redemption.  When looking at this area, Smeaton

discusses the various titles given to the beneficiaries of Christ’ s work:  ‘the many’ , ‘His

sheep’ , ‘His people’ , ‘the children of God scattered abroad’  and ‘His friends’ .  From

these terms, he concludes, ‘Whatever be the infinite value of the atonement, considered

as a divine fact, as well as a human transaction, yet, in point of saving efficacy, it does

not extend beyond the circle of those who believe in Christ.’ 42  He then briefly and

critically examines the alternative views of: universal salvation, universal grace in

Arminian and semi-Pelagian thought, Amyraldianism, and the assumption that a

universal provision lies behind the universal call.  Smeaton gives three reasons why the

extent of the atonement is limited to believers.  First is the union of believers with their

federal head.

On this principle, then, that the Christ and His seed are viewed as one,
just as Adam and his family were one, the redemption work by which we
are saved was incontrovertibly finished by His obedience, and must be
held to have been at once offered and accepted in the room of all for
whom He acted the part of a surety.43

The second reason Smeaton gives is that ‘the salvation is not won for any to whom it is

not applied’ , indicating a fault with the Arminian school.  If this were not so, then

Christ’ s work have been deficient in power or love, by procuring a means of salvation

and not being able or willing to apply it.  Smeaton suggests that such theories imply

disharmony in the Trinity, but on the contrary, ‘there can be no disharmony between the

election of the Father, the redemption of the Son, and the application of the Spirit’ .44

The final reason is based on Christ’ s intercessory prayer in John 17:9, which is closely

linked to the atonement, and firmly distinguishes between those given to Christ and the

‘world’ .

                                                
42 Smeaton (1991a) p.371.
43 Smeaton (1991a) p.376.  Earlier he wrote, ‘No one doubts that the extent of the fall is coincident with
its obvious and manifest effects.  If a causal connection obtains between one man’ s disobedience and the
sin, judgment, and death in which the world is now involved, a causal connection obtains, too, between
the second man’ s obedience and the saving benefits in which all Christians participate.’  p.366.
44 Smeaton (1991a) p.377.
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Smeaton is no ‘Hyper-Calvinist’ , however,45 and accepts that the gospel is for universal

proclamation.  He dismisses those who find this reasoning contradictory: ‘These are

merely exercises of human reasoning on themes which, from the nature of the case, the

finite mind must rather accept as facts than presume exhaustively to explore.’ 46

Accepting that Christ and his sacrifice had an infinite value, it follows that the

atonement must be recognised as having an infinite sufficiency, and therefore, no

individual can argue against the possibility of its saving effect being applied to him or

her.  Smeaton looks to the example of Christ and the apostles, who preached

indiscriminately, and directs his readers to the Synod of Dort’ s teaching that Christ’ s

death was ‘abundantly sufficient to expiate the sins of the whole world’ .47

The Saving Work of Christ

Central in Smeaton’ s federal scheme of the atonement is the concept of covenant, which

he first broaches in the opening chapters of Christ’ s Doctrine of the Atonement.48  His

argument is that Jesus’  testimony concerning himself requires that there was ‘an

agreement between the Father who gave a commission involving duty, promises,

rewards, and the Son considered as a public person, who appeared as a representative

acting in the name of his people’ .49  This illustrates the intertwining with the covenant

concept of the themes of federal representation of, and union to, a particular people.

Smeaton elaborates:

[It is a] peculiar engagement or covenant between the three persons of the
Godhead, by which one person demands the satisfaction, the second
renders it, and the third applies it.  According to this counsel they have
each a different part to act, and a different relation to the sinner.  There
was a covenant between the Father and the Son in behalf of a peculiar
class, who are described as given to Christ, or committed to Him, with a
special charge that none of them should be lost.50

                                                
45 ‘An exaggerated or imbalanced type of Reformed theology’ , Toon (1988) p.324, that over-emphasises
God’ s sovereignty in election and irresistible grace to the exclusion of the sinner’ s responsibility and the
need of the Church to evangelise.
46 Smeaton (1991a) p.379.
47 Smeaton (1991b) p.538.  On p.531 he quotes Calvin on 1Jn.2:2 ‘SUFFICIENTLY for the whole world, but
EFFICIENTLY only for the elect’ .
48 Smeaton (1991a) p.63.
49 Smeaton (1991a) p.63.
50 Smeaton (1991a) p.66.
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A string of Johannine references51 reveal a commission given to Jesus, which ‘plainly’

indicates an agreement in which we see

one party imposing conditions, and a second undertaking to comply with
certain terms on behalf of a third party.  That such a treaty52 exists, then,
in the counsels of the Godhead, cannot be questioned by any one who
will do justice to these words of Jesus.53

This inter-Trinitarian covenant initiates the redemptive action of God, which is in turn

worked out in the specific events of the atonement.  In his discussions on Acts 2:23,

Smeaton writes:

The judicial sentence by which He became the object of punishment, and
was delivered into the hands of sinners, was carried into effect solely on
the ground that He was already a sin-bearer in our stead by express
covenant with the Father.54

Penal atonement, sin-bearing, and federal representation were all enacted in history

because of the covenant; thus all the concepts are interdependent and intertwined.  This

covenant is given the title ‘Covenant of Redemption’  in classical Reformed theology;55

it is noticeable that Smeaton chooses not to use the term.

There is one objection that Smeaton is willing to acknowledge and respond to: ‘the

notion of a covenant presupposes a two fold will in God’ .56  He effectively takes two

slants on the doctrine of the Trinity in countering this accusation.  Firstly, there is no

greater problem here than with the doctrine of the Trinity itself.57

                                                
51 Jn.6:39; 14:29; 7:16-18; 10:16 and the intercessory prayer of Jn.17.
52 The choice of the term ‘treaty’  in this context is perhaps significant.  This term according to Francis
Lyall (1979) p.11 is the accurate translation of foedus, which he dislikes being used to describe the
covenant between God and humanity:  ‘I regret the continual occasional use of the term “ Federal
Theology”  with its analogy to the foedus, the Roman term for a treaty…   The treaty today has
implications of bargaining between more or less equal powers and their undertaking mutual obligations.’
However, apart from the negative implications of ‘bargaining’  (the issue of apparent disunity in the
Godhead is addressed by Smeaton, see below), it could be applied to an agreement between two persons
of the Godhead, though Lyall does not stray into this area.
53 Smeaton (1991a) p.67.
54 Smeaton (1991b) p.86.
55 Berkhof (1958) p.265 attributes the term to Johanes Cocceius (1603-69) whereas Lillback (1988) p.175
and Lillback (2001) p.213 n.15 understand that it is clearly established by Caspar Olevianus (1536-87).
Though Lillback (2001), p.101, with the aim of emphasising the continuity between the early and later
Reformed theologians, identifies the concept earlier when ‘Zwingli couples this covenant [the unified
covenant expressed in both the Old and New Testaments] with God’ s pre-temporal plan, and perhaps
offers the first Reformed utterance upon the idea of the pre-temporal covenant of redemption.’
56 Smeaton (1991a) p.440.
57 Smeaton (1991a) p.440 and Smeaton (1997) p.123.
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Each person wills, knows, loves, and exercises acts to one another and to
us; and as they are personally distinct in the numerical unity of the divine
essence, so, according to the order of subsistence, they each will, though
not apart and isolated.58

Secondly, the reason that the accusation is made ‘spring[s] from an exclusive regard to

the unity of the Godhead’ .59  Historically, he ascribes the occurrence of this view to ‘the

wide-spread Sabellian opinion which admits no Trinity in any sense’ .60  Smeaton, in

reaction to the over-emphasis of the unity of the Godhead, emphasises the importance of

the covenant between Father and Son, and quotes Owen on two occasions to the same

effect:

Because of the distinct acting of the will of the Father, and of the will of
the Son, with regard to each other, it is more than a decree, and hath the
proper nature of a covenant or compact.61

Smeaton expressly differentiates between this covenant and any temporal covenant in

his discussion of the continuity and discontinuity of the old and new covenants:

This new covenant, so called because replacing a previous one, is not to
be regarded as equivalent to the federal transaction between the Father
and the Son…   Rather it is the two fold method of administrating the one
covenant – to which allusion is made in the words before us, – with a
special antithesis between the typical or preparatory economy on the one
hand, and the reality or truth as come at last on the other.62

The last sentence makes it clear that the inter-trinitarian covenant is to be distinguished

from and is prior to either the Sinaitic or New Covenant.  This is further emphasised

when the inter-trinitarian covenant is suggested to ‘afford…  a bird’ s-eye view of the

whole economy [as a scheme of grace] from its commencement to its final

consummation’ .63

The relationship between this covenant and the fall is more ambiguous:

                                                
58 Smeaton (1991a) p.440.
59 Smeaton (1991a) p.440.
60 Smeaton (1997) p.123.
61 Smeaton (1991a) p.440 and Smeaton (1997) p.123, quoting from Owen (1850-3) vol. 10 pp.481-624.
Smeaton (1991a) p.67 calls the covenant ‘that eternal paction’ .
62 Smeaton (1991a) pp.215f.
63 Smeaton (1991a) p.68.
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In view of the Fall a covenant or method of restoration had been formed,
according to which we find the persons of the Godhead acting their
proper part on man’ s behalf.64

Elsewhere, Smeaton argues that the covenant begins within the Trinity, ‘for no covenant

[of a remedial economy] between God and sinners could have been directly formed’ .65

Francis Lyall in his article on the legal language in federal theology argues that, in a

manner similar to Scottish law, the ‘making’  of the covenant is to be distinguished from

the ‘communicating’  of it.66  So:

The second covenant may have been ‘made’  prior to the breach of the
terms of the first covenant at the Fall, or even before creation began…
alternatively, one could certainly say that the second covenant was
‘made’  prior to its being communicated to man through the promise of
the redeemer in Gen.3.15.67

Combining this insight with the latter interpretation of Smeaton’ s remark, a synthesis

might be achieved.  When the first arrangement, made graciously and directly with

Adam by God, was breached, the triune God brought into effect, i.e. ‘communicated’ ,

another gracious covenant, which had been previously ‘made’ , to provide a mediator to

re-establish the relationship between God and humanity.

The covenant given directly to Adam, though not elaborated by Smeaton, would seem

to be, none the less, the fundamental axiom for understanding the work of redemption.

As previously noted: ‘The world could be redeemed on no other principle than that on

which it was first constituted.’ 68  The strongly federal view of redemption makes

Smeaton’ s lack of discussion, or even use, of the term ‘covenant of works’  even more

noticeable.69  In his discussions on the second Adam recapitulating the work of the first

Adam, Smeaton prefers to describe the events in terms of the breaching or fulfilling of

the ‘law’ .70  There is no discussion about a formal covenant, or even a law, being

                                                
64 Smeaton (1997) p.18.
65 Smeaton (1991a) p.67.
66 Lyall (1979) pp.12f.
67 Lyall (1979) p.13.
68 Smeaton (1991a) pp.440f.
69 Apart from the exception of Smeaton (1991a) p.67.
70 This has some significance when the effects of Smeaton’ s federal pneumatology and anthropology are
considered later, when, ironically, the use of ‘law’  over ‘covenant’ , and especially ‘covenant of works’ ,
may be indicative of Smeaton’ s desire to increase the emphasis of God’ s gracious presence with Adam
prior to the fall.
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presented to Adam, the law in this context seeming to be a feature of the created state –

what was expected of a rational and moral creature towards his creator, as honour was

in the Anselm’ s Cur Deus Homo.71

Nevertheless, Christ’ s work of atonement, the temporal enacting of the inter-trinitarian

covenant, is to be understood entirely as the fulfilling of the original arrangement with

Adam, ‘both as to precept and penalty’ .72  At this point it is appropriate to initiate the

discussion on the relationship between grace and law in Smeaton’ s theology; it is not

surprising in a work on the atonement that the concern is with God’ s grace revealed in

the context of the law broken.  In his chapter on Galatians, as well as his discussions on

Christ as sin-bearer,73 it is the curse of the law under which Christ came to live as his

people’ s representative in order to redeem them, and in contrast to the curse of the law

stands the grace of God in his covenant.

When Smeaton speaks of the ‘law’  in these discussions he always has the covenant with

Adam in view.  He notes the exegetical absurdity required to interpret ‘law’  in Galatians

as the Mosaic law and hence referring to Israel only, or Christ as a Jew.74  However, in

his discussions on ‘Christ fulfilling the law’ 75 he moves from interpreting Matthew

5:17’ s ‘Law or the prophets’ ,76 to argue that the whole of the Old Testament refers to

Christ and was accomplished in him.  He then talks of ‘the whole Jewish law’  of which

‘the moral law constitut[es… ] the centre of it’ .77  This is followed by a discussion on the

Sermon on the Mount, which is described as the spiritual application of moral law,78

before ending on the topic of ‘fulfillment of divine law’ .79  This gradual development

within this chapter from the Jewish law to a divine law is summarised in his conclusion,

and serves to illustrate Smeaton’ s understanding of their relationship:

                                                
71 Karlberg (1987) p.297 detects a change within the Reformed school with Francis Junius (1589-1677):
‘No longer was the covenant concept organically related to the order of creation.’   Therefore, Smeaton
would show more similarity with earlier Calvinist thought; though he is not alone, e.g. Goodwin (1863)
vol. 7 p.23: ‘I would rather call it [covenant of works] the creation law, jus creationis.’
72 Smeaton (1991a) p.68.
73 See pp.42ff. below.
74 Smeaton (1991b) pp.245, 252 and 262.
75 Smeaton (1991a) pp.224-240.
76 He notes it is ‘or’  not ‘and’ , so indicating that the whole of the OT in all its aspects pointed to himself,
cf. Mt. 7:12 and Lk.16:16 indicating the moral elements common to both.  Smeaton (1991a) pp.229f.
77 Smeaton (1991a) p.230.
78 Smeaton (1991a) p.233.
79 Smeaton (1991a) p.236.
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The law of nature is still traceable as written on the human heart
(Rom.ii.14, 15).  And though the Decalogue was dispensationally
imposed on the people of Israel, while other nations received it not, it was
but the republication of the law originally given to man as man and
written on his heart …  (Rom.iii.19-31).80

As noted above, Smeaton viewed the Old and New Covenants as the one covenant of

grace outworking in two forms, and therefore, there is an element of continuity and

discontinuity between them.81  As Christ inaugurates the New Covenant during the Last

Supper,

He uses words which, no doubt, recall the language and the position of
Moses at the founding of the Sinaitic covenant.82

Smeaton contrasts, as he writes on the teaching on the Lord’ s Supper in the letter to the

Corinthians:

They [believers], in a word, by that sacrificial blood entered into a new
covenant-standing no longer shadowy or capable of dissolution, but
perfect and inviolable.83

The difference is further emphasised in this context of Christ’ s sacrificial blood:

We find it was enough to institute a typical sacrifice for the temporal
covenant, but the true sacrifice was indispensably necessary for the
abiding covenant…   The special difference between the two covenants,
distinguished into old and new, was, that the Sinaitic covenant did not
effectually provide for personal forgiveness; and that it was, besides,
rather national and Jewish than universal, - rather mundane and external
in its blessings and promises than spiritual and transforming.84

This contrast between the law and the Spirit is developed in his work on the Holy Spirit.

Again, he works from the understanding that the Old and New Covenants are two

manifestations of the one overarching covenant of grace, before analysing the tension

between them:

The apostle, in a profound passage in the Second Epistle to the
Corinthians [2 Corinthians 3:6-18], delineates the difference between the
Jewish and Christian economy as two different modes of administering
one and the same covenant of grace.85

                                                
80 Smeaton (1991a) p.240.
81 See Smeaton (1991a) pp.215f.
82 Smeaton (1991a) p.208.
83 Smeaton (1991b) p.204.
84 Smeaton (1991a) pp.214f.
85 Smeaton (1997) pp.69f.
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An absolute difference is that the first of these covenants is a ‘legal and national’  one; a

relative difference is the manner of operation of the Holy Spirit.  While Smeaton argues

that the Spirit was active in the conversion of the Old Testament believers, the fulness

of his coming and the openness of his working in power were not evidenced.  The

absolute tone of the 2 Corinthians 3:6 should not imply that the two covenants were

completely different as the ‘law’  and the Sinaitic covenant can have two inflections,

either the gospel promise given to Abraham, or the national system given to Moses.  So,

as God’ s law and promise cannot be in conflict, the term as used in 2 Corinthians should

be limited to the national law of Israel:

Some have thought that the Sinaitic Covenant was simply a covenant of
works, wholly different in character from the covenant grace.  That
supposition cannot be accepted, for the law is not against the promise of
God (Gal.iii.17)…   A twofold view may be taken of the Sinaitic
Covenant.  It may be taken more largely or more strictly…   Taken more
largely, the Sinaitic Covenant…  contains the patriarchal gospel, or the
Abrahamic Covenant…   Taken more strictly, the Sinai Covenant…  was a
national transaction between God and Israel, and conditional in
character…   letter and shadow – national, transitory, conditional, and
burdensome in the whole character of arrangements.86

Therefore, to summarise, the eternal inter-Trinitarian covenant is to be economically

observed in the gospel promise from Genesis 3:15, through Abraham and on to its

fulfilment and mediation in Christ.  The Sinaitic covenant, while based on and

encompassing the promise, was limited in terms both of its nation-centred aims and the

degree of support supplied through the Spirit.

The Broken Covenant

Adam’ s violation distinguishes two features of a covenant:

For if Adam’ s trespass contains two parts,- an obligation violated and a
guilt incurred,- and if the second man must enter into both ... we must
comprehend both these elements.  His obedience thus included all that
was required of man in innocence, and all that was justly incurred by man
in his state of guilt.87

                                                
86 Smeaton (1997) pp.70f.
87 Smeaton (1991b) p.158.
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These two aspects are intrinsic to the nature of the covenant or the law: ‘(1) That it

urges its inflexible claims to sinless obedience as the only way to life (Gal.iii.12); and

(2) that it comes armed with the curse incurred by its violation (Gal.iii.10-13).’ 88

Therefore, there are two sides to Christ’ s substitutionary work, one is the work of ‘the

curse-bearer, and [the other] as the active doer of a work of obedience’ .89  Smeaton,

however, is not overly keen on the traditional terminology: ‘The two elements, not very

happily termed the active and passive obedience, are jointly concurring causes in the

one atoning work.’ 90  Therefore, while he distinguishes active and passive obedience for

didactic purposes, he emphasises that both aspects were the one act of Christ.91

It was not a double obedience.  The entire life of Jesus must be
apprehended as one connected deed…   We may distinguish, but not
divide, the parts of that obedience which is one.92

It is in this area that Smeaton acknowledges a defect in Anselm’ s theology, when

contrasted with Reformed theology.93  For though Anselm’ s theory ‘makes provision’

for the concept of active and passive obedience, he never allows them ‘to come to their

rights’ .  This led to Anselm making a ‘far too wide distinction between punishment and

satisfaction, as if they had nothing in common’ ,94 with the result that he placed ‘the

Godman, as above the law, not as Mediator under it’ ,95 as in the Reformed concept of

passive obedience.  The reason, Smeaton thinks, is that following Patristic theology

generally,96 Anselm is reserved in his idea of substitution, not wanting to over-

emphasise the humiliation of Christ.  Neither is Anselm adequate on the concept of

active obedience, but states that the active obedience of Christ was that due by every

rational creature, which he completed perfectly, thus making his final sacrifice

acceptable.97  Smeaton comments that this view was thoroughly refuted by the Lutheran

                                                
88 Smeaton (1991b) p.120.
89 Smeaton (1991a) p.93.
90 Smeaton (1991a) p.461.
91 As Reformed thought generally – Heppe (1978) p.467.
92 Smeaton (1991a) pp.236f. (in a footnote he takes Karge (Lutheran) and Piscator (Reformed) to task for
limiting the atonement to the suffering of Christ.  On p.238 he concludes his discussion by once again
distancing himself from traditional language:  ‘If …  we dismiss all scholastic terms, the matter may be
put in the following biblical way… ’ ).  Also see Smeaton (1991b) pp.533f.  Smeaton also stresses at some
length that this single obedience possesses a twofold aspect in Smeaton (1991b) p.122.
93 Other defects are noted; see Smeaton (1859a) p.949.
94 Smeaton (1859a) p.953.
95 Smeaton (1859a) p.954.
96 Smeaton (1859a) p.953 directs readers to Patristic commentators on Gal.3:13.
97 See discussion on active obedience p.50f.
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theologians, as well as Calvin, Pareus and Ames, who argued that ‘He was under the

law, not because He had human nature, but because He willed to be under it for us’ .98

The ‘Passive’  Work of Christ as the Sin-bearer

Though fundamentally disagreeing with Origen’ s theology of the atonement,99 on the

issue of Christ’ s passive work Smeaton praises him: ‘Perhaps none of the Fathers did

more than Origen to exhibit and circulate this great central thought of VICARIOUS SIN-

BEARING.’ 100  In discussing the concept of sin-bearing, Smeaton looks first at John’ s

testimony about Jesus, as recorded in John 1:29; he then discusses the title ‘Son of Man’

in relation to sin-bearing, before analysing Jesus’  consciousness of being the sin-bearer

in his baptism, life and speech.

John’ s testimony

The testimony of John presents a number of difficulties of interpretation, the first being,

what were the associations to be taken from the title Lamb of God?  Is John referring to

Isaiah 53:7 and 12?  Smeaton is very open on this ‘moot point’ , and notes that ‘as it is

not a formal quotation, it is unnecessary to pronounce a positive decision …  either

way’ .101  In discussing what lamb is being referred to, Smeaton limits himself to three

types of cultus sacrifices: paschal lamb, the burnt offering and the trespass-offering.102

‘The words themselves do not decide the question’ , but he argues that in every case the

lamb is ‘offered to obtain a legal purification from ceremonial defilement’ .103

Smeaton spends more time on the translation and interpretation of QB�CK�TYP���The first

point he notes is that the two clauses of John’ s testimony have to be read together,

                                                
98 Smeaton (1859a) p.954 notes Voetius’  comments on the question and adds to the list: Danaeus, Sladus,
Maccovius; those who hold the Anselmic view on this point as: Bullinger, Zanchius, Piscator, Turretin
and Cloppenburg.
99 See Smeaton (1991b) pp.491-4.
100 Smeaton (1991b) p.492.
101 Smeaton (1991a) p.96, also pp.444f.
102 Morris (1995) pp.127-9 lists some nine options.
103 Smeaton (1991a) p.96.  A modern treatment of this problem is provided by Carey (1981). His thesis is,
in a manner not too dissimilar to Smeaton, that it is a ‘mistake to look for the origin of this phrase in an
actual OT passage’  (Carey (1981) p.111), rather that John the Baptist was using a concept that was in
popular circulation, which could have stemmed from both the Passover story and Isaiah.
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further emphasising the sacrificial understanding of the ‘Lamb of God’ .104  Smeaton

then moves onto the meaning of CK�TY: should it be translated ‘bears’  or ‘takes away’ ?105

Smeaton prefers the former, but notes that either is sacrificial language.  The word

itself, says Smeaton, ‘means primarily “ to lift up” ’ ,106 and so by implication other

readings are secondary.  Nevertheless, he argues, one lifts up to take away, and bears in

doing so.  The argument of Grimm that in the Septuagint whenever it is associated with

CBOCTVK�CP�or� CBOC�TVJOC it is always ‘taking away’  or ‘removing’  and not ‘bearing’  is

noted107 but as it is based entirely on an analysis of the Septuagint it is of limited value,

especially as the Septuagint is not consistent in its translation of the Hebrew.108  It is not

only Grimm that has made this error, Smeaton argues:  ‘The Church of the patristic age

and of the Reformation age accepted the rendering of the Septuagint, as if in this matter

it gave us the ultimate truth.  I say that there is a call for a fresh investigation.’ 109

Smeaton notes four scenarios where the term is used – applied to the sinner, the

sacrifice, the priest, and to God – and argues that there should be a uniformity of

translation.110  He then hopes to demonstrate his earlier proposal: ‘Whenever the

language occurs, it carries with it the notion of an oppressive burden, or of penal

endurance.’ 111  Smeaton sees no problem with the first two scenarios (in agreement with

the Septuagint), but engages with the difficulties presented by the last two.  With regard

to the priests, Smeaton cites Leviticus 10:17 as a text that describes the priests as

                                                
104 As opposed to understanding it to refer to Jesus’  ‘moral innocence and meekness’  or ‘good and gentle’
teaching – both of which he spends a paragraph refuting.
105 New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology goes for both! In vol. 1 p. 701 H Volander
cites Jn.1:29 as an example of CK�TY as ‘forgiveness’ , but in vol. 2 p.411 J Gess notes its use as ‘takes
away’  in the same passage; he also notes, ‘It is preferable to understand this unusual genitive construction
in the light of the relative clause …  and to link this with Isa.53: the lamb (of God) bears the sin of the
world.’   Carey, with his less exact hermenuetical approach argues that ‘the sense is perfectly clear:
through the sacrificial death of Jesus the burden of sin that weighs upon mankind is lifted off’ . Carey
(1981) p.120 in response to the contrast of CK�TY (‘take away’ ) with RG�TY (‘bear’ ) in Ladd CE (1975), A
Theology of the New Testament, Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, p.43 n.35.
106 Smeaton (1991a) p.445.
107 Grimm CLW De Joan. Christologioe indole, p.106, and in Wilke’ s Lexicon of the N.T.
108 The word DI
Q� is translated in a variety of ways, see Smeaton (1991a) p.446.
109 Smeaton (1991a), p.447, explains,  ‘Now it is plain, that in deciding on the translation to be given in
any given passage, the Septuagint translators were guided by certain a priori considerations which,
whether right or wrong, were derived from some other quarter than the bare signification of the language
which they translated.  They appropriated the rendering HG�TGKP, (1) to the individual worshipper, and (2)
to the sacrificial victim; and they appropriated the other rendering, CXHCKTGK�P, (1) to the priest, and (2) to
God.’  p.446.
110 Smeaton (1991a) pp.104 and 446.
111 Smeaton (1991a) p.100.
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bearing the guilt of the worshipper, he also draws on Exodus 28:38 where the priest is

said to bear the ‘iniquity of the holy things’ .  The priest is therefore a type of Christ,

who would later be the priest and sacrifice.  The case for applying the uniform

translation to God is more difficult.  He notes that certain phrases taken as

anthropomorphisms or figures of speech by the Septuagint are subsequently to be

understood literally within the Christian church:112

Therefore we may affirm that the phrase, “ to bear sin,”  in its application
to God, treats of God the Son; or it may suffice to say that it refers to the
incarnate one, the God of redemption.113

Smeaton finds it significant that John’ s testimony used the present tense, and concludes

that it does not concern a future event.  Jesus’  sin-bearing thus occurred not only on the

cross, but in his incarnation: ‘The sin of man was not first imputed to Him or borne by

Him when He hung upon the cross, but in and with the assumption of man’ s nature, or,

more precisely, in and with His mission.’ 114  This leads Smeaton to write:

The peculiar character of the Lord’ s humanity, which was, on the one
hand, pure and holy, and yet, on the other, a curse-bearing humanity,
plainly shows that in some sense He was the sin-bearer from the moment
of His sending, and therefore, even prior to His actual incarnation.115

This startling conclusion is given no explanation by Smeaton, but from the context it

would appear that he is anxious to connect the sin-bearing to Christ’ s commission and

not his incarnation per se: ‘not because He took a portion of the common lump or

general mass of humanity, but only as a part of the voluntary assumed curse’ .116

Elsewhere Smeaton appears, more conventionally, to limit sin-bearing to the incarnation

and subsequent events.117  Smeaton also places some emphasis upon the imputationary

nature of the sin-bearing of Christ:

He took SIN AS SUCH, and not the mere consequences of it, or the element
of punishment alone;…  He was made the world’ s sin, and bore it,- thus

                                                
112 He gives ‘They shall look upon Me whom they have pierced’  (Zec.12:10), as an example.  Smeaton
(1991a) p.108.
113 Smeaton (1991a) p.108, his italics.  See Ex.30:32; Pss.32:1, 5; 85:2; Is. 33:24; Mic.7:18.
114 Smeaton (1991a) p.109.
115 Smeaton (1991a) p.108, this cannot be dismissed as a ‘slip of the tongue’ , for he mentions if two
sentences before, also cf. p.451.
116 Smeaton (1991a) p.451.
117 E.g. Smeaton (1991a) p.131.
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becoming, not personally but officially, the proper object of punitive
justice, and enduring the penalty due to the sins of mankind.118

This is a distinction that Smeaton frequently refers to in his historical discussions on the

early Church, in The Apostles’  Doctrine of the Atonement, and, to Smeaton, it was one

of Anselm’ s major contributions to restate the atonement with respect to sin itself and

not just its effects.119

Son of Man

Smeaton notes that the title ‘Son of Man’  is the most common title that Jesus attributes

to himself,120 whereas he avoids the title Messiah, a contrast that Smeaton finds

significant.  He quickly dismisses three views that limit the significance of the title – i.e.

to Christ’ s human nature, as a Hebraism for ‘man’ , and as a term for ‘the most excellent

of men’  – before listing significant features of its use.121  These are:122

a) That it is never used after the resurrection, the significance of this is confirmed in

Smeaton’ s opinion by Luke 17:22.

b) Jesus never uses it in his prayers.

c) He never uses it in his capacity as a teacher.

d) It is a title used by Christ of himself, and not by others.  Smeaton dismisses Stephen’ s

use123 of it as a near quotation of Jesus, and John’ s in Revelation124 as quoting Daniel.

Smeaton claims that there is no doubt that the origin of the title is Psalm 8, with its

emphasis on the low, rather than high, esteem of humanity,125 and agrees with

Heumann’ s thesis that John’ s gospel always places it in antithesis with Christ’ s divine

majesty.126  These factors led Smeaton to associate the title ‘Son of Man’  exclusively

with Christ’ s humiliation:

We think it will be found, on a full and accurate examination of all the
several passages, that the following elements are contained in this title:

                                                
118 Smeaton (1991a) p.101.
119 Refer e.g. Smeaton (1859a) pp.931, 944f.
120 Some 80 times in the gospels.
121 However, in a note he discusses other views in more detail, see Smeaton (1991a) pp.447-451.
122 Smeaton (1991a) pp.112-3.
123 Acts 7:56.
124 Rev.1:13 [and 14:14, which Smeaton does not mention].
125 Smeaton (1991a) p.113.
126 Smeaton (1991a) p.450.
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true humanity or the real assumption of our nature by the Son of God; the
idea of the second man or second Adam; the abasement, grief, and shame
with which He was acquainted during His earthly lot.127

Smeaton selects a number of passages128 which he exegetes to show that several facets

of the humility of Christ are present in association with the title ‘Son of Man’ .  Those

passages that ‘at first sight …  involve an allusion to His glory’  are dismissed:

On the contrary, they mean that He who then spoke in the abasement of
the curse would appear in His mediatorial exaltation; and, as was natural,
His thought were much directed to the joy that was set before Him.129

Smeaton implies that his is the only hermeneutical approach which can encompass all

texts; the others ‘fail... to explain the references to His abasement; and the Messianic

glory was but the reward of the humiliation’ .130  Unlike his views on the title ‘Lamb of

God’ , here he gives no room for doubt, or for a combination of meanings.  He

summarises: ‘The three thoughts contained in the phrase, then, …  are these: (1) true

humanity; (2) the second Adam; (3) abased curse-bearing humanity.’ 131  Smeaton

argues,

All those who limit the allusion to Daniel’ s vision of His kingdom lose
sight of two things,- (1) the foundation on which this kingdom is reared –
His abasement; and (2) the import rule of interpretation supplied to us by
the apostle [in Ephesians 4:9].132

Smeaton’ s exegesis is consistent with his selected hermeneutical framework, but why

should the title ‘Son of Man’ , any more than any other title used of Christ, be governed

by Ephesians 4:9?  While Christ’ s humiliation might be accepted, Smeaton does not

make it clear why it should immediately follow that it, exclusively, is the lens through

which the ‘Son of Man’  may be interpreted.

                                                
127 Smeaton (1991a) p.114.
128 Mk.9:12; Mt.8:20; 20:28 [See also Smeaton (1991a) pp.190ff.]; Jn.5:27; Mt.11:19; Lk.19:10; Mt.4:6;
Mk.2:28.
129 Smeaton (1991a) p.121.  Also, e.g. pp.351ff. and 363 for the outworking of this in his exegesis.
130 Smeaton (1991a) p.449, specifically of the view that teaches the title as that of exalted Messiah.
131 Smeaton (1991a) pp.450f.
132 Smeaton (1991a) pp.111f.



47

Conscious Sin-bearer in Baptism

The words of Jesus in Matthew 3:15, are held up by Smeaton as the hermeneutical key

for the passages ‘which speak of Christ’ s obedience as the righteousness of His people,

or represent Him as made of God unto us righteousness, because He was first of all

made sin for us’ .133  In reply to the question, ‘What significance had baptism for the

Christ of God?’ 134 he returns to the two-fold nature of Christ.  Though personally

sinless, Jesus has an official duty, embarked upon voluntarily, but which demands to be

performed in all its aspects.  ‘It consisted in an obedience to the divine law in precept

and in penalty, complete in all its parts, and up to the measure of man’ s capacity.’ 135

Smeaton, therefore, paraphrases verse 15:

Though sinless in a world of sinners, and without having contracted any
personal taint, I come for baptism; because, in my public or official
capacity, I am a debtor in the room of many, and bring with Me the sin of
the whole world, for which I am the propitiation.136

Noticing Christ’ s use of ‘baptism’  in Luke 12:50, Smeaton sees a symbolic element that

is incorporated in Jesus’  act too.  ‘It was a symbolic representation of those sufferings

and sorrows to which He must submit as the voluntary sacrifice in the room of His

people.’ 137

Conscious Sin-bearer in His Life

In this section, Smeaton aims to steer between the errors of, on the one hand, Gottfried

Menken and Edward Irving and their ‘bringing Christ into the circle of human nature as

it now is’ ,138 and on the other, of avoiding the issue of Christ’ s human experience of a

fallen world altogether.  Rather, ‘He went through all life in a double capacity, and must

be regarded at every moment as at once the curse-bearer and the fulfiller of all

righteousness.’ 139  Smeaton then addresses, as examples, various aspects of Jesus’  life

where he is the sin-bearer: within family relations, the necessity of labour, facing real

temptation, sickness and diseases.

                                                
133 Smeaton (1991a) p.128.
134 Smeaton (1991a) p.130.
135 Smeaton (1991a) p.134.
136 Smeaton (1991a) p.131.
137 Smeaton (1991a) p.132.
138 Smeaton (1991a) p.136.  See also Smeaton (1997) p.132 and Smeaton (1991b) p.171
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The last is a neglected area in Smeaton’ s view.  He questions, ‘If they [sickness and

diseases] are part of the curse, can it be said that He took them on Himself?’ 140

Smeaton then gives an explanation that he believes answers this and seeks to explain the

phrase, ‘Himself took our infirmities, and bare our sicknesses’ .141  In anticipation of the

removal of the cause of illness by Christ’ s atonement, he was able to heal sinners.142

From certain biblical texts,143 Smeaton concludes that the healing of illness caused Jesus

to be fatigued, troubled and that he was aware of ‘virtue leaving him’ .  Therefore, along

with Thomas Goodwin,144 Smeaton suggests that in some mysterious way Christ,

though he could not contract disease, bore or transferred the diseases to himself.145

Conscious Sin-bearer in His Sayings

In looking at the sufferings of Christ, Smeaton distinguishes two types: ‘those which

were an immediate infliction upon His soul from the hand of God, and those in which

soul and body alike shared’ .146  For the former he suggests three passages and exegetes

them in some detail.147  These naturally focus on Christ’ s impending death, but his

words are not to be taken merely as a response to a fear of death, but rather as a reaction

to the supernatural ‘divine anger against sin, as it was borne by the substitute of

sinners’ .148  Smeaton argues that Christ’ s cry in John 12:27 cannot mean anything else

than his consciousness of sin-bearing and vicarious suffering, as the verse indicates that

this is the very hour that Christ came for, the culmination of his ministry.  The intensity

of anguish149 was unlikely at something that was not immediate, but merely ‘looming in

                                                                                                                                              
139 Smeaton (1991a) p.137.  A similar duality in Christ’ s experience is used to explain his relationship to
the Father.  See also Smeaton (1991a) pp. 153, 155 and 184.
140 Smeaton (1991a) p.139.
141 Matt.8:17.
142 The anticipatory effect of the atonement is also used to explain the work of the Spirit in Old Testament
individuals, see pp.72f.
143 Mk.5:30; 7:34 and Jn.11:33.
144 Smeaton (1991a) p.141 in a footnote cites Goodwin (1862) vol.4 pp.138f. and also quotes from
Oeder’ s refutation of the Racovian Catechism [Frankfurt, 1739, p.806].
145 Smeaton (1991a) pp.139-142 cf. pp.125f and 172.
146 Smeaton (1991a) p.146, consistent to Reformed theology, Heppe (1978) pp.463-5.
147 Jn.12:27; Mt.26:38 and 27:46.  This emphasis on the soul of Christ suffering is also found in Goodwin
(1861-5) vol. 4 p.22.
148 Smeaton (1991a) p.146.
149 By looking at the responses of the disciples to Jesus’  prediction of his death, he notes an increased
awareness and alarm at the news.  This he attributes to an increased solemnity in Jesus as the ‘pressure,
anxiety or straitening’  increased as the time drew nearer.  Smeaton (1991a) p.145.
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the distance’ .150  These features make it impossible, in Smeaton’ s view, to portray

Jesus’  death as only martyrdom and not vicarious: for so many of his followers have

faced martyrdom with greater composure.

In dealing with the second passage, Matthew 26:36-44 (Jesus’  experience in

Gethsemane), Smeaton takes more time.  Firstly, he deals with two erroneous views:

that the agony of Christ was due to Satan’ s temptations, or that it was solely due to the

impending suffering of crucifixion.151  He then expounds his favoured view, which ‘was

the prevailing and common view in former times’ ,152 that there was a real ‘privation of

the divine presence, or ... the loss of God’ .153  He notes the suffering under divine wrath

is also accompanied by ‘the utmost filial confidence’ .  This he explains by, again,

referring to a two-fold relation between Father and Son, due to the ‘double capacity’

that Christ had.154  In fact ‘the Gethsemane scene is memorable, just because it brings

out these two points so vividly: the exclamation of the sin-bearer, and the unswerving

obedience and trust of the Son’ .155

The two-fold relation plays its part in the final passage he looks at in this section -

Matthew 27:46.  Without this understanding we are left with a ‘one-sided’  discussion of

how the Father could be said to forsake his Son, with distorting results, such as the

necessity to ‘tone down’  the force of the word ‘forsake’  to mean delay of help.  On the

contrary, Smeaton argues that Jesus’  experience in the capacity of the sin-bearer

involved ‘the removal not merely of the tokens of divine love, but the privation of God,

or that loss of God, which is the very essence of the second death, awaiting the finally

lost’ .156

                                                
150 Smeaton (1991a) p.149.
151 The latter he divides into two types: 1. The ‘lower’  which views the sufferings from the hands of men
alone, as held by Reihm and Van Willigen.  2. The ‘higher’  which recognises God’ s wrath and Christ as a
surety, but places the actual suffering at the crucifixion alone; he attributes this view to Edwards.
152 Smeaton (1991a) p.152.
153 Smeaton (1991a) p.152.
154 Smeaton (1991a) pp.153 and 155.  See p.48 n.139 above.
155 Smeaton (1991a) p.155.
156 Smeaton (1991a) p.158.
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The ‘Active’  Work of Christ

The active obedience differs from the passive in that it ‘would have been necessary

though man had never fallen; and the fact of the Fall cannot of course exempt man, or

exempt Christ as our surety, from the obligation’ .157  Though, it is only as the federal

head, or Surety, that Christ is given this obligation.

Thus, it is asked,158 Was not Christ, as man, bound, in common with
every rational creature, to render obedience to God on His own account?
…  A right view of Christ’ s humiliation will suffice to show that He did
not owe obedience on His own account, and that He was not under the
law by any necessity of nature.  He owed obedience, not precisely
because He took humanity, but because He willed to be made under the
law for us.159

There is only a hint of the recapitulation theory of Irenaeus in most of Smeaton’ s

discussions; the active work is primarily required as a basis for the sin-bearing work on

the cross, without which the latter would have been to no avail.  Elsewhere, though,

Smeaton incorporates this aspect.  For example, when discussing Christ’ s righteousness

fulfilling the law, he writes, ‘Not a few in every community are ready to admit the

vicarious suffering who are not willing to allow the vicarious obedience… regarding the

vicarious suffering as alone capable of imputation...  [However,] He was acting for His

people, and they were representatively in Him.’ 160  Smeaton’ s doctrine of a federal

union with Christ means that Christ’ s work, active and passive, is really and totally

applied to the elect.  This in practice means that Christ’ s life and death in perfect

obedience is a recapitulation of the lives of the elect.  Indeed, earlier it was noted that

Smeaton describes the incarnation as ‘recapitulating all under a head’ .  It is clear that

Smeaton greatly admires Irenaeus’  writing:

We do not hesitate to say, that Irenaeus apprehended the doctrine more
profoundly than any patristic writer whose works have come down to us.
So definite, indeed, is his outline of the atonement, that we might almost
make a transition from him to Anselm, without feeling any great gap in
the development.161

                                                
157 Smeaton (1991a) p.93.
158 By Piscator and Karge according to Smeaton.  See Smeaton (1991b) p.533 for other proponents who
followed them.
159 Smeaton (1991a) pp.238f.
160 Smeaton (1991b) pp.123f.
161 Smeaton (1991b) p.488.



51

The features that Smeaton identifies in Irenaeus’  theology clearly contribute to

Smeaton’ s thinking:

The FIRST of these is, that Jesus was the SECOND ADAM…  The SECOND… ,
from which his whole theology takes its peculiar tincture, was that Christ,
for the overthrow of Satan, became partaker of the same flesh and blood
with us.162

Righteousness of God

Smeaton, in accordance with Reformed theology, understood Adam as being in

possession of original righteousness as one of the features of the imago Dei.  This was

lost at the fall and the void created is supplied by the ‘righteousness of God’ , as a part of

the remedial action of the gospel, based on the work of Christ as federal head.  Smeaton,

in his discussion of this topic, exegetes Matthew 5:17-20, and summarises Christ’ s

message:

One thing is clear, our Lord argues from the nature and demands of His
kingdom, that none can enter it without a RIGHTEOUSNESS (FKMCKQUW�PJ),
which shall at once accord with the claims of the law, and be much more
abundant than the righteousness of the Pharisees…   It will be found,
accordingly, that the Sermon on the Mount perpetually returns to one
main thought, which is again and again applied with various
modifications and peculiar turns.  It aims to awaken in men a sense of
need, and to shut them up to the righteousness which is of God.163

In answering his own question as to what this righteousness is, Smeaton writes, ‘The

allusion is not to inherent righteousness, but to justifying righteousness, that is, to the

righteousness which meets the awakened sense of need, which is the object of the whole

discourse.’ 164  This righteousness ‘plainly refers to ver.17’  so the justifying

righteousness is to be found in Christ fulfilling the law.  This is also Smeaton’ s

conclusion after studying the term ‘righteousness of God’  in Pauline works, that is,

righteousness has an absolute relationship to the fulfilment of the law of God.165

                                                
162 Smeaton (1991b) pp.489f.
163 Smeaton (1991a) pp.232-3.  Smeaton believes that his understanding of the Sermon on the Mount is
unique, the only other who comes close is Harnack, Jesus der Christ oder der Erfuller des Gesetzes und
der Prophetic, 1860.
164 Smeaton (1991a) p.234.
165 See Smeaton (1991b) pp.110-5 and Smeaton (1991a) p.459.
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Conclusion

For the purposes of this thesis it can be established that Smeaton was firmly committed

to the federal principle of Adam and Christ representing the whole, or part, of humanity

as the two federal heads, even if not to the terminology traditionally used.  Before

relationship of the federal heads with the Holy Spirit is investigated and discussed (in

chapters four and five) it is necessary to explore Smeaton’ s pneumatology more

generally.
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CHAPTER 3 – PNEUMATOLOGY

Introduction

Now that Smeaton’ s federal theology has been established, and to some extent

surveyed, this thesis can now turn its attention to the core issue of his pneumatology.

To be exact, it investigates Smeaton’ s pneumatology as it is related to his federal

framework, so allowing for a more detailed look at the distinctive features of Smeaton’ s

theology over the next chapters.  Therefore, it is not a complete summary of his work on

the Holy Spirit and omits discussion on (to name a few topics) the personality and deity

of the Spirit, and the Spirit’ s work in the Church through the sacraments, spiritual unity,

missionary activity, and revivals.

This chapter is arranged to follow the major stages in a federal view of creation, fall and

redemption.  Therefore, it looks first at Adam as he was created as the federal head,

before turning to his legacy as fallen head.  Then the last Adam and his legacy, which

produced a new spiritual people, are studied.  This is not an artificial system imposed

upon Smeaton’ s pneumatology, but the intrinsic framework of his thinking, as this

chapter will show.

Adam as a Spiritual Creature

Essential for a correct understanding of the atonement, in Smeaton’ s opinion, is the

created relationship between God and humanity.  He comments that ‘whenever the

relations of a personal God to the world become obscure’ ,1 the atonement becomes

associated merely with the consequences of sin and not sin itself.  In its context, this

quotation highlights the importance of Anselm for Smeaton.  Anselm’ s theory of the

spoliation of divine rights, which incurs guilt and not just corruption, firmly connects

the atonement with sin rather than a theory of ‘mere connivance at defects’ ,2 as he rather

disparagingly calls the alternative.  It is in this area, of the personal relationship between

God and humanity at creation, that Smeaton’ s theology contains one of its more

distinctive nuances.

                                                
1 Smeaton (1859a) p.944.



54

At the start of the exegetical section of his work on the Holy Spirit, Smeaton, after

briefly listing verses that show the Spirit’ s work in creation, turns his attention to the

anthropology of Genesis 2:7.  The most complete expression of this view actually

occurs later in the book:

God gave the Spirit to Adam, the earthly and spiritual elements of his
constitution being so fully balanced that he was neither preponderantly
animal nor absolutely pneumatic, but a living soul occupied in all his
faculties by the indwelling Spirit.  And had he continued stedfast, or
taken the true way, which corresponded with the idea of man, he would
have passed in a straight course into the pneumatic or spiritual without
tasting death.  But by his apostasy the Spirit departed, and he was left in
possession of a mere natural or animal being, having not the Spirit (Jude
19).3

The ‘pneumatic’  in the first sentence refers to the presence of the Holy Spirit with

Adam.  What Smeaton means, however, when he talks of Adam becoming pneumatic or

spiritual without tasting death is not obvious, since Adam was already in possession of

the Spirit.  One possible option is that Adam would have received the Holy Spirit in a

permanent way and still retained his physical body; but this does not do justice to the

contrast that Smeaton makes between animal and pneumatic.  Other options are that if

Smeaton’ s emphasis is on the ‘absolutely’  linked to the first occurrence of ‘pneumatic’ ,

then Adam would have presumably become purely spiritual, and not physical or animal;

or perhaps he means that Adam’ s body would have become as Christ’ s resurrection

body.  The former of these options, despite Madsen’ s concerns,4 seems highly unlikely,

as it would be closer to Gnosticism than Reformed theology.  But if the latter is

assumed, the confusion is removed: ‘mere natural or animal being’ 5 refers to the

unredeemed without the Holy Spirit but still a ‘living soul’ , whereas, ‘pneumatic or

spiritual’  in its absolute sense refers to the permanent indwelling of the Holy Spirit, and

consequently the promise of eternal life and transformation to the resurrection-body.

As far as the creation account of Genesis 2:7 goes, Smeaton interprets:

                                                                                                                                              
2 Smeaton (1859a) p.946.
3 Smeaton (1997) p.178.
4 Madsen (1974) p.93.
5 Smeaton (1997) p.95 [italics added] appears to attribute this term to Philip Melanchthon, see p.60 n.44
of this thesis.
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When God breathed into man the breath of LIFE (or LIVES, for it is plural),
we must understand life in the Holy Spirit as well as animal and
intellectual life.6

This anthropological conclusion is backed up and argued for, in an unstructured manner,

in the following pages of his work.

Smeaton’ s first line of reasoning is that the disappearance of the Spirit from humanity

must have been due to the fall of Adam.7  In the biblical context, the death penalty of

Genesis 3 ‘certainly cannot be limited to natural death’ ,8 he argues.  This explanation of

spiritual death appears to be used only in The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit.  In the

sections dealing with death and life in Christ’ s Doctrine of the Atonement,9 ‘life’ ,

‘eternal life’  and ‘spiritual life’  are used almost interchangeably.  Smeaton states, ‘The

inquiry into the proper import of the term LIFE, as used by Christ, is in the highest

degree important.’ 10  In his inquiry, Smeaton describes the absence of this life merely as

alienation from God,11 and its restoration as a renovation and reunion with God:

Life, in a word, is, in its divine side, nothing but the immanence of
Christ, or the abiding presence of Christ in a believing heart...  Not only
the primeval life which was enjoyed in fellowship with God is restored,
but the premial life which awaited man after a period of probation, and
which would have been conferred had he continued in his first estate, is
procured and conferred by the atonement of the incarnate Son in the
room of sinners.12

It might be argued, of course, that fellowship with God, either in the case of Adam or

the believer, presupposes fellowship and hence indwelling of the Holy Spirit.  This

argument from the relationship between Adam and the Godhead is used by Smeaton and

is discussed below.

                                                
6 Smeaton (1997) p.10.
7 He states it elswhere, e.g. Smeaton (1997) p.179.
8 Smeaton (1997) p.11.
9 ‘Christ giving His Flesh for the Life of the World’ , Smeaton (1991a) pp.270ff.  ‘Christ’ s Vicarious
Death taking the Sting out of Death, and abolishing it’ , Smeaton (1991a) pp.313ff.
10 Smeaton (1991a) p.275.
11 Heppe (1978), p.298, writes, ‘for the fall by his disobedience God threatened man with death, i.e. with
his separation from holiness and from fellowship of God and with the separation of his soul from his
body’ , citing Heidegger and Cocceuis.  In this definition Smeaton follows Reformed thought, but the
latter does not equate specifically fellowship with God and the indwelling of the Holy Spirit.
12 Smeaton (1991a) p.278.
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As well as this different nuance in describing ‘spiritual death’ , it is notable that the

model central to the work The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit is not greatly used elsewhere.

However, it can be seen in such statements as:

Under the effects of sin we may classify …  the departure of the Holy
Spirit from the human heart, formed to be His temple.13

Or,

The Spirit was, in the necessary exercise of divine justice, withdrawn
from the human heart …   so the atoning work of Christ, not less
influential for good than was Adam’ s act for evil, brought back the Spirit
in His fulness to all for whom Christ was accepted as a representative,
with this further or additional security, that He was to be forfeited and
withdrawn no more.14

This model of Adam’ s original status is not a later development of Smeaton’ s thought as

can be demonstrated by an article that he wrote in 1861, some seven years before

Christ’ s Doctrine of the Atonement and twenty-one years before The Doctrine of the

Holy Spirit, in which Smeaton uses a premise: ‘If Adam had a life in the Spirit and the

divine image… ’ 15  The purpose of this article was to dismiss the theory that the

incarnation would have been necessary without a fall for the sake of human evolution

from an imperfect, or incomplete, state to a higher state.  This concern is also found in

The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit in the context of Adam’ s created state with the Spirit,

where he describes such theories:

The advocates of the Rationalistic conception of man …  describe man’ s
original state as commencing with a low grade or type, and rising to a
higher.16

His thorough dislike of this style of interpretation is obvious and stems from his own

interpretative method, and though it is applied on other occasions, it is central to his

concern that the Spirit indwelt Adam.

And, in discussing this point, it will be necessary to carry with us the
canon of interpretation, which has already been frequently applied, - that
whatever is graciously conferred on man through Jesus Christ, was
wanting in our natural condition.  The Spirit, whose absence is thus taken

                                                
13 Smeaton (1991a) p.21f.
14 Smeaton (1991a) pp.343f.
15 Smeaton (1861) p.95.
16 Smeaton (1997) p.12.
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for granted as in the other blessings, forfeit by sin,... is represented as
restored or graciously provided by the Mediator between God and man.17

Or in the early discussion on Adam and the Spirit, he describes his theory as

a postulate which Christianity, as a restorative or remedial economy, will
not permit us to ignore.18

As mentioned above, another feature that illuminates the discussion is Adam’ s

particularly close relationship to all the members of the Trinity.  Smeaton states:

That he not only bore a likeness to God’ s perfections in his mental,
moral, and religious constitution, but that he was placed in a peculiarly
CLOSE RELATION TO ALL THE PERSONS OF THE TRINITY, - nay, in a
conscious personal relation to all the divine Persons,- is clearly intimated
in the words [of Genesis 1:26].19

Thus, in his analysis of the created state, Smeaton comes to the conclusions:

That man stood at first related to all the persons of the Trinity, and bore
the image of God, though mutably, upon his soul; that the Spirit of Life
filled him for a service of holy love, may be accepted as a postulate in all
our investigations.20

The indwelling of the Spirit, the image of God, and the close relation between Adam

and the whole of the Trinity, are all features of the one concept of prelapsarian

humanity.

Exegetically, Smeaton finds justification for his theory in the creation account of

Genesis 2:7; not, however, as interpreted by Reformed exegesis,21 but by Patristic

theologians.22  The former understand the event as ‘nothing more than the animation of

the clay figure’ ,23 while in the early church’ s interpretation it was the communicating of

the Spirit and so the ‘higher …  form of life’ .  This higher life, or presence of the Spirit,

was lost at the fall, leading to the situation described in Jude 19.  So the implication of

                                                
17 Smeaton (1991a) pp.342f.
18 Smeaton (1997) p.16.
19 Smeaton (1997) p.11.
20 Smeaton (1997) p.16.
21 ‘Calvin and the mass of commentators since.’  Smeaton (1997) p.10.
22 Smeaton cites Athanasius, Basil, Ambrose, and Cyril [of Jerusalem], and the work of George Bull [see
Bull (1714)] which sought to establish that the Church Fathers understood that the Spirit dwelt in Adam.
These, and other writings on the topic, are discussed in chapter 4.
23 Smeaton (1997) p.10.
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this verse, and others of similar nature,24 is that the Spirit dwelt within Adam at his

creation.   

That Howe had some influence on Smeaton’ s thinking is clear from this model and the

respectful way Smeaton speaks of him, with other influential Puritans, as ‘attaining a

new point of view’ 25 on the work of the Spirit in regeneration.  Smeaton uses a

quotation from Living Temple, which he describes as having ‘novel beauty’ .26  Another

writer who expressed similar views was George Bull.27  Smeaton writes:

Bishop Bull has proved in his sermons, by quotations from the Fathers,
that they believed firmly on the warrant of scripture, that Adam along
with the principle of natural life received also the grace of the Holy
Spirit.28

While Madsen describes the work of Bull29 as ‘impressive’ , he then dismisses its

evidence as only implying the presence of the Holy Spirit in Adam.  Even so, some of

the quotations from the Fathers selected by Madsen are more explicit than he gives

credit.  For example, on John 20:22, Cyril writes, ‘this was the second time He breathed

on man (the first breath having been stifled through wilful sins)’ ,30 and Basil, ‘by

breathing on the face of the disciples restoring the grace, that came of the inbreathing of

God, which man has lost’ .31  Madsen believes Smeaton drew heavily on Basil,32 but

nevertheless, it is only ‘the germ’  of Smeaton’ s thinking that is seen in Patristic

theology.33  But that, in a sense, is all that Smeaton is claiming, when he comments that

his proposed model does not contravene Church tradition,

                                                
24 In Smeaton (1997) p.177 he lists 1Cor.2:14; Jas.4:15 [presumably 3:15, as per p.62 and uncorrected in
2nd edn.] and Eph.2:12.
25 Charnock, T.Goodwin, Owen in Smeaton (1997) pp.366.  Also mentioned with Baxter and Shepherd in
Smeaton (1883a) p.26 in connection with the beatific vision.
26 Smeaton (1997) p.179.  ‘The stately ruins are visible to every eye that bear in their front yet extant this
doleful inscription: HERE GOD ONCE DWELT.’
27 Bull (1714).
28 Smeaton (1997) p.14.  This was an addition in the second edition of the work.
29 He cites Bull G (1827) collated and revised Burton E, The Works of George Bull, Oxford: Clarendon
Press,  and Bull (1816) ed. Nelson R, Some Important Points of Primitive Christianity Maintained and
Defended; in Several Sermons and Other Discourses, Vol II, Oxford: W Baxter, pp.305f., 316, 345, 355.
This thesis refers to Bull (1714), see p.94ff. below.
30 Madsen (1974) p.76.
31 Madsen (1974) p.76.
32 Madsen (1974) p.271.
33 Madsen (1974) p.76.
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not [being] denied in any quarter entitled to respect, Patristic or
Protestant,34 it has never been taken up in earnest by any divine of note,
with the single exception of Howe whose Living Temple35 proceeds upon
it as a postulate.36

As the previous chapter concluded, the federal conception of the two Adams is central

to Smeaton’ s thinking.  Therefore, it is no surprise to find an argument from the analogy

between Adam and Christ.37

It is clear that, unless the first man possessed the Spirit, the last man, the
Healer or Restorer of the forfeited inheritance, would not have been the
medium of giving the Spirit.38

Viewed in his unfallen state, of which the renewed man has some faint
conception, and of which the Spirit-filled humanity of Jesus was the true
image, man might be described as a spiritual being.39

In Smeaton’ s opinion the only argument against his view is based on 1 Corinthians

15:45, and has ‘no validity’ .  The verse does not set up an ‘absolute antithesis’ , argues

Smeaton, but explains how believers have inherited the natural body from Adam, and

the spiritual from Christ.  This verse is used, however, in the argument of a pseudo-

Augustinian writing, which states that Adam could not have had the Spirit, and so has

had a significant influence according to Smeaton.40  The next chapter investigates more

thoroughly the historical background claimed by Smeaton for his theory, and its value.

Adam’s Spiritual Legacy as the Fallen Federal Head

The focus of this chapter thus far might obscure the fact that in Smeaton’ s

pneumatology the fall is not merely a matter of the loss of the Spirit, it is also ‘a

subjection to the kingdom of sin and Satan; and thirdly, a voluntary aversion to God and

                                                
34 The 1st edn. had ‘Romish’ , in addition to the list here.  Smeaton (1958) p.14.
35 Howe (1829) and Howe (1848).  Madsen (1974), p.272, cites Howe (1862), The Works of John Howe,
(6 vols.) vol. III, London: The Religious Tract Society.
36 Smeaton (1997) p.14.
37 VW�RQL�VQW��OG�NNQPVQL in Rom.5.12-14, a key passage and concept in Smeaton’ s theology.
38 Smeaton (1997) p.15.
39 Smeaton (1997) p.177.
40 The anonymous document has traditionally been attributed to Augustine and is incorporated with
Augustine in Migne’ s compilation [See Augustine (1864) pp.2369-76].  Smeaton (1997) p.14, argues in
line with ‘general concurrence’  that it was not in fact Augustine’ s work.
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rebellion against Him’ .41  These three issues are used as a framework for two of the

lectures in The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit; but the concern of this thesis lies primarily

with the issue of the withdrawal of the Holy Spirit.

Smeaton recognises that he (and the Bible) uses ‘the term “ spiritual”  …  [in a] precise

sense’  so that ‘with no propriety of language can the expression SPIRITUAL be applied to

man in his fallen state’ ,42 as he is left in a state of ‘spiritual death’  following the Spirit’ s

departure.  Smeaton’ s Spirit-anthropology is based on the New Testament description of

unredeemed humanity.  In his discussion on Jude 19, Smeaton notes that [WEKMQK� is

translated ‘natural’  elsewhere,43 and the term explicitly refers to those not having the

Spirit, in contrast to the recipients of the epistle.

The natural man is one who has merely natural reason, not the Spirit, -
that is, the animal man, as Melanchthon expounds it, - one living
according to reason, like Zeno or Saul, though not necessarily in gross
vices.44

The natural man is not able to know the things of the Spirit, contrary to expositors of the

‘modern type’  who wrongly translate QWX�FW�PCVCK as ‘not willing’ .45   The reason is to be

found in 1 Corinthians 2:14: ‘The way of salvation by the cross, described as “ the things

of the Spirit of God,”  appears to him [the natural man] absurd ... without a supernatural

discernment.’ 46  Smeaton follows Augustine and Anselm:47 ‘It is not the intellectual

knowledge which determines the conclusions of the will, but, conversely, the tendency

of the will or heart which determines the judgement of the understanding.’ 48

Earlier it was asked what Smeaton meant by absolutely pneumatic; now similarly it has

to be asked what is meant by merely animal.  The tone of Smeaton’ s terminology

prompts the question that if fallen humans have now become ‘mere natural or animal

                                                
41 Smeaton (1997) p.176.  Smeaton (1997), p.17, describes the third feature of the fall as ‘an entire
corruption of man’ s nature now called flesh’ .  Cf. Smeaton (1991a) pp.21f.
42 Smeaton (1997) p.177.
43  1Cor.2:14 AV, NKJV, NASB.  ‘The man without the Spirit’  in NIV and ‘unspiritual’  NRSV.
44 Smeaton (1997) pp.95f.
45 See Smeaton (1997) pp.67f. and 179 n.2.
46 Smeaton (1997) p.68.
47 Crede ut intelligas and Credo ut intelligam respectively.
48 Smeaton (1997) p.180.
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being[s]’ , are they still to be considered as fully human?  This returns us to the question

(in more conventional language), to what extent has the imago Dei been lost?

While Smeaton does not have a specific discussion of the term imago Dei, he does use it

occasionally, which can assist the analysis of his theology.  In his discussion of the

Christian life, one of the aspects he includes under adoption is the restoration of the

divine image,49 and holiness is described as, ‘the GROWING SANCTIFICATION produced

by the Spirit, or the increasing CONFORMITY TO THE DIVINE IMAGE’ .50  Here we see the

image being related not just to the indwelling Spirit, but also to an adoptive relationship

to God and conformity to a standard.  No hint is given, however, as to the extent to

which the image can be found in fallen man.  The relationship aspect is clearly defined

early in The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit when Smeaton, as noted previously, states that

Adam ‘was placed in a peculiarly CLOSE RELATION TO ALL THE PERSONS OF THE

TRINITY’ .51  Again the image is not solely linked to the presence of the Holy Spirit, but

to the reflection of the attributes of God.  Of course, the return of these features to

humanity is a work of the Spirit, as Smeaton notes when discussing the sealing by the

Holy Spirit: ‘In this case it is the image of God impressed on the heart by the

enlightening, regenerating, and sanctifying power of the Holy Spirit.’ 52  The reflection

of God’ s attributes, however, is still partially evident in fallen humanity, and is to be

understood as a part of the imago Dei, Smeaton argues when supporting the concept of

the wrath of God:

For the Bible always speaks of God’ s attributes in words borrowed from
human qualities, which indeed, with due distinctions drawn between the
Creator and creatures made in His image, are common to both.53

The conscience is naturally connected in Smeaton’ s theology to the Spirit and the imago

Dei, because after the Spirit’ s departure at the fall Adam found himself entirely

dependent on his conscience for moral guidance:

Only conscience is left to act in him along with the dim outline of the
moral law, of which the lingering remains may still be traced on every
human heart.  And it may be said of conscience, that its voice is heard

                                                
49 Smeaton (1997) p.209.  See pp.77ff. below.
50 Smeaton (1997) p.248.  See also Smeaton (1997) p.234 where the seal of the Spirit is said to impress
the image of God once again upon the believer.
51 Smeaton (1997) p.11.
52 Smeaton (1997) p.84 on Ephesians 1:13 and 4:30.  See also Smeaton (1997) p.234.
53 Smeaton (1991b) p.313.
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more in accusing than in excusing.  It is noteworthy that in the entire
earthly life of Jesus there is no mention of conscience, for the obvious
reason that He had the full image of God, and received the Spirit not by
measure.54

By mentioning the ‘lingering’  remains of Adam’ s pre-fall situation, Smeaton

understands that there is not a complete and absolute loss of the characteristics of the

imago Dei.  Alongside this, the contrast with Jesus implies that there is an option of a

less than full image.  The thrust of Smeaton’ s argument is that, on the basis that it is

never referred to, Jesus’  conscience plays a proportionally smaller role in guidance

because of the indwelling Spirit.  Fallen humanity, on the other hand, having lost the

Spirit finds itself overly dependent on the conscience.  To make matters worse, the

conscience now, for the most part, has the role of condemning rather than encouraging,

and thus it informs the individual of a want, or a need, of atonement.55  So, in the

gospels it is described as a yoke to be borne by a sinner and relieved of by Christ,56 or a

thirst to be quenched,57 or a hunger after righteousness.58  The fallen conscience is

something that requires purification or purging by Christ’ s atonement.59  The imago

Dei, conscience and the law of God are intertwined:

Our Lord’ s words assume that such is the harmony between the voice of
conscience and the claims of God, or, in other words, between man made
in the image of God and the rights of Him whose image he bears, that
nothing will satisfy conscience that does not satisfy the perfections and
law of God.60

Guided only by the conscience, with a fallen nature and no spiritual enlightenment, the

question of humanity’ s freedom arises.  Following, and quoting, Augustine, ‘The will is

always free, but not always good’ ,61 Smeaton applies his anthropological theory and

argues that humans have free-will, in that they are under no constraints and that they,

therefore, act spontaneously and freely.  In this ‘freedom’  without the Spirit, and due to

                                                
54 Smeaton (1997) p.178. Italics added.  cf. Heppe pp.4f and 283-9.
55 Smeaton (1991a) pp.26f.
56 Mt.11:28.
57 Jn.7:37.
58 Mt.5:6.
59 Smeaton (1991b) pp.392f., 411 and Smeaton (1991a) p.253.  See Smeaton (1991b) p.403 on Heb. 9:14
and the conscience under the Old compared to the New Covenant, and the Cocceian school’ s excess
(mentioned on p.29 n.16 above).
60 Smeaton (1991a) p.26.
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the corruption of the nature from the fall, they will however act in an un-spiritual

manner and contrary to God’ s will:

The will was [not] lost or the power to will, but that the true liberty of
willing good is lost, and in its place has come the peccandi necessitas, or
inevitable course of sinning.62

Disputing, Madsen asks: ‘Can the human will be free and yet helpless under the power

of the Holy Spirit?’ 63  He notes this is not answered by Smeaton, whose intention to stay

within the bounds of biblical theology and not stray into metaphysical speculations,

leaves him to merely restate two facts:64

I strongly hold the duty of asserting the freedom of the will and the
necessity of divine grace65 as two sides of an inexplicable mystery in the
same way as holds true of many other theological points.66

In effect, by maintaining these two facts, Smeaton is consciously providing an

affirmative answer to the question by providing a theological method.  In his critique of

Jonathan Edwards’  distinction between natural and moral ability, Smeaton explains that

a theologian with integrity will attempt to maintain what he understands as a biblical

balance, despite the pressures to release the tension probed by such sceptical

questioning:67

What was really aimed at was the conjunction of two things, neither of
which must be permitted to eclipse the other, viz. free agency and
inability, personal responsibility and the necessary helps or aids of God’ s
Spirit.  And the true object is gained, not by magnifying natural ability
and shutting men up to will, but by exhibiting the two sides of the
incomprehensible mystery.68

In his historical survey, Smeaton notes an East–West divide on the issue of free will:

The chief emphasis was laid in the Eastern Church on the freedom of the
will or free agency (VQ�� CWXVGZQW�UKQP); and they spoke of a self-
determining power in man even in his fallen state.  On the other hand, the

                                                                                                                                              
61 Smeaton (1997) p.181.  There is no reference to which text it is from.  However, Augustine (1994), vol.
5 p.456, writes in ‘On Grace and Free Will’  about the role of free will in conversion: ‘There is, however,
always within us a free will, - but it is not always good.’
62 Smeaton (1997) p.336.
63 Madsen (1974) p.39.
64 Madsen (1974) p.39, and Smeaton (1997) p.180.
65 There is within Smeaton a certain interchange with the terms ‘grace’  and ‘Holy Spirit’ .
66 Smeaton (1997) p.181.
67 See Edwards (1974) p.10.
68 Smeaton (1997) p.384.
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chief emphasis was laid in the Western Church on the extent of
corruption and the power of sin.69

The Greek Fathers’  ‘defective’  theology, he attributes in part to their battles with the

deterministic views of Gnostics and Manichees.  He quotes John Chrysostom as typical:

‘“ God draws, but He draws the willing one”  (G=NMGK�OG�P�3GQ�L�� G=NMGK�FG�� DQWNQ�OGPQP).’

He then writes: ‘They never attempted to solve the question, or remove the seeming

antinomy between divine grace and free-will.’ 70  This somewhat strange accusation

seems to undermine his very argument that the Eastern Fathers had tried to resolve the

issue by an excessive emphasis upon the free-will component of the dichotomy.

In his explanation of how grace and free-will relate, Smeaton draws from Augustine and

his legacy:

One of Augustin’ s deeply spiritual remarks is, that grace anticipates the
will, …  and that we do not speak of God as having given grace, but in
the present tense, AS GIVING GRACE – that is, ever giving it…   [This has
been] constantly re-echoed in different forms by Anselm, Bernard,
Luther, and Calvin – viz. that free-will is not made void, but healed by
grace.71

This draws together what Goddard drives into opposition, i.e. the work of grace and the

will in the embryonic believer.72  Smeaton returns to the topic again in his discussion on

Bernard, quoting: ‘What then, is it that free-will does? I answer briefly, It is made

whole.  Take away free-will, and there will be nothing to be healed.  Take away grace,

and there will be no healing influence.’ 73  Similarly from Luther he quotes: ‘Without

free-will, how shall God judge the world?  Without grace, how shall God save the

world?’ 74  Without this balance the result is either a Fatalism or an ‘arrogant Semi-

Pelagianism’ , argues Smeaton.  Smeaton restates the roles of the Spirit and will after a

discussion on Synergism and Amyraldianism, when he concludes:

                                                
69 Smeaton (1997) p.328.
70 Smeaton (1997) p.329.
71 Smeaton (1997) p.336f.
72 ‘There is so much emphasis on what the Spirit does, and man’ s complete passivity, that one feels the
doctrine is abstract and impractical, for man can do nothing.  The only thing he is told to do is to co-
operate and yet he is unable to.  This is a one-sided picture, probably inevitable with such convictions.
Smeaton has a perplexing problem in keeping out the human agency in conversion, and he admits man’ s
help in sanctification.’  Goddard (1974) pp.137f.
73 Smeaton (1997) p.344.
74 Smeaton (1997) p.348.
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The leading principle which helps us to find our way through all the
difficulties of these questions is, that THE SPIRIT, in His return to the
human heart, ANTICIPATES THE WILL – that is, WORKS IN US TO WILL, at
the first moment of conversion and at every step.  The first desire, wish,
or resolution to return to God, as well as the first prayer offered with this
end in view, is from the Holy Spirit.75

In answer to the accusation that Calvinism presents an unreasonable demand on

humanity, Smeaton argues, ‘that while God did not require of man in innocence

anything for which he had not ability, yet God DID NOT LOSE HIS RIGHT to demand

obedience, though man has forfeited his power or ability’ .76  Such a response to the

reconciling of the judicial problem produced by the tension between free will and grace

can be accepted only if the federal framework is accepted.  Or to put it another way,

Smeaton applies the federal theme to the biblical tension of God’ s absolute sovereignty

and humanity’ s moral responsibility, and so provides a solution to the quandary.  But,

however much this satisfies the legal/ethical problem, it does not reduce the central

mystery by which the dynamic action of the Spirit enables, by anticipation, the chosen

individual to respond with a genuine free will to the universal declaration of the gospel.

In this area, Smeaton is entirely in line with Reformed thought.  The criticisms levelled

at him by previous researchers are criticisms levelled at the whole Reformed

framework, and at Smeaton only as he stands within that tradition.77

The Spirit and the Last Adam

In Smeaton’ s second lecture he deals with the Spirit’ s role in the incarnate work of

Christ.  Any understanding of the operation of the Holy Spirit in relation to Christ, he

argues, has to take into account that Christ is a ‘divine person and the anointed servant

of Lord’ .78  The incarnation and biblical anthropology dictate, according to Smeaton,

that,

                                                
75 Smeaton (1997) p.202.
76 Smeaton (1997) pp.382f.  He is actually aiming ‘to obviate the common objection of the Semi-
Pelagians: “ a man cannot be under an obligation beyond his ability; he cannot be bound to do what is not
within his own power and resources.” ’   Smeaton (1997) p.382.
77 Cf. Heppe (1978) pp.361ff.  Also p.320.
78 Smeaton (1997) p.123.
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[the] constant agency of the Spirit [was] on Christ’ s humanity.  (1) The
idea of man implies it (Gen.ii.7);79 and (2) the great fact of the
Incarnation takes for granted that Christ’ s manhood was immediately
filled and led by the Spirit.80

He also notes that in Isaiah 48:16, contrary to the Authorised Version’ s translation,81 the

Spirit and the Messiah are said to be sent together.  Smeaton’ s first point displays an

entirely circular argument: as referred to earlier, Smeaton uses the first–second Adam

analogy to prove that ‘unless the first man possessed the Spirit, the last man, the Healer

or Restorer of the forfeited inheritance, would not have been the medium of giving the

Spirit’ .82  Now, he reverses the argument and concludes from his pneumatic concept of

humanity that Christ had the constant agency of the Spirit.  The context of Smeaton’ s

discussion and his second point indicate that he was more concerned with those who

denied a true incarnation and portrayed Jesus as mere man, though fully resplendent in

the Spirit.  Perhaps, as the remainder of Smeaton’ s lecture is exegetically based, a

sounder approach would have been to show the agency of the Spirit on Christ from the

biblical evidence, before offering his theory as an explanation.

The anointing of Christ, however, was ‘wholly different’  to any previous anointing of

the Spirit.  ‘The infinite fulness of the Spirit which was given to Him was constant and

uninterrupted, and the result of the hypostatic union.’ 83  So it might be asked, is the

presence of the Spirit with Christ due to the two natures in one person, or is it due to

Christ being the ideal image of God, the true man, the second Adam?  The former

would seem to be the thrust of this last quotation, yet the latter would be the case in the

analogy argument.  Of course the question might be too pedantic, and Smeaton would

have given the answer, ‘Both’ .  To be analogous to Adam, Christ had only himself to be

in possession of the Spirit; but Christ surpassed Adam by abounding in the Spirit,

possessing him infinitely, and so he could send the Spirit to others.  A problem with this

                                                
79 I.e. as Adam was filled with the Spirit it is an anthropological phenomenon and so Jesus as true man
must have also been filled with the Spirit.
80 Smeaton (1997) p.123.
81 Smeaton (1997) p.124.  Agreeing with Cocceius’ , Vitringa’ s and Lampe’ s interpretation of the verse,
Smeaton writes, ‘They set forth that the Spirit of God had a part to act in and with the incarnation on the
Person of the Messiah and in the whole performance of His mediatorial work.’
82 Smeaton (1997) p.15.
83 Smeaton (1997) p.45.
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solution is that when Smeaton exegetes John 3:3484 he concludes, on the basis of the

present tense, ‘It is not to be construed in connection with the authority subsequently

conferred of giving the Spirit to others.’ 85  Nevertheless, the end result of Christ’ s life

and work was the right to bestow the Spirit upon a redeemed people.

The structure of Smeaton’ s teaching is overt: he understood that there were three stages

in Christ’ s incarnation, each with a fresh unction or anointing of the Spirit.  These three

stages were incarnation (possession of the Spirit in the incarnation as the second Adam),

baptism (possession for mission), and exaltation (possession for distribution).

Before he addresses the question of the Spirit’ s role in the incarnation, he asks whether

the unction of the Spirit is on the humanity or person of Christ?  Smeaton argues that it

is a mistake to limit it to humanity alone (as Theodoret), or to divine nature alone (as

Justin Martyr and Ambrose).86  These imbalances arise by limiting the Spirit’ s work to

the incarnation and baptism without taking the wider role of the Spirit, especially when

Christ is given the Spirit in order to dispense him after the exaltation.  This last

situation, in Smeaton’ s opinion, necessitates that the God-man is in view, though his

concluding statement on the matter seems to indicate it is a matter of perspective:

As the humanity was assumed into the hypostatic union, we may fitly
say, on the one hand, that THE PERSON OF CHRIST was anointed, so far as
THE CALL TO OFFICE was concerned; while we bear in mind, on the other
hand, that it is the humanity that is anointed in as far as we contemplate
the actual supplies of gifts and graces, aids and endowments, necessary
for the execution of His office.87

The anointing is to be accepted alongside the fact of Christ’ s pre-existence and divine

nature, and therefore alongside an ‘intuitive knowledge of divine things’ .88  Smeaton

                                                
84 ‘God giveth not the Spirit by measure to him’
85 Smeaton (1997) p.137.
86 Smeaton (1997) p.126.
87 Smeaton (1997) p.126.  Madsen (1974), pp.139f., dissects this quotation and makes much ado about it.
He misses the point by dividing the quotation and saying Smeaton distinguishes between the person and
offices of Christ.  Rather, Smeaton is trying to address the issue whether the unction that Jesus received
for his offices (p.118) is applied to his human nature, divine nature, or person – a question set by others.
His final solution is not to divide, but to say both natures are anointed, yet only the human nature requires
gifts to carry out the offices of the whole person.
88 He backs up his argument by a brief exegesis of Jn.3:11 and 13 (AV).
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then quotes from Owen, ‘The only singular immediate act ... of the Person of the Son on

the human nature, was the assumption of it into subsistence with Himself.’ 89  He

immediately seems to counter-balance this by writing, ‘But that we may not be engulfed

in one-sidedness, it must be added that the Spirit, according to the order of the Trinity,90

interposes His power only to execute the will of the Son.’ 91

Smeaton then moves his discussion to the incarnation, where he exegetes two verses,

namely: Luke 1:35 and 2:40.  The first, he surmises, teaches Christ’ s sinless humanity

and that he was never in Adam’ s Covenant; the second informs us that the Spirit is

responsible for all of Jesus’  mental and spiritual progress.  The Socinian argument, from

an adoptionist Christology, is that the Spirit would not be required if Christ was a divine

person.92  This is dismissed out of hand by Smeaton as a mere tactic of rhetoric – as

they disbelieve that Christ is divine – and besides it is contrary to the gospel narratives

(he lists events where the Spirit leads, anoints or empowers Christ). 93

As noted in the discussion on Adam’ s created state, Smeaton refutes those who, like

Isaac Dorner, teach ‘that the incarnation was included in the eternal idea of the world,

irrespective of a fall’ .94  This style of arguing, says Smeaton, has similarities with

certain scholastic theologians who made the incarnation an end in itself rather than a

means to an end.  The distastefulness of this, apart from its effect on Reformed

theology, is that it no longer understands the incarnation as a purely gracious act, but

leads to the view that the incarnation was merely a part of the nature of God.

                                                
89 Smeaton (1997) p.127, from Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.160.  Owen’ s approach is different to Smeaton’ s
in that he lists ten features of the Spirit’ s work related to Christ.  But his work no doubt had an impact on
Smeaton as he calls Owen’ s work ‘the most important work on the Spirit in any literature’ .  Incidentally,
the editor of this edition of Owen was Smeaton’ s brother-in-law, WH Goold.  Owen’ s theology is
discussed in the next two chapters.
90 ‘And as to the divine WORKS, the Father is the source FROM WHICH every operation emanates (GXZ�QW�),
the Son is the medium THROUGH WHICH (FK�XQW�) it is performed, and the Holy Ghost is the EXECUTIVE BY

WHICH (GXP�Y �^) it is carried into effect.’  Smeaton (1997) p.4.  [See also Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.94 n.2 who
quotes Basil and Gregory of Nyssa.]
91 Smeaton (1997), p.127, commends ‘Lampe’ s excellent Disputationes Philol. Theol., de Spiritu Sancto,
vol. ii’ .
92 See Franks (1962) p.376.
93 Smeaton (1997) p.128.
94 Smeaton (1997) p.125, this time in connection with the incarnation [also see Smeaton (1861)].  This is
entirely in keeping with Reformed thought as analysed by Heppe (1978) p.410.
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On the first text he produces in support of his theory, Smeaton writes:

The import of both clauses [of Luke 1:35] is, that the Holy Spirit was the
former of Christ’ s human nature; and that the Son, by assuming it into
personal union, made it His own by a right peculiar to Himself – that is,
by a union personal and incommunicable to the other Persons of the
Godhead.95

The fact that this verse describes the operation of the Spirit in the formation of Christ’ s

human flesh has important theological implications for Smeaton.  It, first of all, refutes

the docetic views of ‘the ancient and recent Errorists’ 96 as this verse shows that Jesus’

flesh was real, formed from Mary, and not ‘heavenly’ .  It also explains the nature of

Christ’ s sinlessness and the fact that he is not classed amongst those who are fallen in

the Adamic Covenant.  After a discussion of the grammar of the second clause,97

Smeaton concludes, ‘The true meaning is: that holy thing born of thee shall, in virtue of

the hypostatic union, be also called the Son of God, thus asserting the unity of the

Person.’ 98  The verse also explains Mary’ s involvement.  Smeaton counters the

erroneous theories that Mary was just a channel through whom heavenly flesh was

introduced, but nothing was formed from her.99  Such a view would mean that:

the Lord Jesus would belong to another order of beings, and would not be
our brother, born into our family (Heb.ii.14).  And redemption was only
possible when effected by a GOEL or kinsman-Redeemer.100

Smeaton also denies the Roman Catholic approach, which teaches that Mary was a

sinless mother, and the view of Friedrich Schleiermacher,101 who understood that Jesus

                                                
95 Smeaton (1997) p.129.  In a footnote attached to this quotation, Smeaton makes argues for the retention
of GXM�UQW��in this text, on the basis that it is found ‘in such a number of the Fathers’ .  The UBS4 omits it
giving {A} for the other reading: Metzger (1994) p.108, explains, ‘The words GXM�UQW� are apparently an
early addition prompted by a desire for greater symmetry after two preceding instances of the second
personal pronoun.  The expanded reading gained wide currency in the early church through Tatian’ s
Diatessaron.’
96 Smeaton (1997) p.129.
97�FKQ��MCK��VQ��IGPPY�OGPQP�C=IKQP�MNJSJ�UGVCK�WKBQ�L�SGQW����‘The words FKQ��MCK� intimate that there is both an
eternal generation and a holy thing begotten…  and that the result is not two persons, but one.’  Smeaton
(1997) p.130.  He also argues that the Revised Version incorrectly translates C=IKQP as a predicative.
98 Smeaton (1997) p.130.
99 Smeaton attributes this understanding to ‘the Valentinians, the Anabaptists, the Quakers, and some
modern Plymouthists’ .
100 Smeaton (1997) p.131.
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was born by normal generation as any other man.  Finally, Smeaton mentions Menken

and Irving, but does not interact with them here.  Smeaton’ s solution based on Luke

1:35 is that it is the sanctifying operation of the Holy Spirit in the conception of Jesus

that cleanses him from all original sin:

As sanctification belongs to the Spirit’ s operations, there can be no doubt
that everything required for the sanctification of the Lord’ s humanity was
plentifully supplied by the agency of the Holy Spirit.102

This is all within the framework of Reformed theology, which Heppe describes:

In the conception of Christ itself are to be distinguished three acts of the
H. Spirit: (1) formation of human nature, (2) the sanctification, and (3)
the assumption of it into the person of the Son of God.103 …  The
sanctification, or the sinlessness of Christ’ s conception, had the result
that on the one hand the H.Spirit keeps every speck of sin away from the
humanity of Jesus in the Virgin’ s womb, and that on the other hand the
sin of Adam was not reckoned to Jesus’  humanity, because Jesus did not
belong to the covenant of works and so had not sinned in Adam.104

A statement at this point in Smeaton’ s work caused AA Hodge to make his outspoken

criticism:

The author, however goes beyond the bounds of Church doctrine, or of
actual Biblical teaching, or of our possible knowledge, when he teaches,
in Lecture II., “ on the work of the Spirit in the anointing of Christ,”  that
in the constitution of the Theanthropic person of Christ, “ the
communication from the one nature to the other was by the Spirit, the
EXECUTIVE of all the works of God.” 105  Speculation, much more
dogmatism on such a subject, is unprofitable and unbecoming.106

It is not clear what exactly Hodge’ s complaint is – his work Outlines of Theology and

Evangelical Theology do not throw any light on the subject.107  He feels, perhaps, that

Smeaton has probed too far into the workings of the hypostatic union, overemphasising

                                                                                                                                              
101 Smeaton (1997), p.132, accuses him of taking a Pelagian view of humanity by his anti-supernatural
view.
102 Smeaton (1997) p.132.
103 Heppe (1978) pp.424-6 citing Alting, Wolleb and Keckermann.
104 Heppe (1978) pp.426f citing Calvin, Heidegger and Olivian.  Calvin’ s quotation, in particular, is close
to the idea of Smeaton.
105 Smeaton (1882) p.126, [Smeaton (1997) p.134.]
106 Hodge  (1883) p.454.
107 Hodge (1972) and Hodge (1976) respectfully.
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the separateness of two natures, so giving a Nestorian tone to his way of expressing his

view.108  This particular nuance of Smeaton is returned to in chapter five.

If the first unction concerned the nature of Christ’ s humanity and deity, the second was

focussed on his mission.  Smeaton argues for the Authorised Version’ s insertion of ‘to

Him’  in John 3:34,109 giving two reasons.  Firstly, it ‘cannot be generalized into an

allusion that shall take in the Church’  (i.e. that the object of the anointing of the Spirit is

the outpouring of the Spirit upon the Church) as the context does permit it.  Secondly,

‘GIVETH THE SPIRIT [is] in the present tense’  and linked to the one who had been sent.110

The baptism was ‘THE PUBLIC INAUGURATION of the Lord Jesus INTO HIS OFFICE, [and]

was the occasion of conferring the supernatural gifts which had been promised in Old

Testament prophecy’ .111  Smeaton turns to the Unitarian argument: ‘What need had He

of the divine teaching of the Holy Spirit when He had known the heavenly Father from

eternity?’ 112  His reply is basically that they do not understand the relationship of the

Christ’ s two natures correctly: he is ‘true man’  – ‘made like to His brethren’ 113 – as well

as ‘true God’ .

His human nature without a separate personality of its own had its
activity only in personal union with the Son of God, who, though neither
depotentiated, nor holding any of His divine perfections in abeyance,
acted on the human nature, in every mediatorial act, by the power of the
Holy Spirit.  The divine nature did not absorb the human nature in any of
its functions.  Both natures were perfectly distinct, but united in the one
Person.114

The evidence of the second anointing, Smeaton writes, can be seen in the following

events of the gospel narrative: the Temptation where the Spirit confirmed Jesus’  human

nature; the sermon at Nazareth with Jesus’  gracious words; casting out of demons,

                                                
108 Goddard (1953), p.116, is the only writer to make any comment on Hodge’ s criticism, but he does not
interact with it.
109 Jn.3:34. ‘For he whom God hath sent speaketh the words of God: for God giveth not the Spirit by
measure unto him.’  [AV] cf.�Q?P�IC�T�CXRG�UVGKNGP�QB�SGQ�L�VC��TBJ�OCVC�VQW��SGQW��NCNGK���QWX�IC�T�GXM�OG�VTQW
FK�FYUKP�VQ��RPGW�OC¦�[UBS4]
110 Smeaton (1997) p.137.
111 Smeaton (1997) p.135.
112 Smeaton (1997) p.137.  He writes: ‘Is it strange that He should be under the guidance of the Spirit
which he gives to others?’  Smeaton (1997) p.138.
113 Smeaton (1997) p.137.
114 Smeaton (1997) p.139.
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displaying his miraculous power and setting up of the Kingdom of Heaven; and his

priestly sacrifice and resurrection.115

The third anointing of the Spirit ‘is the grandest display of Christ’ s exaltation – the

culminating point – arguing at once His reward and His divine dignity’  through the fact

that Christ was now ‘conferring upon others the gift of the Spirit, who is a divine

Person’ .116  This ‘RIGHT TO SEND THE SPIRIT into the hearts of fallen men was acquired

by His atonement’ .117  In Christ’ s Doctrine of the Atonement Smeaton exegetes three

sayings of Jesus and his conclusion is that the giving of the Spirit is directly due to the

atonement, Christ’ s suffering and entry into glory.118  (Christ’ s reference to glory and

his departure are, for Smeaton, to be understood as encompassing the atonement.119)

Smeaton here links two areas of his theology, the idea of the second Adam and his

biblical anthropology.  By the atonement the second Adam succeeds in fulfilling the law

where the first failed, and so re-instates his people as spiritual people, i.e. with the Spirit

as Adam was.  It is only because of the cross and through the preaching of the cross120

that the Spirit is restored.  ‘The death of Christ was the meritorious cause or purchase of

this great gift – the promised Spirit.’ 121

The connection between the presence of the Holy Spirit with believers and the

atonement holds equally as much in the Old Testament as in the New.  In the Old

Testament it was on the basis of the future atonement, ‘and the reason why the Spirit

was not more largely given in the previous ages, was because the link between the two

must unmistakably be established, and appear in deed as well as in word’ .122  While

commenting on John 7:38f. Smeaton writes,

                                                
115 Mt.4:1; Lk.4:14, 17; Mt 22:28; Heb. 9:14; 1Pet.3:18.
116 Smeaton (1997) p.143.
117 Smeaton (1997) p.143.  The Old Testament operations of the Spirit ‘presupposed’  this; in the old
economy the Spirit ‘was never spoken of as sent’ .  The link of atonement and Spirit in Gal.3:14 is noted
by Smeaton who emphasises the K=PC. In ‘The Confessing of Christ Before Men and The Promised
Reward’ , p.20, Smeaton while discussing the gifts given to a preacher says, ‘The distribution of gifts …  is
a daily proof that the Lord Jesus lives as the Dispenser of the Holy Ghost.’
118 As recorded at Jn.7:38f.; 16:7 and 14:16.
119 Smeaton (1991a) pp.346 and 347.
120 Gal.3:3. Smeaton (1991a) p.344.
121 Smeaton (1997) p.75 on Gal.3:14.  See also Smeaton (1997) pp.212f.  Again, this is nothing unusual,
see Heppe (1978) pp.475 and 519.
122 Smeaton (1991a) p.343.
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These operations of the Spirit [in Old Testament] had been but an
anticipation of the atoning death of Christ rather than a GIVING [of the
Spirit].  The apostle speaks comparatively, not absolutely, as is always
done when the old and new economy are contrasted.123

Earlier in this section it was shown that the Spirit played an integral role in the mission

of Christ, and now at the culmination of that mission Christ is exalted as the one who

can send the Holy Spirit.  This mutual dependency, so to speak, in the act of redemption

is acknowledged by Smeaton, and when discussing, in his biblical survey, the work of

the Spirit upon the believer, he writes:

Such a close union is represented as existing between the Son and the
Spirit, that it almost seems from the passages which describe the
indwelling of the Spirit as if they were identical.  But that is only in
appearance.124

It is not just a mission of Son and Spirit, however, but a trinitarian one: in his

discussions on ecclesiology Smeaton writes,

According to the mediatorial economy, based on the order of the Trinity,
Christ sends the Holy Ghost, the Comforter, as His deputy.  There is no
isolated action among the Persons of the Godhead, and cannot be,
because they all equally participate in the divine essence, and act,
according to their order of subsistence, in all divine acts.  Where the one
is, there the others are.  This fundamental axiom,125 in which every
intelligent Trinitarian must concur, enables us to obviate those half-truths
which are incautiously admitted in the Churches.126

In the trinitarian statements concerning the sending, or procession, of the Spirit Smeaton

notes the priority of the Father; when referring to John 15:26, he summarises its

teaching as:

(1) The mission of the Spirit by Christ from the Father; (2) the essential
relation prior to that mission, and on which that mission rests: “ who
proceedeth from the Father”  (Q?�RCTC��VQW��RCVTQ�L�GXMRQTGW�GVCK); the words

                                                
123 Smeaton (1997) p.49.
124 Smeaton (1997), p.50, see also Smeaton (1997) p.144 and pp.209f. of this thesis.
125 opera ad extra trinitatis indivisa sunt
126 Smeaton (1997) pp.271. This conjoined action is revealed in worship: Mt.18:20; 1Cor.12:13 and
Act.2:42.  He notes on p.136, ‘The anointer was the Father, the anointed was the Son, the unction, or
anointing oil (Ps. xlv. 7), was the Holy Ghost, a divine Person of equal rank.’  cf. Irenaeus (1994) p.446
‘For in the name of Christ is implied, He that anoints, He that is anointed, and the unction itself with
which He is anointed.  And it is the Father who anoints, but the Son who is anointed by the Spirit, who is
the unction, as the Word declares by Isaiah [61:1]... - pointing out both the anointing Father, the anointed
Son, and the unction, which is the Spirit.’    Here, again, Smeaton applies the concept of order within the
Trinity.
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“ from the Father”  corresponding to what is said of the generation of the
Son, the Only-begotten “ from the Father”  (RCTC��RCVTQ�L); (3) the present
tense, “ preceedeth,”  intimates an immanent ever-during present.127

Smeaton turns his attention to the genitive titles used of the Holy Spirit.128  On the

analogy that the ‘title “ Son of God”  proves the eternal Sonship’ ,129 he argues that

similar phrases attributed to the Spirit must mean he proceeds from the Father and Son.

Smeaton writes,

He could not be called the Spirit of His Son (Gal.iv.6), or the Spirit of
Christ (Rom.viii.9), because He replenished the humanity of Jesus.  Nor
does it appear how the Spirit could be sent by Him except upon the
footing of that procession by which He is the Spirit of the Son as well as
the Spirit of the Father.130

He continues,

The Biblical foundation of the doctrine that the Spirit is FROM THE SON as
well as from the Father is explicit ... [in] John xvi.14.  The import is: HE
SHALL, in the sphere of divine truth and revelation, DELIVER ONLY WHAT I
HAVE TAUGHT, and by so doing, GLORIFY ME as a divine teacher; for it
redounds to Christ’ s glory that no other doctrine would be taught but that
which was derived from Him.131

Paralleling John 16:14 with John 15:15, Smeaton sees the Spirit’ s procession as from

the Son, just as the Son is from the Father.  While he addresses the issue of the filioque

clause more fully elsewhere,132 the main thrust here seems directed at those who deny,

or deny the need for, the doctrine of the Procession of the Spirit at all.133  He notes that

those who hold these views ‘cut themselves off from the Patristic literature, as well as

the Reformation, Puritan and Anglican theology’ .134  He describes the logical

consequences of this view as: (1) It makes the terms Father, Son and Spirit nominal

                                                
127 Smeaton (1997) p.110.  Morris (1995) p.606, following Westcott, contradicts Smeaton’ s exegesis by
limiting the teaching to the temporal mission of the Spirit alone.
128 While discussing adoption, Smeaton (1997), p.81, notes his hermeneutical approach: ‘The analogy of
all the phrases of this description – such as Spirit of love, the Spirit of wisdom, the Spirit of power, the
Spirit of revelation, and the like – implies that He is the author or producing cause of the term following
in the genitive.’
129 Smeaton (1997) p.111.
130 Smeaton (1997) p.111.
131 Smeaton (1997) p.113.
132 See Smeaton (1997) pp.317-27.  Smeaton’ s views and approach would appear to stand in contrast to
his overall theology, and are, therefore, re-examined on pp.210ff.
133 As found in Stowell (1849) and ‘re-echoed’  by Roellius of Holland, Ralph Wardlaw, and Moses
Stuart.
134 Smeaton (1997) p.112.
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terms with no real relationship, (2) the Father could act in an isolated way, as could the

other members of the Trinity, and (3) this would result in no unity between them.

A New Spiritual People

When dealing with the topic of creating a new spiritual people through regeneration,

Smeaton returns to a style reminiscent of his works on the atonement – an exegetical

analysis of Jesus’  sayings on the issue of regeneration.  The first passage he turns to is

John 3:3-6, arguing that C�PYSGP should be translated, preferably, as ‘from above’  rather

than ‘again’ .  Smeaton discusses the phrase ‘born of water and of the Spirit’ , dismissing

the understanding that water refers to the rite of baptism, or that it is hendiadys with

Spirit, but suggesting that Ezekiel 36:25 provides a hermeneutical key.135  The two

terms refer to ‘the MERITORIOUS CAUSE [the term ‘water’  reflecting the cleansing effect

of the atonement] and the EFFICIENT CAUSE [the Spirit’ s work]…  which introduce the

sinner into the kingdom of God’ .136  The comparison of Spirit to wind illustrates the

following characteristics: he acts (1) with sovereignty (2) inscrutably (3) irresistibly and

indubitably.  The next passage he discusses is John 6:63, where Smeaton argues that as

the article and not the possessive pronoun is used with ‘flesh’  it indicates that this is not

a development of the ‘bread of life’  saying, but that Christ is talking about fallen

humanity in a manner similar to John 3:6.  From this, ‘Spirit’  here must refer to the

Holy Spirit as the one who imparts life.

The third passage, John 16:8-11, is described as the most conclusive.  Smeaton suggests

two improvements to the Authorised Version text: (1) GXNG�IZGK can be read ‘reprove’  (as

Authorised Version) or ‘convince’ .  The negative connotations of ‘reprove’ , i.e.

correction for an error, should not be read into this passage as, he notes, the objects are

                                                
135 Perhaps Smeaton is being over-subtle here.  E.g. Charnock (1986), vol. 3. p.13, writes, ‘By water and
the Spirit are signified one and the same thing, the similitude of water shewing the cleansing and
generating virtue of the Spirit; as fire and the Spirit are put together, Mat.iii.11, to signify the refining
quality the Spirit hath.’   This appears to agree with Smeaton’ s second option [categorised as the common
Reformed view by Smeaton]; yet Charnock then lists Ezek.36:25, which is used by Smeaton to describe
his third, and preferred, option.
136 Smeaton (1997) p.184.  See Smeaton (1997) pp.66f on ‘washed, sanctified, and justified’  in 1Cor.6:11.
Smeaton’ s conclusion, of course, does leave the imbalance that one term is metaphorical and the other a
real person, but there is a precedent for that in Mt.3:11 / Lk.3:16.  Carson (1991) pp.191-4 identifies six
ways of dealing with the phrase ‘water and spirit’ .
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not all ‘reprehensible’ , so ‘convince’  is a better translation.137  (2) The particle Q=VK

should be translated ‘in respect to the fact that’ , i.e. epexigetical rather than causative.138

The conclusion following these adjustments is ‘that the Spirit, in spite of the ignorance

and resistance of the carnal mind, will bring men to such a perception of the reality and

importance of saving truth that they will no longer resist its evidence’ .139  Each of the

three topics of the verse is discussed at some length, before he concludes,

My full persuasion is, that THE CONVINCING PROCESS OF THE SPIRIT, thus
described by Christ…  is so put as to bring out the successive steps, or the
order of salvation, through which the Spirit leads the awakened mind.140

Finally, and later, Smeaton discusses the unforgivable sin of Matthew 12:32, classifying

three possible interpretations: (1) that it was possible only while Christ was on earth, by

believing that Jesus was a mere man despite his miracles;141  (2) it refers to final

impenitence, the option Smeaton prefers;142 and (3) it means conscious and malicious

resistance to the Holy Spirit, despite recognizing the evidence of the Gospel.143

Smeaton thinks that the third option held by the majority of Reformed theologians often

influences them to make ‘an exaggerated statement both of the extent of a gracious

work of the Spirit on such minds, and of the almost Satanic character of their conscious

resistance’ .144  The principle that needs to be applied, in Smeaton’ s opinion, is that it is

only the Spirit’ s testimony and not the work of the Spirit on the heart that is resisted, for

the inward work is irresistible and ‘he that hath begun a good work will perform it’ .145

This principle also effectively divides between Reformed and Lutheran views: the

                                                
137 Cf. Rollock (1619), p134, who proposes two purposes for the passage: ‘The Disciples, whome that
Spirite shall comfort, shall by their Ministerie rebuke the worlde.  Wee have then two effects of the
Spirite heere: The first is, in respect of the godlie… . The other effect, is in respect of those who abide
rebellious against Christ.’
138 See Wallace (1996) pp.459f.
139 Smeaton (1997) p.188f.  See Smeaton (1991a), p.298, where he again comments on this verse from a
different perspective, i.e. the victory of Christ over Satan.
140 Smeaton (1997) p.196f.
141 As held by John Chrysostom, Eusibius, Jerome, Pfaff and Klinkenburg.
142 As held by Augustine, Melanchthon, William Guthrie and Thomas Chalmers.
143 As held by John Calvin and most of the Reformed Church.
144 Smeaton (1997) p.219, he cites Maresius, Maestricht, Cocceius and Hoornbeck.  E.g. see Heppe
(1978) pp.354-61.  On p.356, Heppe describes Smeaton’ s view as held by Augustine and ‘early Protestant
Melanchthonian dogmatics’ .  He quotes, in support of the Reformed view: Calvin, Ursin, Cocceius,
Lud.Crocius, Bucan, Leiden Synopsis, Riisen, Eilshemius – ‘a catena of Reformed divines’  that Smeaton
(1997) p.219 alludes to.
145 Smeaton (1997) p.219 alluding to Phil.1:6.
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Synod of Dort, correctly in Smeaton’ s opinion and contrary to the Lutheran view, states

that the regenerate cannot be guilty of this sin.146

In these discussions it might be asked whether Smeaton really makes use of the

anthropological model that he argued for at the beginning, viz. the return of the Spirit to

replace the loss suffered by Adam, for instead he appears to focus, more conventionally,

on the necessity of the Spirit for and the Spirit’ s effects on the believer.  Of course, it

might be argued that these by implication mean that the Spirit has returned, but Smeaton

does not clearly make the statement that the imago Dei has been recovered.  He is far

more explicit, however, as he turns his mind to the topics of adoption, assurance and

free will:

The loss of the Spirit and the restoration of the Spirit …   are the two most
momentous facts in the history of man.  They are associated with the first
man’ s sin and the second man’ s restoration of what is lost.  The fall left
the human heart, once the temple of God, an utter ruin; the Great
Inhabitant who dwelt in it was under the necessity of leaving the polluted
spot.  With the Spirit’ s return to the human heart, on the ground of that
everlasting righteousness which Christ ushered in, a NEW CREATION
began to dawn, and a new kingdom entered which will be dissolved no
more.147

In accordance with Smeaton’ s theory it is logical that the presence of the Spirit should

be seen as a proof of the new birth, and it is, therefore, no surprise to find him exegeting

passages to that effect.148

He [Paul] adds, “ who hath also sealed us,”  implying that they bore A
SEAL or impress from God, by which they not only were themselves
assured, but marked as belonging to God, who put a seal on them as His
property.  Not only so: God gave them the earnest of the Spirit in their
hearts.  The term EARNEST (CXTXTBCDY�P), three times applied in the New
Testament to the Holy Spirit, denotes a certain sum in hand, a pledge of
something further to be conferred; and it was a security that they should
not be put to shame.149

                                                
146 See Schaff (1993) pp.572 and 593 n.3. [5th Head of Doctrine, art.VI.]
147 Smeaton (1997) pp.212f.
148 Namely 2 Corinthians 1:21; 3:3; 5:5 and Ephesians 1:13f.
149 Smeaton (1997) p.73, see Smeaton (1997) pp.84f. on Eph.1:13f. which also links CXTXTBCDY�P to the first
fruits of the Spirit of Eph.4:4.
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In the midst of the discussion about the work of the Spirit in regeneration, Smeaton

turns to the doctrine of adoption.  For Smeaton this is a vital, though little discussed,150

doctrine, being ‘of the utmost moment in the system of divine truth, because it preserves

the equipoise, and prevents the juridical idea from being exclusive’ .151  He is non-

committal whether it should be categorised as one aspect of justification or as a further

privilege, which is immediately subsequent to conversion, recognising that theologians

hold both views.152

Smeaton identifies a three-fold apostolic description of the nature of adoption:

(1) Paul describes the privilege of sons as contrasted with the position of
a servant (Gal.iv.7); (2) John describes adoption in connection with
regeneration, and with the underlying truth that we are made sons by
grace because Christ is the Son by Nature (John i.13; 1 John iii.1); (3) the
Synoptists, preserving our Lord’ s words, describe adoption in connection
with the restoration of the divine image (Matt.v.45).  We have only to put
together THAT THREEFOLD DESCRIPTION of the apostles as the complement
of each other, to give an exhaustive outline of the whole doctrine of
adoption.153

The third description is the most significant to this thesis in that it provides the

beginnings of a solution to the controversy about the sonship of Adam and its nature.

The possibility of incorporating his view of the sonship and anthropology of Adam is

untapped by Smeaton, but is explored later in this thesis.154  Smeaton continues by

listing four features of adoption:155 1. It is based on the federal union with the incarnate

eternal Son, and not on a separate inward action of the Spirit on the individual.  Yet,

from the title ‘Spirit of Adoption’  in Romans 8:15, Smeaton deduces that it is the Spirit

                                                
150 Adoption receives little direct attention in Smeaton’ s works, besides Smeaton (1997).  In Smeaton
(1991) there are no references to the key passages on adoption such as: Jn.20:17; Rom.8:15f.; 8:23; 9:7-8;
Gal.3:23-26; Eph.1:4f.; 1Jn.3:1, 10.
151 Smeaton (1997) p.209.
152 Smeaton (1991b) p.264 and Smeaton (1997) p.209: ‘The ADOPTION OF SONS, into which Christians are
ushered by the Spirit (Rom. viii. 15), differs from the privilege of justification in this respect, that it
brings the Christian before God in the new relations of a child to a father.  Whether we regard this state of
sonship, with many divines, as one of the sides of justification, or as a further privilege into which the
believer passes without any interval of time, THE ADOPTION OF SONS (WKBQSGUK�C) is, in a doctrinal point of
view, of the utmost moment in the system of divine truth, because it preserves the equipoise, and prevents
the juridical idea from being exclusive.’
153 Smeaton (1997) p.209.
154 See pp.175f. and 225 below.
155 Smeaton (1997) pp.209-11.
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who ‘effects the adoption’ .156  2. Faith is to be understood as the hand that receives this

gift.  3. There are no degrees within adoption, no variance in the love of God for his

adopted children.  4. From Romans 8:16, Smeaton concludes that the work of the Spirit

leaves the believer in no doubt of his adoption.  Heinrich Thiersch, notes Smeaton,

proposes that the doctrine of adoption presents an irenicum, or a meeting point, between

Roman Catholicism and Protestantism on the matter of the sinner’ s acceptance by

God.157  Unfortunately, Smeaton does not develop this line of thought or explicitly

commend it.

Developing the fourth feature, Smeaton states that assurance is a common Christian

experience, arguing that Romans 8:16 presupposes that all Paul’ s readers have

experienced the phenomenon: ‘It is not an exceptional gift, but the ordinary criterion

and accompaniment of adoption.’ 158  This bold statement has a caveat: ‘The notion ...

that he is no Christian who does not enjoy an ever-shining assurance, as an unclouded

sun in the firmament, has as little to say in its defence.’ 159  The Puritans, in Smeaton’ s

opinion, provided an advance in the doctrine of assurance by clearly separating it from

faith, the Reformation theology having confounded the two.160  Nevertheless, because it

should be a feature of every Christian’ s life there is a practical pastoral implication:

‘The possibility of attaining assurance, and the duty of possessing it, must be

inculcated.’ 161

In both The Westminster Confession of Faith and Reformed theology generally the

doctrines of adoption and assurance are linked with the sealing of the Spirit.162  Smeaton

concurs, as can be noted in the quotation above; the sealing is ‘the image of God

                                                
156 Smeaton (1997) p.81.  For Smeaton’ s analysis of the grammatical construction of ‘Spirit’  and the
genitive see p.74 n.128 above.
157 Smeaton (1997) p.210.
158 Smeaton (1997) p.211.
159 Smeaton (1997) p.211.  Smeaton states this as matter of fact and makes no attempt to justify it.
160 An example: ‘Many truly believe in Christ by some light let into their hearts by the Spirit of adoption,
who are not yet fully assured of the love of Christ.  There is the act of faith and the fruit of faith.  The act
of faith is to cast ourselves upon God’ s mercy in Christ; the fruit of faith is in believing to be assured of
this.’   Sibbes (1973-83) vol. 5 p.448.
161 Smeaton (1997) p.211.
162 Westminster Confession of Faith chapter 18.  One of the most precious chapters in Smeaton’ s opinion.
Smeaton (1997) p.212.  Cf. Heppe (1978) pp.552f., and also pp.176 and 516.  The former: ‘It has definite
signs, namely a living faith in Christ, zeal in sanctification and the witness of the H. Spirit: which, if the
believer experiences them in himself, assure him of his election.’



80

impressed on the heart by the enlightening, regenerating, and sanctifying power of the

Holy Spirit …  Not only so, there is a subjective assurance which they acquire as to their

gracious state and final glory’ .163

It would seem natural that a doctrine of adoption requires a doctrine of the fatherhood of

God (over humanity, as opposed to inter-Trinitarian), but Smeaton does not have a lot to

say on the matter.  He does make allusion to the fatherhood of God at creation, where he

fiercely attacks any theology that tries to tie (a universal) fatherhood and creation too

tightly together with an ‘alleged unbroken relation formed at creation’ .164  Smeaton

detects a tension between the fatherhood and the judicial attributes of God, where

‘modern theology’  has, in its attempt to cope, opted to remove all traces of the judicial

and replace it with the concept of universal fatherhood.  The ‘Rationalists’ , as with the

Socinians, in their attack on substitutionary atonement take this ‘one-sided’ 165 view, and

in doing so ‘the Rationalists misrepresented God’ s character by affirming that He was

good-natured, rather than good’ .166

Smeaton marshals three counter arguments (in three separate locations) against this

rationalist concept of God’ s universal and exclusive fatherhood.  Firstly,

This one-sided view of theirs has not even its analogy, where they
thought to find it, in man made in the image of God.  For among men the
paternal relation does not exclude the judicial function, nor the latter the
former; and there could be no human society without both.167

Secondly, there are biblical texts that place individuals and groups in a family relation

to the Devil:168 the teaching of Christ and apostles is that the unregenerate have Satan as

father.  As it is impossible to have both Satan and God as father it follows that not all

can call themselves children of God merely because they were created.  Finally, he

argues, the rationalistic teaching runs counter to the Old Testament’ s teaching on

atonement, which Christ ‘did not come to destroy, but to fulfil.  Unless men are

prepared to make a violent severance between the Old and New Testament, and bring

                                                
163 Smeaton (1997) p.84f.
164 Smeaton (1997) p.206.
165 Smeaton (1991a) p.480.
166 Smeaton (1991a) p.481.
167 Smeaton (1991a) pp.480f.
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the one into violent collision with the other, to the obvious injury to both, these notions

must be set aside’ .169

Though Smeaton argues that the rationalistic view is one-sided and that the paternal and

judicial views are compatible, he does not give equal weight to them in his own theory,

placing greater emphasis on the judicial.  In fact, to some extent the first and second of

Smeaton’ s counter arguments appear contradictory.  The first argues, if in human

society fatherhood and a judicial role are not mutually exclusive, then it is not necessary

to understand them to be so in the case of God.  The implication could be made that it is

possible for the unredeemed to be under judgement and still in a family relationship to

God (as one does not necessarily preclude the other).  If the second argument is to be

taken as Smeaton’ s genuine theological view, then the first must be considered as a

hypothetical one against the Rationalists in which he allows for the sake of argument the

universal fatherhood of God and demonstrates that this does not then preclude God’ s

judicial role.  The second (and Smeaton’ s teaching generally) places the unredeemed

under judgement and removes them from God’ s family to Satan’ s.  The doctrine of

adoption reverses this, so the redeemed through adoption (which is based on the atoning

work of Christ) enter into a new relation to God as their Father.  This view means that

Smeaton can write, ‘Only when sin is expiated can proper Fatherhood begin’ .170

Smeaton has indeed placed a large emphasis on God’ s judicial relation to humanity

when compared to the paternal.  He also acknowledges a certain causal priority: ‘God’ s

Fatherhood does not exclude His relation as a lawgiver and a judge.  We rather affirm

…   that the former rests upon the latter.’ 171

Additionally, fatherhood is understood as a more defined aspect of lordship, that is, God

by way of creation is Lord of all and so has a judicial role over all, and subsequent to

this (logically and not necessarily chronologically), God becomes the Father over

creation.  So no creatures can by definition remove themselves from the ultimate

Lordship of God and his rule, but they can disinherit themselves.  These issues were

                                                                                                                                              
168 Smeaton (1997) p.206 cites 1Jn 4:10-12 and Jn 8:44.  Smeaton (1991a) p.32 notes the term ‘children
of wrath’  in Eph.2:3.
169 Smeaton (1991a) p.32.
170 Smeaton (1991b) p.143.
171 Smeaton (1991a) p.32.
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discussed in the controversy between Robert Candlish and Thomas Crawford in the

1860s and the subject is returned to in the next chapter.

The Spirit’ s work in the believer is central to Smeaton’ s theology on sanctification:

The inseparable connection between the work of Christ FOR US and the
work of the Spirit IN US – a connection which it is of the utmost moment
for sound theology as well as practical religion habitually to apprehend…
The link between the two is secured not by the mere force of gratitude or
by the influence of truth, but by something immeasurably more powerful,
and which touches the deepest foundations of the divine government –
viz. by the righteous restoration of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus
(Rom.viii.2).172

Therefore sanctification is irrevocably linked to justification, because the latter heralds

the return of the Holy Spirit to humanity and the former is the result of his inhabitation

in the individual, a connection that is clearly demonstrated in Romans chapters six to

eight, says Smeaton.173

After noting the gift of faith given by Christ through the Spirit, Smeaton notes three of

the titles given to the Spirit and the action they imply upon the believer: the Spirit of

wisdom and revelation, the Spirit that dwells in us and the Spirit by whom we are led or

moved.174  As Smeaton looks at the first of these titles, he notes the new spiritual insight

that Paul describes in the contrasts of 1 Corinthians 2:10-16, before discussing the

necessary revelatory work of the Spirit when the scriptures are already possessed.  The

Spirit is still necessary, even with the gift of the canonical writings, for correct

interpretation and exposition, a view ‘strongly expressed in all the Protestant

confessions’ .175

After citing several passages in support of the second title,176 Smeaton counters the

‘common misinterpretation’  that any reference to an indwelling of the Spirit refers to

the gifts, but argues that the gifts are associated with the Spirit’ s presence with the

                                                
172 Smeaton (1997) pp.221f.
173 Smeaton (1997) p.221.
174 Eph.1:17; 2Tim.1:14 and Rom.8:14
175 Smeaton (1997) p.226.
176 Jn.14:16; 2Tim.1:14; 1Cor.3:16 and 4:19; 2Cor.6:16 and Eph.2:22.  Later he has an exegetical
paragraph on each of the following: Gal.4:6; 5:22; Rom.8:9; 1Cor.3:16; 1Pet.4:14; 1Jn.4:13 and Eph.1:13.
Smeaton (1997) pp.232-4.
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person – ‘except in the case of temporary disciples such as Judas’ .177  Smeaton

perceives two extremes to avoid, one that the Spirit imparts a portion of divine essence

to the believer, and the other that descriptions of his indwelling are metaphorical

allusions.  The failure to have the correct anthropology of regeneration leads to the

problems of much of the theology of the day:  ‘To the neglect of this inhabitation of the

Spirit must be ascribed much of the naturalism of the modern theology, which ascribes

the graces of the Spirit only to the ordinary exercises of the mind...’ 178 or, being more

specific, and in accordance with the anthropological model he uses:

We must hold on the sure ground of Scripture, that not only are the gifts
of the Spirit poured into the heart of believers, but the personal Holy
Ghost, who had left man’ s heart in ruins, and no longer His temple,
returns to take up his abode in the redeemed, and occupies them with a
personal hidden indwelling presence which our limited faculties in this
transitory state do not permit us to measure or comprehend.179

Smeaton states that Lutheran theology taught of the Spirit’ s ‘gracious presence’

described in four modes.180  Smeaton, agreed with these divisions but wanted ‘a marked

line of distinction [to] be drawn between THE PREVENIENT GRACE OF THE SPIRIT and His

CO-OPERATING GRACE’ , the difference of the working of the Spirit in conversion

compared with the subsequent sanctification of the regenerate individual.181  In the latter

case the Spirit co-operates with the new nature he has created, and this is the essence of

the third title listed by Smeaton.182  It is also in agreement with Augustine, and

Reformed thought, as Heppe quotes:

Nor for producing spiritual actions from this spiritual habit is it enough
that the initial gift has been conferred or been made an habitual
possession.  As prevenient and effective grace first achieved this gift in
us, it is necessary that concomitant and co-operant grace should stimulate
it to acts worthy of repentance and perfect it daily more and more.183

                                                
177 Smeaton (1997) p.231.
178 Smeaton (1997) p.235.
179 Smeaton (1997) p.232.
180 Smeaton (1997) pp.235f.  ‘First, a universal presence over all the wide realms of creation for the
conservation of all things; secondly, a special sanctifying presence, whereby the Spirit abides in true
Christians, and inhabits them continually through life and in death, till they fully enjoy the beatific vision;
thirdly, the personal union of the Son of God whereby He assumed humanity with all that the assumption
carried with it, and replenished that humanity with His indwelling presence; fourthly, the presence of the
Spirit in glorified saints, whereby He not only fills the heart with all the communications of His grace, but
leads them to behold God’ s face in righteousness and to be satisfied when they awake with his likeness.’
181 Smeaton (1997) p.238.
182 Smeaton cites 2Pet.1:5 and Rom.8:2.
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Smeaton contrasts Lutheran and Puritan theology and practice, the latter not leaving the

fruits of grace to appear on their own, but seeking to cultivate them.  As Heppe surmises

of Reformed, and not merely Puritan, thought: ‘Subjectively considered the nature of

sanctification is man’ s effort, lasting his whole life, to live in thought, word and action

solely according to God’ s good pleasure and for His glory.’ 184  Nevertheless, this

cultivation and action is understood and presented with the doctrine of the perseverance

of the saints: ‘The Spirit ever leads and never departs from the soul that He has once

occupied.’ 185

Smeaton closes the chapter on sanctification by refuting perfectionism and the

‘advocates of higher life’ .  They are wrong for two reasons: ‘(1) defective views of

Christ’ s imputed righteousness; and (2) a misapprehension of a Christian’ s double

being.’ 186  Smeaton describes the error of their doctrine: ‘THE SPIRIT’ S WORK WITHIN is

made to eclipse or overshadow the REDEEMER’ S FINISHED WORK WITHOUT.’ 187

Smeaton understands the Spirit’ s dispensing of the extraordinary gifts not in an

independent sense, but as linked closely to inspiration and prophecy.  It is, therefore,

discussed not with regeneration or sanctification but in conjunction with the revelation

dispensed to the apostles and prophets.  Smeaton notes that through both the Old and

New Testament there are two classes within the community of believers, corresponding

to two groups of gifts.188  ‘We find (1) the ordinary saving gifts …  [and] (2) the

extraordinary gifts for official service.’ 189

Prophecy, the ‘chief gift of Old Testament times’ , was not, argues Smeaton, brought

about through excitement or enthusiasm, but through the Spirit’ s influence, as stated in

2 Peter 1:21.  This gift was not a ‘permanent habit’ , or a ‘reserved wealth’  to draw upon,

but an imparting of ‘a supernatural illumination in virtue of which they understood fully

                                                                                                                                              
183 Leiden Synopsis (XXXII, 24) as quoted in Heppe (1978) p.569.
184 Heppe (1978) p.570.
185 Smeaton (1997) p.237.
186 Smeaton (1997) p.256.
187 Smeaton (1997) p.256.
188 ‘The Spirit is referred to as the author of these supernatural gifts (Heb.ii.4)’  Smeaton (1997) p.148.
189 Smeaton (1997) p.147. Smeaton’ s two-tier system of gifts prevents a two-tier understanding of
Christian maturity.  The increased level of gifts is a mark of a special work to be done and not a mark of a
special Christian.
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what they were commissioned to announce …  beyond the range of unaided human

facilities’ .190  In his exegesis of Revelation 19:10,191 Smeaton concludes,

The expression: “ the Spirit of Prophecy,”  according to the uniform usage
where a genitive follows the term Spirit, intimates that the Spirit spoke in
all the prophets; and the import of the clause is, that the scope or aim of
all prophecy was to testify of Jesus (John xv.26, v.39).192

The extraordinary gifts ‘created duties rather than dignities’ .193  Smeaton argues ‘that

the extraordinary gifts were intended to fit men for office; that they were temporary; and

that they were conspicuously displayed’ .194  The temporary nature of the gifts (both to

the individual and in history), in Smeaton’ s argument, is ‘a significant fact’ 195 because

of the very strong tie between these gifts, especially tongues (which he understands as

speaking foreign languages unknown to the speaker),196 and inspiration.  In fact the

purpose of the gifts in the Old as well as the New Testament times can be listed as:

(1) an indubitable proof of a supernatural revelation from God to man in
general (Heb.ii.4); (2) they were a reliable pledge as well as elucidation
of the inward miracle of inspiration.  The man who possessed them …
was entitled with authority to say: “ Thus saith the Lord.” 197

This view, then, makes the extraordinary gifts redundant after the completion of the

canonical writings, and Smeaton chastises those who hope to see such gifts198 as having

‘not learned or duly pondered how great a work of the Spirit has been completed and

provided for the Church of all times in the gift of the Holy Scriptures’ .199  The first and

most obvious consequence is that we should not expect to see extraordinary gifts being

                                                
190 Smeaton (1997) p.149.
191 Smeaton disagrees with the AV’ s, ‘For the testimony of Jesus is the spirit of prophecy’ , arguing the
Greek grammar and sense requires the translation, ‘the Spirit of prophecy is the testimony of Jesus’ .
Smeaton’ s confident assertion about this term belies the difficulties with it.  Some, like Aune (1998),
p.1039, [citing Schweizer (1968)] basically agree: ‘the Phrase should probably be understood as “ the
prophetic Spirit,”  i.e., the power that allows certain individuals to have visionary experiences and gives
them revelatory insights not available to ordinary people’ .  Others, such as Beale (1999) pp.947f., dispute
this: ‘This understanding [meaning prophetic spirits/soul i.e. prophets] is reflected in all the major English
versions, which have “ spirit”  instead of “ Spirit”  (e.g., NASB, AV, NIV, RSV, NRSV) or which give a
paraphrase that avoids using “ Spirit” .’
192 Smeaton (1997) p.149.  See Smeaton (1997) p.81 and p.74 n.128 of this thesis about his approach to
the grammatical construction of the Spirit and a genitive.
193 Smeaton (1997) p.147.
194 Smeaton (1997) p.148.
195 Smeaton (1997) p.150.
196 Smeaton (1879) and Smeaton (1997) p.56.
197 Smeaton (1997) p.151.
198 ‘Enthusiastic sects’   such as Monanists and Irvingites. Smeaton (1997) p.151.
199 Smeaton (1997) p.151.
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displayed, as they are no longer required, and related to this, the argument that the

Church has lost them through its own fault, and can expect to regain them through

prayer and faith, is groundless.  For Smeaton argues: (a) The prophecy of Joel was

fulfilled at Pentecost;200  (b) as the extraordinary gifts and revelation coincide, the gifts

have nothing to accredit as the canon is closed;  (c) they been withheld for nearly 2000

years.201  These views and arguments, Smeaton seeks to show, were the early Church’ s

response to Montanus’  claim to be in possession of the extraordinary gifts, including

prophecy.202

Smeaton summarises his understanding in a ‘proposition’ , which he then seeks to

justify:

The Holy Spirit supplied prophets and apostles, as chosen organs, with
gifts which must be distinguished from ordinary grace, to give forth in
human forms of speech a revelation which must be accepted as the word
of God in its whole contents, and as the authoritative guide for doctrine
and duty.203

For Smeaton the purpose of the extraordinary gifts was not to relieve suffering, or for

therapeutic reasons, nor even to engender belief directly, but to produce authentication

for the message borne by the one with the gift, which in turn produces faith.

Finally, the place of death in Smeaton’ s pneumatology and anthropology needs to be

discussed; for if death is linked to the removal of the Spirit at the fall, and the Spirit

returns to the believer, how can the believer die?  Smeaton addresses the question of the

death of the regenerate not in his work on the Holy Spirit but while looking at Christ’ s

sayings on the atonement, and in this context he relates it to Christ’ s vicarious work and

not to the presence of the Spirit.204  He defines the scope of ‘death’ , as discussed by the

apostle in Romans 5:12 and 1 Corinthians 15:47-56, and concludes:

                                                
200 See Smeaton (1997) pp.31-4 for exegesis of the verse.  ‘Plainly we are to understand the ordinary as
well as the extraordinary gifts of the Spirit’  in this verse.  ‘Peter expressly pointed to this as the
fulfilment.  But the fulfilment is a GERMINANT FULFILMENT, which takes in all subsequent times.’
201 Smeaton (1997) p.152.
202 See Smeaton (1997) pp.302f.
203 Smeaton (1997) p.152, italics removed.
204 In particular Jn.5:24; 8:51 and 11:25f.
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But while we cannot exclude physical death, a limitation of the meaning
to that idea must be held to be quite unsatisfactory; for it comprehends
the entire ruin caused by sin, whether spiritual or temporal.205

So both aspects must be included in any doctrine of death.  Indeed, ‘Jesus declares that

they never die, not even temporal death, if we fully fathom the depths of Christ’ s

words’ .206  Smeaton in no way wants to ‘spiritualize’  the issue and deals with the

problem of the physical death of those supposedly no longer under the penalty of sin.

The first point he raises in the discussion is that what one sees is not the reality: ‘They,

in truth, never see death, however much they may seem to men to die.’ 207  In accordance

with Jesus’  teaching they have passed from death to life, which Smeaton takes to mean

that the fear of death no longer holds them in bondage, as ‘the sting of death’  has been

removed along with the penal aspect.  Therefore, ‘it is no more a penalty, no more the

expression of the curse, but the pathway to endless rest’ .208

The natural question is faced, ‘Why do believers undergo temporal death at all, if divine

justice has been satisfied?’ 209  The nub of the question is phrased, ‘Can there really be a

consequence of sin, which is not a punishment of sin?’ 210  Smeaton replies:

To determine this, we must consider what reference it has to God, who
dispenses it; and since we find that He sends temporal trials and
afflictions as well as temporal death, not in wrath, not as an avenging
judge, but as a wise and loving father, they cannot be termed proper
punishments, though they are the consequences of sin.211

To answer the main question he provides an illustration:  A rebel may have faced

capture and imprisonment, but later fully pardoned and freed.  Nevertheless, he might

well still carry the scars and bruises of his previous life and internment, even though no

longer facing the consequences of his actions.  ‘Such is temporal death to a Christian,

and such are all his present trials and afflictions.  They are altered in their character;

                                                
205 Smeaton (1991a) p.314.
206 Smeaton (1991a) p.315.
207 Smeaton (1991a) p.315.
208 Smeaton (1991a) p.319.  According to Smeaton this emphasis is especially clear in Athanasius and
Luther.
209 Smeaton (1991a) p.316.
210 Smeaton (1991a) p.317.
211 Smeaton (1991a) p.317.
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they have no wrath in them; they are salutary, paternal discipline; they bring him

home.’ 212

Even though the redeemed have to face physical death, it is not a natural event, but a

lingering consequence of their previous rebellion.213  In this understanding that death is

unnatural, Smeaton follows Reformed thought.  For example, Amandus Polanus (1561-

1610),214 discussing the concept of the creature, defines it as anything made outside of

God by God, so that sin and death cannot be a part of creation; and Heppe concludes

elsewhere that death is not a part of nature as it is the destruction of nature.215  On the

death of believers, Smeaton is again following Reformed thought:

But since only the rejected are subject to eternal death, for the elect
temporal and corporeal death is not a real punishment.  For them all
God’ s punishments are but tests and exercises in humility and patience,
and disciplines for divine blessedness.216

Summary and Conclusion

This chapter has surveyed Smeaton’ s pneumatology, selectively, as it relates to the

concept of federal pneumatology.  Therefore, certain areas have not been discussed at

all, such as the personality and deity of the Spirit, or the Spirit’ s work in the Church

through the sacraments, spiritual unity, missionary activity, and revivals.  Discussions,

rather, have been kept to issues closely related to the Spirit’ s presence and activity in

creation, fall and redemption, as perceived by Smeaton from the perspective of federal

theology.

In particular, one disitinctive feature was identified: Smeaton’ s emphatic statement that

the Holy Spirit indwelt Adam at creation.  It is this feature, as it is worked out through

the fall and though redemption by the second Adam, that truly makes Smeaton’ s

pneumatology thoroughly federal.

                                                
212 Smeaton (1991a) p.318.
213 In contrast to Aquinas, Summa Theologica, vol. 13, (Dominican ed.) pp.264f., in Madsen p.97 n.60.
214 Polanus quoted by Heppe (1978) p.198.
215 Heppe (1978) pp.367f.  citing Mastricht.
216 Heppe (1978) p.369, citing Keckermann, Alsted and Maresius.
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This chapter has set out the main features of Smeaton’ s pneumatology, that are

integrated into, or treated as a part of, the federal scheme.  This leaves the task of

investigating and analysing them in the context in which Smeaton was writing, as well

as ascertaining the strength of the arguments for and against his theory.  To this end the

following two chapters focus on each of the federal heads in turn and the role of the

Spirit in their lives and missions, before the logical consequences that follow from the

acceptance of federal pneumatology are discussed in chapter six.



90

CHAPTER 4 – THE HOLY SPIRIT AND ADAM

The aim of this chapter is to assess Smeaton’ s theory relating the Holy Spirit with the

first federal head of humanity, so providing a study of his federal pneumatology as it is

centred on Adam.  The first part of the chapter investigates Smeaton’ s claim that the

theory has never been denied ‘in any quarter entitled to respect, Patristic, or Protestant’ ,

although the only significant treatments have been by George Bull and John Howe.1

These two figures provide a natural place to start, and a survey of Patristic writers by

Bull is augmented by examples which might cast further light on the views of the early

Church on the topic of Adam and his relation to the Holy Spirit.  Once this is complete

the chapter then investigates some of the other potential influences on Smeaton from

Reformed authors, especially Scottish ones, before finally reviewing some Continental

theologians.  The characters included fill two requirements: they have a connection with

Smeaton (either he cites them or he encountered them) and they give an insight into the

development of his theory.2  The final part of this chapter concerns itself with the

theological and exegetical considerations of Smeaton’ s theory, and seeks to sustain the

claim of this thesis that Smeaton’ s theory provides a coherent and biblical framework.

The first section looks at the interpretation of Genesis 2:7 and whether it can support

Smeaton’ s interpretation that it describes the giving not only of life, but also the Spirit

to Adam.  This discussion centres first on the word KP
Y
Q! which Smeaton wishes to

interpret as the Holy Spirit.  It then deals with the potential parallels of John 20:22 and

Ezekiel 37, before examining 1 Corinthians 15, historically the chief threat to his Adam-

Christ parallel.3  Once this text has been discussed, the chapter moves on to look at

other key parallels in the discussion, viz. the imago Dei, the roles of prophet, priest and

king, and sonship, before concluding with a discussion on spiritual life and death.

                                                
1 Smeaton (1997) p.14.
2 Exceptions to this rule are Tatian, whom Bull quotes, and authors since Smeaton who cite him rather
than vice versa.
3 As noted on p.59 above.
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Part 1.  Historical Survey

John Howe (1630-1705)

The eminent Puritan John Howe in his Living Temple is, according to Smeaton, the only

‘divine of any note’  to make any extended use of the theory that Adam possessed the

Holy Spirit in his created state.  Howe’ s work was by no means obscure in Smeaton’ s

time, featuring in JP Hewlett’ s 1848 edition of Works of Rev. John Howe.4  More

importantly, it was published separately, with an introductory essay by Thomas

Chalmers, in 1829.5  To ascertain the reliability of Smeaton’ s argument it is necessary to

analyse just how explicit was this view of Adam in Howe’ s work.

Perhaps the clearest statement of this view is the one that Smeaton partially quotes,

which in an expanded form reads:

That He hath withdrawn himself, and left this his temple desolate, we
have many sad and plain proofs before us.  The stately ruins are visible to
every eye, that bear in their front (yet extant) this doleful inscription -
HERE GOD ONCE DWELT.  Enough appears of this admirable frame and
structure of the soul of man, to show the divine presence did sometime
reside in it.6

Smeaton would appear to be correct in his analysis that the basis of the work is to be

found in the departure and return of the Spirit to humanity, and a few pages later Howe

parallels the withdrawal and return:

Now what could be expected to ensue upon all this, but that he should be
forsaken of God; that the blessed Presence be withdrawn, that had been
so despitefully slighted, to return no more?  No more, till at least a
recompense should be made him for the wrong done, and a capacity be
recovered for his future converse: viz. till both his honour should be
repaired, and his temple; till he might again honourably return, and be
fitly received.7

The rest of the book discusses Christ’ s work of reinstating the temple for God’ s return

using such images as Christ full of the Spirit pitching his tabernacle amongst our empty

tents, or his laying of the foundation for the new temple.  All this is a fairly

                                                
4 Howe (1848)
5 Howe (1829)
6 Howe (1848) p.225 and Howe (1829) p.128.  Howe proceeds to use poetical language to describe the
difference; this is what probably left the impression of ‘novel beauty’  with Smeaton (1997) p.179.
7 Howe (1848) p.228 and Howe (1829) p.134.
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conventional view of the work of Christ and the indwelling of the Spirit in the believer,

but with strong emphasis on the temple motif.  Howe assumes this Spirit-anthropology

of Adam in the Living Temple and does not seek to prove it; hence his language can be

ambiguous at times on this issue, for example:

Thus is the true image of God torn down from his own temple, and that
alienated, and become the temple of a false God, dedicate to that
abominable idol, self.8

Here the removal of the image of God, to be replaced by the idol of self, would imply

only that there is a change in the focus of our adoration and worship, and not the

removal of the Holy Spirit per se.  Nevertheless, elsewhere the picture is maintained:

We therefore put upon a new inquiry, and need no longer spend ourselves
in anxious thoughts, Can there be any converse between God and men?
that we may rather say, How can it be not? or, How strange is it there is
not more! that he hath not a temple in every human breast,  replenished
with this vital presence! that there are nothing but ruins and desolation to
be found, where one would expect a fabric worthy of God, and an
indwelling Deity!9

And,

That by this degeneracy [the fall], the temple of the living God, among
men, became waste and desolate.10

In discussing the imago Dei, Howe does not equate it with the indwelling Spirit.11

Nevertheless, God’ s aim of making creatures in his image was, to a certain extent, to

‘cohabit’  with them, and that by design, Adam’ s spirit sought fellowship with God’ s

Spirit:

And besides what he hath so expressly testified concerning his own
nature, his favourable inclinations towards men might sufficiently be
collected from that very nature which he hath given to man, considered in
comparison and reference to his own: that he made him in his own image;
and that he being the Father of spirits, hath placed a spirit in man, so
agreeable to his own spiritual nature; and by his own inspiration given
him that understanding that the mind begotten corresponds, by its most
natural frame and constitution, to the mind that begot, the PQWL�RCVTKMQ�L,
[Hierocl.] (as it was anciently called,) his own Eternal Mind: and that if
its own original be remembered, it turns itself towards him, seeks his
acquaintance by an instinct he hath implanted in it, and cannot rest until

                                                
8 Howe (1848) p.222 and Howe (1829) p.124.
9 Howe (1848) p.212 and Howe (1829) p.111.
10 Howe (1848) p.220 and Howe (1829) p.120.
11 See e.g. Howe (1848) p.221 and Howe (1829) pp.121f.
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he have such a temple erected in it, wherein both he and it may cohabit
together.12

In common with Reformed theology generally, Howe understands Christ, the last

Adam, to be the full image of God:

He puts on man; and becomes Emmanuel; an incarnate God amongst
men; and a Man inhabited by all the fulness of God.  This man was,
therefore a most perfect temple; the original one: that is, not only a single
one himself, but an exemplary Temple, to which all other [sic.] were to
be conformed.13

There remains one point to highlight, that is, the similar language of Howe and Smeaton

in describing Adam in his created state:

And whereas he was of a middle nature, partaking somewhat of the
angelical, somewhat of the animal life; now is he swallowed up by the
latter, and become like the beasts that perish.14

Howe does not elaborate on this but it is a method of describing the constituent

elements of Adam that can be seen in Patristic theology too.15

Howe’ s ‘Man’ s Creation in a Holy but Mutable State’ 16 casts no light on the issue of

Adam and the Holy Spirit.  Its aim is to elaborate on the holiness of Adam, and to

defend the federal constitution of Adam as humanity’ s representative.  Interestingly

though, when discussing whether original righteousness was a natural endowment in

Adam he writes,

[1.] If by natural, you mean essential (whether constitutively, or
consecutively) so original righteousness was not natural to man, for then
he could never have lost it, without the loss of his being.  [2.] If by
natural you mean connatural, i.e. concreate with the nature of man, and
consonant thereto, so I doubt not but it was natural to him.17

Perhaps a similar line would have been taken to the question of whether the indwelling

of the Holy Spirit was a natural part of the imago Dei and hence what it is to be human.

                                                
12 Howe (1848) p.211 and Howe (1829) pp.95f.
13 Howe (1848) p.231 and Howe (1829) p.138
14 Howe (1848) p.221 and Howe (1829) p.122.
15 See pp.94ff. below.
16 In Howe (1848).
17 Howe (1848) p.466.



94

Chalmers’  comments

One might have expected to find greater elucidation in Chalmers’  introductory essay,

but there is little to indicate that he picked up on this aspect of Howe, or saw anything

worthy of comment in it:

He [Howe] gives a deeply affecting, but justly descriptive representation
of the apostasy, and consequent ruin and depravity of man, in his
melancholy but magnificent delineation of the ruined, desolate, and
forsaken condition of the noble Living Temple, where God once dwelt,
and which was one blessed and beautified by the Divine Presence…  [and
that Christ would] effect a reconciliation between God and his alienated
creatures - and obtain the communication of the Holy Spirit to renovate
and adorn this desolate ruin, that the great Inhabitant might return and
again occupy his long-deserted temple.18

‘The great Inhabitant’  one has to presume, in the context of a foreword to Howe’ s work,

to be the Spirit (despite the grammatical construction that might imply that he is

someone other than the Spirit).  Chalmers, however, is much more concerned to

emphasise the reality of the physical enjoyment in Eden, which was totally linked to an

awareness of God’ s presence and benefaction.  It was this link, and not the actual

sensual pleasure, which was lost at the fall and hence distorts the sensuality of

humanity.  Then he discusses the kingdom of heaven, arguing that it should not be

understood as a political struggle but a spiritual one in the hearts of people.19  The very

silence of Chalmers on this central framework of Howe’ s book could be construed as

significant, for if he had disagreed with the premise of the book it would have received

comment, which implies that he took it for granted and assumed that his readers would

too.

Patristic

George Bull (1634-1710)

Though Smeaton did not refer to Bull in the context of the Spirit and Adam until the

second edition of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, he did refer to Bull on several other

issues in his first edition and other works,20 at one point listing him amongst those who

                                                
18 Howe (1829) pp.xxxiiif.
19 The thrust of this statement would be in line with AC Cheyne’ s analysis of the social views of
Chalmers.  Cheyne (1983) pp.110-156.
20 Smeaton (1991a) p.448; Smeaton (1958) pp.260, 270 and Smeaton (1861) p.81.
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‘simply content themselves with reproducing the patristic theology in their

interpretations’ .21  This is certainly the main emphasis of Bull’ s discourse, ‘Concerning

the First Covenant, and the State of Man before the Fall; according to the Scripture, and

the Sense of the Primitive Doctors of the Catholick Church’ .22  A large part of his work

consists of quotations from the Patristic theologians in an attempt to prove that the Spirit

indwelt Adam.

In addition to his study of the quotations that directly support the view of Adam as

indwelt by the Spirit, Bull supplies two hypotheses himself, based on other comments

by the early Church writers.  Firstly:

1. It is apparent from the Account of Moses, that the first Man in the State
of integrity was (as we have heard Tertullian expressing it) Deo de
proximo amicus, the intimate Friend of God, that he could coelestia
portare, bear heavenly things, and sustain the Approaches of the
Shecinah, or majestick Presence of God, without any Regret or starting
back, that he could maintain a Conference, or discourse with God (as we
have heard St.Basil speaking) in the same Tongue or Language as we
read in Gen.ii. ver.15, 16, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23.  Now for any Man to think
that a merely animal Creature could be admitted to, or whilst such, fit for
so divine a Converse, seems to me a very senseless Imagination.23

Here again we meet the term ‘merely animal’ , used by Smeaton to describe the

individual as a body-soul entity but without the Spirit.  The main significance of this

passage, however, is the speculation by Bull that, without the Spirit, no creature is able

or allowed to communicate directly face to face with God in the way Adam could in the

Garden of Eden.  There is little data on which to base this hypothesis except, perhaps,

by comparison with the Spirit-filled Old Testament Prophets, especially Moses on

Mount Sinai, or the newfound access to God in the Spirit for New Testament believers,

which indicate a link between the Spirit and communication with God.  Bull, like

Smeaton, understands Adam to have been created in an intimate relationship with the

whole Trinity, and if this is the case, it is difficult to see how that can be without the

indwelling of the Spirit.

Bull provides a second hypothesis:

                                                
21 Smeaton (1991a) p.448.
22 Bull (1714).
23 Bull (1714) pp.1178f.
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2. It is likewise evident from the same History of Moses, that Adam in
the State of Integrity had a Knowledge of certain things, unaccountable
upon any other Hypothesis but this, that his Mind was irradiated with a
divine Illumination.24

Bull notes the prophetic element in Adam’ s spontaneous naming of the creatures and

woman; this is given as evidence of the presence of the Spirit.  He sees a parallel

between Adam prophesying immediately on waking in Genesis 2:23, and the events of

Genesis 15:12, Acts 10:10 and 22:17 where sleep, or trance, and prophetic revelation

are related.  Bull makes the link that for Adam to prophesy he had to be indwelt by the

Spirit.  There is, however, no attempt at this point to argue by analogy with Christ as

Prophet, in a manner similar to Smeaton’ s analogy of the constitution of Christ

compared to Adam.

In common with Smeaton, Bull notes the pseudo-Augustine document and specifically

its argument based on 1 Corinthians 15.25  He explains the contrast between Adam and

Christ in that passage in a way that is very similar to Smeaton:26

The difference is this; that the first Adam needed Meat and Drink, and
other external Helps, for the Conservation of his Body: But Christ, the
second Adam, after his Resurrection, received a Body in its own Nature,
and by an internal Principle immortal and the like Body is promised to all
those that believe in Christ at the last and general Resurrection...  Adam
before his Fall had an animal Body in the Sense explained, and that Adam
in the same State and Condition had a spiritual Soul, or a Soul elevated
and raised by the divine Spirit.  For both these meet together in every true
Christian, only with this Difference, that our bodies now are not only in a
Possibility, but under a Necessity of dying...27

As has been mentioned, the bulk of Bull’ s work is a collection of quotations from the

Church Fathers, to whom this chapter now turns.  While many of Bull’ s examples are

referred to, others have been added to develop the argument and illustrate the ambiguity

of some statements.  Some of the quotations are extensive so as to enable readers to

                                                
24 Bull (1714) p.1179.  The view that Adam was a prophet is seen e.g. in Tertullian (1994) p191: ‘For,
inasmuch as Adam straightway predicted that “ great mystery of Christ and the church,”  when he said,
[Gen.2:24f.] …  he experienced the influence of the Spirit.  For there fell upon him that ecstasy, which is
the Holy Ghost’ s operative virtue of prophecy.’   In this example it is not related to a permanent
indwelling of the Spirit.  Augustine and Bernard also deduce that it was linked to prophecy.
25 Augustine (1864) pp.2369-76.
26 See pp.167ff. of this thesis.
27 Bull (1714) pp.1175f.
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assess for themselves the likelihood that they support Bull’ s interpretation and

anticipate the view of Smeaton.  The Fathers have been approached in chronological

order.

Clement of Rome (c.96AD)

The Clementine literature deals with the question directly in Clement’ s homilies chapter

27: ‘Whether Adam had the Spirit’ , a passage that is overlooked in Bull’ s survey of

Patristic theology.28  Unfortunately, his answer is far from clear:

Whether Adam had The Spirit.  But I shall begin the statement now. God
having made all things, if any one will not allow to a man, fashioned by
His hands, to have possessed His great and Holy Spirit of foreknowledge,
how does not he greatly err who attributes it to another born of a spurious
stock!  And I do not think that he will obtain pardon, though he be misled
by spurious scripture to think dreadful things against the Father of all. For
he who insults the image and the things belonging to the eternal King,
has the sin reckoned as committed against Him in whose likeness the
image was made. But then, says he, the Divine Spirit left him when he
sinned. In that case the Spirit sinned along with him; and how can he
escape peril who says this? But perhaps he received the Spirit after he
sinned. Then it is given to the unrighteous; and where is justice? But it
was afforded to the just and the unjust. This were most unrighteous of all.
Thus every falsehood, though it be aided by ten thousand reasonings,
must receive its refutation, though after a long time.29

The opening sentences clearly concord with the Smeaton theory, but the rhetorical

questions at the end seem to dispute it, or rather imply that such an answer provides an

unsatisfactory solution.  The confusion lies in the structure of the argument, especially

to whom Clement attributes the pronouns in the latter part of the quotation.  A

summary, or paraphrase, that reconciles the apparent contradiction can be stated as

follows.  Adam, being fashioned by the very hands of God, of all people should be able

to be indwelt by the Spirit, and any who disagree insult God’ s image and so the one in

whose likeness he was made, viz. God himself.  When Clement writes, ‘But then, says

he’ , he sets the scene for three challenges that his adversaries might produce: (i) The

Spirit left after the fall, so he was present (and, by implication, an accomplice) in the

                                                
28 The actual date of the writing of the homilies attributed to Clement is unknown, since it is generally
accepted that they do not stem from his pen, see Cross and Livingstone (1997) pp.360f. and 365.
Nevertheless, since it is the only text to deal with the question directly, and is traditionally attributed to
Clement it has been place here.
29 Clement (1994) p.241.
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fall.  (ii) The Spirit was received after the fall [is Adam or saints in view here?] and the

Spirit is given, therefore, to unrighteous people, which is a great injustice.  (iii) But

perhaps it is argued that the Spirit is given to both the just and unjust, this is an even

greater unrighteousness.  Clement then resumes his own argument in conclusion – all

such false ideas must be refuted eventually.

If this is the correct way of reading the passage (and any other way would render it a

completely and overtly contradictory argument), it is noticeable that Clement does not

provide any counter proposals, such as the Spirit leaving before Adam sinned; but he

merely refutes the suggestions that would deny that Adam could have had the Spirit.  So

it would appear that Clement answers his question in the affirmative.

Justin Martyr (100-165AD)

Though unused by Bull, Justin writes in a way that could give support to his argument:

For that the creation which God created – to wit, Adam – was a house for
the spirit which proceeded from God.30

This quotation highlights the exegetical difficulty of reading the Fathers on this issue,

for though the ‘house for the spirit’  has a grammatical similarity to Howe’ s description

of Adam, it is more likely that Justin was thinking of the human spirit, possibly in a

trichotomy framework, in this sentence.  The difficulty of establishing whether the

human spirit or Holy Spirit is being referred to occurs more than once and is treated

differently by different editors/translators.  Justin’ s disciple, Tatian, is more explicit:

Tatian (110-172AD)

The earliest writer that Bull quotes is Tatian:31

For heavenly Logos, a spirit32 emanating from the Father and a Logos
from the Logos-power, in imitation of the Father who begat Him made
man an image of immortality, so that, as incorruption is with God, in like

                                                
30 Justin (1994) p.214.
31 Generally, the patristic quotation in the main text is from Roberts A and Donaldson J (1994), Ante-
Nicene Fathers or eds. Schaff P and Wace H, Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers, Peabody: Hendrickson
[Referenced by patristic author and page number] and Bull’ s quotation is placed in the accompanying
footnote for comparison.
32 The lack of capitalisation of ‘spirit’  indicates the editor’ s opinion, where the Greek originals would not
make a distinction.
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manner, man, sharing a part of God, might have immortal principle
also.33

Bull attempts to clarify the last sentence by an editorial comment that the ‘part of God’

refers to the Holy Spirit, and this might not be as arbitrary as first appears.  The

immortality given Adam, as part of the imago Dei, has its source from the Spirit of Life,

but that immortality is lost when the Spirit withdraws.  This interpretation would fit the

Bull/Smeaton model well, but of course, it might be argued that Tatian here was only

referring to the creation of the soul, and its immortality.  Elsewhere, however, he does

ascribe Adam’ s mortality to the withdrawal of the s/Spirit:

Then the power of the Logos excluded the beginner of the folly and his
adherents from all fellowship with Himself.  And so he who was made in
the likeness of God, since the more powerful spirit is separated from him,
becomes mortal.34

The ‘more powerful spirit’  (or Spirit) is specifically described as leaving Adam when he

becomes mortal.  This cannot mean the soul, but in a trichotomist model it could refer to

the human spirit; yet in a parallel phrase earlier in the quotation, the ‘Power of the

Word’  is described as depriving men of his familiarity and friendship.  This would,

therefore, lend itself to Bull’ s interpretation that Tatian is referring to the Holy Spirit.

Bull’ s interpretation is not so obviously correct in the case of another quotation:

We recognise two varieties of spirit, one which is called the soul ([WEJ� ),
but the other is greater than the soul, an image and likeness of God: both
existed in the first men, that in one sense they might be material (WBNKMQK�),
and in another superior to matter.35

                                                
33 Tatian (1994) p.67.  ‘For the heavenly Word, the Spirit begotten of the Father, &c. made Man the
Image of Immortality, in Imitation of him that begat him: That Immortality is with God, so, after the same
manner, Man, having received a Portion of God (viz. the divine Spirit) might also became immortal.’
Bull (1714) p.1094.
34 Tatian (1994) p.68. [capitalisation by editor.] ‘...; then the POWER OF THE WORD deprived both the
Author of this Madness, and the Men that followed him, of his Familiarity and Friendship; and he that
was made after the Image of God, that more Powerful Spirit withdrawing from him, became mortal.’
Bull (1714) pp.1116f.
35 Tatian (1994) p.70.  ‘We (Christians) acknowledge two kinds of Spirits, whereof the one is called the
Soul, the other is more excellent than the Soul, as being the very Image and Similitude of God; now both
these were given to the first Men.’   Bull (1714) p.1117.
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This could easily be interpreted in light of a trichotomist36 view of man, as indeed

Bercot does,37 the body-soul entity being the animal or ‘material’  existence of humanity,

and the spirit being the higher aspect lost at the fall.  This higher aspect being associated

with the imago Dei is seen as greater than the soul.  It is unlikely that the Holy Spirit

would be described as the ‘image and likeness of God’  – normally the second Person of

the Trinity is described in those terms because of the incarnation.

Tatian has a rather more complex view of ‘spirits’  than a dichotomist would, relating

them to all creation:

For the Spirit38 that pervades matter is inferior to the more divine spirit;
and this, even when assimilated to the soul, is not to be honoured equally
with the perfect God.39

Or,

There is, then, a spirit in the stars, a spirit in angels, a spirit in plants and
the waters, a spirit in men, a spirit in animals; but, though one and the
same, it has differences in itself.40

Despite this, Tatian does seem, as in the earlier quotations above, to have understood

Adam to be in possession of the Holy Spirit, as the following confirms:

But further, it becomes us now to seek for what we once had, but have
lost, to unite the soul with the Holy Spirit, and to strive after union with
God…   [Tatian then declares that man is greater than animals having
likeness and image of God]…   Such is the nature of man’ s constitution;
and, if it be like a temple, God is pleased to dwell in it by the spirit,41 His
representative; but if it be not such a habitation, man excels the wild

                                                
36 Charles Hodge described the trichotomist view thus: ‘When a plant dies its material organisation is
dissolved and the principle of vegetable life which it contained disappears.  When a brute dies its body
returns to dust, and the�[WEJ�, or principle of animal life by which it was animated, passes away.  When a
man dies his body returns to the earth, his [WEJ�  ceases to exist, his RPGW�OC alone remains until reunited
with the body at the resurrection. To the RPGW�OC, which is peculiar to man, belong reason, will, and
conscience.  To the [WEJ�  which we have in common with the brutes, belong understanding, feeling, and
sensibility, or the power of sense-perceptions.  To the UY�OC belongs what is purely material.’   Hodge
(1960) p.47.
37 Bercot (1998) p.672.
38 Despite the capitalisation of the editors, it does not refer to the Holy Spirit.  A few sentences earlier
Tatian, (1994) p.66, writes: ‘God is a Spirit, not pervading matter, but the Maker of material spirits, and
of the forms that are in matter.’
39 Tatian (1994) p.66.  Editorial note: ‘Over again Tatian asserts spirits to be material, though not fleshly;
and I think with reference to 1 Cor. xv. 44.’
40 Tatian (1994) p.70. Editorial note implies that this idea is derived from Justin.
41 Not capitalised by editors – presumably seeing trichotomy only.
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beasts in articulate language only – in other respects his manner of life is
like theirs, as one who is not a likeness of God. 42

Though it is possible to contrive this statement to mean the return of man’ s spirit in a

trichotomist framework, it does seem to be describing more than the repair of the three-

fold construction of humanity.  If this is the case, it can be seen that Tatian understood

humanity without the Spirit as being merely animal (only in the human use of language

showing a difference).

Theophilus (c.115-180/8AD)

Theophilus is the next figure (chronologically) that Bull introduces:

But someone will say to us, Was man made by nature mortal? Certainly
not. Was he, then, immortal?  Neither do we affirm this.  But one will
say, Was he, then, nothing?  Not even this hits the mark.  He was by
nature neither mortal nor immortal.43

This quotation does not throw much light on the specific question of Adam and the

Spirit, but it demonstrates that in the created state Adam was in a state of balance,

neither ‘preponderantly animal nor absolutely pneumatic’ 44 to express it in Smeaton’ s

words.  If the interpretation of ‘pneumatic’  in Smeaton’ s language is (as suggested

earlier) a term for the permanent indwelling of the Holy Spirit and hence the certainty of

immortality, the result is directly comparable to Theophilus’  quotation.  In the following

sentence, the concept of the deification of humanity expressed by Theophilus as

‘[Adam] keeping the commandment of God, he should receive as reward from Him

immortality, and should become God’ 45 is then paralleled by Smeaton’ s indwelling of

the Spirit, or Tatian’ s ‘sharing a part of God’ .46  Adam possessed the Spirit, but not in

the same manner as a Christian, who possesses the Spirit in the manner that Adam

would have, if he had persevered in obedience.

                                                
42 Tatian (1994) p.71.  ‘It remains that we now seek and endeavour after the Recovery of that again,
which we once had but lost, viz. the Conjunction of our Souls with the Holy Spirit, and a union with
God.’   Bull (1714) p.1118.
43 Theophilus (1994) p.105.  ‘Therefore he made him (Adam) neither immortal nor mortal, but, as we said
before, capable of either State, that by keeping the Commandment of God, he might gradually obtain
Immortality from him, and so be consecrated or canonized.’   Bull (1714) p.1097.
44 Smeaton (1997) p.178 continues, ‘but a living soul occupied in all his faculties by the indwelling
Spirit’ .
45 Theophilus (1994) p.105.
46 Tatian (1994) p.67 quoted above.
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Irenaeus (120-202AD)

It is somewhat ironic that it is in Irenaeus’  argument against Tatian (though admittedly

his later thought) that we find the same view of Adam.  As a part of his argument,

Irenaeus writes a brief account of the fall in which he puts the following in the mind, or

on the lips, of Adam:

Insomuch as, he says, I have by disobedience lost that robe of sanctity
which I had from the Spirit, I do now also acknowledge that I am
deserving of a covering of this nature [the fig leaves], which affords no
gratification, but which gnaws and frets the body.47

On the following page Irenaeus writes:

For this gift of God [the Spirit] has been entrusted to the Church, as
breath was to the first created man, for this purpose, that all the members
receiving it may be vivified; and the [means of] communion with Christ
has been distributed throughout it, that is, the Holy Spirit, the earnest of
incorruption, the means of confirming our faith, and the ladder of ascent
to God.48

In this quotation, not used by Bull, Irenaeus parallels the gift of the Spirit in John 20:22

with the breath of God as recorded in Genesis 2:7.  The gift of the Spirit vivifies the

Church just as the breath of God in Genesis gave life to Adam.  Though this parallelism,

which will be returned to again, does not necessitate the interpretation of ‘breath’  as

exactly equating to the Spirit, it does seem highly likely that the association was in the

mind of Irenaeus.  He portrays redemption as a recovery of the original creation: the

sanctification of the Spirit, and his vivifying presence.

Interpreting Irenaeus is complex because of his clearly trichotomist view.  For example,

what is he describing in the following passage?

Now the soul and the spirit are certainly a part of the man, but certainly
not the man; for the perfect man consists in the commingling and the
union of the soul receiving the spirit of the Father, and the admixture of
that fleshly nature which was moulded after the image of God.49

                                                
47 Irenaeus (1994) p.457.  In chapter XXIII of book 3 entitled: ‘Arguments in opposition to Tatian,
showing that it was consonant to divine justice and mercy that the first Adam should first partake in that
salvation offered by Christ.’  In Bull’ s version: ‘That robe of Sanctity or Holiness which I had from the
Spirit, I have lost by Disobedience, &c.’   Bull (1714) p.1121.
48 Irenaeus (1994) p.458.
49 Irenaeus (1994) pp.531.
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Roberts and Donaldson, the editors of the 1994 edition of Ante-Nicene Fathers,50 have

understood the first use of the term ‘spirit’  to refer to the human spirit, which is logical

if Irenaeus is teaching from a trichotomist understanding of man.  This means that later

in the same sentence they have had to interpret the term ‘spirit of the Father’  in the same

manner, contra Migne.51  The difficulty with this is that when Roberts and Donaldson

have translated this phrase in its six other occurrences in Against Heresies it has clearly

referred to the Holy Spirit and they have capitalised ‘Spirit’  accordingly.52

In this passage Irenaeus appears to be arguing against the Gnostic-style view of a

spiritual person as one freed from the flesh, and states that the “ perfect”  are those who

have received the Spirit of God, and not because they are stripped of flesh, for ‘such

then would not be a spiritual man, but would be the spirit of a man, or the Spirit of

God’ .53  Irenaeus displays an ambiguity in his thinking when he describes the

hypothetical case of the person who having the body and soul removed is left with ‘the

spirit of a man, or54 the Spirit of God’ .  Are these synonymous in Irenaeus’  mind, so that

‘S/spirit of Father’  and human spirit refer to the same entity?

The different interpretations are highlighted when a comparison of Bull’ s quotation is

made with the 1994 edition:

When the spirit here blended with the soul is united to [God’ s]
handiwork, the man is rendered spiritual and perfect because of the
outpouring of the Spirit, and this is he who was made in the image and
likeness of God.  But if the Spirit be wanting to the soul, he who is such
is indeed of an animal nature, and being left carnal, shall be an imperfect
being.55

The first reference to ‘spirit’  is interpreted by Bull as the Holy Spirit and in the 1994

edition as the human spirit, and in isolation and on the basis of the trichotomic

                                                
50 A reprint of the 1885 edn. (New York: Christian Literature Publishing  Company).
51 See Irenaeus (1882) p.1137.
52 The other occurrences are found in Irenaeus (1994) pp.521, 527 and 533.
53 Irenaeus (1994) pp.531f. italics added.
54 Latin ‘aut’  there is no extant Greek fragment to ascertain whether Irenaeus used FG� or MCK�.
55 Irenaeus (1994) pp.531f.  cf. ‘When the Spirit is mingled with the Soul, and (both) united to the Body,
by the Effusion of the same Spirit Man becomes spiritual and perfect; and this is the Man that was made
after the Image and Likeness of God.  But if the Spirit be wanting to the Soul, he that is such is indeed
animal and carnal, and being so left is imperfect.’   Bull (1714) pp.1118f.
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statements of the passage, the latter does seem more likely.  Yet, the perfection of ‘the

man’  is ‘because of the outpouring of the Spirit’ , where both interpretations take it to

refer to the Holy Spirit, presumably as ‘outpouring’  is not likely to be used with the

human spirit.  (Bull emphasises this by the phrase ‘the same Spirit’ , which is not

supported in the Latin.56)  Interestingly, this then links the image and likeness of God to

the outpoured Holy Spirit.  This is confirmed in the following sentence, which states

that without the Spirit only the animal nature is left.57  That the indwelling Spirit is

foremost in Irenaeus’  mind is clear from the subsequent section of Against Heresies,

where the body is described as the temple of God, indwelt in the Christian’ s case by the

Spirit.

This confusion in interpreting Irenaeus does not just arise between the 1994 edition and

Bull, as Quasten writes:

In some passages it is difficult to decide whether Irenaeus understands
the third essential part of man to be the spirit of man or the Spirit of
God.58

Or, as Bettenson footnotes:

Irenaeus does not clearly distinguish between “ spirit of man”  and “ Spirit
of God”  bestowed on man.  It is often impossible to know which he
means.  It is indeed doubtful if he himself knew.59

Nor is this ambiguity just in the one passage.  Later,60after a clear statement of the

trichotomist position, Irenaeus discusses the redeemed and unredeemed with reference

to the Spirit of God or Spirit of the Father.61  A similar pattern can be observed as in the

earlier case, where Irenaeus presents a very clear description of humanity as a

trichotomy, before describing ‘the perfect’  as consisting of a ‘flesh and blood’ , or ‘souls

and bodies blameless’ , with the Spirit of God dwelling in them.  Despite Bettenson’ s

scornful tone he is on the right track: it is likely that Irenaeus did not distinguish the two

concepts.  He was neither challenged by the direct question, nor by the grammatical

                                                
56 Irenaeus (1882) p.1138.
57 Latin ‘animalis’  Irenaeus (1882) p.1138.
58 Quasten (1993) vol. 1 p.309.
59 Bettenson (1956) p.71.
60 Irenaeus (1994) p.534f.  However, this time Irenaeus (1882) p.1144 opts to use lower case for ‘spirit of
the Father’  where Irenaeus (1994) opts to capitalise.
61 Assumed this time by Roberts and Donaldson to be the Holy Spirit.
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dilemma of whether to capitalise ‘spirit’  or not.  In addition one has to ask, would he

have wanted to divide them too far anyway?  Perhaps it was just a matter of perspective.

When he looked at a ‘perfect’  human he saw body, soul and spirit; but the last is a gift

from God of his Spirit.  Therefore, when Irenaeus was referring to the recipient he

thought of it/him as the spirit of the person, but when, on the other hand, he discussed

the issue from the perspective of the giver, the term referred to the Spirit of God, whom

he sent to indwell the person.

After discussing 1 Corinthians 6:9-11 in the light of 15:49f., Irenaeus concludes:

When [do we bear] the image of the heavenly?  Doubtless when he says,
“ Ye have been washed,”  believing in the name of the Lord, and receiving
His Spirit.62

Here he links the term ‘image’  with the Spirit, though not explicitly the ‘image of God’ ,

but it would not be unreasonable to assume ‘heavenly’  to equate to God.  So if the Spirit

is an integral part of this image then it must be part of the imago Dei.  This is the

impression that Bettenson has received and in his section on the ‘Renewal of the Image

of God’  he writes: ‘Where the Spirit of the Father is, there is the living man…  flesh

possessed by the Spirit.’ 63  This, however, is clearly talking of the redeemed man in a

fallen world and is open to the challenge that it is because of the corruption and

darkening of the knowledge of God brought about by the fall that the Spirit is required,

and not as a part of the image per se.  In addition, there is a passage (centring on 1

Corinthians 15) in which Irenaeus appears to contradict Adam’ s possession of the Spirit.

Again he seems to be countering a Gnostic thought, by saying that the fleshly body

came first in order to be a spiritual body later.

For the breath of life, which also rendered man an animated being, is one
thing, and the vivifying Spirit another, which also caused him to become
spiritual…   Wherefore also “ the first Adam was made”  by the Lord “ a
living soul, the second Adam a quickening spirit.”  As, then, he who was
made a living soul forfeited life when he turned aside to what was evil,
so, on the other hand, the same individual, when he reverts to what is
good, and receives the quickening Spirit, shall find life.64

                                                
62 Irenaeus (1994) p.537.
63 Bettenson (1956) p.85.
64 Irenaeus (1994) pp.537f.
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On the basis of this passage, Kelly states absolutely that Irenaeus did not understand

that Adam was granted the Spirit of Adoption when given the breath of life.65  It is clear

that Irenaeus distinguishes between the ‘breath of life’  and the ‘Spirit’  in the opening

sentence.  The question is whether the ‘breath of life’  here is directly linked to the

imago Dei and Genesis 2:7, or is merely an expression to describe the physical life.  If

he is referring to Genesis 2:7, then the ‘breath’  and the Holy Spirit are two separate

entities.  Rather, it is probable, in the context, that Irenaeus is speaking existentially: the

‘breath of life’  is what enables all humans to move and have their being, while the

vivifying, or quickening, Spirit is what enables spiritual life, or rebirth.

A further passage might give some doubt to the Spirit-filled Adam theory:

For the Father bears the creation and his own Word simultaneously, and
the Word borne by the Father grants the Spirit to all as the Father wills.
To some He gives after the manner of creation what is made; but to
others [He gives] after the manner of adoption.66

Irenaeus is making a distinction between the redeemed and the unsaved and explains

that the unsaved are given the Spirit in ‘the manner of creation’ .  This might imply that

Adam was created with a different order of Spirit-indwelling.  Alternatively, bearing in

mind the context, i.e. discussions about fallen humanity, creation might refer to fallen

creation in contrast to the redeemed people.  If this is the case, Irenaeus is arguing that

to the unredeemed the Spirit is given insofar as he can be, but to the redeemed he is

given as the Spirit of adoption.

Tertullian (c.160-c.225)67

A comment was made in a previous footnote that Tertullian understood Adam as a

prophet inspired by the Spirit, but Bull finds an even more explicit connection between

Adam and the Spirit:

Thus man will be restored for God to His “ likeness,”  who in days bygone
had been conformed to “ the image”  of God; (the “ image”  is counted (to
be) in his form: the “ likeness”  in his eternity:) for he receives again that

                                                
65 Kelly (1968) p.171.
66 Irenaeus (1994) p.546.  It is unclear whether Irenaeus is referring to creation before or after fall.
67 Cross and Livingstone (1997). Alternatives are 145-200AD in Tertullian (1994) or d. after 220AD in
UBS Introduction.
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Spirit of God which he had then first received from His afflatus, but had
afterward lost through sin.68

It should be noted, in his argument against Marcion, Tertullian wanted to show that the

soul is different from the Spirit, so that God cannot be implicated in the fall, and as a

part of the argument he notes the different word used for ‘breath’  in Genesis 2:7.

We must at the outset hold fast the meaning of the Greek scripture, which
has afflatus, not spirit.69  Some interpreters of the Greek, without
reflecting on the differences of the words, and careless about their exact
meaning, put spirit for afflatus; they thus afford to heretics an opportunity
of tarnishing the Spirit of God, that is to say, God Himself, with default.
And now comes the question.  Afflatus, observe then, is less than spirit,
although it comes from spirit; it is the spirit’ s gentle breeze, but it is not
the spirit…   One may call the breeze the image of the spirit.  In the same
manner, man is the image of God, that is, of the spirit; for God is spirit.
Afflatus is therefore the image of the spirit.  Now the image is not in any
case equal to the very thing.70

Tertullian is arguing that God cannot be implicated in the fall, because ‘breath’  is not

the same as the Spirit, despite some commentators making use of the similarity of terms.

This similarity of terms, however, does indicate a relationship, viz. that of an image

compared to a reality, or an effect compared to its source, so the ‘breath’  of Genesis 2 is

the image of the Spirit and not the Spirit himself.  Tertullian’ s concern is that the soul

(which he explicitly links to afflatus) and not the Spirit should be seen as the animating

principle of Adam, otherwise Adam could be seen as part divine and then the divine

would be implicated in the fall.71  He uses the analogy of a person breathing into a flute,

when the breath does not make the instrument human, and obliquely refers72 to 1

Corinthians when he writes:

In fact, the Scripture, by expressly saying that God breathed into man’ s
nostrils the breath of life, and that man became thereby a living soul, not

                                                
68 Tertullian (1994) p.672. ‘Thus Man is restored to God, and to his Likeness, who was before made after
God's Image, andc. for he receives again the Spirit of God, which he then had by his Inspiration, but
afterwards lost by Sin.’  Bull (1714) p.1122f.
69 LXX has RPQJ�P� not� RPGW�OC just as the Hebrew reads KP
Y
Q! not [�:U., however, the Vulgate has
spiraculum vitae and not afflatus.  Bercot (1998) p.624 translates afflatus as ‘breath’  and capitalises
‘Spirit’  [cf. Tertullian (1994)] this makes the distinction of the ‘breath’  referred to in Gen.2 and the Holy
Spirit emphatic; which is more in line with the thrust of Tertullian’ s argument.  These distinctions are
explored in the exegetical section pp.160ff. below.
70 Tertullian (1994) p.304.
71 A similar argument as in the latter part of the Clement quotation.
72 Not noted, surprisingly, by ed. of Tertullian (1994).
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a life-giving spirit, has distinguished that soul from the condition of the
Creator.73

Tertullian’ s exegesis of Genesis 2:7 seems clearly to contradict Smeaton’ s, for

Tertullian an indwelling Spirit would necessitate the impossibility of a fall.

The basis of his argument that RPQJ�P must be translated afflatus is itself a theological

decision (or presupposition in Tertullian’ s case) with which Jerome in his translation did

not agree, choosing instead spiraculum.  So, on the one hand, Tertullian explicitly

disallows Smeaton’ s interpretation of Genesis 2:7; while on the other hand, he wants to

see the departure and return of the Spirit in the fall and redemption.  The contradictory

nature of the quotations from the two different works of Tertullian does make it difficult

to know if he would have agreed with Smeaton’ s theology at this point.

Cyprian (200-258AD)

Bull quotes from Cyprian as he is discussing Matthew 5:43-48,

He said that the children of God would thus become perfect.  He showed
that they were thus completed, and taught that they were restored by a
heavenly birth, if the patience of God our Father dwell in us - if the
divine likeness, which Adam had lost by sin, be manifested and shine in
our actions.74

In his argument, Bull effectively interprets Cyprian’ s phrase ‘patience of God’ , or

‘divine likeness’ , to be an oblique reference to the Holy Spirit.  There is, however, a far

clearer quotation to support the case, though not used by Bull, where Cyprian clearly

states that Adam received the Holy Spirit and links it to Genesis 2:7:

But further, one is not born by the imposition of hands when he receives
the Holy Ghost, but in baptism, that so, being already born, he may
receive the Holy Spirit, even as it happened in the first man Adam.  For
first God formed him, then he breathed into his nostrils the breath of
life.75

                                                
73 Tertullian (1994) p.304.
74 Cyprian (1994) p.485.  ‘He shews and teaches the Regenerate to be then consummated, when the
Patience of God the Father remains in us, when the divine Similitude, which Adam lost by his sin, is
manifested and shines in our Actions.’  Bull (1714) p.1123.
75 Cyprian (1994) p.388.
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Basil (329/30-379AD)

Basil in his treatise on the Holy Spirit notes, more overtly than Irenaeus above, a

parallel between Genesis 2:7 and John 20:22f.:

And He [the Spirit] did not leave Him [Jesus] when He had risen from
the dead; for when renewing man and, by breathing on the face of the
disciples, restoring the grace, that came of the inbreathing of God, which
man had lost, what did the Lord say?  “ Receive ye the Holy Ghost” .76

In this passage he clearly links the breath of God in Genesis, or specifically the grace

that came from it, and the restoration of the lost gift or ‘grace’  of the Holy Spirit.  In the

following section Basil writes on Matthew 24:51:

The cutting asunder meaning complete separation from the Spirit.  The
body is not divided, part being delivered to chastisement, and part let
off... Nor is the soul cut in two…   The cutting asunder, as I have
observed, is the separation for aye of the soul from the Spirit.  For now,
although the Spirit does not suffer admixture with the unworthy, He
nevertheless does seem in a manner to be present with them that have
once been sealed, awaiting the salvation which follows on their
conversion; but then He will be wholly cut off from the soul that has
defiled His grace.  For this reason “ In Hell there is none that
remembereth God,”  because the succour of the Spirit is no longer
present.77

It is clear in the latter part of the quotation that Basil is talking of more than the division

of body and spirit/soul, but of the Holy Spirit from the person.  What is of interest,

however, is that an individual can possess the Spirit in a limited measure in life, which

is gained fully or lost for eternity at death, dependent on whether they grieved or were

obedient to him.78

This (Spirit) renews us, and makes us again the Image of God, and by the
Laver of Regeneration, and the renewing of the Holy Ghost, we are
adopted to the Lord,79 and the new Creature again partakes of the Spirit,
of which being deprived, it had waxed old.80

                                                
76 Basil (1994) p.25.
77 Basil (1994) pp.25f.
78 In Mt.24:51 FKEQVQOG�Y is used figuratively of the punishment given to the unfaithful servant, literally it
means to cut up, or cut in two – Basil takes a literalistic interpretation and by mixing it with the view of
human constitution as a dichotomy of soul and Spirit he sees it as a description of eternal punishment.
79 Basil (1886) p.727/8 has Dei and 3GY^.
80 Bull (1714) p.1149 Basil Homil. adves. Eunomium 5. There is no translation in Basil (1994) but the last
part of the quotation in Basil (1886) reads ‘cum Spiritus efficitur particeps, quo privata inveteraverat’ .
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While it seems too much to say with Madsen that Smeaton draws heavily on Basil, a

certain compatibility can be observed.81  Basil notes the withdrawal of the Spirit from

Adam at the fall, which results in a loss of grace and the beginning of decay of ageing.

While the quotations above do not exhibit Smeaton’ s clear-cut concept of spiritual death

and life depending on the presence of the Spirit, nevertheless, a similar framework is

noticeable.

Cyril of Jerusalem (318-386AD)

Bull quotes from Cyril:

“ THAT SPIRIT, WHICH FORMED HIM AFTER THE DIVINE IMAGE AND AS A
SEAL WAS SECRETLY IMPRESSED ON HIS SOUL, WAS SEPARATED FROM
Him, and so he became corruptible and deformed, and every way
vicious.”     In book 4: “ When the only begotten son was made Man,
finding Man's Nature bereft of its ancient and primitive Good, he
hastened to transform it again into the same State out of the Fountain of
his Fulness, sending forth (the Spirit) and saying, Receive the Holy
Ghost.” 82

In a passage not mentioned by Bull,83 Cyril appears even clearer when, like Basil and

Irenaeus, he links Genesis 2 with John 20:

The fellowship of this Holy Spirit He bestowed on the Apostles; for it is
written, And when He had said this, He breathed on them, and saith onto
them, Receive ye the Holy Ghost: whose soever sins ye remit, they are
remitted unto them; and whose soever sins ye retain, they are retained.
This was the second time He breathed on man (His first breath having
been stifled through wilful sins).84

The parallel of the two passages is emphasised by Cyril by stating that the second

breathing was to replace the first that had been stifled in the fall.  The logic is that as the

second breathing consisted of the gift of the Holy Spirit to the disciples, by implication

the first was the breath of the Holy Spirit in Adam.  Therefore, it would appear that

                                                                                                                                              

p.727, (‘when he is rendered a participant of the Spirit, deprived of whom he had grown old’ ) and MCKPJ�
RC�NKP�MVK�UKL�OGVCNCOZC�PQWUC�VQW��2PGW�OCVQL��QWXRGT�GXUVGTJOG�PJ�RGRCNCK�YVQ. p.728.
81 Madsen (1974) pp.76 and 271.
82 Bull (1714) p.1150.  ‘7 Dialog. de Trinit. p.653 and book 4 of same work.’
83 But noted by Madsen (1974) p.76.
84 Cyril (1994) p.127.
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Cyril did think Adam had the Spirit, even though he does not make much of this

theologically.85

Augustine (354-430AD)

As from Cyprian, Bull’ s quotation from Augustine is rather oblique:

For if God made the Garments and Shoes of the Israelites not to wax old
for so many Years, what wonder is it, if such a Power were given to Man
obedient, that having an animal and mortal Body, he should yet have a
certain State therein, whereby it might last for a great Number of Years
without decay, being himself in God's due time to pass from Mortality to
Immortality, without Death intervening?86

Elsewhere, in the middle of his discussion on 1 Corinthians 15, Augustine has a brief

digression onto Genesis 2:7.87  He aims to confound those who argue that Adam already

possessed a soul prior to Genesis 2:7, which would then be read as purely the giving of

the Holy Spirit in a manner paralleled in John 20:22.  While he is not arguing against

Smeaton’ s view directly, Augustine’ s argument proceeds from the alternative view of

Genesis 2:7.  Augustine, like Tertullian, makes great play on the use of RPQJ�  and not

RPGW�OC in Genesis 2:7; only the latter he says can be used of the divine Spirit.  In

addition, even when RPGW�OC is used in scripture it has to be clearly referring to God and

not humanity before it can be translated as (Holy) Spirit.   So in the case of Genesis 2:7,

Even if the Greek had not used RPQJ� (as it has) but RPGW�OC, it would not
on that account necessarily follow that the Creator Spirit, who in the
Trinity is distinctively called the Holy Ghost, was meant, since, as has
been said, it is plain that RPGW�OC is used not only of the Creator, but also
of the creature.88

Augustine disagrees that just because the modifier ‘of life’ 89 is added, the word must

refer to the Spirit, and he cites the account of the creation of other animals in Genesis

1:2490 and to the description of animals in Genesis 7:22.91  Another objection he deals

with is that, in the case of Genesis 2, God is the one who is applying the RPQJ�.

                                                
85 See Chemnitz’ s reference to Cyril p.147 below.
86 Bull (1714) p.1106f.
87 Augustine (1994) vol. 2 pp.259-60.
88 Augustine (1994) vol. 2 p.260.
89 i.e. RPQJ�P�\YJ�L
90 [WEJ�P�\Y�UCP cf. Gen.2:7.
91 RPQJ�P�\YJ�L
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Augustine uses a similar analogy as Tertullian; when people breathe, their breath is not

of their substance, therefore, God too can be said to breathe and the emission does not

have to be of a divine nature.92

While Augustine did not have Smeaton’ s scheme in mind, his arguments here certainly

would be applicable to any theory that proposed that the gift of Genesis 2:7 was

anything more than physical life.  Yet, Augustine teaches that there is an intimacy

between Adam and the Spirit prior to the fall, and which is lost:

As the soul has been created immortal, and therefore, although by sin it
may be said to die, and does lose a certain life of its own, namely, the
Spirit of God, by whom it was enabled to live wisely and blessedly, yet it
does not cease living a kind of life.93

Here Augustine links the issues of immortality and death to the Spirit.  While he is not

specific about the nature of the relationship of the Spirit to humanity, the loss of him

leads to a certain loss of life or a change in the type of life.  Such a description is not as

definite as Smeaton’ s theory, but is by no means incompatible.

It is, however, in the document Quaestiones ex Utroque Mixtim94 traditionally attributed

to Augustine, that he asks the question ‘Whether Adam possessed the Holy Spirit?’ 95

The author of this text sets out to counter the argument that had been made by an un-

named group that, as Adam was made perfect, he must have had the Spirit.  The reply is

emphatic, totally disallowing the theory that the Spirit indwelt Adam.

The author’ s first argument is that all things were made perfect, but nothing else is said

to receive the Spirit.  (This is in contrast with others who, in a later era, argue almost the

opposite, that Adam had the Spirit in some sense purely because all creation was

indwelt by the Spirit.96)  Perfection to this writer is defined as the ability ‘to fulfil that

for which they [the things created] were made’ ,97 and Adam’ s perfection was the ability

to distinguish ‘good from evil, vicious from right’ .  The writer cites several examples:

Balaam’ s ass was supplied beyond his perfection as an ass; are angels imperfect because

                                                
92 Note similarity to Tertullian’ s flute analogy.
93 Augustine (1994) vol. 2 p.261.
94 Augustine (1864) pp.2369-76.  Modern scholarship questions Augustine’ s authorship.
95 Utrum Adam Spiritum sanctum habuerit?
96 E.g. Goodwin and Owen, see pp.117 and 124 below.
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they are not like God, he asks, or is the moon imperfect because it is not the sun?  If,

however, by ‘perfection’ , one means Adam lacked nothing, the writer argues, he would

have been as God, as only God is in every respect perfect – ‘as the fountain and source

of all’ .98  The argument is quite correct in that created perfection did not require Adam,

or any other created being, to have every attribute available.  It fails, however, by

arguing from silence, to show that the presence of the Spirit in Adam could not have

been one of the created features of humanity.

Another argument attempts to show that redemption is not merely a matter of

restoration of what Adam had originally, and that the Spirit is a new gift.  Like the

previous argument, this, too, was written against what appears to be an actual, but

unnamed, group, thus indicating that the view that Adam had the Spirit has had a long

heritage.  The author states that Adam was placed in paradise to cultivate the earth, keep

the precepts of God and to rule over all things under the law, and in this situation he was

sustained by food, which is not the case for those who rise in Christ.  So it is clear,

according to the writer who cites 1 Corinthians 15, that Adam did not have the Spirit.

The author suggests that, as the mystery of saving faith is triunal, then the believer

becomes triunal, viz. body, soul and Holy Spirit.  Whereas Adam was called earthly,

believers are called sons of God, where the presence of the Spirit is the sign of adoption,

and humanity has been improved through redemption.  Whether 1 Corinthians should

make an impact upon the discussion is addressed later in this chapter, but the argument

that believers find themselves at an advantage over Adam, and that Christ’ s work had

done more than just provide a remedy for a problem, is a serious one.  This does not

preclude the theory that the Spirit indwelt Adam, of course, for there is still plenty of

room for improvement between Adam and the believer’ s situation.  Smeaton’ s theology,

for example, teaches that now the Spirit dwells in a way that cannot be lost, because it is

now on the basis of Christ’ s perfect work and not on the individual’ s own merit, as was

the case for Adam.

The writer continues his argument by claiming that the prophets and apostles wrote that

the Spirit was a gift promised only for when death was completely defeated in the last

                                                                                                                                              
97 ut impleant id ad quod sunt facta.
98 Deus enim per omnia perfectus est, quasi fons et origo omnium.
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days, and was to be the pledge of immortality.99  ‘For his Spirit is a sign in man of the

victory of Christ, which conquers death, so that it is not possible [for him] in whom his

Spirit may be, to be held by the dead.’ 100  In the Old Testament the Spirit was with the

prophets to superintend, and with just men by the grace of their merits, but never as a

sign of adoption.  From Matthew 13:17, he deduces that the gift of the Spirit after

Pentecost, therefore, exceeds what went before.  He writes:

But if the Holy Spirit is thus said to have been in Adam or in the rest, just
as he is now in the faithful; what new gifts has God given, with the
kingdom of his Son [which] he has dedicated among us?101

This logic is not conclusive: the contrast set out by the biblical texts is between the gift

of the Spirit after Pentecost compared with the situation after the fall, and not with

Adam as he was created, and prior to the intervention of death.  The disjunction of the

fall prevents the contrast supplying the answer required.  It is an argument from silence

again.

Summary

By following the leads provided by Smeaton, this chapter, so far, has demonstrated that

Smeaton’ s implicit claim for historical support is worthy of serious consideration.  In

fact, there may be some basis for claiming that he understated his case (rather than

overstated as Madsen argues).102

Puritans

A sortie into Puritan theology is required on two grounds, firstly because it is the school

from which one of the two clear proponents of Smeaton’ s theory comes (John Howe),

and secondly, because of the indebtedness that Smeaton’ s own theology in general, and

his pneumatology specifically, has to the Puritans.  Therefore, the next section

investigates the views of some of the major Puritan thinkers to whom Smeaton makes

reference.

                                                
99 Jn.7:39, Joel 2:28 and Tit.3:4-7.
100 Signum est enim in homine victoriae Christi, qua vicit mortem, Spiritus ejus, ut in quo fuerit Spiritus
ejus ab inferis teneri non possit.
101 Si autem in Adam vel in caeteris sic dicatur fuisse Spiritus sanctus, sicut nunc est in fidelibus; quae
nova dona dedit Deus, cum regnum Filii sui dedicavit in nobis?
102 Madsen (1974) pp.75f.
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William Perkins (1558-1602)

Although William Perkins receives only a passing comment in Smeaton’ s work on the

Holy Spirit, nevertheless, he can add further weight to the idea that Adam was indwelt

with the Spirit.  In the one passage, Perkins like Smeaton notes a very close communion

between Adam and God, which leads to Adam being the temple and dwelling place of

God, a situation lost at the fall:

He knew God his creator perfectly: for Adam in his innocencie knewe
God so farre forth as it is convenient for a creature to know his
creatour…   Where by the contrarie we may gather, that our first parents
in their innocencie lived the life of God, which is nothing else but to lead
such a life here on earth, as that the creature shall have a blessed and
immediate fellowship with God, which stands in this, that before the fall
of man, God revealed himselfe in a speciall manner unto him, so as his
very bodie and soule was a temple and dwelling place of the Creatour.
This fellowship betweene God and man in his innocencie, was made
manifest in the familiar conference which God vouchsafed to man: but
since the fall, this communion is lost: for man cannot abide the presence
of God.103

Though the Spirit is not mentioned by name, whether deliberately or for some stylistic

reason it cannot be ascertained, the implication of his indwelling is there when Perkins

says that Adam’ s body and soul were a temple and dwelling place of God.  In a second

passage, the created state (rather than spiritual rebirth, as in 1 Corinthians 6:19f.) is used

as a model and motivation for Christian purity:

Mans bodie by creation, was made a temple framed by Gods owne hands
for himselfe to dwell in; therefore our dutie is to keepe our bodies pure
and cleane.104

It would, therefore, seem that Perkins accepted that the Spirit was present in Adam.  The

lack of justification or discussion only strengthens the argument that he thought it was

the acceptable view, and thus worthy of being used as a premise in his moral

persuasion.

                                                
103 Perkins (1600) pp.236f.
104 Perkins (1600) p.240.
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Richard Sibbes (1577-1635)

Richard Sibbes illustrates the blend of practical application with theology that the

admirers of Puritan theology commend.  In ‘A Fountain Sealed’ , Sibbes teaches about

the meaning of being sealed with the Spirit, and in the following extract describes how

this relates to Christ:

Christ’ s human nature is the first temple wherein the Spirit dwells, and
then we become temples by union with him…   Secondly, the Spirit is in
Christ entirely without anything to oppose…   Thirdly, the Spirit is in us
derivatively from Christ…   The Holy Ghost was in Adam before his fall
immediately, but now he is in Christ first, and then for Christ in us, as
members of that body whereof Christ is head.  And it is well for us that
he dwells first in Christ, and then in us.  For from this it is that his
communion with us is inseparable, as it is from Christ himself, with
whom the Spirit makes us one.105

Sibbes teaches that the Holy Spirit dwells in believers as they are united to Christ, on

the basis of Christ’ s fulness of the Spirit, and he uses Adam as a contrast to illustrate

this principle.  The contrast centres on the manner by which the Spirit indwells Adam,

and assumes unquestioningly that Adam was indwelt.  Explicit in this argument is the

fact that the Spirit indwells the believer in a superior manner to Adam, so there was

room for the development of Adam from his created state, viz., to possess the Spirit such

that he would never be at risk of losing his presence.  Similarly, Sibbes also relates the

entrance of spiritual death into creation to the loss of the Spirit:

The spiritual life of the soul is by the Spirit of Christ, and by Christ’ s
Spirit is joined to Christ, and by Christ to God, who is life itself, and the
first fountain of all life: then we have a spiritual life…   Hereupon comes
a death of sentence upon us, being damned both in Adam’ s loins and in
original sin, and likewise adding actual sins of our own…  by sin we are
separated from the fountain of life; therefore we are all dead…  Adam
was a principle of death.106

Sibbes also connects the imago Dei to the presence of the Spirit:

Now, Christ is said to be ‘sealed,’  first, because there is the impression of
God upon him…   so God hath imprinted in Christ his own likeness…  For
as in a seal the wax hath all in it, the whole likeness of the image that is
in the seal, so the soul that is sealed by the Spirit hath the likeness of the
Spirit of Christ stamped on it…   This is the stamp of the Spirit; when a
man believes, God honours him by setting his image on him. …  [But]

                                                
105 Sibbes (1973-83) vol. 5 p.413.
106 Sibbes (1973-83) vol. 7 pp.400f., 406.
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since the fall we can recover by the ‘second Adam’  a better estate than
we had by the first.107

Though brief in his description, and assuming rather than arguing its truth, it is clear

that Sibbes holds essentially the theory that Smeaton later adopted.  Though Smeaton

compliments Sibbes’  writing, it is in passing and not with relation to this specific

topic.108

Thomas Goodwin (1600-80)

Smeaton’ s implicit claim, by citing Howe, that his theory concerning Adam is Puritan

orthodoxy, is further bolstered by the work of Goodwin.  In one section of his work on

the Holy Spirit, Goodwin is just as explicit as Smeaton and Howe:

Adam had the Spirit as well as we, and the Holy Ghost was at the making
of him, and wrote the image of God upon his heart: for where holiness
was, we may be sure the Spirit was too. The Holy Ghost was at that
consultation — ‘Let us make man,’ …   the same Spirit was in Adam’ s
heart to assist his graces, and cause them to flow and bring forth, and to
move him to live according to those principles of life given him.109

As with others there is for Goodwin an essential difference between Adam and the

Christian, and Goodwin places emphasis on this difference throughout his analysis.

Though he makes the assumption that Adam had the Spirit’ s indwelling, he differs from

Smeaton by immediately following the above with:

But there is this difference between that his having the Spirit, and ours…
1. That he concurred with Adam, merely as the third person, who joined
in all works, and so upon no further account than as he concurred in
assisting all creatures else in their kind…   Whereas we have the Spirit
upon Christ’ s account, in his name, purchased by him…   And, 2. Hence
Adam retained the Spirit according to the tenor of the covenant of works
…  whereby be held a continuance of the privileges given him at the
creation…   And as by one act of disobedience he forfeited life…  and so
in like manner the Spirit was forfeitable by him upon the same terms…
But as it would not be so in a man risen from the dead, and by the power
of the second Adam, made a quickening Spirit…   The gift of the Spirit, to

                                                
107 Sibbes (1973-83) vol. 6 pp.374, 376, 380.
108 Smeaton (1997) p.369.
109 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 p.54.  Later, pp.66f., he writes: ‘Now for the manner of the indwelling of the
Holy Ghost’ s person; it is no error to affirm that it is the same in us and the man Christ Jesus.  Sure we
are capable of it, and therefore shall have it, being conformed to his image and likeness (as he to ours) in
all that is possible.’   The imago Dei is used to explain the presence of the Holy Spirit.
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a truly converted soul, is an absolute gift, and not upon conditions on our
parts.110

The first contrast is based on the assumption that Adam’ s indwelling by the Spirit was

on the basis of the Spirit’ s indwelling of all creation resulting from the creative act, and

in a manner appropriate to the creature (the similarity to Owen’ s view is apparent).111

The second contrast, though related to the first, emphasises the distinction between

grace and nature (or works).  This tension in Goodwin’ s theology (returned to below) is

less overt in Smeaton.  The basic thrust of Goodwin is that Adam enjoyed the Spirit

only in a provisional manner, whereas the believer is indwelt by him in a permanent and

absolute way.112

Elsewhere, Goodwin comments upon the contrast between Adam and the believer in a

tone that could be understood, in isolation, as denying the view that Adam had the

Spirit:

The assistance which we have from Christ is of a higher kind than that
which Adam had…   A believer he is in the Spirit, and so he walketh in
the Spirit.  But this was not the law of assisting Adam, which was only
the law of common providence.113

Goodwin’ s focus here, however, is on the basis of the gift, i.e. on the covenant made

with Christ for the salvation of his people – it is a restatement of the nature-grace

distinction, which contrasts the situations of Adam and the believer.  Also hinted at in

this passage is the increased knowledge, or rather an improved perspective and ability to

understand, that redeemed humanity has over Adam.  Goodwin makes a further contrast

between the believer’ s experience and Adam’ s:

And in like manner, the least drop of joy in the Holy Ghost, the
droppings of heaven, which he puts into the heart, will be found more
than all Adam’ s full springs of peace, which arose but out of his own
conscience, which was but as a spring on earth in comparison of this
other.114

                                                
110 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 pp.54f.
111 See Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.102 quoted below on pp.126f.
112 Goodwin (1966) vol. 10 p.130 argues that Adam was QBNY�L [‘wholly’  or ‘perfectly’ , so ‘sanctified’ ,
according to Goodwin] but not QBNYVGNY�L [i.e. ‘to the end’ ], but the believer are not QBNY�L but are QBNYVGNY�L.
113 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 pp.227f.  The last of six areas described by Goodwin that are an advance of the
Christian over Adam.
114 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.39.
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Goodwin, obviously, was not writing against the background of Smeaton, and

Smeaton’ s discussion about the conscience was more concerned with its condemning

effect after the fall.  Nevertheless, the very fact that Smeaton sees the concience’ s role

as much diminished in the presence of the indwelling Spirit, both for Adam and Christ,

shows a noticeable difference to Goodwin.  This alternative view of Goodwin has

implications as to the nature of the indwelling of the Spirit in Adam, especially in the

realm of knowledge of God.  Goodwin is explicit:

All the knowledge which Adam had of God in the creatures, the law and
apparitions, was but as seeing one in his footsteps and shadow, and in
types and resemblances, as all these were seculum specul [a world of
imitation], as was said of old.115

Whereas Smeaton emphasised the closeness and reality of the relationship between

Adam and all the persons of the Trinity, which was lost when the Spirit departed,

Goodwin dramatically limits Adam’ s knowledge and experience of God:

Yet so as, if the way and manner of Adam’ s knowing and enjoying God
(though in its kind complete) be compared with the way and manner of
our knowing and enjoying God, thus imperfect, this of ours is
unspeakably more divine, heavenly, glorious, and surpassing, and his
more low and earthly.116

This difference stems from the very act of creation, when contrasted to a gracious re-

creation:

Now when God stamped his image upon the understanding of man, that
thereby he might know God himself, and so enjoy him, he so framed it,
as that it might suit with this natural way of man’ s proceeding in his
knowledge in other things; so as the mind of man might proceed its own
way in the knowledge of God himself, and walk therein after the rule of
nature.117

That Adam had only natural knowledge is important to Goodwin in his aim to clearly

establish the nature-grace distinction between the Adamic Covenant and the New

Covenant.  Goodwin lists three facts that demonstrate that Adam had only a natural

knowledge: 1. In Romans 1 and 2,118 the Gentiles are blameworthy for not knowing God

                                                
115 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.40.
116 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.43.  He explains the apparent limits to the believer’ s knowledge of God by 1.
‘the annoyance of outward afflictions’  and 2. imperfect because of ignorance, unbelief, guilt and distress,
but is a ‘taste and earnest’  of things to come.
117 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.46.
118 Specifically Rom.1:19f., 32; 2:15.
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through nature, which to Goodwin implies that Adam, in his unfallen state, could know

God through nature alone.  2. The Sabbath was instituted to consider God’ s creation,

just as God himself rested on the seventh day, and the covenant of works instructs

accordingly; he cites Psalm 92.  3. On the basis of 1 Corinthians 15:45 Goodwin argues

that Adam was called animal, whereas the believer is spiritual in the soul now, and body

and soul later.119

But Goodwin anticipates some resistance to his thesis:

I confess it is like to appear an hard and bold assertion, to deny that
Adam had a supernatural knowledge of God by revelation, or by the same
light and principle of faith by which we take God in, under the gospel.120

He then sets out to demonstrate that all that Adam knew could result from a natural

revelation.  Firstly, he argues that fallen people can trust others, showing that this is in

part a natural thing.  On the matter of communication, secondly, he writes that speech is

a natural thing, so Adam did not require supernatural influence to communicate with

Eve or God.  Thirdly, he argues that for Adam to receive and believe God’ s testimony

was natural; the very creation of Adam in the image of God incorporated this

understanding.  He compares Ephesians 4:24f., ‘And that ye put on the new man, which

after God is created in righteousness and true holiness.  Wherefore putting away lying,

speak every man truth with his neighbour: for we are members one of another.’

Fourthly, the first people could recognise God’ s voice by sanctified reason, so Satan

could not fool Eve by disguise.  Finally, Goodwin suggests that all the objects of belief

and divine commands were to be found by Adam in nature (e.g. the trees in the garden

and conjugal affection for his wife) and Adam was not called to a faith in the

supernatural attributes of God.121

If these arguments are accepted, i.e. that Adam as portrayed in Genesis only had a

natural knowledge of God, it does not necessarily follow, however, that the Spirit was

not present, or that there was no supernatural influence at all.  The presence of the Spirit

does not mean a complete knowledge of God and all his decrees, e.g. in the case of the

                                                
119 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.47f.
120 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.54.
121 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 pp.54-6.
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believer and even Christ.122  So it is entirely feasible that Adam, indwelt by the Spirit,

was enlightened only to an extent congruous with his creation in innocence, while still

being a supernatural action.

It is not only in the area of knowledge that Adam is placed by Goodwin on a lower

plane than believers find themselves.  Again referring to 1 Corinthians 15, this time

verses 47f., Goodwin argues that the contrast between the earthly Adam and the

heavenly Adam meant that the first Adam could not attain heaven except through the

second.123  Adam’ s situation in Eden was a type of the final paradise, which is Christ’ s

alone, and with no second Adam there was no entry to his paradise.  He adds that the

moral law makes no mention of heaven, but only ‘Do this and thou shalt live’ , and the

Old Testament makes little mention of heaven, then ‘only when the gospel is

promulgated’ .124  It is wrong in Goodwin’ s opinion, then, to build on this silence, and so

he proceeds to make a distinction between ‘treasure in heaven’  [only through Christ]

and ‘eternal life’  [by keeping commandments] when discussing Luke 18:18.  He also

observes that nothing in nature obtains a higher station by following natural laws, e.g.

the moon does not become a sun by keeping its correct motions.  There is no biblical

promise, he argues, that after such a time Adam would be able to stand perpetually, so

there is no warrant to believe that this was the case and besides, it would be an act of

grace to change a ‘defectible’  creature to ‘indefectibility’ .  Again, in this last point the

rigid nature-grace distinction that Goodwin wants to apply between Adam’ s situation

and the Christian’ s is observable.

There is not the same case of Adam’ s grace and a regenerate man’ s, for
the strength of Adam’ s grace was only the law and a legal covenant, and
one breach of it is stronger than all grace given and held by that
covenant; but the strength of a regenerate man’ s grace is the gospel, a
new covenant, backed with the strength of Christ, the power of God.125

Similarly, there is an emphasis in Goodwin’ s theology on the contrast between the two

Adams, when it is compared to the theology of Smeaton.

God laid that estate of Adam but as the first rude draught, the
groundwork to be filled up…   But infinitely more doth Christ, the second

                                                
122 Mt.24:36; Mk.13:32.
123 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 pp.49-52.
124 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.51.
125 Goodwin (1865) vol. 10 p.51.
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Adam, exceed the first, 1Cor.xv.45-47, &c., and his world, this of
Adam’ s.126

Goodwin acknowledges Adam as a type, but types can be interpreted in several ways:127

Now sometimes they resemble either, 1. In a likeness or similitude.  So
Adam was like Christ: Eph.v.32…   2. In a way of antithesis or
opposition: so Rom.v.18…  Or, 3. In a way of eminency or
transcendency.  So Christ excels Adam: 1Cor.xv.45, 46.128

It is obvious that 1 Corinthians 15 features significantly in Goodwin’ s thought, and it is

this passage that produces an unusual ‘pneumatology’  for the two Adams analogy:

By spirit, he means the divine nature or Godhead in Christ, which being
ordained to assume an human nature, and therein to become a second
Adam, he was made a quickening Spirit, namely, to that human nature,
by raising up that human nature to a Godlike glory and sovereignty, and
exalting it in the form of God, to have life within himself independently,
as God hath, yea, even a fountain of life within himself; and so as to have
the very body of that human nature spiritualised, and advanced to a glory
higher than the heavens, or angels, who are spirits.129

At this point Goodwin understands Paul’ s argument to centre on the parallel of Adam

and Christ, and not the parallel of the bodily life and the resurrection body (though he

discusses this later130).  More significantly, for this discussion, he understands ‘spirit’  to

equate not with the Holy Spirit, but the divine nature, citing several passages in support:

John 6:63; Romans 1:3; 1 Timothy 3:16; Hebrews 9:14; 1 Peter 3:18f.131  These verses

contrast ‘flesh’  and ‘spirit’ , but it is far from the plain reading of them to deduce that

they are referring to Christ’ s human and divine natures, and this picture of Christ has to

be related to the one given by Goodwin elsewhere, which would be entirely in

agreement with Smeaton’ s view of Christ’ s Spirit-filled human constitution:

The graces of Christ, as man, are attributed to this Spirit, as the
immediate author of them; for although the Son of God dwelt personally
in the human nature, and so advanced that nature above the ordinary rank
of creatures, and raised it up to a dignity and worth, yet all his habitual
graces, which even his soul was full of, were from the Holy Ghost.  The
Holy Spirit is therefore said to be “ given without measure.” 132

                                                
126 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.36f.
127 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 pp.69-91.
128 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.73.
129 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.79.
130 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.82.
131 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.79 and Goodwin (1864) vol. 8 p.182.
132 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 p.50.
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Nevertheless, in the context of a direct comparison between Adam and Christ, Goodwin

wishes to emphasise the contrast, summarising elsewhere:

And so the parallel, as to Christ’ s person, runs no further than to this, that
as Adam’ s soul breathed into his body, and becoming one person with it,
did inspire and impregnate it, and he became a living soul, so the
Godhead inspirited this his human nature with a divine life, suitable to
the glory of that Godhead which dwelt in him.  And the reason …  is,
because this of Adam’ s state is alleged but as a type and shadow.133

The allusion to Genesis 2:7 here leads to the question of how Goodwin perceived this

event.  Like many other theologians he sees the parallel in the breathing of Jesus on the

disciples:

This operation of the Spirit [in regeneration] is in a correspondency to the
creation of the first man, who was a type of what was to come [Goodwin
refers to Job 33:1-4]…   It is evident he speaks of the new creation, in
allusion to the old…   And it is observable that the first visible giving of
the Holy Ghost, which was after Christ’ s resurrection, to enable them to
be “ ministers, not to the letter, but of the Spirit,”  which should give life to
them, and to others by them, was the ceremony of breathing on them …
John xx.22…   And as life comes with the breath of God breathed at first,
and goes away with it, so doth spiritual life upon the going or coming of
the Holy Ghost upon us.134

His focus is on the act of regeneration and he is not concerned directly with the state of

Adam, who is described as a type.  From the previous quotations it can be seen that

Goodwin’ s view of a type does not necessarily indicate that he is equating the two

Adams in their relation to the Spirit.  The apparently explicit statement of Goodwin at

the start of this section has to be read in the context of his clear understanding of

historical epochs:

There is the estate of pure nature wherein Adam was created…   The
second is the estate of grace we are brought into here by the second
Adam under the gospel…   The third is the estate of glory hereafter.135

Though Goodwin’ s theology agrees with Smeaton’ s on the issue of Adam possessing

the Spirit, the thinking behind this would appear to be considerably different.  The sense

of progress in Goodwin between Adam and Christ/Christian would indicate a similar

                                                
133 Goodwin (1864) vol. 8 p.183.
134 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 pp.49f.
135 Goodwin (1863) vol. 7 p.38, italics added.
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emphasis on the presence, or at least the effects of the presence, of the Holy Spirit.

Adam did not possess the light of spiritual knowledge of God that comes to the believer,

which Christ had in all its fulness and the Christian has in part.  There is no sense of the

recovery, by the action of the spiritual rebirth, of something (or better, someone) lost, as

in Smeaton.  What Goodwin meant by the Spirit indwelling in Adam is uncertain when

he places such an emphasis on Adam living only by nature and not at all by grace.  Can

the Holy Spirit indwell with no gracious effect?  It would appear that for Goodwin it is

an altogether more passive idea – ‘for where holiness was, we may be sure the Spirit

was too’ .136

By limiting the Spirit in such a way, Goodwin reduces the intimacy of the relationship

of Adam to the trinitarian God.  This is illustrated by Goodwin’ s analogy of the moon’ s

dynamics according to natural laws as a representation of Adam keeping God’ s moral

laws; Adam is portrayed more as a creature following its natural laws and less as a

person in a close personal relationship with the living God.  Consequently, there seems

little significant difference in theological consequence between Goodwin’ s Spirit-filled

Adam operating entirely within natural revelation and obedience and, for example,

Edward Irving’ s Spirit-less Adam.137  Smeaton’ s view of Adam’ s experience is in direct

contrast to this, arguing that the presence of the Spirit ensured the deepest intimacy

between Adam and all the persons of the Trinity.  This, coupled with the probationary

view of the Adamic Covenant, makes the created situation of Adam full of God’ s

gracious action towards him.  Thus the division between nature and grace evidenced by

Goodwin’ s contrast of Adam and Christianity is greatly minimised.

John Owen (1616-83)

As Smeaton’ s respect for the work of Owen has been alluded to in the previous

chapters, and his stature amongst Puritan theologians generally recognised, it is

worthwhile observing his discussions on the anthropology of Adam.  As was noted with

many of the early Church Fathers, Owen refers to the parallel between Genesis 2:7 and

John 20:22:

                                                
136 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 p.54.
137 See section on Irving, pp.199ff. below.



125

This God breathed into him, as giving him something of himself,
somewhat immediately of his own, not made out of any procreated
matter.  This is the rational soul, or intelligent spirit.  Thus man, became
a middle creature between the angels above and the sensitive animals
below.  His body was formed, as the beasts, from the matter made the
first day, and digested into dry land on the third day; his soul was an
immediate production of and emanation from the divine power, as the
angels were.  So when, in the works of the new creation, our blessed
Saviour bestowed the Holy Ghost on his disciples, he breathed on them,
as a sign that he gave them something of his own.  This celestial spirit,
this heavenly breath, was unto man a quickening principle; …  the effect
hereof is, that man became K<�[�� YS�Q�O�� , a “ living soul.”   His body was
hereby animated, and capable of all vital acts.  Hence he could move, eat,
see, hear, etc.; for the natural effects of this breath of life are only
intended in this expression. Thus the “ first man Adam was made a living
soul,”  1 Cor. xv. 45.  This was the creation of man, as unto the essentially
constituting principles of his nature.138

From 1 Corinthians, Owen limits the effects of the divine breath to mere animation of

the figure made from the dust, and appears to agree with Calvin, or at least Smeaton’ s

assessment of him.139  (It is interesting to note, however, that Owen categorises Adam

as a ‘middle creature’  between angels and animals in line with Smeaton’ s view as one

balanced between pneumatic and animal.)  Therefore, whereas in the case of Jesus’

breathing upon the disciples the ‘something of his own’  is clearly the Holy Spirit, by

implication this is not the case for the ‘something of himself’  from God.  The same

distinction is made when Owen views the analogy from the perspective of John 20:

The name whereby he is revealed unto us signifieth “ breath;”  and he is
called the “ breath of God,”  whereby his essential relation to the Father
and Son, with his eternal natural emanation from them, is expressed.
And, therefore, when our Saviour gave him unto his disciples, as a proper
instructive emblem of what he gave, he breathed upon them, John xx.22.
So also in the great work of the infusion of the reasonable soul into the
body of man, it is said, God “ breathed into his nostrils the breath of life,”
Gen.ii.7.140

The breathing of Jesus is described as an instructive emblem of the giving of the Spirit

that harks back to the creation account.  This would, on the face of it, make the event of

Genesis 2:7 a type rather than directly equivalent to the John 20 action.  It would be

incorrect, however, to divorce the ‘breath’  from the Holy Spirit in Owen’ s theology:

                                                
138 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 pp.100f.
139 See Smeaton (1997) p.10 noted on p.57 above.
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The Spirit of God and the breath of God are the same, only, the one
expression is proper, the other metaphorical; wherefore, this breathing is
the especial acting of the Spirit of God. The creation of the human soul, a
vital immortal principle and being, is the immediate work of the Spirit of
God: Job xxxiii. 4.141

Just as in John 20 the breathing is an instructive symbol based on Genesis 2, in the latter

it is a metaphor for the Spirit.  The breathing of God into Adam describes the work of

the Spirit, but what exactly was this imparting of an immortal principle and did it

include an indwelling?  ‘The principle of life’  breathed into Adam, states Owen, is

‘peculiarly educed by the formative virtue and power of the Holy Ghost’ .142  It is,

therefore, the work of the Spirit, but not directly equated with the Spirit.

Before this is explored further, it is worth noting that Owen links the imago Dei to these

events:

That there is a respect unto man created in innocency, wherein he was
made in the image of God, I suppose will not be denied.  It is also
expressed [in] Col.iii.10…   Look, then, what was, or wherein consisted,
the image of God in the first man, thereunto answers this new man which
is created of God…   It is the begetting, infusing, creating, of a new
saving principle of spiritual life, light, and power to the soul.143

Here Owen equates the loss and return of the image of God in humanity with the

‘principle of spiritual life’ .  This principle is linked intimately, if not actually equated,

with the Holy Spirit when he writes elsewhere:

So also the Holy Spirit renews in us the image of God, the original
implantation whereof was his peculiar work.  And thus Adam may be
said to have had the Spirit of God in his innocency.  He had him in these
peculiar effects of his power and goodness; and he had him according to
the tenor of that covenant whereby it was possible that he should utterly
lose him, as accordingly it came to pass.  He had him not by especial
inhabitation, for the whole world was then the temple of God.144

Owen, therefore, argues that Adam did possess the Holy Spirit prior to the fall, though

he adds a number of provisos.  Firstly, it was possible that he might lose the Spirit.  This

                                                                                                                                              
140 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.131.
141 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.101.
142 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.283.
143 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.222.
144 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.102.
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is obvious, in light of Owen’ s view of the fall and the need for regeneration, and is

entirely in line with Smeaton.  Secondly, the image of God is not equated with the

Spirit, but, it is an ‘implantation’  made by him.  Thirdly, he suggests that the

inhabitation of the Spirit was somehow in common with the rest of creation.  Though

Owen does not explore this, it must have entailed a different kind of relationship, as

humanity consisted of intelligent, moral creatures.

In another work he writes that Adam was ‘endued with all those perfections his nature

and state of obedience was capable of’ .145  The question for the purpose of this thesis is

whether humanity is capable of Spirit-indwelling?  The answer is clearly yes, but did

Owen intend that Spirit indwelling as a perfection?  A short while later he writes:

That habitual grace and original righteousness wherewith he was invested
was in a manner due unto him for the obtaining of that supernatural end
whereunto he was created…   [There was]146 no contention between the
flesh and the Spirit; but as all other things at theirs, so the whole man
jointly aimed at his own chiefest good, having all means of attaining it in
his power.147

The term Spirit is capitalised in this edition, which might seem incongruous when the

‘whole man’  is mention in the next half of the sentence.  Indeed, it could simply be

taken that as the flesh was not yet fallen, there was no contention between it and

Adam’ s spirit.  Nevertheless, the context is a discussion on nature and grace and their

union in Adam, and Owen’ s statement leaves the implication that it would be

meaningless to suggest that there was ‘no contention’  if the Spirit were not in close

proximity to Adam.

Owen argues that there is a fundamental discontinuity, as well as continuity, in Adam’ s

spiritual life and the Christian’ s:

And in these three [things] did the supernatural life of Adam in
innocency consist; and it is that which the life whereunto we are restored
by Christ doth answer.  It answers unto it, I say, and supplies its absence
with respect unto the end of living unto God according to the new
covenant that we are taken into; for neither would the life of Adam be
sufficient for us to live unto God according to the terms of the new

                                                
145 Owen (1850-3) vol. 10 p.83.
146 Goold’ s insertion.
147 Owen (1850-3) vol. 10 p.85.



128

covenant, nor is the life of grace we now enjoy suited to the covenant
wherein Adam stood before God.148

Owen goes on to explain that whereas the spiritual life of Adam lay entirely within,

even though it was the effect of a cause from outside, the basis of the Christian’ s

spiritual life it is entirely without, i.e. in or with Christ.149  This returns the argument to

the idea that Adam had by creation within him the necessary powers that were ‘educed’

by the principle of spiritual life.  He goes on to write:

This life [the “ life of God,”  Eph.iv.18] was in him [Adam] supernatural:
for although it was concreated in and with the rational soul, as a pefection
due unto it, in the state wherein and with respect unto the end for which
is was made, yet it did not naturally flow from the principles of the
rational soul; nor were the principles, faculties, or abilities of it,
inseparable from those of the soul itself, being only accidental perfections
of them, inlaid in them by especial grace.150

The supernatural spiritual life, though created with the soul and related to it, was

separable, having been placed there by special grace.  Therefore, even though it is

described as being educed from within the newly created Adam, the resulting principle

itself was of special grace.  So, describing the fall in relation to the soul and the

principle of spiritual life Owen writes:

So in the life spiritual, the soul is not, in and by its essential, the
quickening principle of it, but it is the principle that is quickened.  And
when the quickening principle of spiritual life departs, it leaves the soul
with all its natural properties entire as to their essence, though morally
corrupted; but of all the power and abilities which it had by virtue of its
union with the a quickening principle of spiritual life, it is deprived.151

The result of the fall is the same as with Smeaton, in that without this principle the soul

acts ‘naturally, and not spiritually’ .152

There was in Adam, therefore, a spiritual ‘principle’  that was implanted along with the

soul by the Spirit when God was described as breathing into Adam.  This principle was

not a part of the soul, being separable from it, but provided the spiritual quickening to

                                                
148 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.285.
149 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.286.
150 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 pp.284f.
151 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.287.
152 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.288.
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the soul.  This principle is described as ‘something of [God’ s] own’  just as the Spirit is

described as ‘something of [Christ’ s] own’  in the case of John 20:22.  At one point

Owen appears to want to limit the effects of the principle to natural effects, but later

includes spiritual and moral effects too.  This somewhat ambiguous situation leaves two

options when trying to categorise or define Owen’ s thoughts.  Firstly, if the principle is

taken to be a part of the created Adam and yet removable it would be closely

comparable to a trichotomy of body, soul and spirit.  As it appears unlikely that Owen

was advocating a trichotomist anthropology, the alternative would seem preferable: the

principle activated in Adam, and re-activated and improved in the Christian by the Holy

Spirit, should be identified closely with the presence of the Spirit in Adam.  In effect,

Owen offers a theory very closely aligned to Smeaton’ s, though not expressed so

categorically, or used as a basic framework to describe the redemptive work of God.

Summary

Though works of other Puritans were consulted, no substantial evidence was found of

any allegiance to the theory of Adam being indwelt by the Holy Spirit, but neither was

there any overt hostility to it.  It might be argued that Smeaton is understating the

historical support for his theory, as there is evidence of the use of the theory (or similar)

and not just the absence of rejection, as suggested by Smeaton.  Of the four Puritans

discussed, both Sibbes and Perkins give clear-cut, if brief, mentions of the Spirit

indwelling Adam.  Sibbes’  account also incorporates the distinction between the manner

in, or basis on, which the Spirit indwells Adam compared to the Christian.  The return

of the Spirit is not merely a reinstatement of the created situation, but an advance

because Christ secured it through his perfect and completed work.153  Perkins noted the

closeness between Adam and God at creation, such that Adam can be described as a

temple indwelt by God.  It was interesting to see that it is to this picture that Perkins

turns in a moral exhortation and not to the parallel Pauline picture of 1 Corinthians 6:19.

The other two Puritans discussed were not so clear.  Goodwin makes straightforward

statements that Adam was indwelt by the Spirit, but then applies such a strong nature-

grace distinction to demonstrate the advance of the gospel over Adam’ s situation that

                                                
153  This answers Madsen’ s, (1974) pp.105f., problem: ‘Smeaton’ s understanding of the imago Dei …
begs the question that if Adam had the full Spirit of God, why did he choose evil? Was the Holy Spirit
powerless to stop him?’
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any practical theological significance of the Spirit’ s indwelling Adam is largely eroded.

Nevertheless, Goodwin does clearly accept the proposition that the Spirit indwelt Adam.

Owen, on the other hand, does not say anything overtly but as his thinking was

expounded a certain closeness to the theory of Smeaton was discovered.  Owen at one

point does say that Adam had the Spirit, but immediately wants to place certain limits to

any interpretation of his statement, viz. that Adam could lose the Spirit and, in any case,

the whole of creation was filled with the Spirit so it was not an ‘especial inhabitation’ .

He does not elaborate further, but observing his discussions on the creation, and

especially Genesis 2:7, the ‘spiritual principle’  that was breathed into Adam was not the

Spirit, but it was not the soul either, being not a part of Adam per se but a divine gift, or

accidental feature of humanity.  It was closely associated with the Spirit, however, and

his distancing himself after the fall meant that the principle was lost too.  The final

construction appears very close to Smeaton’ s, only that Owen will not explicitly say that

the Spirit was breathed in at the creation of Adam.

Jonathan Edwards (1703-58)

It might seem a little bizarre to find a short section on Jonathan Edwards at this point;

however, he was an influential figure on both sides of the Atlantic who passed on

Puritan ideas to the following generations.  Firstly, it should be noted that Smeaton

places Jonathan Edwards alongside Augustine and Anselm in their ‘lofty conceptions of

God’ s excellency’ ,154 and while not agreeing that all he wrote was equally helpful,

Smeaton obviously owed a large debt to Edwards.  In addition, Edwards was

undoubtedly, along with Smeaton, a reader of Howe, quoting him, for example, in

connection with Galatians 5 in his Treatise on Grace.155  (Interestingly, Paul Helm

speculates that ‘Howe may be one source of Edward’ s platonism’ .156)  Though Edwards

makes no reference to Adam and the Holy Spirit in the treatise, he deals with the

difference between common and special grace.  The latter he attributes directly to the

indwelling Spirit, the former he likens to the Spirit hovering over the waters in Genesis

1:2, noting that the Spirit has power over inanimate objects.  The tie between saving

grace and the indwelling Spirit is absolute in Edward’ s theology.  Nevertheless, George

                                                
154 Smeaton (1859a) p.945.
155 Edwards (1971) pp.59 and 112.
156 Edwards (1971) p.59.
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Payne, an English Congregationalist, sees some justification for his own view, that the

Spirit was lost at the fall, in Edward’ s description of Adam as possessing a higher

spiritual principle and a lower natural principle.  The former being lost at the fall leaves

the natural principle to become uncontrolled.  This, Payne argues, makes original sin a

privation rather than a positive act of God imparting a depraved nature.  In the Edwards

quotations used by Payne, however, Edwards never equates the higher nature with the

presence of the Spirit in the way Payne does.157

19th Century British Congregationalists

In 1845, the Congregational Lectures of George Payne (1781-1848) on the topic of

Original Sin were published, and Smeaton listed it amongst works of ‘much value’ 158

produced by the Congregationalists of the nineteenth century, ‘to whom we owe some

of our best parts of our theological literature on the doctrine of the Holy Spirit’ .159

Unlike Smeaton, Payne disagreed with the traditional view of the imputation of Adam’ s

sin to his posterity because, in his opinion, it is morally wrong for one individual to

punish someone for an offence that they did not personally commit.160  To Payne, the

doctrine of imputation fails to solve this dilemma, because it is equally wrong to

transfer the legal guilt of one person to another person who did not actually do the

criminal act himself.161  Though he accepted Christ’ s role as the sin-bearer, Payne

argues that an analogy cannot be made because Christ consented to the act of

imputation, so voluntarily presented himself as the guilty party.162  While a certain logic

is evident in Payne’ s argument, one has to question whether the ‘victim’ s’  willingness

really makes much difference to the morality of transferring guilt, for guilt is not a

substance to be moved but a personal status as a result of one’ s actions.  This argument

also fails to recognise that in Reformed thought imputation is not some arbitrary

waiving, or even flouting, of legal procedures, but an almost organic transfer of status

through union between the individual and the federal head.  Robert Haldane explains:

                                                
157 Payne (1854) pp.126-9.
158 Smeaton (1997) p.390.  Payne is listed along with Ralph Wardlaw (1779-1853), Edward Williams
(1750-1813) and William H Stowell (1800-58).
159 Smeaton (1997) p.394.
160 E.g. see Payne (1854) pp.30ff., 69–74, 102ff.
161 Payne (1854) pp.102f.
162 Payne (1854) p.104.
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No man will allege that it is by a separate act of creative power that each
of Adam’ s descendants come into this world.  They were in the loins of
Adam when he was created.163

For Payne, however, this introduces ‘the preposterous notion of the personal union of

Adam and the race’ .164  He argues that even if it is accepted that the essential properties

of the soul descend from the parent, this does not hold true for acquired properties, and

as depravity is not an essential property of humanity but an acquired property, it

therefore cannot be transmitted this way.165  And as a depraved soul cannot come

directly from God, who is not the author of anything evil, the conclusion is that original

sin is not a matter of transmitted depravity at all.  Rather:166

Original sin is, then, …  a deprivation rather than a depravation; but a
deprivation invariably leading, unless the grace of God prevent, to a
depravation, - to the total estrangement of the heart from God, and to the
consequent defiance of his authority and law.167

Ralph Wardlaw, who is also commended by Smeaton,168 is critical of Payne’ s claim for

the moral superiority of this theory:

The amount of difference seems to be little more between suffering a
man to die, as to his animal life, by withdrawing its necessary aliment,
and putting a man to death by administering poison to him.169

It is the difference that Wardlaw cannot see, however, that constitutes the very appeal to

Payne.  In effect, God is not made, theologically speaking, to poison Adam’ s

descendants, but to withdraw from a terminally ill race the spiritual sustenance that was

given as a matter of grace in the first place:

Though the great and holy God may, perhaps, be said to have owed it to
himself to impart it [the gift of the indwelling Spirit], he did not owe it to

                                                
163 Haldane R (1958) p.208.  James Haldane, (1862) p.304, defending his brother, argues that Payne
misunderstands the doctrine of imputation. ‘He [God] does not impute Adam’ s sin to his posterity, and
thus make it ours, but He finds Adam’ s guilt upon us, and therefore imputes or places it to our account…
How can we be answerable for Adam’ s sin, which was committed ages before we were born?  The
answer is, “ Thus it is written.”   God declares the fact, and who shall presume to reply?’
164 Payne (1854) p.92 reacting to Haldane’ s commentary on Romans, and quoting ‘Romans vol. i p.440’
[Haldane R (1958) p.222].
165 Payne (1854) p.147.
166 Payne does not accept an argument such as Flavel’ s [(1968) vol. 2 pp.520f.], that the body can affect
the soul, so that original sin does not follow one component, but by the whole body-soul union, which
constitutes a child of Adam.
167 Payne (1854) p.143.
168 Smeaton (1997) pp.391-4.
169 Wardlaw (1857) pp.248f.
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man to impart it…  [as it is not one of the] principles that constituted him
a man.170

So it is only in a ‘cautious and guarded sense’ 171 that Adam’ s descendants are

answerable for his sin, therefore, terms such as ‘guilt’  and ‘punishment’  cannot in the

strict sense be applied.172  Though Payne wished to retain a federal scheme this is quite

different from typical federal theology.  Firstly, Adam has to be perceived in two roles,

as federal head and as an individual.173  (A similarity can be observed here with

Smeaton’ s treatment of the second Adam, especially in his relation to the Father.)

Payne’ s Adam acted as federal head only on the matter of the covenant conditions as

expressed in Genesis 2:16f.  On all other matters Adam was only personally

responsible.  No other sin would have resulted in the fall of the race, argues Payne, and

challenges the alternative view:

Against the assertion that any sinful transgression would have resulted in
same consequence: ‘What proof have you of it?  What is there in the brief
narrative in the Book of Genesis, or, indeed, in any part of the inspired
volume, to warrant the assertion?’ 174

Adam was bound, as a created rational being, personally to keep the whole will of God;

a failure on any point would have resulted in his personal death.175  God, however, made

a covenant of grace with him which meant that he could not fall, except with respect to

the terms of the covenant, being sustained by the Spirit in a manner that was still

compatible with his freedom.  Otherwise a situation could occur where,

he might have exposed himself to death by the violation of some other
precept, while he secured life by fulfilling the condition of the charter.
This anomalous position of matters cannot be well supposed.176

This difference for Adam between the Spirit being irresistible support in the area of

personal sin, but resistible in the area of the covenant condition, is misinterpreted by

Wardlaw who equates the latter with Adam’ s situation after the fall.  He repeatedly

                                                
170 Payne (1854) p.51.
171 Payne (1854) p.62.
172 Payne (1854) p.75.
173 Payne (1854) p.56 ‘… it is of essential importance that we contemplate Adam in this double point of
view, - in his private, and in his public character; as a man, and as a federal head.’
174 Payne (1854) p.54.
175 Payne (1854) p.56.
176 Payne (1854) p.58.
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describes Payne’ s Adam as being left to ‘his own unaided powers’ ,177 or to his ‘natural

and unassisted powers’ .178  This to Wardlaw has serious implications, as Adam must,

then, have been in the same position before the fall, with respect to the covenant

condition, as after.  Not only is this strange in making the punishment of the offence the

same as Adam’ s situation before, it also raises some difficulties concerning freewill.  By

the definition of ‘probation’ , argues Wardlaw, Adam must have had the possibility of

being able to stand, and therefore, he must have been able to stand without the Spirit,

which implies that there is no reason to suppose that he should not now do so.179

William Cunningham also reaches a similar conclusion about Payne’ s theory, which he

argues is like the Roman Catholic theory of the fall leaving humanity with the full

power to do what God requires of them.180

This criticism misses the essence of Payne’ s theory:

in the very act of sinning man became spiritually dead…  Man sank into
spiritual death by his own delinquency, and not by judicial infliction on
the part of God.181

It is only in the very act of Adam’ s sin that the Spirit was withdrawn.  In a manner

reminiscent (though in reverse) of Smeaton’ s understanding of the Spirit’ s work in

conversion, where the obedience and power were simultaneous, so here the

disobedience and removal of the power were simultaneous.  As just noted, Payne’ s

theory differentiates between the personal and federal aspects of Adam’ s relationship to

the Spirit.  Paralleling it with Smeaton’ s pneumatology, it is the difference between

                                                
177 Wardlaw (1857) pp.213 and 215.
178 Wardlaw (1857) p.214.
179 Wardlaw (1857) p.215.
180 Cunningham (1960) p.526.
181 Payne (1854) p.116, quoting the Congregationalist David Russell (of Dundee) (1779-1848); see
Russell (1826) pp.180-2.  Later, on p.135, Payne quotes Russell to the effect that the animal principles
were in Adam prior to fall as proven by the attraction of the fruit to Adam, and Adam’ s ability to enjoy
paradise.  The fall did not increase the animal principle in an absolute way but in a relative way, cf.
Chalmers’  comments in his introduction to Howe (1829).  A similarity to Russell is plain on other
occasions, such as the illustration of original sin with the effects of punishment carried down to the
children of the convict by way of deprivation of certain privileges (Russell (1826) p.38), the strong
federal framework (Russell (1826) pp.9-11) and the citing of Edwards to the effect that corruption is not a
‘positive influence…  infused’  but a ‘taint, tincture, or infection’  (Russell (1826) pp.42-5).  However,
Russell does not make explicit reference to the Holy Spirit in Adam.  Noting the plural ‘lives’  in Genesis
2:7 he argues that this describes ‘the rational and the spiritual life, as well as the animal existence’
(Russell (1826) p.4), and he talks of a ‘special influence’  which was a ‘gift of favour’  and linked to the
fellowship of God that ‘had been the very life of their souls’  and the ‘holy spiritual life’  (Russell (1826)
pp.33f.and 149f.).
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prevenient and co-operative grace in the believer; that is, just as in Smeaton the believer

is unable to resist the regenerating power of the Spirit, so through God’ s grace Payne’ s

Adam was unable to fail in keeping the will of God in all personal matters.  Similarly,

just as the believer indwelt by the Spirit can resist and act sinfully, so too Adam could

resist as the federal head to take and eat the fruit.  In Payne’ s scheme Adam was indwelt

by the Spirit prior to any covenant being made and at a point when he was still able

personally to fall on any point of God’ s will.

This union of the Holy Spirit with the soul of Adam, and the spiritual life
consequent upon it, were, according to the best view I can form upon the
subject, contemporaneous with the creation of Adam.  He never existed
without them.182

The pneumatology of the fall is the sole basis for Payne’ s answer to the charge that

injustice has been done to Adam’ s descendants.  Their guilt before God is from their

own sin and not Adam’ s, yet all sin came through one man and one transgression, a man

who was the federal head of the race.  Even so, it is not his guilt and sin that is

transferred to his descendants.

We suffer the consequences of his breach of character, as the sons of a
nobleman lose such rank, and station, when, as the punishment of his
misconduct, he is degraded from the peerage.183

Like Smeaton, Payne understood Adam to be a balance of animal and spiritual, and

argues that this is demonstrated by the fact that Adam was attracted to the fruit, and had

the ability to enjoy paradise.184  The fall did not increase the animal nature in an

absolute way but in a relative way:185

All the inferior and animal principles …  are principles of action, but not
principles of evil action.  They are themselves blind; they have no moral
character.  They look at nothing but at the good to be enjoyed; whether it
be right to seek to secure it, they know not.186

                                                
182 Payne (1854) p.51.
183 Payne (1854) p.62 see also p.75.  Wardlaw (1857), p.236, is not convinced by this illustration, arguing
that the ex-peer’ s children are still being treated as if they were guilty, by the loss of privileges, and,
unlike Adam’ s race, they are free to gain honours of their own.  Alternatively, Cunningham (1960),
p.525, argues that it is only the peer himself that would face the death penalty for treason, his children
would retain the rights of citizens with no bar to them rising to their father’ s position again.
184 Payne (1854) p.135, cf. Chalmers’  comments in his introduction to Howe, which is discussed
elsewhere.  Payne does refer to Howe, however, not concerning the Spirit in Adam, but in the argument
that the nature of sin is that of defect or deficiency, rather than some positive attribute.
185 Payne (1854) p.135.
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So in Payne’ s theory there is no positive corruption of the animal principles; his logic is

that they must be good because God created them.  Therefore, any use of phrases such

as ‘a corrupt or sinful tendency’  can only be used loosely to describe the inevitable and

observable actions of people:187

Hence all human minds are benighted, and depraved, and wretched, till,
by God’ s sovereign mercy, the Holy Spirit re-enters and takes up his
abode in them.  The infant mind is destitute of the Spirit; reason and
conscience are practically powerless; and the sad result is, that the whole
race “ go astray from the womb.” 188

That everyone sins is in no doubt; Payne argues,

that all men begin to sin as soon as they are morally capable of sinning, is
confirmed by Divine revelation.  Now, if all men thus sin, they must
bring into the world with them a tendency to sin.189

It is with these thoughts that a tension, if not a contradiction, can be detected in Payne’ s

theory.  For it requires the understanding that an infant is not sinful until it becomes a

‘moral agent’ ; once this status is reached, the very first moral act is sinful, otherwise the

situation (contrary to Romans 3:20) where an infant could die having only acted in

obedience and so enter heaven on the basis of works could occur.190  Therefore, Payne

resorts to the theory that ‘there exists in the human mind a tendency to sin’ .191

Is this not a case of ‘wanting to have your cake and eat it’ ?  According to Payne there is

no positive bias to sin or corruption; each person enters the world equipped with an

animal nature that is the motivation for action without respect to morals.  Logically, it is

highly probable that such a being would quickly sin in their blind pursuit of the

desirable, but Payne wants to ensure that every moral agent is guilty by his or her own

action.  This necessitates that the first morally accountable action is sinful.  It is unlikely

that a man gambling on the toss of a batch of coins, when he observes that on the first

toss every coin lands on ‘tails’ , would accept that they were unbiased and uncorrupted

coins.192

                                                                                                                                              
186 Payne (1854) p.137.
187 See Payne (1854) pp.135f. and 140f.
188 Payne (1854) p.237.
189 Payne (1854) p.242.
190 Payne (1854) pp.238f.
191 Payne (1854) p.239.
192 Wardlaw (1857) pp.222f. also notes the apparent contradiction.
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Payne argues that there are three advantages to his theory of original sin, which is linked

to the deprivation of the Holy Spirit.  The first is that God is clearly not the author of

depravity: a depravity that has the appearance of an addition given to humanity is

difficult to disassociate from the Creator of all.  Secondly, it explains the transmission

of original sin from the federal head to the race.  Wardlaw has sympathy with this point,

but wonders if the theory tries to explain too much of what is essentially a mystery.193

All that he willing to accept is the fact that it is propagated, by a method not discussed

in the Bible.194  The final advantage that Payne argues for his theory is that it gives a

‘clear and obvious justification’  of God’ s condemnation of individuals, as we are not

held responsible for Adam’ s actions but our own sins.195

Though Payne continues to use the language of federal theology he has stepped outside

the Reformation Churches’  understanding of fallen man to a theology akin to that of

Aquinas.  The theology of Luther and Calvin understood original sin to result in the

‘corruption of human nature in its entirety’ .196  Payne, however, makes it an imbalance

of the natural and the spiritual, resulting from the loss of the Spirit, and Wardlaw asks in

what way can such a phenomenon be called ‘an innate depravity’ ?197  It cannot, and

Payne demonstrates this in his dislike for such labels to be applied to fallen humanity.

In many respects Paynes’  theory is closer to the Thomist teaching on a donum

superadditum.198  While the Spirit was given at creation, Adam never being without

                                                
193 Wardlaw (1857) p.218.
194 Wardlaw (1857) p.227.  Nevertheless, Wardlaw (1857), pp.220 and 223, suggests that Payne’ s theory
probably has less problems than the other theories
195 Payne (1854) p.148.
196 Colwell (1988) p.642.
197 Wardlaw (1857) p.203.
198 Cunningham (1960) p.521 described it as ‘adopted or approximated to the Popish views’ .  Conversely,
the parallel between Smeaton’ s theory and the Roman Catholic donum superadditum, which on the face
of it might seem closely related, does not in fact hold, as the basic three-fold framework that Smeaton
uses to look at the redemptive work of the Spirit also includes the corruption and rebellion of fallen
humanity.  See Smeaton (1997) pp.17 and 176 referred to on p.60 of this thesis.  Madsen (1974), p.270,
quite correctly argues against this potential misconception of Smeaton’ s thought: ‘However, Smeaton’ s
thought at this point, i.e. concerning the understanding that the first man was endowed with the Holy
Spirit, is not to be confused with the Scholastic distinction between the donum supernaturale of original
righteousness and the pura naturalia or the qualities of human nature.  Scotus, for example, affirmed that
original justice was donum supernaturale and the loss of this original justice did not involve the
corruption of human nature but the loss of some special added endowments. For Smeaton, the
supernatural Spirit and the natural spirit bestowed upon man at creation together comprise the two parts
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him, the gift of supernatural aid was one of pure grace and not integral to the creature.199

This emphasis (though the ‘facts’  are the same as in Smeaton) makes the gift appear as

‘an extra’  rather than an essential part of the imago Dei.  The Spirit’ s removal leaves

humanity basically sound, but with no spiritual guidance – an amoral creature prone to

sin.200  If this were Payne’ s theory in total it would be a mirror of the doctrine of donum

superadditum but, as noted earlier, he introduces the apparently contradictory ‘tendency

to sin’  on the occasion of the first moral action.

It is amazing that Smeaton does not refer to such a thorough discussion of the subject,

even though he was aware of it.  Perhaps he felt that the differences on the relationship

of the federal head with his people, with its weakening of the union, and the desire to

move away from a judicial to a more medical picture,201 seriously weakened the work.

As Wardlaw’ s comments on the weakness of Payne’ s analogy suggests,202 it is doubtful

whether Payne’ s theory really removes the apparent moral difficulty of Adam’ s

descendants suffering for the guilt of their federal head, for the withdrawal of the Spirit

means that an individual’ s first act is inevitably sinful, and there is no way that an

individual can regain the presence of the Spirit himself.  Expressed in such a way it is

not too dissimilar to traditional Reformed theology.

In addition, Smeaton might not have liked the weakening of the parallels between Adam

and Christ, as expressed in Romans 5.  While Payne disagrees with the doctrine of the

imputation of Adam’ s sin to humanity, he agrees with the doctrine of the imputation of

                                                                                                                                              

of the whole and complete gift of life. These spiritual endowments cannot be separated without the ruin
(or vitium) of human nature.   Smeaton is aligned with the Reformers.’   The Spirit was a gift just as was
the imago Dei in Reformed thought, but a donum concreatum, not donum superadditum, see glossary and
Muller (1985) pp.96f. and 143.
199 ‘Adam possessed the holy principle [viz. Holy Spirit] of which we have spoken, but he did not possess
it as a part of the necessary endowments of human nature.  He held it as the gift of God’ s free bounty.  It
was a separable quality.’  Payne (1854) p.52.
200 ‘All that was due from God to Adam were the principles that constituted him a man, and which are
often found in disjunction from spiritual state and character.  Equity demanded, since he was to be
responsible, that he should be a rational being – a man, and not an animal; and, further as he was to enter
immediately upon his course of moral trial, that he should be created perfect as a man.’  Payne (1854) p.51
201 I.e. that of God not pronouncing a judgement and so removing the Spirit, but of the Spirit moving out
of a dying person thereby reducing to a spiritual corpse.
202 See p.135 n.182 above.
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sin to Christ and of Christ’ s righteousness to believers.203  His justification for this

different approach with imputation of sin is, as mentioned earlier, to note that Christ

agreed to have sins imputed to him.  Concerning the imputation of righteousness, he

argues that permission is not required when the imputation is a positive gift; after all, no

one asks permission of a friend to leave him or her a generous gift in a will.204

At one point Smeaton commends Octavius Winslow’ s (1808-78) work on the Spirit.205

Though Winslow does not give prominence to the idea, his work, nevertheless, does

contain the same framework as Howe and Smeaton:

Man, in his original constitution, was a glorious temple.  Two facts will
prove it.  First, he was like God in his moral image; and second, God
dwelt in him…   God has ceased to dwell in him.  The temple polluted,
defaced and destroyed, the Divine Resident has gone…   Through the
incarnation, obedience, death, and resurrection of Christ, a way was
opened by which God could again dwell with man, could resume His
abode in the very temple that sin had destroyed.206

Scottish Calvinism

In this section, the federal theologians of Scotland, referred to by or associated with

Smeaton, up to and including Smeaton’ s generation, are discussed where they cast some

light on the development or existence of a theory concerning the Spirit and Adam.  The

discussions relevant to this thesis centre around the following themes: the fellowship of

Adam with God, the Imago Dei, spiritual death, and the parallel between Adam and the

Christian.

Robert Rollock (c.1555-99) is described as ‘a seminal early exponent of covenant

theology in Scotland’ ,207 and provides a fitting place to start.  It, unfortunately, does not

provide a very fruitful start, e.g. when commenting on John 20:22, he writes:

The outward breathing upon them was a sign of the inward breathing of
the Holy Spirit upon their souls.208

                                                
203 Though he did not work within the Reformed teaching of the Synod of Dort, and was, therefore,
critical of Robert Haldane’ s views on Particular Redemption, see ‘Appendix – Strictures on Dr. Payne’  in
Haldane J (1862).
204 Payne (1854) p.106.
205 Smeaton (1997) p.406.  Winslow was a Baptist at the time he wrote this work.
206 Winslow (1961) pp.89f. and 95.
207 Isbell (1993) p.726.
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This he argues is a fitting emblem when the action is compared to John 3:8, but he

makes no comparison to Genesis 2:7.  He does discuss the correlation of the Lucan and

Johannine accounts of the giving of the Spirit to the disciples, Smeaton’ s main concern,

and concludes that the Spirit was ‘given piece by piece’ .209  Thus he argues that both

texts recount the actual giving of the Spirit, though at different levels and for different

purposes – effectively the same as Smeaton.  On the central question, his theology

appears merely to remain open to the theory that Adam had the Spirit.

Robert Leighton (1611-84), in the following century, uses a lot of the same biblical

language as Smeaton, and describes the human constitution in term of two parts:

And, indeed, man is a wonderful composition, the conjunction of heaven
and earth; “ The breath of God, and the dust of the ground;”  the bond of
union between the visible and invisible world, and truly a “ world in
miniature, a kind of mixed world, nearly related to the other two.” 210

This combination of the earthly and the divine is not unique, of course, especially as the

divine is not the presence of the Holy Spirit but the soul as the breath of God.  As with

Smeaton the fall is described in terms of the anthropology of Adam and in similar tones,

but again there is no mention of the Spirit:

[Adam] thereby lost the true image …  From that time, man, who was
formerly a divine creature, and an angel clothed with flesh, became
entirely fleshly, and in reality a brute: the soul, the noble and celestial
inhabitant of this earthly body, became now quite immersed in matter.211

While there is no use of pneumatology to describe the fall, on the same page Leighton

writes of believers:

Whence they are called holy, pure, divine sons of God…  as it were,
temples consecrated henceforth to God: “ for the dwelling-place of the
Holy One must be holy too.” 212

                                                                                                                                              
208 Rollock (1844) p.542.
209 Rollock (1844) p.544.
210 Leighton (1837) p.581 citing Gregory Nyssa: /KMTQMQUOQL�� OKMVQL� VKL� MQUOQL�� UWIIGPJL� VYP� FWQ

MQUOYP�  Hugh Binning (1768), p.107, uses similar language: ‘some have called man OKMTQMQUOQL� a little
world, a compend of the world, because he hath heaven and earth as it were married together in him …
the dust of the earth and the immortal spirit, which is called the breath of God.’
211 Leighton (1837) p.596.
212 Leighton (1837) p.596.
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Therefore, while Smeaton’ s theory cannot be found in Leighton’ s theology, nevertheless

his theology shows no signs of antagonism to or potential conflict with it.

A description of spiritual death compatible with Smeaton’ s theory can be noted in Ralph

Erskine (1685-1752): ‘Spiritual death is a separation betwixt God and the soul.’ 213

Later he elaborates on spiritual death, this time mentioning the Spirit:

If a man’ s breath is held in a little while, the person cannot live; so the
believer would die if he had not breath in a spiritual sense.  What is the
air that he breathes in?  It is just the Spirit of God… .  The Holy Ghost is
that to the believer that breath is to the body;  yea, that the soul is to the
body. – God breathed into Adam the breath of life, and he breathes on the
believer, saying, “ Receive ye the Holy Ghost.” 214

This opens the interpretive question of whether this is a contrast or comparison between

Adam and the believer.  The last sentence, like 1 Corinthians 15:45, in isolation implies

that a contrast is being made between Adam and Christ/Christian.  The analogy is

primarily meant to teach that just as the breath given to Adam gave him physical life,

which departs when the breath does, so too for the believer it is the Spirit breathed in

that gives spiritual life.  The presence of the Spirit and spiritual life are to be equated,

but the question remains, was Adam spiritually alive?  If so, then it must be assumed

that he had the Spirit indwelling, or else Adam would be spiritually alive in his own

right.  Such thinking, that Adam was righteous without the Spirit by inherent

characteristics, would seriously weaken the formula used by Calvin and others that what

was redeemed is what was lost.  The assumed parallel between Adam and the Christian

is also implied when Erskine firmly connects the presence of the Spirit to the imago

Dei:  ‘[believers]…  by the implantation and inhabitation of his Spirit, are created to a

conformity to the image of God’ .215

The Human Nature in its Fourfold State of Thomas Boston (1713-67) is undoubtedly

the classic work on anthropology in the history of the Scottish Church.  Yet it pays

relatively small attention to Adam in his pre-fall state, and makes no mention of the

Holy Spirit in Adam.  Of the first covenant he writes:

                                                
213 Erskine (1865) p.12.
214 Erskine (1865) p.41.
215 Erskine (1865) p.49.
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Now, upon this condition God promised him life; the continuance of
natural life in the union of soul and body; and of spiritual life in the
favour of his creator; he promised him also eternal life in heaven, to have
been entered into when he should have passed the time of his trial upon
earth, and the Lord should see meet to transport him into the upper
paradise.216

Though he gives no detail as to what the ‘spiritual life’  entailed for Adam he is clear

that Adam possessed it.  In his other writings there is no explicit reference to the Spirit

indwelling Adam, though there are times when he makes comments that could sit

happily with this teaching, for example:

That Adam had the same spiritual strength in innocency wherewith now
the regenerate do believe in Christ; having a power to do whatsoever God
should command, and to believe whatever he should reveal.217

Boston equates the spiritual strength of Adam with the believer, but the statement is

ambiguous.  Does the similarity refer to the strength, or its source?  Boston elsewhere

writes:

Without the Spirit ye are spiritually dead in sin, John vi. 3.  When the
soul is away, the body is dead; and when the Spirit is away, the soul is
dead.218

In this statement spiritual, or soul, death is ascribed unequivocally to the departure of

the Spirit.  While Boston’ s attention is firmly on exhorting fallen people to strive after

possession of the Spirit, the implication remains that Adam was spiritually alive prior to

the fall.  In a different work, he describes spiritual death in terms of relationship: ‘He

was no more the friend of God, and the favourite of his maker.’ 219  However, in this

context there is no reference to the Spirit, despite an earlier emphasis on the trinitarian

nature of the creation of Adam and the close fellowship of Adam with ‘God’ .

A few pages earlier Boston lists the differences between Adam and the Christian:

There are four things that would have been wanting (if I may so speak) in
innocent Adam’ s heaven, that will be found in the saint’ s heaven.  (1)
The additional sweetness of the enjoyment that arises from the
experience of want and misery…   (2) The fairest flower in heaven to be

                                                
216 Boston (1957) p.15.
217 Boston (1854) vol. 1 p.183.
218 Boston (1854) vol. 1 p.542.
219 Boston (1854) vol. 11 p.209.
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seen by bodily eyes, would have been wanting in innocent Adam’ s
heaven, namely, the man Christ… .  (3) …  Adam would have had good
security indeed for it, by the fulfilled covenant of works; but behold a
more glorious charter, the covenant of grace, written with the blood of
the Son of God…  (4) …  Innocent Adam would have lived forever in
heaven as the friend of God; but the saints shall live there as members of
Christ.220

It would be wrong to assume this list was exhaustive in Boston’ s view, which seems to

focus on redemption through the incarnation and atonement of Christ and his union with

believers.  Therefore, it would be an argument from silence to say that the Christian’ s

and Adam’ s experience of the Spirit was the same; however, this list of contrasts does

leave this option open.

As has been noted, the theme of fellowship, as well as the imago Dei, is used frequently

to describe Adam prior to the fall.  William Cunningham (1805-61) is no exception, and

in the following quotation links both these themes to the Spirit:

Adam, in consequence of his transgression of the divine commandment,
lost Communion with his Maker, - he lost the holy Image of God in
which he was created, - he fell from his original righteousness, - he was
abandoned by the Spirit of grace, - in short, his moral nature became
ungodly and depraved.221

This statement is quite explicit if the ‘Spirit of grace’  is accepted as referring to the

Holy Spirit.  Cunningham includes this only in passing; so, though agreeing with

Smeaton’ s theory, it is not elaborated or developed into a prominent feature of the fall

and redemption.  It does, however, indicate that such a view was considered

uncontroversial.

Another example of the ‘throw away’  remark can be found in James MacGregor (1830-

94), who was Professor of Systematic Theology at New College between 1868-81.222

While making no mention of the Spirit in connection with Adam’ s creation, he later

writes of the first humans:

                                                
220 Boston (1854) vol. 11 pp.205f.
221 Cunningham (1991) pp.79f.
222 Who according to Ewing (1904), p.57, ‘studied at the University and New College, Edinburgh’  before
being ordained 1857, the year Smeaton took up post at New College.
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They possessed the consummate bliss and glory of the fellowship and
favour of God.  His Spirit lived in their souls …  Their world, their life,
was full of glory and joy; for it was full of the recognised presence of
their God, Friend, and Father, heart to heart, spirit to spirit, face to
face… ’ 223

MacGregor’ s successor in the Chair of Systematic Theology, John Laidlaw (1832-

1906), an ex-student of New College, also provides an interesting illustration.224  His

contribution to this discussion, like Chalmers’ , is one of silence.  In his work The

Biblical Doctrine of Man, published three years before Smeaton’ s Cunningham

Lectures, Laidlaw quotes from Howe’ s Living Temple225 and from Bull’ s work,226 even

quoting the same section as Smeaton, describing it as an example of ‘exquisite balance’

of two truths: ‘that man though fallen is still in a natural sense constituted as the image

of God, but that in a spiritual sense that constitution through sin is totally ruined’ .227

Though he does note later that the death sentence passed after the fall was a ‘cutting off:

primarily, of his spiritual life from God; secondarily, of his soul from his body’ ,228 he at

no point makes an explicit comment upon the theory that Adam was indwelt by the

Spirit prior to the fall.  As with Chalmers, it has to be asked whether, after dealing with

the key texts (in Smeaton’ s opinion) with apparently no comment, did they simply not

see the significance, taking the theory for granted, or did they not want to draw attention

to a perceived imbalance?  It is possible that Laidlaw in his selective use of Howe and

Bull was deliberately omitting details he disliked, but not very likely that he

disapproved of something so fundamental to their respective works when he was

discussing the very same issue of humanity’ s condition after the fall.  It is totally

improbable that Chalmers viewed Howe’ s work as imbalanced in its basic framework as

his preface is a clear endorsement of the work as a whole.

Stewart Salmond (1837-1905), a contemporary of Laidlaw, who also held a chair in

Systematic Theology, gave the Cunningham Lectures of 1895 in which he discussed the

                                                
223 MacGregor (1861) p.47.
224 When Smeaton started teaching he was still a student there.  Needham (1993) p.467.
225 Laidlaw (1895) pp.155, 215 and 230.
226 Laidlaw (1895) pp.165 and 241f.
227 Laidlaw (1895) p.230 cf. Smeaton (1997) p.179.
228 Laidlaw (1895) p.245.
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doctrine of immortality.229  In his discussion on creation he links man to the animals in a

much closer fashion than some, such as Luther.230  The distinguishing feature between

them is the method by which life was given, the animals ‘mediately’  and Adam

‘immediately’ , i.e. ‘the result of a special and immediate act of God Himself, a direct

Divine communication of the “ breath of lives”  (a\<,[��WP�Y�Q,)’ .231  Though using Genesis

2:7 for this purpose he fails to draw the same conclusions as Smeaton.  A few pages

later, however, when discussing death, Salmond notes its connection with fellowship

with God:

So Death is not cessation of being, but penalty and reduction of being,
carrying two results with it – removal from the fellowship of the living on
earth, and removal from the fellowship of God.232

As with many theologians, he fails to specify what the fellowship entailed, though

leaves open the option that the Spirit indwelt Adam.

Charles Salmond (1853-1932) was educated in the University of Edinburgh, obtaining a

MA in 1875, before studying at New College and being licensed by the Free Church in

1879.  It is interesting, but perhaps coincidental, that his period of study was in the

immediate years before Smeaton was awarded the Cunningham Lectureship, and it is in

his writing that we see the most overt descriptions of Adam’ s relationship with the

Spirit.  Spiritual life, or the lack of it in Adam’ s descendants, is accounted for by the

removal of the ‘quickening spirit’ :

Adam could still propagate physical life.  But life spiritual was not his to
communicate.  God alone is Life.  And now that his quickening spirit was
withdrawn, Adam’ s descendants – born into a penally graceless
atmosphere – could only, in strict consequence, exhibit a subjective state,
devoid of spiritual good and full of spiritual evil.233

It is difficult to dismiss the lack of capitalisation of ‘spirit’  as merely an error of

typesetting when Salmond discusses the legal and objective status of Adam by referring

to the ‘life-giving spirit’ :

                                                
229 Salmond filled the chair of Systematic Theology in Aberdeen Free Church College from 1876, and
later became the Principal.
230 See next section, pp.146ff.
231 Salmond (1901) p.158.
232 Salmond (1901) p.160.
233 Salmond (1886) p.16.
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That act placed all immediately in a status of objective guilt; hence God’ s
life-giving spirit was judicially withdrawn… 234

Nevertheless, he is clear on other occasions that Adam had and lost the Spirit:

The first sinful act brought a sinful status; and since the status implied the
withdrawal of God’ s Spirit and favour, only a natural development, so to
speak, was now needed to make man a sinner in habitus also.235

A loss that is remedied and reversed by the second Adam:

But let us thank God, that if Adam’ s sin imputed brings condemnation,
the Redeemer’ s righteousness imputed brings justification; and that if
through the one the Holy Spirit was withdrawn, through the other his life-
giving influence is restored… .236

Throughout the examples listed above there has been no evidence of a rejection of the

theory proposed by Smeaton, either explicitly or implicitly.  As the observations, listed

chronologically, have progressed, the theology has shown some signs of development

towards Smeaton’ s views.  The earlier theologies merely permitted the theory without

suggesting it in the slightest.  Over time this changes, with the like of Boston, to a

suggestion that such a theory could be right.  It is only with Smeaton’ s contemporaries

that explicit descriptions are observed.  The limited sample size available and the fact

that in some cases this thesis has effectively argued from silence does not allow this

suggestion of a progression to be proposed as a solid thesis.  Before this section is

closed, however, it is necessary to point out that one Scottish theologian effectively

denies Smeaton’ s theory, i.e. Edward Irving (1792-1834).  As his view is expressed

within the context of the Spirit’ s relationship to Jesus, it is taken up in the next chapter.

Continental Protestants

Smeaton was noted for his interest in Continental theology, and often cited the names of

theologians from Germany and Holland in his books.  As some of the works of these

theologians are surveyed the same sort of themes arise again, viz. imago Dei, parallels

between Adam and Christ, and between John 20:22 and Genesis 2:7, and the correlation

                                                
234 Salmond (1886) p.27.
235 Salmond (1886) p.18.
236 Salmond (1886) p.28.
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of the Johannine and Lucan accounts of the Spirit being given to the disciples.  As with

the other groups the variation in clarity of their views is diverse.

Martin Luther (1483-1546) in his discussion on the creation of Adam emphasises the

difference between animals and humanity.  He does not mention, however, the role or

place of the Holy Spirit with Adam at creation:

But Moses in this place so exalts the life of man that he says of him alone
of all animals, that he “ became a living soul.” 237

Martin Chemnitz (1522-86), however, provides a definite answer: while quoting Cyril

he explains that the Spirit ‘would no longer depart, as He had in the case of Adam’ ,238

and continues,

Cyril, in Diologus, Bk.6, says: “ Human nature was created in the
beginning that it might be a partaker of the Spirit and exist in the image
of God.  But through sin the Spirit was lost.” 239

Chemnitz is equally clear in his own words, in his book The Two Natures of Christ,

when he writes:

For our comfort we should consider why Scripture speaks this way,
namely, that Adam through the Fall lost the Holy Spirit, and the flesh,
because of its depravity, was not able to contain the Holy Spirit.  But in
the person of Christ human nature was again anointed with the Spirit, not
in a small measure but in such a way that He exercises all of His divine
powers in Christ’ s human nature.240

Or in his work on the topic of sin:

Adam and Eve were elect; nevertheless they lost the Holy Spirit in the
fall, being turned away from God and made subject to eternal wrath.241

Having found such an explicit reference to the Spirit’ s relationship to Adam in a pillar

of Lutheran orthodoxy one might have expected to find it commonly used in other

                                                
237 Luther (1904) p.147, Luther obviously was not using MT cf. K<�[��YS�Q� in Gen.1:24, 30; 2:19; 9:12, 15f.;
Eze 47:9.
238 Chemnitz (1971) p.151 of Cyril, De Incarnatione Unigenti, [ch.1 IV 234].
239 Chemnitz (1971) p.151.
240 Chemnitz (1971) pp.328f.  Incidentally, Chemnitz, p.328, suggests that the anointing of Christ refers
only to the human nature as the divine nature is of one essence with the Spirit; cf. Smeaton who argues
that it was the whole person, see p.67 above.
241 Preus and Smits (1962) p.199.  Though its use and context is most unlike Smeaton’ s theology: ‘To
imagine that the elect do not expel the Holy Spirit when they counter their consciences, is a crass error
which must be rebuked.’
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Continental Lutheran theologians.  This is not the case and the same unsystematic and

unclear references occur as in the other examples noted in this thesis.

For some, Adam’ s indwelling by the Holy Spirit is just an accepted truth, to be referred

to but not developed in any way, such as Johann Gerhard (1582-1637), who writes:

Moreover, the very fact that we must be renewed through the Holy Spirit
in such a way that he is restored in us proves that the Holy Spirit was lost.
Now, we are to be renewed through the Holy Spirit in the image of God
so that the image of God is restored in us by a new creation.242

This strong agreement with the theory is not developed at all, despite the context and

opportunity to do so, and later Gerhard writes in ambiguous terms:

The image of God in the first man consisted in the natural and highest
perfection of the whole man, that is, in the uprightness of all the faculties
of both body and soul, and in man’ s integrity and conformity to God, the
archetype, without any conflict between flesh and spirit.  The wisdom
and the light of the divine knowledge shone in men’ s mind.243

While this does not contradict the previous statement, and hints at a similar thoughts, it

is totally unspecific about what the conflict between flesh and spirit refers to.

A different ambiguity is seen in Sebastian Schmidt’ s (1617-96) writing, when he closely

associates the Spirit (again note lack of capitals in the quotation) with the creation

account of Adam in Genesis 2:7, but it is not clear in what way ‘through’  should be

interpreted:

He made the soul and joined it to a dead earthen body in such a way that
he breathed on it, just as a living soul i.e. not so much living immortally
by itself but both beginning to live as a body and breathing through
nostrils.  However he breathed into the nostrils of man through his holy
spirit through which he imprinted the image of God on him.244

The exegetical discussions of John 20:22 by Continental Lutheran theologians

frequently focus on its relationship with the Lucan account of Pentecost.  John Albert

Bengel (1687-1752), even though he notes a connection with Ezekiel 37:9, makes no

                                                
242 Preus and Smits (1962) p.62, from Gerhard’ s The Image of God.
243 Preus and Smits (1962) p.66.
244 Schmidt (1647) p.24: ‘Animam (6.) ita fecit, and univit terreno mortuoq corpori, ut spiraverit eam,
tanquam animam vitarum h.e. non tantum per se immortaliter viventem, sed and corpus viviscantem, and
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mention of Genesis 2:7, but suggests a partial giving of the Spirit, in that the disciples

had been in possession of the Spirit to some extent before this event and were to fully

receive him at Pentecost.245  Augustus Tholuck (1799-1877) quotes from Gerhard on

John 20:22, and translates the from the Latin:

It may be said, that they had already received the Holy Spirit in respect of
sanctification, here they receive him in respect of the ministry of the
Gospel; on the day of Pentecost they receive him in respect of the gifts of
miracles.246

Hermann Olshausen (1796-1839) also opts for a communication of the Spirit in stages,

firstly of sanctification and appointment to the apostolic office, followed by the

provision of miraculous gifts at Pentecost.247  This solution is very similar to Smeaton’ s,

and in the case of Olshausen some of the reasoning shows a closeness of wording too:

I regard it as altogether untenable the opinion that the NC�DGVG� RPGW�OC
C=IKQP should be understood as referring to the anticipated outpouring of
the Spirit upon the day of Pentecost.  Were that opinion correct, the
symbolical act of breathing on the disciples would be altogether a mere
empty ceremony… 248

Compare this with Smeaton’ s words:

The Lord did not deal in empty symbols or mere terms.  He bestowed
what the words imply when He said: “ Receive ye the Holy Ghost” .249

Olshausen also views John 16:8-11 with the same importance as Smeaton, though he

does not treat it in the same three-step manner as Smeaton:250

The following passage is one of the most pregnant with thought occurring
in the profound discourses of Christ.251

The connection between the Johannine account and Genesis is once again made with

Rudolph Stier (1800-62), who sets up the parallel:

                                                                                                                                              

per nares spirantem. Inspiravit autem (7.) in nares hominis per spiritum suum sanctum, per quem
imaginem DEI illi impressit.’
245 Bengel (1877) p.47.
246 Tholuck (1860) p.415.
247 Olshausen (1869) p.293.
248 Olshausen (1869) pp.292f.
249 Smeaton (1997) p.51.  Also Meyer (1884), p.379: ‘To interpret it merely as a symbol of the
interpretation of the Holy Spirit, according to the relationship of breath and spirit …  neither satisfies the
preceding RG�ORY�WBOCL, nor the following NC�TGVG��M�V�N� … ’
250 See pp.75f.
251 Olshausen (1869) p.90.
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Thus when the Son of God with the breath of His mouth breathes out the
Holy Spirit, this is in its Divine majesty altogether parallel with that first
record concerning the creation, when the Lord God breathed into man the
breath of life (Gen.ii.7).252

This is not specific enough to say that it agrees with Smeaton’ s theory, but Stier

continues:

Hence St. John has used the same expression GXPGHW�UWUG with the Sept. in
Gen.ii.7.  It is not merely that in the former (as 1Cor.xv.45 might be
incorrectly interpreted) the natural, animal life was inbreathed, while here
it was the spiritual and pneumatic.  There it was also the immortal breath
of the Almighty, the communion of the human spirit with the Spirit of
God; here the restoration, and more that the restoration, of that which was
lost in the fall.253

Here Stier clearly and explicitly argues the same theory as Smeaton, that Genesis 2:7

recounts the giving of the Holy Spirit to Adam and that it is erroneous to use 1

Corinthians 15 as an argument against this.  The act of redemption is also to be

understood in terms of a restoration; true, a restoration to something greater, but this

higher plane does not refer to the presence of the Spirit.  Generally, nineteenth century

Continental theology, as with most periods observed, was not consistently of one

opinion or particularly interested in the question.

Ernest Hengenstenberg (1802-69), for example, draws entirely different teaching from

the passage, though he does note and use the parallel between Genesis and John, and

alludes to 1 Corinthians:

The breathing here stands in relation to Gen.ii.7, where Jehovah breathes
into the first man the breath of life, and thus man becomes a living soul:
Sept. MCK�� GXPGHW�UJUGP�  By this allusion our Lord places Himself on a
level with Jehovah Elohim, with Jehovah who there possessed the fulness
of divinity.  The same RPGW�OC� \ŶQRQKQW�P which there went forth from
Jehovah Elohim, and produced in man the Divine image, proceeds here
from Christ, in order to reinstate the Divine image, first in the Apostles,
and then in those who should believe through their word, ch.xvii.20.  The
relation to Gen.ii.7 …  shows that our Lord’ s act here was not of merely
prophetic significance – that it did not simply pretypify what was to
become a reality in the day of Pentecost.  We are led to the same result by
the present RG�ORY in ver.21.254

                                                
252 Stier (1858) p.165.
253 Stier (1858) pp.165f.
254 Hengenstenberg (1865) p.456.
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In this passage Hengenstenberg emphasises the equality of the two events, but without

specific reference to the giving of the Spirit, rather focusing on the act of breathing.  His

interpretation implies, or even requires, that the Johannine account relates the actual

giving of the Spirit and is not a merely symbolic action.  Hengenstenberg’ s main

teaching point, though, is that this is an action declaring the divinity of Jesus, who is

able to re-create the imago Dei.

Franz Delitzsch (1813-90), on the other hand, while discussing the Genesis creation

account, takes a view totally different to Luther:

“ The breath of life,”  …  does not denote the spirit by which man is
distinguished from the animals, or the soul of man from that of the beasts,
but only the life-breath (vid. 1 Kings xvii. 17).  It is true, KP
Y
Q! generally
signifies the human soul, but in chap. vii. 22 a\<,[�� [�:U�WP�Y�Q, is used of
men and animals both.255

Contrary to Smeaton, the gift given in Genesis 2:7 is in Delitzsch’ s view physical life,

typified by the act of breathing; nevertheless there is something unique in the case of

Adam:

It is evident that this description merely gives prominence to the peculiar
sign of life, viz. breathing…   Breathing, however, is common both to
man and beast; so that this cannot be the sensuous analogon of the
supersensuous spiritual life, but simply the principle of the physical life
of the soul…   This difference is indicated by the way in which man
received the breath of life from God.256

This manner of interpreting the creation of Adam and its difference to the creation of

the other animals has already been noted in Stewart Salmond’ s writing.  Delitzsch also

addresses the dichotomy-trichotomy debate with a via media (an interesting alternative

to the Irenaeus and Smeaton solutions):

If it is asked whether ii.7 is in favour of trichotomy or dichotomy, the
question is not…  correctly formulated, the Scripture view of man being
trichotomous (Ps. xvi. 9; 1Thess. v.23), and yet dichotomous.  It
distinguishes in man spirit (heart PQW�L), soul and body; but spirit and soul
belong to each other as principium and principiatum; the former is

                                                
255 Delitzsch and Keil (1864) p.78.
256 Delitzsch and Keil (1864) p.79.  In another work he writes: ‘But the spirit and soul of man have this
advantage over the animal soul, that they are…  a gift bestowed on man expressly and directly by the
personal God.’  Delitzsch (1888) p.120.
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RPGW�OC� \YJ�L, principium principians, the latter [WEJ�� \Y�UC, principium
principiatum; the former has its life immediately from God, the latter
mediately from the spirit.257

In another Continental Lutheran read by Smeaton, Rudolph Lange (1825-92), an

anthropological theory with similarities to Irenaeus and Smeaton occurs:

KPYQ, breath, spirit, breath of the spirit, breath of man, life of the spirit, is
more specific than [ZU , more universal that YSQ , but may be
interchanged with both, as something that stands between them; yet only
in relation to man.  Here it evidently denotes something which is
common both to God and man, something that goes forth from God and
enters into man – God’ s “ breath of life,”  that is, the spirit of God in its
active self-motivation, as in man it calls out the spiritual principle, the
spirit of his life, but none the less as the spirit in its actual personality.258

In this passage Lange describes the KPYQ of Genesis 2:7 as something common to God

and man which is neither exclusively spirit nor soul but can be grammatically

interchanged with either.  Just as Irenaeus felt free to move between ‘spirit of man’  and

‘Spirit of God’  depending on the context, Lange too develops this divine intermediary

that becomes a part, as it were, of humanity as originally conceived.

With Heinrich Thiersch (1817-85), the Spirit is appropriated to Adam at creation,

though somewhat ambiguously when Genesis 2:7 is being referred to:

He breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; that is, by a creative act, a
life which animals have not, was imparted to man.  This is the spiritual
life, the power of will to serve God with sincere devotion, …  and the
translation from the earthly into the heavenly … . God appeared to him,
spoke to him; the Father, manifested in the Son, speaking by the Holy
Ghost to man’ s heart.259

Like the others there is no mention of the loss of the Spirit in discussion on the fall, and

thus the loss and return of the Spirit is not seen as a major theme of the redemptive

story.  Christopher Luthardt (1823-1902) returns to the topical discussion on John

20:22.  After providing a survey of some alternative solutions, he writes:260

                                                
257 Delitzsch (1888) p.120.
258 Lange (1868) p.204.
259 Thiersch (1878) pp.10f.
260 He provides a summary of the various alternatives taken by Continental exegetes.  He describes De
Wette and Hengstenberg as taking it as only a symbol [this would seem to contradict the finding of this
thesis, see Hengstenberg’ s quotation.]; Calov as understanding it as a symbol and means of imparting the
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But its relation to Jesus and to his followers passes through a history …
The point was not yet activity in the service of Jesus, and therefore not
yet the impartation of a power of activity as at Pentecost, but the disciples
were to be made certain of Jesus’  glorification, as they were at Pentecost
of his exaltation…  On each occasion the presence of the Spirit is in
correspondence with the life-stage of Jesus himself.261

The Spirit was in effect given in several stages, as with others, but Luthardt links the

giving to the salvation-history of Christ’ s life and atoning work.262  A similar

development of the work of the Spirit can be also be seen in Smeaton: the activity of the

Spirit in the Old Testament is followed by the Spirit’ s presence and work in the three

grades of anointing in Christ’ s life and resurrection, as well as his solution to the

apparent conflict in the Johannine-Lucan accounts.

The Reformed stream of continental theology is no more explicit.  It is clear that

Uldrich Zwingli (1484-1531) understood Adam to be created as a composite being, part

fleshly, part something unspecified, which, as with Smeaton, after the fall of Adam

became one-sided:

God here [Genesis 6:3] gives man up as a degenerate, because he has
become wholly flesh…   For as soon as Adam turned to himself, he
degenerated and became flesh altogether.263

As Zwingli recognises that the fallen humanity consists of body and soul, and he

frequently contrasts fleshly with spiritual, then it would be reasonable to assume that the

Spirit was the missing element.

A similarity with Smeaton is also hinted at in Heinrich Bullinger (1504-75), who when

discussing the nature of sin as it originated in Adam quotes 1 Corinthians 2:14 and

notes:

Now Paul calleth him the natural man [Latin, animalem hominem],
which liveth naturally by the vital spirit, and is not regenerate by the
Holy Ghost.264

                                                                                                                                              

Spirit; Grotius and Lampe as only a promise; whereas Kostlin, Baur, Hilgrenfeld and Keim as the
fulfilment of the promise of the Spirit.  Luthhardt (1878) pp.334f.
261 Luthhardt (1878) p.335.
262 Cf Tholuck / Hengstenberg.
263 Zwingli (1929) pp.79 and 81.
264 Bullinger (1850) vol. 2 p.393.
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In isolation this could be read merely as a conventional statement about spiritual

regeneration, but in the context of the fall of Adam it could be inferred that the contrast

is being made with the prelapsarian Adam.  Even so, elsewhere, Bullinger does not

expound the same exegetical opinions as Smeaton: on Genesis 2:7 the ‘breath of life’

refers specifically to the ‘living and reasonable soul’ , though this is also described as

from ‘the secret power of God’  and ‘out of his goodness and power poured’  into Adam

and Eve.265  Though he never mentions the Spirit, his language is of divine power, and

is thus, to some extent, compatible with Smeaton’ s view.

Smeaton, as a Calvinist, would have claimed his theological framework as originating

from John Calvin’ s works.  Calvin (1509-64) seeks, as Smeaton does, to understand the

imago Dei by observing what was restored through regeneration.

Wherefore, although we grant that the image of God was not utterly
effaced and destroyed in him, it was, however, so corrupted, that any
thing which remains is fearful deformity; and, therefore, our deliverance
begins with that renovation which we obtain from Christ, who is,
therefore, called the second Adam, because he restores us to true and
substantial integrity.  For although Paul, contrasting the quickening Spirit
which believers receive from Christ, with the living soul which Adam
was created (1 Cor. xv. 45), commends the richer measure of grace
bestowed in regeneration, he does not, however, contradict the statement,
that the end of regeneration is to form us anew in the image of God.266

Though Calvin notes the Spirit in this passage, the concluding description of Adam as

the imago Dei does not contain any reference to the Spirit as indwelling.  The passage in

1 Corinthians 15 is what seems to prevent any explicit reference, possibly an impact of

the pseudo-Augustine text that Smeaton claims has stifled any real use of the theory of

Adam’ s relationship with the Spirit.  Calvin certainly indicates that there is an implied

tension between 1 Corinthians 15:45 and his view of the fall and redemption by

beginning his sentence ‘for although’ .  This tension is further exposed in his

commentary on Corinthians, which is discussed in the exegetical section of this chapter.

Elsewhere he writes:

                                                
265 Bullinger (1851) vol. 3 p.373.
266 Calvin (1989) I p.164. [I.xv.4].
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But from the words of Paul, when treating of the removal of the image (2
Cor. iii. 18), the inference is obvious that man was conformable to God,
not by an influx of substance, but by the grace and virtue of the Spirit.267

So, despite the tension caused by the 1 Corinthians passage, Calvin understands the

‘image of God’  to be best analysed by the renewed image in redeemed humanity,

understood as a ‘restoration to the true and substantial integrity’ .  The image, both in the

case of Adam and the Christian, is only formed by ‘the grace and virtue of the Spirit’ .

Yet, when it comes to listing the features of the image, Calvin sticks closely to

Ephesians 4:24, and does not wish to elaborate on the nature of operation of the Spirit.

Even though he clearly emphasises the parallel between pre-fall Adam and renewed

humanity, he is reserved about saying that the Spirit indwelt Adam (because of 1

Corinthians 15) but does not deny it (despite 1 Corinthians).

It would appear that Peter Martyr Vermigli (1499-1562) understood Adam’ s prophetic

role as requiring the presence of the Holy Spirit; he includes as a ‘necessary’

proposition from the second chapter of Genesis:

From its very beginning the Church had Adam as its guide, with God’ s
approval: for inspired by the divine Spirit, he spoke about marriage and
about Christ in identical words.268

This comment, however, does not stem from a formal system, as in Smeaton.  In the

propositions on the creation and the penalty for sinning, i.e. death of body and soul,

Martyr makes no reference to the Spirit or his loss.

Another Reformed writer that Smeaton had consulted was Gulielmus Bucan (d.1603),

who writes:

What is the fruit of sin?  Death, and that threefold. (1) The spiritual death
of the soul, by which it comes about that the ungodly, deprived of the
presence of the H. Spirit (which is the soul’ s soul), can do none of the
things which are of God, and so being dead to God live to Satan.269

                                                
267 Calvin (1989) I p.166. [I.xv.5].
268 Martyr (1994) p.97.
269 Heppe (1978) p.361 quoting Bucan, Institutiones Theologiae, Geneva 1609.
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This spiritual truth of Bucan would be equally applicable to Adam as to any member of

humanity, more so, as it was he who is attributed as introducing sin into the world.  The

loss of the Spirit’ s gifts at the fall means, ‘the powers of these faculties [knowledge] for

spiritual good have been completely lost’ .270  Bucan then cites 1 Corinthians 2:14 and

12:3 in support, amongst other texts.  All these small insights into his thinking indicate a

system that has many similarities to Smeaton.

Johannes Cocceius (1603-69), too, appears to support a view very similar to the

Smeaton one:

By sin Adam became guilty, i.e., he fell from God’ s friendship, from the
hope of eternal life, from the spiritual grace given him at creation…
[which resulted in] alienation from the life of God …  or “ deprivation of
sanctification, which comes from the Spirit of God” ; whence man is
called [WEKMQ�L.271

For Cocceius, Adam had a spiritual grace that is linked directly to eternal life, which is

the fellowship of God.  The loss of this at the fall meant deprivation of the Spirit’ s gifts

and led Adam to be described as fleshly.  For, ‘where the Spirit of sanctification is

absent, darkness must be present in the understanding and wickedness in the will’ .272

When discussing 1 Corinthians 15:45f., Francis Turretin (1623-87) notes the animal-

spiritual elements in Adam, and minimises the contrast between Adam and Christ:

He [Paul] only indicates what was the condition of each Adam, and what
they ought to communicate to their posterity (viz., Adam only an animal
life, but Christ a heavenly and eternal life through his quickening Spirit).
But as the second Adam was not so from heaven with respect to his
divinity (but that he also could have something of the earthly [tou
choikou] in our flesh which he assumed), so neither was the first Adam
so animal (psychikos) and earthly with respect to his body formed from
the earth …   but that he might also be moral and spiritual, endowed with
wisdom, righteousness and holiness; and thus adorned with those gifts by
which he was capable of eternal and heavenly life.273

                                                
270 Heppe (1978) p.362 quoting Bucan (1609).
271 Heppe (1978) pp.311f. from Cocceius, Summa Doctrinae de Foedere et Testamento Dei, Amsterdam:
1648, and Summa Theologiae ex Scriptura repetita, Amsterdam: 1665.
272 Heppe (1978) pp.566f. quoting Cocceius.
273 Turretin (1992) vol. 1 p.586.
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Turretin, while countering the axiom, ‘one act cannot destroy an entire habit’ , lists a

number of arguments, among which are:

(2) This is the desert of even the least sin – to remove man from
communion with God and break up their mutual peace and friendship.
Now man excluded from communion with God, and altogether
unenlightened by the Spirit, is by this very thing most corrupt and can
perform nothing good…  (5) The opponents themselves confess that the
Holy Spirit can be lost by any very heinous sin.274

The implication of the first point listed is that Adam was enlightened by the Spirit, a

privilege that he lost at the fall.  That Turretin understood the departure of the Spirit as

the reason for the loss of the habit of righteousness is confirmed by the second point,

which turns the Remonstrants’  view the spiritual danger faced by lapsing Christians to

illustrate the fall.

The Spirit is brought into the scenario with the restoration of the image of God in

humans as it was in Adam.  Though not specified, it would not be beyond possibility

that Turretin felt that the imago Dei was somehow linked to the Spirit’ s presence:

Although created without any stain by God, still it [the soul] is not
created with original righteousness like the soul of Adam, in the image of
God…  but is simply created with natural facilities (such as it is supposed
to be created by God after the fall because the image of God, once lost by
sin, cannot be any more be restored except by the blessing of
regeneration through the Holy Spirit).275

Herman Witsius (1630-1708), when discussing death as a penal sanction of the

covenant of works, appears to parallel the separation of the soul from God at the fall

with the departure of the Spirit:

Thirdly, Death signifies spiritual death, or the separation of the soul from
God.  Elegantly has Isidorus Pelusiota iii. 232. defined it, “ The death of
the immortal soul is the departure of the Holy Spirit from it.”   This is
what the Apostle calls, Eph. iv. 18. “ being alienated from the life of
God” .276

                                                
274 Turretin (1992) vol. 1 p.613.
275 Turretin (1992) vol. 1 p.642.
276 Witsius (1803) vol.1 p.82.
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In another work, while discussing ‘gospel promise’  contained in Genesis 3:14f., he

writes concering the Satan’ s downfall and the related resurrection of the dead, ‘…  the

dust of our bodies, which ought to be temples of God, and of His Holy Spirit, in a state

of glorious holiness’ .277  This promising remark, however, is ambiguous as the ‘ought

to’  could either be making a comparison with Adam prior to the fall, or be in

anticipation of the future state.

This brief survey shows that there are a wide variety of views on the matter of whether

Adam was indwelt by the Spirit.  When John 20:22 is discussed by most commentators,

it is in relation to the Lucan account of Pentecost, several (Tholuck, Olshausen and

Luthardt) arguing that the Spirit, or empowerment through the Spirit, was given in

stages.  Godet, in his discussion on John, goes as far as to suggest that no connection

should be made with Genesis 2:7.  Hengenstenberg, however, notes the connection but

draws out of it the claim to, or demonstration of, deity made by Christ in re-enacting the

creation of Adam.  This interpretation implicitly supports the view that the action of

Christ is mirrored in Genesis, and so the Spirit was given to Adam.  Chemnitz, Gerhard,

Stier and Thiersch express, with various degrees of fulness, the view that Adam was

equipped with the indwelling Spirit.  Within the Reformed school, Witsius, Bucan,

Cocceius and Turretin all, with varying clarity, ascribe the death and sin associated with

the fall with the absence of the indwelling Spirit from humanity.  There is not one

outright denial, the closest being from Calvin who interpreted 1 Corinthians 15 as in

tension with his own theory that the redemption was a restoration of the original

creation, but for most the issue is not one of concern.  This, as with the other theological

periods examined, strengthens Smeaton’ s claims, making him seem overly reserved

merely to state that the theory had not been denied in any quarter.

Post-Smeaton

Though it was noted earlier that a number of Smeaton’ s contemporaries and students

also stated that the Spirit indwelt Adam, this still does not amount to a general change in

theological thinking.  Apart from these few comments, little is made of the theory; there

seems to be a quiet acceptance just as was noted in Chalmers’  introduction to John

                                                
277 Witsius (1803) vol.2 p.115.
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Howe.  In the reviews of both editions of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, by AA Hodge

and BB Warfield, no mention is made of Smeaton’ s views on Adam, despite Hodge’ s

accusation against Smeaton of an over-speculative teaching about the role of the Spirit

in Christ’ s person.  While an exhaustive survey cannot be made for this thesis of all

authors since Smeaton, there has been no evidence of a common use of a theory like

Smeaton’ s.  Nevertheless, this has not stopped one writer, DB Garlington, implying that

it is Reformed orthodoxy:

As writers in the Reformed tradition have affirmed, Adam was made to
be the temple of the Holy Spirit.  Therefore, when he fell, he forfeited the
indwelling of the Spirit, so that all his descendants emerge from the
womb bereft of the Spirit.278

The fact that the only writers Garlington cites in support are Smeaton, Meredith Kline279

and himself suggests that it is too much to propose, as the emphasis of the first clause

does, that this is the established Reformed tradition.  In his summary of the doctrine the

influence of both Kline and Smeaton can be seen:

The Spirit is particularly associated with the creation of man.  According
to Gen 2:7, God breathed into Adam the “ breath of life.”   It is true that
the expression is used in the creation account or other life-forms (Gen
1:30).  However, the parallelismus membrorum of Job 33:4 argues that as
applied to man “ breath of life”  is inclusive of the communication of the
Spirit of God…   In John 3 a like figure is used: the Spirit as the “ wind”  of
God imparts the birth from above, a new creation.  As a metaphor for the
Spirit, “ wind”  finds its anchorage in Gen 1:2, where the Spirit blows
upon the unformed earth, countering the chaos of the tehom of waters.  In
addition, John 3:6 invokes the creation principle that like begets like.
These parallels, then, would suggest, as George Smeaton saw over a
century ago, that Adam was made to be the temple of the Holy Spirit.280

                                                
278 Garlington (1993) p.102.
279 Kline himself makes no reference to Smeaton as his work is totally concerned with the biblical images
and not systematic or historical factors.  However, he makes statements, such as: ‘God created man in the
likeness of the Glory to be a spirit-temple of God in the Spirit.’  Kline (1980) p.21.  Kline (1980), p.23,
also comments: ‘As Genesis 2:7 pictures it, the Spirit-Archetype actively fathers his human ectype.
Image of God and son of God are thus twin concepts.’  Cf. Smeaton (1997), p.254, who more
conventionally writes: ‘The Holy Spirit that dwells in Christ fashions believers after His image as the
perfect archetype.  This is the image of God which appeared in the Redeemer on earth.’   The temple in
Kline’ s theory is not an empty building to be filled (such as Howe’ s living temple), but a representation or
presence and Adam as the spirit-temple is the personal image of God [Spirit]: ‘The Glory-Spirit…  acted
as a paradigm-power, reproducing its own temple-likeness in the cosmos and in man, the image of God.’
Kline (1980) p.110.  Nevertheless, there is ‘a conceptual overlap, if not synonymity, …  between the
imago Dei and concepts like messiahship and the Spirit’ s filling or baptism of God’ s people’ , writes Kline
(1980) p.11.
280 Garlington (1990) p.214.
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Part 2.  Theological and Exegetical Issues Raised

In the above survey, several biblical passages were repeatedly quoted, and to these this

thesis now gives its attention

Genesis 2:7

KPYQ elsewhere in the Old Testament

Smeaton sees the Genesis verse as an aetiological statement concerning the Holy Spirit

in humanity, which necessitates the translation of KP
Y
Q! as ‘spirit’  and in this context

‘Holy Spirit’ .  The word normally reserved for this is [�:U, and The New International

Dictionary of The Old Testament Theology and Exegesis article on KP
Y
Q!281 does not

make any reference to ‘spirit’  even in the cross-references.  Brown, Driver and Briggs in

the main agrees with this assessment, but in the case of Proverbs 20:27 suggests that it

does refer to the ‘spirit of man’ .282

There are some ten verses in the Old Testament283 where the two words KP
Y
Q! and [�:U

occur together and so cast light on their semantic relationship.  There are two main

grammatical structures in which they are used; foremost is the parallel structure, but

there is also a conjoined form.284  The subject linked to the terms varies with both

humanity and God used, and there are two themes that are connected to the words,

namely, life and judgement.  By looking at the specific verses it can be seen how these

factors relate.

Of the ten examples in the Old Testament, half are to be found in the book of Job, of

these five only the parallel form is used, a typical and clear example being Job 33:4.285

‘The Spirit [[�:U] of God has made me, And the breath [KP
Y
Q!] of the Almighty gives me

life.’ 286  In this example the terms are in reference to God and appear to be synonymous,

                                                
281 Fredericks (1997) vol. 2. p.190.
282 Brown, Driver and Briggs (1996) p.675.
283 Gen.7:22; 2 Sam.22:16; Job 4:9; 27:3; 32:8; 33:4; 34:14; Ps.18:15; Is.42:5 and 57:16.
284 Also, Job 34:14 has them in a list, but this is in effect a form of parallelism, the Septuagint combines
both and only reads RPGW�OC.
285 Though Smeaton refers to Job 33:4 in his exegetical section, it is in support of the argument that the
Spirit is a personal agent distinct from God, the Father.  Smeaton (1997) p.10.
286 C\Q,<([�7��\'�Y��WP�Y�Q,Z!�\Q,W�I
>
�ODH�[�:U
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and in the context is one of life-giving, or creation, so supporting Smeaton’ s

interpretation of Genesis 2:7.  Job 27:3, too, uses both terms in context of life-giving

and sustaining, and so possibly indicates that KP
Y
Q! and [�:U are interchangeable.

Though, despite the obvious connection with Genesis 2:7, it does not give a description,

necessarily, of anything more than a life-principle.287  Indeed the term is used in Job

37:10 in connection with a creative act, but only of an impersonal element (i.e. frost).

In a manner similar to Smeaton’ s definition of ‘spiritual’ , Job 32:8 attributes knowledge

or understanding to the KP
Y
Q! of God, which is paralleled to the D\KL�[�:U in man.

Proverbs 20:27, too, has the term relating to humanity as the ‘light of the Lord’ , a gift to

illuminate the innermost person.  The element of judgement is also found in Job, e.g.

Job 4:9, where most English translations use both terms to convey God breathing

judgement.  Influenced by the context and the Septuagint, which unusually translates

K�$OD�� WP�Y�1,PL as CXRQ�� RTQUVC�IOCVQL� MWTK�QW288 and not� RPQJ� , English versions translate

$3D�� [�:UPH: (Septuagint CXRQ�� FG�� RPGW�OCVQL� QXTIJ�L� CWXVQW�) ‘the blast of His anger’ 289 or

similar.290

                                                
287 ‘All the while my breath (\WLP
Y�Q!) is in me, and the spirit ([�:U) of God is in my nostrils.’  Job 27:3 (AV).
The most common use of KP
Y
Q! is to describe ‘life’  especially, but not exclusively, of humanity:
Deut.20:16; Jos.10:40; 11:11, 14; 1 Kg.15:29; 17:17; Ps.150:6; Is.2:22; Dan.10:17.
288 2TQ�UVCIOC ‘an order, command’  Liddell and Scott (1892).
289 NASB
290 The term [�:U in the context of judgment is important in Kline’ s theory of the eschatological image of
the Holy Spirit.  He starts from Genesis 3:8, in a untraditional interpretation of  a$<K��[�:U being translated
‘Spirit of the day’  and not ‘the cool of the day’ , so describing the Spirit descending on Eden in judgment
and not fellowship, interpreting ‘the day’  in a prophetic manner.  Calvin too disputes the traditional
interpretation of a$<K��[�:U, but pictures an ominous wind:  ‘Hence, after God had shaken them out of their
torpor, their alarmed consciences compelled them to hear his voice. Moreover, what Jerome translates, ‘at
the breeze after midday’ , is, in the Hebrew, ‘at the wind of the day;’  the Greeks, omitting the word ‘wind’ ,
have put ‘at the evening’ .  Thus the opinion has prevailed, that Adam, having sinned about noon, was
called to judgment about sunset. But I rather incline to a different conjecture, namely, that being covered
with their garment, they passed the night in silence and quiet, the darkness aiding their hypocrisy; then,
about sunrise, being again thoroughly awakened, they recollected themselves…   Moses, in here
mentioning the wind, intimates (according to my judgment) that some unwonted and remarkable symbol
of the Divine presence was put forth which should vehemently affect the minds of our first parents.’
Calvin (1999b) on Gen. 3:8.  While the judgment theme does not directly help us establish whether KP
Y
Q!
can legitimately be translated ‘Spirit’  in the creation theme of Genesis 2:7, it does indicate that by
constantly being open to such translation concords with Kline’ s theory – though he does not refer to the
Job verses.  In the course of his argument Kline (1980), p.104, does refer to Isaiah 42, where in verse 1
the Servant of the Lord is anointed with the Spirit, a few verses later another of the instances of parallel
terms is found, referring to the Lord, ‘Who gives breath [KP
Y
Q!] to the people on it [the earth] And spirit
[[�:U] to those who walk in it.’  Is.42:5.
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So from these parallels it can be seen that the two terms are used closely together and

refer at the most basic level to the life-principle in humanity.  On occasion the terms

indicate God’ s giving of enlightenment; but they can also be used in connection with

judgment.  The two themes are also seen when the terms are conjoined in three

instances.291  The phrase a\<,[��[�:U�WP�Y�Q, of Genesis 7 is translated ‘breath of the spirit of

life’  [by NASB] but as�RPQJ�P�\YJ�L only by the Septuagint [followed by AV].  Should it

be translated as one compound term or as a genitive construction?  If the latter is the

case, then the ‘breath’  is another ‘substance’  from the ‘spirit’ .  The remaining two

examples are basically of the same construction: A3�D/$3D�� [�:U� WP�Y�1LPL.292  These are

handled consistently by English translations, e.g. NASB’ s ‘Blast of the breath of

your/his nostrils’ ; it has a varied treatment by the Septuagint, i.e.�CXRQ��RPQJ�L�RPGW�OCVQL

SWOQW�� CWXVQW�  and CXRQ�� GXORPGW�UGYL
�����

�RPGW�OCVQL� QXTIJ�L� UQW, but both these translations

make explicit the idea of wrath using different vocabulary to reflect the Hebrew text.

It would appear, then, on the basis of their use in Hebraic parallelism, that the terms can

be used synonymously.  They describe firstly, the animating life-principle (and

understanding) derived from God, and secondly, the inflicting of God’ s judgement in

anger against unrighteousness.  In the case of Job 33:4 it would seem that the writer

goes a bit further and refers to the ‘Spirit of God’  [NASB], which is as clear a reference

to the third person of the Trinity as one is likely to find in the Old Testament.  The

Septuagint, however, does appear concerned not to confuse the two and is fairly294

consistent in translating KP
Y
Q! and [�:U, with RPQJ�  and RPGW�OC respectively.  This brief

survey returns results not too dissimilar to Eichrodt who, when writing on KP
Y
Q! , says,

This use of the term is not to be taken as evidence for a fundamental
semitic development, for in every other instance the distinguishing mark
of this word is its thoroughgoing relation of its basic physical meaning.
As God’ s own breath it shares with ruahL the signification of God’ s life-
giving power in creation, and also of the destructive breath of divine
anger.  In these instances it seems to have been used originally as the
concrete popular expression, and later as a poetic synonym for ruahL.295

                                                
291 Gen.7:22; 2Sam.22:16 and Ps.18:15 [LXX Ps.17:16; MT Ps.18:16].  Refer also to Is.33:30 where KP
Y
Q!
is used in theme of judgement.
292 ‘from-breath of spirit of your/his nostril’ .
293 From GXORPG�Y ‘to blow or breath on or in’ . Liddell and Scott (1892).
294 Cf. e.g. 1Kg. 17:17 and Dan 10:17 where KP
Y
Q! is translated RPGW�OC.
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Therefore, Tertullian’ s emphasis on the difference between the terms for the sake of his

theological argument was overstated, and there need not be any wholesale objection to

Smeaton’ s proposal that Genesis 2:7 refers to the Spirit on a semantic basis, though one

is left with the question of why [�:U wasn’ t used.

John 20:22, Ezekiel 37 and Re-creation

Smeaton makes surprisingly little capital296 out of the parallel between Genesis 2:7 and

John 20:22, only to state,

No one, in fact, can read the action of Christ on the first evening after His
resurrection, and consider the symbolic breathing on the disciples, and
the words which fell from Him in conveying a new gift of the Spirit,
without an impression that these two actions were counter parts – the one
the original gift, the other the restoration of what was lost.297

As previously noted, the link is recognised in Patristic and Continental theology and in

more recent commentators, e.g.: ‘The language of this verse goes back to Gen. 2:7, it

being implied that as the life of Adam was due to the “ breath”  of God, so the gift of

spiritual life to the apostles was imparted by the “ breath”  of Christ, (Cf.1 Cor.

15:45.)’ .298  Or, ‘That John intended to depict an event of significance parallel to that of

the first creation of man cannot be doubted; this was the beginning of the new

creation.’ 299  In the exegetical section of his work, however, Smeaton is more concerned

with the harmonisation problem, or rather dismissing the attempt to harmonise the

passage by making Christ’ s breathing on the apostles symbolic of the forthcoming

Pentecost.  He argues that as the atoning act of Christ was now complete, there was no

reason to delay the giving of the Spirit, besides, ‘the Lord did not deal in empty symbols

                                                                                                                                              
295 Eichrodt (1967) vol. 2, p.142.
296 Another verse that initially gives hope of adding to the debate [but Smeaton does not make much use
of  it (Smeaton (1997) p.19)] is Gen.6:3, ‘Then the LORD said, “ My spirit shall not abide in mortals
forever, for they are flesh; their days shall be one hundred and twenty years.” ’   [NRSV]  This translation
(along with the Vulgate) follows the LXX by translating �$G\� (in MT and most English versions ‘to
strive’ ) as MCVCOGK�PJ^ [MCVCOG�PY ‘to stay behind; to remain,  continue in a state’  Liddell and Scott (1892)].
So to Pennicook (1996) and Wenham (1987) p.142: ‘Early translators (G[reek Septuagint] , V[ul]g[ate])
seem to have been confirmed by modern etymological research.  Cassuto pointed to cognates in
Akkadian, Aramaic, Arabic, and late Hebrew which all support the meaning “ abide, remain.” ’   But the
context implies that post fall humanity is generally in possession of the S/spirit in this form, and that its
removal ends in death after a maximum of 120 years.  Therefore, the work of the S/spirit here is one of
life giving, and not indwelling guidance.
297 Smeaton (1997) p.16f. citing Basil.
298 Bernard (1928) p.677.
299 Barrett (1978) p.570.
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or mere terms.  He bestowed what the words imply when he said: “ Receive ye the Holy

Ghost” .’ 300  Smeaton’ s phrase ‘empty symbol or mere term’ , however, is just rhetoric;

symbols or terms are not empty per se, for example, the Last Supper, or the curing of

the blind man with mud.301

The harmonisation of the Johannine and Lukan accounts is a real difficulty, which

Smeaton does not specifically address.  There are two features302 in the discussion of

John 20 that affect Smeaton’ s teaching, namely, the verb GXPGHW�UJUGP ‘to breath (on)’

which connects this verse to Genesis 2:7, and whether the Holy Spirit was given

immediately or was the act just a pledge for the future.  Smeaton’ s views on the

harmonisation can be deduced from the paragraphs following his statement about

‘empty symbols’ .  Firstly, in his argument against the Brethren theory, that one should

not pray for the Spirit as he has already been given at Pentecost, Smeaton directs the

reader to Acts 1:14 where he understands that the apostles prayed for the Spirit

(presumably with the contents of Acts 1:5 and 8 in mind) after the John 20 incident.

Their prayer was fulfilled in the Pentecost experience, which Smeaton describes as ‘the

public effusion of the Spirit’ , or the reception of ‘the ascension gifts’ , thereby

harmonising the accounts by a progressive filling of the Spirit.

Carson finds significance in the fact that though GXPGHW�UJUGP is common in both Genesis

and John, the preposition GKXL is not present in the latter case.303  He argues that the

interpretation normally supplied by lexicons of New Testament Greek, which includes

the prepositional sense, is in fact wrong.  In all other biblical cases (i.e. in the Septuagint

or Apocrypha,304 as this is the only occurrence in the New Testament) the preposition,

or suitable syntax to convey the same meaning as a preposition, is supplied.  This is not

the case for the verb in John 20, which does not even have a direct object.  Therefore,

argues Carson, John 20 does not refer to Christ breathing in or into the disciples, but

                                                
300 Smeaton (1997) p.51.  See Olshausen (1869) and Meyer (1884) p.379 above.
301 Jn.9:6.  Coincidentally, in Jn.9:6 ‘not a few church Fathers saw an allusion to Genesis 2:7’ .  Carson
(1991) p.363.
302 A brief but comprehensive survey of the various attempts at explaining the two accounts is given by
Carson (1991) pp.649-55.  The discussions concerning the harmonization and their results are only of
concern to this chapter where they affect the interpretation of Genesis.
303 Carson (1991), p.651, supports the interpretation of Theodore of Mopseustia even though it was
condemned at Constantinople (AD 553).
304 ‘a dozen or so uses’  in the LXX and in Wisdom 15:11 and Ecclesiasticus 43:4.
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merely refers to a deep breath and exhalation.305  The traditional interpretation assumed

Christ’ s words, ‘Receive the Holy Spirit’ , were a commentary on his action.  This

plausible argument of Carson is weakened by the definition in Liddel and Scott’ s

Lexicon, which incorporates the prepositional meaning into the verb� GXOHWUC�Y on the

basis of classical Greek.  Morris, on the other hand, explains that there is no ‘on them’

because ‘John is not writing as though there were a series of gifts made to individuals

…  [but] a collective gift made to the group as a whole’ .306  To conclusively prove his

understanding, however, Carson has to show that Christ was not immediately giving the

Spirit, contra Smeaton et al.

Carson argues that ‘there is no intrinsic reason for thinking that the imperative …  must

be experienced immediately’ .307  This is deduced on the basis of Jesus talking of his

hour having arrived to the Greeks,308 and the verses John 17:5 and 13:31.  Carson also

fails to find in the remainder of John’ s Gospel any observable change in the disciples’

attitude and manner when compared to the results of Pentecost, and the failure to

mention the Spirit in the establishing of Thomas’  faith indicates that the age of the Spirit

had not yet arrived.

Dunn, however, is dismissive of attempts to portray the Johannine account as pointing

to Pentecost, calling them ‘an unsupported speculation which does too little justice to

the text’ ,309 and opts for a two-stage solution where John 20 refers to the regenerating

experience for the apostles, and Luke’ s account as a second Spirit baptism.  Unlike

Smeaton, who uses it in as an example for believers to pray for the Spirit, Dunn argues

the two-stage arrival of the Spirit was an experience that only the apostles could

experience due to the unique circumstances in which they lived.  With the modern

Pentecostal/Charismatic in mind he writes: ‘John certainly shows that it may not be

possible to equate Spirit-baptism with regeneration, but only in the case of the

apostles.’ 310

                                                
305 Carson (1991) pp.651f.
306 Morris (1995) p.747.  He opts for two different events in John and Luke:  ‘ “ There are different kinds
of gifts but the same Spirit”  (1Cor.12:4), and the problem is probably to be solved along these lines.’
307 Carson (1991) p.653.
308 John 12:20ff.
309 Dunn (1970) p.178.
310 Dunn (1970) p.182.  His italics.
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From a grammatical angle, Kenneth Wuest, writing in 1961, is emphatic that it had to be

an immediate event on the basis that,

The tense and mood of the Greek word receive settles once for all and
with mathematical precision the question whether the disciples actually
received the Holy Spirit at that moment …  or whether the command was
anticipatory of Pentecost…   The verb is second aorist imperative.311

A modern grammar such as Wallace does not follow this line.  He suggests two

categories for the aorist imperative, viz. ingressive and constative, that is, the command

to begin an action urgently, or stressing the solemnity and the need to place the action as

a priority.312  So even when the aorist does not infer that the command is meant to start

an action, there is a general sense of urgency.  Would such a command given by Christ

be about an event in 50 days’  time?  The distinction between the use of the aorist and

present tenses in the imperative as described by Blass and Debrunner offers no help:  ‘In

general precepts concerning attitudes and conduct there is a preference for the present,

in commands related to conduct in specific cases for the aorist.’ 313

As with his treatment of John 20, Smeaton makes nothing out of the recognisable

connection of Ezekiel 37314 to Genesis 2:7, though he refers to the cleansing aspect of

Ezekiel’ s portrayal of the Spirit in chapter 36:25-7.315  It is a connection that is not

always commented upon.316  Bock notes the connection suggesting that they both have a

‘theologico-anthropological function’ ,317 whereas Eichrodt places the emphasis on the

different function of the God-breathing in each case (in Genesis it is to distinguish

humanity from all the other created beings, but in Ezekiel it is portrayed as a ‘major

offensive against forces of death’ ).318

The clear and obvious connection between John 20 and Genesis 2 would support

Smeaton (though he chooses not to make use of it much); irrespective of whether the

                                                
311 Wuest (1961) p.221.  Wuest’ s article is concerned with verbal inspiration, hence he argues for the
importance of considering even the tense and mood.
312 Wallace (1996) pp.714-21.
313 Blass, Debrunner and Funk (1961) p.172.
314 Smeaton (1997) p.41.
315 Smeaton (1997) pp.40f. and 183f.  The latter is used in his interpretation of Jn.3:3-6, see p.75 above.
316 E.g. Block (1998) and Eichrodt (1970) do, but Taylor (1969) and Greenberg (1997) do not.
317 Block (1998) p.379.
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Spirit is given immediately or later, the reality behind the symbolism remains.  A part of

Carson’ s argument would weaken the connection by denying the parallelism of the

common phrase ‘breath upon’ , but this interpretation makes Jesus’  breathing a mere

incidental narrative detail, which is odd when the connection with Genesis would so

readily be made.

1 Corinthians 15 and the Analogy to Christ

According to Smeaton it is the interpretation of 1 Corinthians 15:45 that has been the

cause, in history, for the lack of clear teaching on the indwelling Holy Spirit in Adam.

Because one of the central arguments for Smeaton’ s view is the analogy between Adam

and Christ as Spirit-filled individuals, any threat to the integrity of this analogy has to be

taken seriously.  The verse in question appears to have the characteristic of contrasting

(rather than comparing) Adam and Christ on the subject of being made a ‘living soul’  or

‘Spirit’  by a midrash319 of Genesis 2:7, the very verse that Smeaton claims describes the

indwelling of the Spirit.  Smeaton in his usual style dismisses the challenge in a few

sentences.  His tactic is to put the verse into the context of Paul’ s argument, i.e. into the

argument concerning the final resurrection of the saints and the nature of bodies after

the resurrection: ‘The apostle aims to show that there is a natural body and a spiritual

body, the one before the other; one inherited from the first man, the other received from

Him who is the quickening Spirit.’ 320

As noted previously, Calvin does not see the biblical argument as completely free of

tension, though the basic principle of regeneration renewing the image still holds.321  In

effect Calvin implies that the passage does differentiate between Adam and Christ with

respect to the presence of the Spirit, but this does not make any change to the doctrine

that the imago Dei was restored, implying that the Spirit is not a part of the image.  This

dichotomy becomes more evident in his commentary on 1 Corinthians, where at one

point Calvin notes, as Smeaton does, that the contrast is between the pre and post

                                                                                                                                              
318 Eichrodt (1970) p.509.
319 Dunn (1998) p.127 and Fee (1989) p.788.
320 Smeaton (1997) p.15.
321 See Calvin (1989) I p.164, quoted p.154 above.
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resurrection bodies.  This understanding of the text is also taken by Bull using very

similar language322 and Cocceius,323 but in Calvin’ s words:

Let the present quality of the body be called, for the sake of greater
plainness, animation; let the future receive the name of inspiration.  For
as to the soul’ s now quickening the body, that is effected through the
intervention of many helps; for we stand in need of drink, food, clothing,
sleep, and other things of a similar nature.  Hence the weakness of
animation is clearly manifested.  The energy of the Spirit, on the other
hand, for quickening, will be much more complete, and, consequently,
exempted from necessities of that nature.  This is the simple and genuine
meaning of the Apostle.324

Bull, as he argues for the Spirit dwelling in Adam, is much clearer, arguing that though

Adam’ s body was ‘animal’ , his soul was spiritual because the Spirit was present, and

the focus of the verse being the nature of the body and not the presence of the Spirit.

Calvin, however, on the next verse bases his argument on the assumption that the

distinction of the passage is between the created state of Adam and Christ / Christian:

From this you see, that we have living souls, inasmuch as we are men, but
that we have the life-giving Spirit of Christ poured out upon us by the
grace of regeneration.  In short, Paul’ s meaning is, that the condition that
we obtain through Christ is greatly superior to the lot of the first man,
because a living soul was conferred upon Adam in his own name, and in
that of his posterity, but Christ has procured for us the Spirit, who is
life.325

Yet, Calvin continues the next paragraph emphasising the assumption that what was

renewed through regeneration was existent in Adam prior to the fall:

Now as to his calling Christ the last Adam, the reason is this, that as the
human race was created in the first man, so it is renewed in Christ. I shall
express it again, and more distinctly: All men were created in the first
man, because, whatever God designed to give to all, he conferred upon
that one man, so that the condition of mankind was settled in his person.
He by his fall ruined himself and those that were his, because he drew
them all, along with himself, into the same ruin: Christ came to restore
our nature from ruin, and raise it up to a better condition than ever. 326

                                                
322 See Bull (1714) p.1175f. quoted p.96 above.
323 See Cocceius in Heppe (1978) p.248: ‘Adam’ s body required physical nourishment and was organised
for generation, neither of which pertains to a spiritual body.  Hence it is fixed “ that the first man had not
possessed CXHSCTUK�C so that he could not suffer corruption and die, nor had he a spiritual body, i.e. one
made alive by the power of the H. Spirit.”  ’
324 Calvin (1999a) on 1 Cor.15:44.
325 Calvin (1999a) on 1 Cor.15:45.
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So the same tension and basis for regeneration is seen in his commentary as in the

Institutes of Religion.

The meaning [of 1 Corinthians 15:49] accordingly will be this: “ As the
animal nature, which has the precedency in us, is the image of Adam, so
we shall be conformed to Christ in the heavenly nature; and this will be
the completion of our restoration. For we now begin to bear the image of
Christ, and are every day more and more transformed into it; but that
image consists in spiritual regeneration. But then it will be fully restored
both in body and in soul.” 327

These different aspects are evident in more recent commentators.  For example, in 1914,

Robertson and Plummer328 exclusively talk about the persons of Adam and Christ, but

more recently scholars have been wary of the perceived misuse of this passage in

theology.  NT Wright, for example, claims that his interpretation of the verse in the

larger context of the passage  ‘removes from v.45 much of the weight of christological

speculation which has often been heaped upon it, and which it has frequently been

unable to bear’ .329  Correspondingly, Adamic speculation has to be removed along with

the Christological speculation.  Wright writes:

The force of the verse is to say: “ this view of two-stage humanity,
[WEKMQ�L and RPGWOCVKMQ�L, coheres with the statement of scripture that
‘man became a living [WEJ� ’ : that was the first man, Adam, and his
humanity was not the end of the story,  there is now a new Adam, and he
has become a life-giving spirit.” 330

Paul’ s choice of vocabulary ‘which unfortunately is not easy to see in English because

of the inherent difficulty in translating some of the key words and concepts’ ,331 Dunn

attributes to Paul’ s skill in apologetics.  The scenario he gives is that of countering

                                                                                                                                              
326 Calvin (1999a) on 1 Cor.15:45.
327 Calvin (1999a) on 1 Cor.15:49.
328 Robertson and Plummer (1914).
329 Wright (1991) p.32.  Fee (1987), p.787 n.7, is even stronger: ‘A considerable amount of scholarly
energy has been expended on both vv.45 and 47 in terms of their christological implications.  But these
are quite beside Paul’ s point.’
330 Wright (1991) p.33.  Wright’ s theory places Christ as the ‘eschatological Israel’  – so that Paul looks
for the same aspects in Christ as his contemporary Jews were looking for in Israel or the anointed king.
‘That is to say, he has taken the traditional Jewish framework of the apocalyptic drama and battle, in
which the people of God are first surrounded by enemies and are eventually vindicated over them, and
has substituted Jesus and his people for Israel, and a string of nameless enemies, culminating in Death
itself, for Israel’ s political enemies.’  Wright (1991) p.28.
331 Fee (1989) p.787.
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Gnostics.332  Paul while ‘affirming that “ UC�TZ�MCK��CK�OC cannot inherit the kingdom of

God” ,333 distinguishes between UC�TZ and [WEJ� (synonymous and derogatory, contrasted

with RPGWOCVKMQ�L in Gnostic thought) and modifies and rehabilitates UY�OC with [WEKMQ�L

and RPGWOCVKMQ�L’ .334

There are others, who argue that the opponents of Paul were teaching ideas from

Hellenistic-Judaism, especially Philo.  Birger Pearson in his study on the terminology

used by Paul argues that [WEKMQ�L ‘is a “ gnostic”  term only when it is used in a gnostic

context and with gnostic intentionality’ .335  Nevertheless, ‘in the exegesis of Genesis 2:7

[by Philo] the germ of the contrast held out by the Corinthian opponents of Paul

between the RPGWOCVKMQ�L man and the [WEKMQ�L – EQK"MQ�L man’ 336 can be observed.  Even

if this view is correct, and it need not be established here,337 the argument of Paul in

such a scenario does not damage Smeaton’ s theory.  Pearson explains:

We can see at work …  a conflict of dualisms.  The opponents were
operating on a non-eschatological plane in dividing man’ s present
existence into a duality of heavenly-earthly, spiritual-psychic,
incorruptible-corruptible, immortal-mortal levels.  Paul can use the same
terminology, but employs it in a completely eschatological fashion, in
which a dualism of “ the present age”  and “ the age to come”  are the
principal factors.338

The affect of 1 Corinthians on Smeaton’ s anthropology is dependent on the comparison

it is making.  Smeaton’ s assessment coincides with the appraisal of modern biblical

theology, in that it is making no comment on the possession of the Spirit by individuals,

but on the two types of body.339  Therefore, despite Smeaton’ s cursory dismissal, he is

quite correct to see no threat from the passage to the analogical Adam-Christ argument

for his anthropological theory.

                                                
332 Such Gnostic language is found in documents from C.2nd and it is possibly anachronistic to read such
details in to 1 Corinthians.  However, Dunn is aware of this, see Dunn (1995) p.36 quoted later.
333 Dunn (1998) p.156 and 1Cor.15:50.
334 See Dunn (1998) pp.156f.
335 Pearson (1973) p.9.
336 Pearson (1973) p.20.
337 Horsley (1976) questions some of his arguments, especially the connection with Gen.2:7 (on p.271),
but still understands Philo as the starting point to comprehending the Corinthian’ s views.
338 Pearson (1973) p.26.
339 Or as an older commentator writes: ‘Adam communicated natural life to his posterity, but from Christ
we have the Spirit.’  Manton H (1870) p.466.
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Analogy in the ‘Image of God’

There is a fundamental weakness to the analogical argument: no one, Smeaton included,

makes Adam identical to Christ in his constitution, even apart from the obvious factor

of Christ’ s divine nature.  Philip Hughes, at the outset of his book on the imago Dei,

emphasises that Adam was created in the image and after the likeness, whereas Christ is

the image.340  Having established that there is a difference, it has to be asked is it one of

degree or one of nature – quantitative or qualitative?  One difference has already been

noted, namely, that Christ was filled with the Spirit so much that he could dispense him

to others, whereas Adam was indwelt to a lesser extent.  On the other hand, it could be

argued that the indwelling Spirit is a new feature for redeemed humanity expressed in

its fullest extent by Christ.  To demonstrate conclusively that it was a difference of

degree, or quantity, it has to be shown that Adam did have the indwelling Spirit, which

is the problem in the first place.  However, if in most other aspects the analogy holds,

then it is not unreasonable to assume it will for this matter too, especially if it is

supported by other arguments.

An additional challenge to Smeaton’ s approach is provided by modern commentators

who do not find the source of the term ‘image of God’ , as applied to Christ, in Genesis,

at least not exclusively.  O’ Brien writing on Colossians 1:15, says:

Some have suggested it is difficult to separate Paul’ s depicting of the
risen Christ as the second man, the last Adam, from the view of Christ as
the image of God and the revealer of his glory…   But Genesis 1 alone
does not adequately explain the background…  On the other hand,
attempts to understand the meaning of Paul’ s statement against an
exclusively Greek background are not convincing either…   Rather,.. the
Hellenistic-Jewish texts of Proverbs 8:22 and Wisdom 7:25…  provide a
more convincing background.341

His argument is, that when Christ is called the image of God, the term is not referring

primarily or exclusively to an analogy with Adam, but to Christ as the revelation of

God, as is found in John 1:14 or Hebrews 1:3.

                                                
340 Hughes (1989) pp.15-23.
341 O’ Brien (1982) p.43.  Similarly Dunn (1996) p.89 ‘It is Christ in his revelatory and redemptive
significance who is the subject of praise here; “ the description is revelatory, more than ontological” .’
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Analogy of the Roles of Prophet, Priest and King

As noted earlier, Tertullian understood (as did Augustine342) that Adam was given the

role of prophet in Eden.  It is equally true that he was also acting in the roles of priest

and king in his service to God, tending the garden and exercising dominion over the

other creatures.  Within Reformed theology Christ has often been understood within the

framework of prophet, priest and king,343 roles that in Scripture are clearly linked to the

anointing of the one who is called to each task.  Jesus the Christ, ‘the anointed one’ , is

the one who is anointed with the fulness of the Spirit, and his arrival was the fulfilment

of the separate roles of prophet, priest and king of the Old Testament, who were

physically and symbolically anointed with oil, but were (when functioning correctly)

anointed or empowered by the Spirit.  Therefore, the analogy of the Spirit-filled Christ

as the prophet, priest and king, the Old Testament figures anointed with oil and

empowered by the Spirit, must bear some analogy to Adam the prophet, priest and king

of Eden.  Berkhof writes:

The fact that Christ was anointed to a threefold office finds its
explanation in the fact that man was originally intended for this threefold
office and work.344

Berkhof, however, does not follow the analogy on to details such as Spirit-anointing,

but Smeaton’ s theory makes room for this.

Analogy of Sonship

Kinnear’ s criticism of Smeaton’ s teaching on the fatherhood of God, specifically that it

does not properly start until sin is expiated for, was noted in the last section of chapter

three.  Smeaton’ s thinking on this subject was done against the backdrop of the

polemical debate between Robert Candlish and Thomas Crawford.  In his Cunningham

Lectures of 1864, Candlish had argued against the father-son relationship between God

and humanity on the basis of creation.345  The relationship is more complex, he

suggested, the only relationship ‘springing out of bare fact of creation’  is one of

                                                
342 ‘But very likely he might have understood the Scripture as testifying that God gave Eve his name
through Adam, as his prophet.’   Augustine (1994) vol. 5 p.287.
343 Although Smeaton makes little use of this: see Smeaton (1997) p.136 (quoted p.196 of this thesis).
344 Berkhof (1958) p.357.
345 Candlish (1866) p.105.
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‘preservation and benefaction’ .346  The fact that humanity was intelligent and

responsible deepens God’ s relationship to them to include moral rule and government,

with its concern about law and judgement, whereas aspects of friendship and fatherhood

are on a yet deeper level and do not occur by logical necessity from creation, but are a

matter of God’ s gracious discretion.

Candlish is keen to focus the debate on the ‘real and actual relationship of fatherhood

and sonship’ 347 between Adam and God.348  He agrees that God does display ‘fatherly’

attributes in his dealing with Adam, such as goodness, kindness and pity; however, he

argues, by using the term ‘fatherhood of God’  to describe these attributes, it reduces it

to little more than a figure of speech.  But Candlish goes further: noting that conferring

sonship is a gracious act, he writes,

I do not think that there is in either [natural religion or the word of God]
any trace of sonship constituted at creation ex gratia, any more than there
is of sonship constituted by creation ex necessitate.349

The redemptive economy expressed in the Bible, in Candlish’ s opinion, shows no

indication that humanity was in a relationship of sonship prior to regeneration:

If we sinned and fell as sons, I do not find anything, either in the Old
Testament types or in Christ’ s New Testament fulfilment of them, to
satisfy me that our case is met…   I am more and more persuaded …  that
the notion of the created state of angels and men being filial, not only
deranges the entire economy of legal and judicial government on the part
of the supreme God, but detracts from the dignity and destiny of these
intelligences, as originally made by the Son in his own image, and
detracts also from the glory of the Son, as making them in his own image,
with a view to their being ultimately sons, as he is himself.350

                                                
346 Candlish (1866) p.109.
347 Candlish (1866) p.114.
348 Candlish’ s views on the Holy Spirit and Adam are not expressed in Candlish (1866).  There is a hint in
Candlish (1872), pp.316f., that there might have been some connection.  In his discussion on the unity of
the Church he draws a parallel with Gen 2:7:  ‘So the Lord God forms the Church…  It is only some
baptism of the Spirit that can give living unity to the inert and dissevered dust of the ground.  It is only
thus that, in the person of the first Adam, man, formed of the dust of the ground, becomes a living soul… .
[Then after quoting 1Cor.12:13]  The one Spirit baptizes us into one body.’   In the following pages he
emphasises the constant need of believers to ‘drink into one Spirit’ , i.e. the continual indwelling work of
the Spirit in the Church.
349 Candlish (1866) p.119.
350 Candlish (1866) p.159.
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Crawford responded to Candlish’ s lectures, arguing that Adam was created in a filial

relationship towards God.  Sonship is not conferred through ‘causation in general’ ,351

but because Adam was created in the likeness of God, the connection implied by the

phrase in Genesis 5:3.  There is insufficient space here to discuss the arguments of

Crawford,352 but to merely notice that he ends up using the analogy of fatherhood with

four different relationships.  When comparing Adam and the redeemed, he explains:

Although the one and the same human analogy is employed …  we are not
thence to conclude that the two relations are identical, or that nothing
more is included in the one than a mere rectification or revival of the
other.  The sonship of believers has not only the original ground of
creation and of providence to rest upon, but the superinduced grounds of
discriminating grace, redeeming love, regenerating agency, and
covenanted promises.353

In a similar manner, and contra Candlish, Crawford wants to distinguish between the

sonship of Jesus and that of believers.  The relationship can be called ‘analogous’  or

‘equivalent’  but not ‘identical’ ; the difference is not merely accidental but essential.354

It has to be asked, what is the value of the analogy ‘fatherhood of God’  when it covers

relationships as diverse as that between God and his only begotten Son and that between

God and the unregenerate who remains condemned?  On its own the term would not

provide much illumination and would require a lengthy qualification or additional

description.

So how does Smeaton’ s theology compare with these discussions?355  Like Candlish,

the basic relationship between God and humanity is between the Creator and creation,

the Sovereign and his people, but unlike Candlish, Smeaton calls Adam a son.  In

contention with a Rationalist theology, in which God created Adam in a form less than

                                                
351 Crawford (1868) p.29.
352 These are based on: the genealogy of Lk.3:38 [p.35]; ‘Father of our spirits’  in Heb.12:9 indicating our
spiritual element is directly fathered by God [p.29]; the parable of the Prodigal Son [pp.43-7]; Jesus’  use
of ‘Father’  with general audiences, such as in the Sermon on the Mount or with the Samaritan woman
[pp.213ff.]; and God’ s dealings with Adam, e.g. on p.337: ‘ “ the announcement of a coming deliverer to
our first parents at the time when they received their sentence,”  was much more analogous to the conduct
of a loving father, than to the procedure of one whose only relation to them was that of a strict and
inflexible righteous judge’ .  In this quotation the dichotomy presented by Crawford precludes the
proposition of Candlish, that God is a righteous judge who acts with a fatherly tenderness.
353 Crawford (1868) pp.141f.
354 Crawford (1868) pp.160-4.
355 Smeaton does not refer directly to the controversy.
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his final idea for humanity with the aim of raising him to the fulness of his planned

design later, Smeaton writes:

And was he the object of divine complacency not only as the partaker of
a pure nature, but as a Son [sic.] who was then replenished, just as
redeemed men are again replenished, with the Holy Spirit?  …  We must
hold that man as he was formed not only corresponded to His idea as a
Son within the sphere of creaturehood, but was the temple of the Holy
Ghost.356

He goes on to explain the situation of humanity prior to the loss of the Holy Spirit and

the corruption of his nature:

(1) Man as a creature, but with a certain standing as a son in the beloved
Son, was the object of the divine complacency, though mutable; (2) His
soul was inwardly irradiated with the supernatural presence of the Holy
Spirit…   That man stood at first related to all the persons of the Trinity,
and bore the image of God, though mutably, upon his soul; that the Spirit
of Life filled him for a service of holy love, may be accepted as a
postulate.357

There appear to be two inter-related strands in these quotations: firstly, of divine image,

relationship with the Trinity and sonship, and secondly, of indwelling by the Spirit –

Adam was created a son and a temple.  There is a link between fatherhood and creation,

but not per se.  As noted in chapter three, Smeaton does not agree with universal

fatherhood on the basis of creation,358 and on this point Smeaton differs from Crawford.

He also differs in that even if Adam was a son his fallen descendants are definitely not.

Smeaton’ s scheme does put some strain on the analogy, in that sonship is lost (or

transferred) and then regained, whereas both Candlish’ s and Crawford’ s theories allow

the basic precept that one cannot really lose one’ s sonship – after all a father remains

ontologically a father even if alienated and legally separated from his son.  It might be

argued on behalf of Smeaton, however, that a father of a disinherited and alienated son

no longer calls himself by that title.

Though Smeaton describes Adam as a ‘son in the beloved Son’  he does not make it

clear why he uses this phrase, but it is likely that within his view of redemption being a

remedial action, the basis of sonship had to be the same in both situations, i.e. that

                                                
356 Smeaton (1997) p.12.
357 Smeaton (1997) p.16.
358 Smeaton (1997) p.206 cites 1Jn 4:10-12 and Jn 8:44.
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sonship is not a created thing but mediated from the ontological Son through the Spirit.

It does seem odd, however, that Smeaton did not provide a clear pneumatological

solution, as he does makes full use of Romans 8:15 and Galatians 4:6 to explain the

work of the Spirit in adoption, and referring to Matthew 5:45 notes that the Synoptists

connect adoption to the restoration of the divine image.359  It might be concluded that if

the presence of the Spirit ensures that the believer is a son, then the presence of the

Spirit in Adam would convey the same relationship; however, even in adoption

Smeaton does not want to make it the operation of the Spirit in isolation.

It is not some mere inward change produced by the operations of the
Spirit that the Father loves; He loves them in His Son, and extends to
them the complacency and favour which rests on Him.  This is the great
objective ground of their adoption and of their joint participation of that
love wherewith He loves the Son, as far as a created being, in virtue of
the federal and vital union, can share in it.360

As with Candlish, there is no adoption into sonship except through the objective atoning

work of Christ.  Obviously, in Candlish’ s thought it is redemption and adoption that are

in focus and not the situation of Adam, but it is possible that this fundamental emphasis

also coloured Smeaton’ s thoughts on Adam.  Smeaton perhaps found it unacceptable

that someone might have a filial relationship outwith the Son – hence Adam as ‘a son in

the Son’ .  This way of perceiving the sonship of Adam, and the fact that Smeaton does

not use a pneumatological description to explain Adam’ s filial position, means that he

does not make the use of federal pneumatology that he might have, but instead

establishes a parallel between Adam and the regenerate.

Spiritual Life and Death

Smeaton’ s argument regarding life and death ultimately hinges on two pivots.  Firstly,

the death penalty of the fall cannot be merely physical death; and secondly, life and

death in the New Testament are presented as the distinction between the regenerate and

unregenerate, i.e. the presence or absence of the indwelling Spirit.  The connecting link

between the two is found in Jude 19 by Smeaton, and bolstered by 1 Corinthians 2:14,

James 3:15 and Ephesians 2:12.361  Apart from the last reference, modern commentators

                                                
359 See p.78 above and Smeaton (1997) p.209.
360 Smeaton (1997) pp.209f.
361 Smeaton (1958) pp.164f., Smeaton (1997) p.177 [both editions wrongly cite Jas.4:15 instead of 3:15.]
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often link these verses together, and on occasions add 1 Corinthians 15 as a problematic

variation on the terms of [WEJ��/�[WEKMQ�L and RPGW�OC�/ RPGWOCVKMQ�L.362

How Jude 19 is understood depends largely upon who were the CXRQFKQTK�\QPVGL.  If this

rare word is translated along the lines of ‘those making a distinction’  this would indicate

a Gnostic style of opposition to Jude, and the terms [WEKMQ�L and RPGWOCVKMQ�L�would

accordingly require a Gnostic style interpretation.  This is Conzelmann’ s approach to

the terms,363 but this is generally thought of as anachronistic by commentators,364 some

of whom have looked to Hellenistic-Jewish Wisdom theology for an answer, though the

distinction here is between [WEJ�� and� PQW�L.365 This later view understands the

CXRQFKQTK�\QPVGL as those splitting the church in an elitist manner as in Corinth.

Bauckham, however, noting that there is little evidence of any parallel with the

Corinthian situation, finally despairs of finding any thread of development between Jude

and Paul,366 and is inclined to only look within Jude for the answer, i.e. the phrase

RPGW�OC�OJ��G�EQPVGL.367

This description [[WEKMQK���RPGW�OC�OJ�� G�EQPVGL], for Smeaton, encapsulates what fallen

humanity is, and this would seem an accurate assessment of the term in its New

Testament use.  Fee in his commentary fleshes out the term [WEKMQK� with a description

of the three features: the refusal to accept the things that come from God, on the basis

that it appears foolish, and that they are incapable of understanding it.  It is ultimately,

however, the lack of the Spirit that makes someone a [WEKMQ�L .368  Adam, originally, was

                                                
362 E.g. Hughes (1989) p.329 finds ‘a real difficulty’  in translating [WEKMQK�.  He notes the contrast with
‘spiritual’  in 1 Corinthians 2:14, James 3:15 and Jude 19 are the unregenerate, but with 1 Corinthians 15
he notes the contrast is with the ‘perishablity, humbleness and weakness of the present body’ .  He
suggests Phil. 3:20f. as the best exegetical key to the contrast.  Which, in effect, resolves the issue in the
same manner as Smeaton.
363 Conzelman (1975) p.67f. cf. Baukham (1983) p.105.
364 Dunn JDC (1995), p.36, writes, ‘A consensus was reached at the Messina Colloquium on the Origins
of Gnosticism in 1966 that the term Gnosticism (or Gnosis) should be restricted to the Gnostic systems
which first emerged in the second century.’
365 The discussions of Pearson (1973) and Horsley (1976) appear to be the standard works on the
discussion, e.g. Fee (1987) p.116, Bauckham (1983) and Neyrey (1993) p.87.  See section on 1
Corinthians on p.167 of this thesis.
366 Contra Bigg (1902) p.339 who understands Jude as consciously using the Pauline expression, and
Pearson (1973), p.13: ‘Jude has wrested the term from his opponents [assumed as Gnostic] and used it
against them.’
367 Bauckham (1983) p.106.
368 See Fee (1987) pp.116f.
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not to be described in the terms used by Fee (or Smeaton) of the [WEKMQK�, so he has

more in common with the RPGWOCVKMQ�L.  Though that is far as one can go since Jude and

Paul were only comparing the unregenerate with the regenerate; using these texts as

hermeneutical keys the major variable in the equation is the indwelling Spirit.  The

difficulty of this logic is that it fails to consider the hypothetical option that uncorrupted

human nature might have been able to commune with God without the indwelling of the

Spirit.

Smeaton’ s approach is to equate Jude’ s [WEKMQ�L�and RPGWOCVKMQ�L with Genesis’  [WEJ�

[ YS�Q� ] and RPGW�OC [ [�:U ] (or RPQJ��[ KP
Y
Q! ] in the case of Genesis 2:7) respectively.  As

far as [WEKMQ�L goes the fit is a good one.  Smeaton and the Fathers use the term ‘animal’

to describe the linguistic family of [WEJ� 369 and it is a feature of the animal kingdom in

Genesis.370  In addition, Jude equates the reasoning of his opposition to that of animals

in verse 10, and in both Genesis and Jude this term is associated with the basic, or

lower, life common to all animate creatures.  For an individual to be entirely

encompassed by this term is indicative of an impoverished life, relying entirely on the

sensuous as a guide, just as animals do.  In the New Testament, to rise above this

requires the presence of the Holy Spirit; in Genesis the difference is the KP
Y
Q! breathed

in by God.  The parallel is close and it does not require a large step to get to Smeaton’ s

more clearly defined theory.

Can Adam be described as spiritual and not be in possession of the Spirit?  Not by New

Testament standards, of course, but if one comes to the problem from a diachronic

perspective, denying any sensus plenior reading of the Old Testament, the fully

developed idea of Smeaton (or that of Jude or Paul for that matter) was probably not in

the mind of the author of Genesis.  Nevertheless, as soon as the progressive nature of

biblical revelation is acknowledged, it opens the way to ask if the prototype of the New

Testament theology is present in Genesis.  The close parallel between the concepts and

most of the terms prevents an immediate dismissal of the idea, and far from creating

                                                
369 Via Latin anima -ae – wind, air, breath, life, soul, mind, ghost, spirit; animal – animal; animalis –
(adj.) of air, animate; animus -i – mind, soul, consciousness, reason, thought, opinion …  spirit …  [see
Kidd (1957)].  Though Irenaeus’  [WEKMQ�P is translated ‘animal’  in the 1994 edition of ‘Against Heresies’ ,
it is translated animale in Irenaeus (1882) p.1153.
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difficulties the Smeaton-theory can supply a simple answer to questions such as how

Adam could have a close relationship with all the Trinity, or how the term ‘spiritual’

applied to Adam as the imago Dei can be defined with respect to the Holy Spirit when

compared to its use in the New Testament.

Conclusions

This chapter has made a brief study of those whom Smeaton cites and found his claim

for historical support is worthy of serious consideration.  In fact there is some basis for

arguing that he understated (rather than overstated as Madsen claims371) the case for the

historical support of his view of the relationship between Adam and the Holy Spirit.

The key biblical texts and arguments that surround this topic were also investigated.

While there are no explicit and incontrovertible biblical statements to the effect that the

Spirit indwelt Adam, the cumulative data would seem to at least not to prohibit such an

interpretation, but rather agree with it.  In the next chapter the pneumatology

surrounding the second federal head is discussed in light of the anthropological view of

Smeaton.

                                                                                                                                              
370 Gen.1:21 and 24.
371 Madsen (1974) pp.75f.
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CHAPTER 5 – THE HOLY SPIRIT AND JESUS

This chapter aims to analyse Smeaton’ s pneumatology vis a vis the person and work of

Christ, as revealed in the incarnation and the atonement. The aim is, in accordance with

the thesis, to develop an understanding of the Spirit’ s involvement in the Christology of

Smeaton to show that he presents a federal pneumatology, by seeking to question and

develop the issues raised by the survey of Smeaton’ s theology in chapters two and three

of the thesis.  There are a number of pertinent points of the thesis to be discussed,

namely: the role of the Spirit in relating the two natures of Christ, and Christ’ s

experience of human existence; how the Spirit relates to the federal constitution of the

human race as revealed in Christ; and the relationship between the Holy Spirit and

Christ in the work of the atonement, especially concerning the priority of the persons.1

The Holy Spirit and the Two Natures in Christ

The Reality of Christ’ s Human Nature

Smeaton, as noted previously, admired Anselm’ s argument in Cur Deus Homo for its

demonstration of the absolute necessity of the atonement, but found fault with it in its

reticence to accept the depth of the humiliation of Christ as a mediator under the law.

Smeaton, in contrast, places great emphasis on the substitutionary work of the Mediator,

who as the ‘Son of Man’  bore the sin of fallen humanity in all its fulness throughout his

life, which included physical trials of hunger, thirst and tiredness, as well as the spiritual

‘soul-trouble’  in the week prior to the crucifixion.  The federal concept of the second

Adam in Smeaton’ s view necessitates the real humanity of Christ to have been lived in a

recapitulatory manner.  Having taken that stance, Smeaton’ s Christology has to deal

with the classic problem of how the two natures can be related with their diverse

attributes in one person.  He presents a solution in the work of the Holy Spirit.

This desire to emphasis the reality of Christ’ s human existence is typically Reformed,

and in light of Smeaton’ s other similarities with Owen’ s discussions on the Holy Spirit

and Christ (discussed later) it is not surprising to see a similar emphasis here:

                                                
1 Cf. last three point of thesis statement in Introduction.
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In the representation, then, of things anew to the human nature of Christ,
the wisdom and knowledge of it was objectively increased, and in new
trials and temptations he experimentally learned the new exercise of
grace.  And this was the constant work of the Holy Spirit in the human
nature of Christ.2

This sense of development in Jesus’  life is also observed in Smeaton’ s three-grade

anointing and in the details of his exegesis, especially with Luke 2:40.

Incarnation

The basis of Smeaton’ s theology concerning the relationship between the Spirit and the

Son is their closeness and conjoined mission in the atonement, but, as mentioned in

chapter three, Smeaton notes that there is one act that is purely the Son’ s, i.e. the taking

on of human nature.  Yet here too the Spirit plays a critical and essential role in the act

of incarnation.  While Christ alone takes human nature, it is only with the direct

assistance of the Holy Spirit that this is possible.

Smeaton, in his discussion of the Holy Spirit’ s work in the incarnation, works

exclusively with Luke 1:35.  On the basis of Luke 1:35, the Spirit from the moment of

conception was supplying the ‘endowments, capacities and gifts’  necessary.3  It must be

borne in mind, however, that Smeaton’ s purpose here was not to prove the scriptural

basis for the incarnation but to explore and describe the action of the Spirit.  His

introductory remark that this verse ‘contain[s] a brief description of the supernatural

conception’ 4 indicates that this statement was in his view the best summary of the role

of the Holy Spirit.5  Other supporting passages such as Matthew 1:18-20 or Hebrews

10:5 fail to provide the pneumatological connection that he wished to develop.

Smeaton is emphatic in his decision to translate the verse with C=IKQL (holy) as the

adjective of IGPPY�OGPQP (the child to be born).  That this is the correct resolution of the

grammatical ambiguity is far from clear, yet Smeaton argues that to translate it

                                                
2 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.170.
3 Smeaton (1997) p.132.
4 Smeaton (1997) p.129.
5 It is frequently used in discussions on the incarnation, e.g.: Calvin (2000) on Luke 1:35, Owen (1850-3)
vol. 3 pp.163 and 169, Turretin (1994) vol. 2 p.341 and Heppe (1978) pp.413 [Leiden Synopsis], 427
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otherwise ‘misapprehend[s] the grammatical construction, [and] eliminate[s] the truth

which the clause was intended to convey’ .6  This truth concerns the unity of the person

of Christ in his two natures, i.e. ‘the holy thing born of thee shall, in virtue of the

hypostatic union, be also called the Son of God’ .7  For Smeaton this statement did not

merely inform Mary of the Church’ s future understanding concerning Jesus, i.e. that he

would be seen to be holy and believed to be the Son of God, but it gives an ontological

statement of the incarnation.  The action of the Holy Spirit described in Luke 1:35a is

exegetically explained, he argues, by verse 35b: the Spirit as the executive of the Trinity

is instrumental in the act whereby the Holy One of God (who even with his human

nature will be recognised by believers as the Son of God) enters the womb of Mary.  In

the action of overshadowing, the Spirit prevents the incarnate Christ contracting Adam’ s

sin.  Before the issue of whether this verse can support such a theological load is

discussed, the importance of Smeaton’ s grammatical decision needs to be assessed.

Smeaton does not explain why ‘holy’  has to be adjectival, but possibly it is because it

lies immediately after�IGPPY�OGPQP, or because like Godet he was dissatisfied with the

alternative interpretation as an adjective in the predicative position.  Godet argues that

the verb with the predicate C=IKQL would be ‘to be’  and not ‘to call’  because it is not a

title.  This is confirmed, in his opinion, by the link through WB[K�UVQW to verse 32, which

would prevent any other predicate being applied to the title Son of God.  Therefore, it

should be interpretated as an adjective used substantivally.8  Marshall, taking the other

option, argues that ‘MCNG�QOCK usually follows the predicate’ .9  Plummer using the same

argument cites several examples.10  The closest example is Luke 2:23: C=IKQP�VY�^�MWTK�Y^

MNJSJ�UGVCK, where ‘holy’  is used at least as part of a title, and it is this verse in particular

that persuades Stein to take ‘holy’  as the predicate.11

                                                                                                                                              

[Heidegger], but generally in conjunction with other verses, though not always, e.g. Boston (1854)
p.389ff.
6 Smeaton (1997) p.130.
7 Smeaton (1997) p.130.
8 Godet (1878) p.93.
9 Marshall (1978) p.71.  Marshall does not give examples, but with the form MNJSJ�UGVCK��9 out of the 10
occurrences (other than Lk.1:35) have the title before.  The exception is Lk.1:60 the naming of John.  Of
other forms: MCNGK�VCK�– three had the titles after and two before; MCNGK�USCK�– two after and one had no
title associated.
10 Plummer (1922) p.25: Lk.2:[23]; Mt.2:23; 5:9, 19.



183

Geldenhuys uncritically following the RSV translation of ‘holy’  as predicate, says that

‘He will, in His humanity, reveal Himself as a divine Being …  [and] will be free from

all taint of sin’ .12  The entirely future focus is evident; this is a statement about what the

child will reveal himself to be.  Of course, by implication, what is revealed in the future

is what he actually is, a point that Geldehuys emphasises: ‘It should be noted that he

does not say …  Jesus will become the Son of God.’ 13  This verse in the hands of a

theologically like-minded individual to Smeaton results in similar theology irrespective

of the grammatical decision, only with a different nuance.  Smeaton overstated the

grammatical necessity to translate ‘holy’  as a substantive adjective, but his grammatical

decision suits the theological point he wants to bring out, that the second person of the

Trinity assumed a sanctified human nature, through the power of the Spirit.  He believed

that the verse taught about the ontological fact of God becoming man rather than about

the nature of the God-man Jesus about to be revealed.

The parallel between Luke 1:35 and Genesis 1:2 is noted by many commentators, but

the anarthrous RPGW�OC� C=IKQP causes some debate.  Plummer, for example favours an

interpretation of RPGW�OC�C=IKQP�as an impersonal ‘creative power of God’  in both cases:

‘It is spirit not flesh, what is holy and not what is sinful, that is to produce this effect in

her.’ 14  In Smeaton’ s scheme such distinctions are invalid, for things not flesh but spirit

are from the Holy Spirit, and he is not alone in this conclusion; for most other

commentators this verse does refer to the third person of the Trinity.  The phrase RPGW�OC

C=IKQP is anarthrous because it refers to a person.15

While Smeaton gives little reasoning and shows little allowance for other opinions, his

final interpretation is justifiable, and he is not alone in obtaining these conclusions from

Luke 1:35.16  Therefore, Smeaton’ s account of the incarnation is not unusual, but by

including the doctrine of the incarnation within pneumatology he emphasises the

                                                                                                                                              
11 Stein (1992) p.85.
12 Geldenhuys (1950) p77.
13 Geldenhuys (1950) p77, italics his.  He is countering the idea that Christ was not pre-existent as the Son
of God based on the future tense MNJSJ�UGVCK.  Smeaton too mentions these views of ‘Unitarians’  and
Calvin of ‘heretics’  in their exegesis (Calvin (1989) I pp.420ff. counter Servetus).
14 Plummer (1922) p.24.
15 As per Wallace (1996) p.245.
16 See Calvin (2000a) on Lk.1:35, Boston (1854) pp.396-400 and Heppe (1978) pp.426f citing Calvin,
Heidegger and Olivian.
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essential role of the Holy Spirit.  In summary, the presence and action of the Spirit are

essential for two major reasons.  Firstly, they explain why Jesus was without sin and

outside the Adamic covenant, and yet the second Adam.  The Spirit, in an act

reminiscent of creation, produces Christ’ s human nature and ensures its sanctification.

Secondly, it is through the work of the Spirit that the unity of the person of Christ is

maintained in his duality of natures.

Christ’ s Knowledge and Development

The reality of Jesus’  human nature and his being ‘made like to His brethren’ 17

necessitates the understanding that he grew in knowledge through childhood.  Smeaton

notes the apparent contradiction of a divine person developing, but argues that, in

principle, ‘perfection is compatible with progress in created nature’ .18  It is a difficulty

in our perception rather than an impossibility per se, for there is room for a perfect

created being to progress (e.g. from a perfect child to perfect man).  His explanation is

based on Luke 2:40 (using a debated text, i.e. the inclusion of the word RPGW�OCVK, which

does not appear in the UBS4 text19), which ‘ascribe[s] to the Spirit all the progress in

Christ’ s mental and spiritual development’ .20  This verse refers primarily to Christ’ s

human nature, yet in accordance with the earlier discussion, a measure of it was related

to the whole person:

The Spirit was given to Him, in consequence of the personal union, in a
measure which no mere man could possess, constituting THE LINK
between the Deity and humanity, perpetually imparting the full
consciousness of His personality, and making Him inwardly aware of His
divine Sonship at all times (Luke ii.49)…  His human nature had no
distinct personality, nor any self-directing principle, apart from the
personal union.21

                                                
17 Smeaton (1997) p.133 cf. Heb.2:17.
18 Smeaton (1997) p.133.
19 6Q��FG��RCKFK�QP�JW�ZCPGP�MCK�� GXMTCVCKQW�VQ�RNJTQW�OGPQP�UQHK�C^��MCK��EC�TKL�SGQW��J P�GXR8�CWXVQ�¦  Lk.2:40
UBS4.  Despite Smeaton’ s claim that his reading has a preponderance of authority in its favour, neither
the UBS nor Metzger (1994) make any mention of the variant reading at all.  Neither does Marshall, who
writes on p.125, ‘A reference to the Spirit might have been expected (as in 1:80), but wisdom is singled
out in view of the following narrative.’   As Smeaton’ s choice is in alignment with the Authorised
Version, it does seem strange that there is no debate at all in UBS, Metzger or Marshall.  However Darell
Bock (1994), p.258, notes the AV is supported by some mss. [A, 3, [, 053, f1, f13, Byz, some It., Syr.]
but dismisses it as a harmony of 1:80 and 2:40.  He also notes Godet (1875): 1.145 rejects it as a gloss
despite often favouring Byzantine readings.
20 Smeaton (1997) p.133.  Owen (1850-3) vol. 3, p.169, makes the same use of Lk.2:40, without
acknowledging any textual difficulties.
21 Smeaton (1997) p.133.
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Smeaton’ s answer is to note the hypostatic union in Christ, and the fact that, in the same

passage of Luke, Jesus had knowledge that he had not acquired as a child.  He accounts

for this by saying that it was ‘in Spirit’  that Jesus obtained this wisdom.  On the basis of

the union of the Son with human nature, the Spirit was able to impart the knowledge of

his divine Sonship to the human consciousness of Jesus.

Executive between Natures

It is at this point that Smeaton makes the statement, which was highlighted and

condemned by AA Hodge, referred to in chapter three.  It is not an isolated statement,22

but the key to Smeaton’ s theory as to how the two natures can be united in Christ: later

Smeaton writes,

The operations of the Son of God upon His human nature were effected
by the Holy Spirit, as the immediate efficient cause of its existence, and
the source of its fitness for the accomplishment of the great work for
which the Son of God had assumed human nature.23

It is not clear what exactly Hodge’ s complaint is, and his work Outlines of Theology and

Evangelical Theology do not throw any light on the subject.24  Does he feel, perhaps,

that Smeaton has probed too far into the workings of the hypostatic union,

overemphasising the separateness of two natures, so giving a Nestorian tone to the

sentence?25  If Smeaton was aware of Hodge’ s views, he was unmoved by them and in

the second edition he alters nothing, but merely bolsters his comment with a long

quotation from one of Bishop Horsley’ s sermons.26  It is also noticeable that Benjamin

                                                
22 See Smeaton (1991b) p.390.
23 Smeaton (1997) p.138.
24 Hodge (1972) and Hodge (1976) respectfully.
25 Goddard (1953), p.116, is the only research to make any comment on Hodge’ s criticism.  But he does
not interact with it, only agreeing with some reservation with Hodge’ s comment, noting that Charles
Hodge says that the Holy ‘Spirit is the executive of the Godhead’ . Systematic Theology [Hodge (1960)] I
p.529.  But this like Smeaton’ s understanding of the order of the Trinity (quoted p.73) is more concerned
about the economic actions of the persons and not the relation between the natures of Christ.
26 Smeaton (1997) p.134.  Bishop Samuel Horsley of St Asaph (1733-1806) writes, ‘The unmeasured
infusion of the Spirit into the Redeemer’ s soul was NOT THE MEANS, BUT THE EFFECT, of its union to the
second person of the Godhead.  A union of which this had been the means had differed only in degree
from that which is, in some degree, the privilege of every believer.’   Horsley understood this to be
basically a Christian anthropological model, only Christ’ s divine nature meant that he was infinitely filled
with the Spirit.
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B Warfield does not make the criticism in his review of the second edition in the same

publication (Presbyterian Review).27

In context, Smeaton’ s statement is concerned about the ‘practical’  divine guidance

offered to Jesus as he lived as ‘very man’ .  Though Chalcedonian orthodoxy had firmly

established the teaching of the two natures of Christ as ‘without confusion, without

change, without division, without separation’  it failed to explain how these two natures

could coexist in unity when the attributes of each are so mutually exclusive – e.g.

omnipresence compared with local finitude, omniscience compared with ignorance and

learning.  Smeaton acknowledges the work of Leontius of Byzantium in his statement:

‘His human nature had no distinct personality, nor any self-directing principle (VQ�

JBIGOQPKMQ�P ), apart from personal union’ ,28 which steers theology well away from any

form of adoptionism, by stating that the human nature of Jesus did not exist at any time,

nor in any form, other than in the hypostatic union with the second person of the Trinity.

Extrapolating the idea encapsulated in the terms anhypostasis and enhypostasis,

Reformed theologians stated that Jesus was not formed from the combining of two

natures, but that the person of the Son united himself to human nature (not a man),

thereby only in a secondary (but nonetheless real and not docetic) sense uniting divine

nature and human nature:

A distinction must be made between the unio immediata between the
human nature and the person of the Logos, and the unio mediata of the
two natures which is mediated by the H. Spirit.  “ Direct union is between
the person of the NQ�IQL and the human nature; - indirect is between the
divine nature and the human”  (Wendelin, Systema I, xv, 3).29

Even with this further clarification to the Chalcedonian Definition, the challenge of

understanding how one person can be both divine and human, in light of the attributes

that define each nature, still remained.  In all likelihood, Smeaton would have been

aware of Alexander B Bruce’ s Cunningham Lectures of 1875 (republished in 1881) on

the Humiliation of Christ, in which Bruce looks at some length at the various proposed

solutions to this question.  Even at a cursory glance, Smeaton despite his enthusiastic

reading of Continental divines does not incorporate the Lutheran ideas.  While Bruce

                                                
27 See Warfield (1889) p.510.
28 Smeaton (1997) p.133.
29 Heppe (1978) p.431.
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identifies two schools, that of Brenz and Chemnitz,30 the details of their systems do not

need to be analysed here as the basic assumption of both (and in contrast to Reformed

views), that of communicatio idiomatum, is entirely absent from Smeaton.

By comparing Smeaton with Reformed theologians in the following paragraphs, his

own emphases can be identified.  Heppe in his analysis notes three categories or areas of

communication between the natures: communicatio gratiarum, communicatio

idiomatum and communicatio operationum.31

Firstly, there is the communicatio gratiarum consisting of the gifts or graces given.

This includes the honour given to the human nature by union to the Logos, such that it is

worthy of worship, but it also includes knowledge, will and power which are essentially

common to all humanity, and which Christ held at a greater level.  As Mastricht writes,

‘The Reformed carefully distinguish the gifts from the divine attributes.’ 32  These were

not given at once but throughout Christ’ s humiliation so as to allow the natural

development of his humanity, which matches Smeaton’ s teaching on Luke 2, and indeed

Keckermann, Mastricht and Wollebius use this same passage to illustrate the point.33

There appears here to be a conceptual overlap between the role of the Spirit in

communication between the two natures and his role in the anthropological model of the

perfect spiritual man.  If these communicatio gratiarum are common (though lesser) in

the Christian, they cannot be exclusively a direct result of the union of natures, but a

result of the indwelling Spirit.34  So Smeaton’ s anthropological model may give a more

convincing explanation, though in reality the two concepts in Smeaton’ s framework are

inseparable, both requiring the indwelling Spirit.  Bruce notes that the authors of the

Admonitio thought along similar lines: ‘they spoke of the wisdom and virtue of the

humanity of Christ, as qualities wrought in that nature by the Logos through His

Spirit’ .35  While Heppe’ s theological scheme says that the gifts are given throughout

Christ’ s humiliation, it does not explain how this is regulated.  At this point Smeaton’ s

pneumatology provides more detail, in that it is a direct work of the Spirit providing

                                                
30 See Bruce (1876) pp.106-51.
31 Heppe (1978) pp.434-47.
32 Heppe (1978) p.436.
33 Quoted in Heppe (1978) pp.435f.
34 See also Smeaton’ s quotation from Horsley’ s sermon in n.26 above.
35 Bruce (1876) p.160.
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Christ’ s human nature with the knowledge appropriate to the stage of his life and

mission.  Bruce is not entirely happy with this solution and asks:

Why should not the graces with which the soul of Jesus was enriched be
the direct result of the union of the Logos to the humanity; why this
round about way of communicating spiritual gifts through the Holy
Ghost; does not this form of representation tend to make the union of the
natures still more external – in fact, to make the divine factor in the union
superfluous, and so land us in a purely human personality?36

In his view the exact wording of the Admonitio remedies, or at least alleviates, the

disjunction found in many Reformed theologies by describing the attributes as

‘qualit[ies] wrought in His human nature by the Logos through His own spirit…  the

Spirit, whose gracious influences were poured into the soul of Christ, was the spirit

proceeding from the Logos’ .37  This is in effect what Smeaton is suggesting when his

additional comment is included: ‘But that we may not be engulfed in one-sidedness, it

must be added that the Spirit, according to the order of the Trinity, interposes His power

only to execute the will of the Son.’ 38  So rather than entering into speculation as AA

Hodge accuses, Smeaton is using the most balanced (in AB Bruce’ s opinion) of

Reformed approaches.

The second category deals with the more central problem of the incommunicable

attributes of divine nature and the attributes of human nature that are not compatible

with the divine.  It is with the so-called communicatio idiomatum that the difference

between Reformed and Lutheran is at its most extreme.  Whereas Lutheranism argues

that in the union of the natures the attributes are communicable between natures,

Reformed theology denies any direct transfer between the natures – a revisiting of the

Alexandrian and Antiochene themes only on the attributes rather than the two natures

themselves.39

                                                
36 Bruce (1876) p.161.
37 Bruce (1876) p.161.  Spirit is not capitalised here, but in a similar comment on p.160 it is.
38 Smeaton (1997) p.127, apparently made to compensate Owen, see p.190 below.
39 An analogy also made by Mark Elliot (2001) p.102, and David Wright (2001) p.127.  It is also a
revisiting of the polemics, caricaturing and misunderstandings in the debate between Nestorius and Cyril
[see account in Kelly (1968)], if Berkouwer’ s [(1954) pp.273-94] interpretation is accepted.
Nevertheless, having made some effort to draw the Reformed and Lutheran positions closer together,
Berkouwer still finds that they are fundamentally irreconcilable.  The discussion has moved on from
Chalcedon, but the same sorts of tensions are displayed.
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In practice Lutheran theology has concerned itself almost exclusively with the

deification of the human nature and not the humanisation of divine nature, and then

usually only limiting discussion to omnipresence, omniscience and power of life.40

Reformed theology, on the other hand, makes different distinctions, i.e. between the

abstract and concrete communication of attributes between the natures.  Abstractly there

cannot be any communication, e.g. the humanity of Christ cannot be said to be divine,

since to combine the properties in such a manner is to confuse and abolish the natures

and attributes; concretely there is communication, e.g. it can be said the man Jesus is

God, or even ‘in the strictest sense of the word we must say, that Christ the Son of

David is omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient’ .41  This communication is due to the

union of natures in one person and not any transfer between natures.  ‘Communication

of this kind [i.e. of attributes between natures] confuses or abolishes the natures and the

attributes and is nowhere found in Scripture.’ 42

It is into this category that Smeaton’ s controversial statement again speaks.  There is no

direct communication of attributes between the natures, so how then is the unity of the

person of Christ to be maintained?  How are the attributes of the divine nature

communicated to the concrete person so that the attributes of the human nature are not

overwhelmed?  As mentioned earlier, Smeaton, following Owen, notes that there is only

one act that is the Son’ s alone, viz. taking on human nature; all other acts are Trinitarian,

or at least co-operative between two persons of the Trinity, in this aspect of Smeaton’ s

theology.  This basic assumption of Smeaton is expressed in Owen’ s words: ‘All other

actings of God in the person of the Son towards the human nature [other than the

assumption of it] were voluntary’ ,43 i.e. everything else was done on case-by-case basis

with no automatic transfer of attributes.

As noted in chapter three, Smeaton appears to correct a perceived imbalance in Owen44

by stating that the Spirit only does the will of the Son.  If this is taken as a criticism of

                                                
40 Bruce (1876) pp.112f. of Brenz.  See Smeaton (1997) p.270, where he mentions briefly the Lutheran
teaching of the ubiquity of Christ’ s human nature for the sake of their theology of the Lord’ s supper,
which in consequence sidelines the work of the Spirit in the Church.
41 Heppe (1978) p.441.  Taken up by Puritans, e.g. Flavel (1968) vol. 1 pp.79f.
42 Wendelin, Collat. pp.69f. in Heppe (1978) p.441.
43 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.161.
44 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.160, see p.68 of this thesis.
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Owen it is unfair, as Owen himself makes the same point on a following page: ‘There is

no such division in the external operations of God that any one of them should be the

act of one person, without the concurrence of the others.’ 45  Applying this to the issue at

hand, the Spirit, as the executive of the Trinity by the will of the Father and Son,

controls the communication of the attributes from the divine nature.  Smeaton’ s claim is

straight from the pages of Owen:

The Holy Ghost ... is the immediate, peculiar, efficient cause of all
external divine operations…   Whatever the Son of God wrought in, by, or
upon the human nature, he did it by the Holy Ghost, who is his Spirit, as
he is the Spirit of the Father…  Now, all the voluntary communications of
the divine nature unto the human were, as we have showed, by the Holy
Spirit.46

A similar statement can be found in Goodwin:

The graces of Christ, as man, are attributed to this Spirit, as the
immediate author of them; for although the Son of God dwelt personally
in the human nature, and so advanced that nature above the ordinary rank
of creatures, and raised it up to a dignity and worth, yet all his habitual
graces, which even his soul was full of, were from the Holy Ghost.  The
Holy Spirit is therefore said to be “ given without measure.” 47

Where Reformed theology is criticised for dividing the person of Christ, Smeaton

counter-argues that the Spirit provides the unity.  Just as the Spirit provided the unifying

influence at the outset, at the incarnation, so he continues to do so throughout Christ’ s

ministry.

The third category of Reformed Christology is the communicatio operationum,  ‘i.e. the

alliance of the two natures for the mediatorial operations, in such a way that these works

proceed from the person of the God-man by the distinct effectiveness of both natures’ .48

It is in this aspect that Reformed Christology emphasises the unity of Christ, as

Zanchius demonstrates:

We believe and confess that so great is the strength of the union of the
(two) natures in the person of Christ, that first of all what Christ is or
does according to the divine nature the whole Christ is said to be or do;

                                                
45 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.162.  An expression of the principle opera ad extra trinitatis indivisa sunt.
46 Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 pp. 161, 162 and 175.  However, Owen (1850-3) vol. 1 pp.233-5 discusses the
communication between natures without any reference to the Spirit.
47 Goodwin (1863) vol. 6 p.50.
48 Mastricht, V,iv,13 in Heppe (1978) p.445.
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and on the other hand what he is and does or has suffered according to
the human nature the whole Christ, the Son of God, God, is said in the H.
Scriptures to be, to do or to have suffered – since the natures too,
although distinct, are yet joined in the one person Christ.49

Thus expressed, it is merely a restatement of the Reformed understanding of the real

communication of attributes from the natures to the concrete person of Christ.  It is in

the concrete person that the unity of Christ is found: not in confounding the natures, but

in recognising that the natures are hypostatically united, and that each contributes to the

mediatorial role of Christ.  That Smeaton incorporates this teaching into his theology is

clear from his works on the atonement, where he argues that the substitutionary nature

of the atonement meant that Christ had to be both divine and human.  While Smeaton

does not use the category of communicatio operationum, the concept is central to an

efficacious atonement: ‘The two natures of our Lord actively concurred in every

mediatorial act.’ 50  How the Holy Spirit is related to this category is not to be

understood from the work of the Spirit with respect to the two natures, but of the

conjoined mission of the Spirit with the God-man.  This is similar to Turretin’ s

approach where he notes two of the three categories defined by Heppe at the start of his

discussions on the communication of attributes between the natures of Christ.51

Turretin does not mention the third category, but in the next chapter52 he goes on to

argue that the divine and human natures were essential for the atonement, just as

Smeaton does, which in effect agrees with Heppe’ s communicatio operationum.

In the light of this, it is difficult to understand what AA Hodge, as a Reformed

theologian, found so objectionable in Smeaton’ s statement.  He was clearly conversant

with Bruce’ s work, following its analysis of Lutheran theology and quoting from it in

his Outlines of Theology,53 and Owen’ s works, which specifically mention the Spirit as

the one who deals with the communication of attributes between natures; and yet,

presumably, he did not see the same sin in their writing.  While Smeaton’ s views

display an advance in detail over many Reformed Christological explanations, they are

                                                
49 Zanchius p.70 in Heppe (1978) p.445.
50 Smeaton (1997) p.127.
51 Turretin (1994) vol. 2 p.321.
52 Turretin (1994) vol. 2 pp.332-4.
53 Hodge (1972) pp.384f.
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not totally unique, nor is it an unreasonable attempt to explain how the incarnate Christ

(as understood in Reformed Christology) can function.

David McIntyre (1859-1938)

The emphasis on the Spirit’ s unifying role in Christology is found in another Scottish

theologian, David McIntyre, and even though he does not cite Smeaton, it is highly

likely that he would have been aware of Smeaton’ s thinking on this matter.  He had

commenced his studies at New College,54 before completing them in London and being

licensed there in 1886.55  A Mr MacIntyre appears with a ‘satisfactory’  comment in

Smeaton’ s reports for his Junior and Senior classes for the year of 1884-5, which would

agree with the chronology of McIntyre’ s life, and was just two years after Smeaton had

given his Cunningham Lectures.

In his book Christ the Lord, working from the Augustinian view of the Trinity of ‘the

Divine Spirit as the Bond of Oneness in the Godhead’ ,56 McIntyre moves quickly

through the concepts of the Spirit as the ‘unifying Agent’ 57 in creation and as the one

who unites the redeemed to Christ.  Then, basing his argument on Luke 1:35 (as

Smeaton does) he concludes:

It seems in harmony with Scripture to suggest that, from the first point of
our Lord’ s manifestation in flesh, the Holy Spirit, mediating between the
natures, empowered His action and determined His procedure.58

He continues:

The Son did nothing of Himself, spoke nothing of His own initiative.  But
the Father (through the Spirit) taught him what He should say and what
He should speak, disclosed to His knowledge the actings of the Father,
and empowered Him to share in them.  Those words of Jesus which
pierce to the dividing of soul and spirit, those mighty works which
brought heaven down to earth and cast Satan from his seat, were
accomplished through the working of the Holy Ghost.  And may we not
believe that it was through this divine ministration that our Lord’ s
consciousness grew to be reminiscent of His home in the Eternal Love?59

                                                
54 Lamb (1956) p.220 and Needham (1993) p.517.
55 He returned to Scotland in 1891, to assist Andrew Bonar and in 1913 became the Principal of the Bible
Training Institute in Glasgow.
56 McIntyre (1932) p.160.
57 McIntyre (1932) p.161.
58 McIntyre (1932) p.162.
59 McIntyre (1932) p.163.
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This concept lessens some of the difficulties of Christology according to McIntyre.

Firstly, it can explain the ‘nescience’  of Jesus:

If, then, we believe that the Divine Spirit veiled that good hour [of the
parousia] from the sight of the Son during his life in the flesh, we cease
to be sensible of any contradiction between our faith and the Gospel
record.60

Secondly, it assists in the comprehension of Christ as having two wills, and resolves it

in a manner similar to Smeaton’ s Spirit-anthropology:

But if we reflect upon the Spirit of God as energising in the manner
which we have indicated, we think of the Man Christ Jesus, who was in
all points made like unto his brethren, as of one who passed his earthly
life in a relation analogous to that in which the redeemed of the Lord find
their true being.61

Thirdly, it deals with the difficulty of the Creator and Sustainer of the universe being

simultaneously a genuine human child.  While Calvin’ s answer merely denies the

errors,62 with this additional teaching on the Spirit, McIntyre argues, theology can move

away from ‘two distributing centres’ , or Logos in carne and Logos extra carnem,63 to a

‘simplicity of Christ’ .  Finally, he suggests it is the only way to account for the genuine

nature of Christ’ s earthly experiences, and sums up:

The Spirit, who was the Great Efficient in the Incarnation, who was the
Supreme Energy in word, in act, and in the sacrifice of the Lord; who
was bestowed upon the Church as the very Spirit of the Risen Redeemer,
was (may we be permitted to say?) the Bond of Union between the divine
and human natures of the Son; conferring guidance, control, illumination,
power, upon the Son of Man.  The only enlightenment which Scripture

                                                
60 McIntyre (1932) p.164.
61 McIntyre (1932) p.165.
62 McIntyre (1932), p.166, quotes Institutes II.xiii.4.
63 Not terms defined by Muller, but derive from the Logos non extra carnem – ‘The logos is not beyond
the flesh; a postulation of seventeenth-century Lutheran orthodoxy opposed to the extra calvinisticum of
the Reformed.  The phrase arises out of the distinctive Lutheran view of the communicatio idiomatum…
The Calvinistic extra [extra calvinisticum]; [being] a term used by the Lutherans to refer to the Reformed
insistence on the utter transcendence of the human nature of Christ by the second person of the Trinity in
and during the incarnation.  The Reformed argued that the Word is fully united to but never totally
contained within the human nature and, therefore, even in incarnation is to be conceived of as beyond or
outside of (extra) the human nature...  against the Lutherans, the Reformed interpreted the extra
calvinisticum in terms of the maxim Finitum non capax infiniti, the finite is incapable of the infinite.  In
other words, the finite humanity of Christ is incapable of receiving or grasping infinite attributes such as
omnipresence, omnipotence, or omniscience’ .  Muller (1985) pp.180 and 111.
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seems to offer upon this Union, often named “ the crux of Christology”  is
this mediation by the Spirit.64

As in Smeaton, Owen’ s work on the Spirit is influential in McIntyre’ s thinking; indeed,

the very same sentences that have been noted in connection with Smeaton recur.  The

heading-text for this chapter of McIntyre is taken from Owen: ‘All the voluntary

communications of the divine nature unto the human (in Christ) were…  by the Holy

Spirit.’ 65  In an earlier chapter, an argument is based on Owen’ s premise that, ‘the Holy

Ghost is the immediate, peculiar, efficient cause of all external divine operations’ .66  So

it would appear that McIntyre, as one of Smeaton’ s pupils, embodied his teacher’ s

views in his own theology.

The Holy Spirit in the Federal Humanity of Christ

Having investigated Smeaton’ s understanding of Christ’ s two natures and the role of the

Spirit in the unity of his person, this thesis turns its attention to how this relates to the

anthropological model of Christ as the second Adam.  As previously noted in the

discussion on the communicatio gratiarum, there is some conceptual overlap between

Smeaton’ s theory on the two natures and his anthropology.  This is confirmed by the

two reasons Smeaton gives, at the beginning of his lecture, to show the ‘constant agency

of the Spirit on Christ’ s humanity’ ,67 i.e. the anthropological model of Genesis 2:7 and

the nature of the incarnation.

This overlap appears to be more deliberate and considered when Smeaton firstly notes

the presence of the Spirit in Christ is due to his work as the second Adam in the image

of God (i.e. anthropological):

The soul of Christ …  was filled with actual communications of the Spirit
…  as were necessary in the experience of Him who came as the second
Adam, with the image of God restored in all its fulness.  He who made
man a temple of God at first, and who restoring it in the Incarnate Son,
was incessantly active in conferring every conceivable gift.68

                                                
64 McIntyre (1932) p.168.
65 McIntyre (1932) p.160 cites Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.175, the missing words are ‘as we have shown’
which refer back to the discussion from which Smeaton quotes on the same theme.
66 McIntyre (1932) p.64 quoting from Owen (1850-3) vol. 3 p.161.
67 Smeaton (1997) p.123.
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Then on the following page he clearly attributes the giving of the Spirit to the personal

union of the Logos with human nature (i.e. the incarnation):

The Spirit was given to Him, in consequence of the personal union, in a
measure which no mere man could possess, constituting the link between
the Deity and humanity, perpetually imparting the full consciousness of
His personality, and making Him inwardly aware of His divine Sonship
at all times (Luke ii.49).69

This overt use of both the incarnation and anthropology to argue that Christ possessed

the Spirit shows that Smeaton understood the twin ideas as complementary, and thus the

combination of divine person and human nature was not perceived as a paradox to be

overcome, but displayed God’ s design and planning.  Smeaton could say, both, that

Jesus as true man was filled with the Spirit (just as Adam was or any Christian is, except

more fully), and that because he is a divine person, incarnate, he possessed the Spirit in

a unique way amongst humanity.  The concept of the Spirit-indwelling forms in effect a

unifying principle and not a contradiction, since at the very outset humanity was

designed to be indwelt by the divine; thus when the second person of the Trinity

assumed human form, the third person was able to be present without compromising the

incarnation.  There is no deification of humanity, as anthropologically there is no

change to human nature per se; it is sanctified and guided by the divine person, but

without any intrinsic change.  Similarly, as discussed above, the divine nature

accompanied by the Spirit does not change the human nature, unlike in the Lutheran

scheme.

Christ’ s Anthropological Uniqueness and the Three-Grade Anointing

The argument by analogy used by Smeaton to demonstrate that Adam had the Spirit is

weakened by the fact that Christ was unique:

But with Christ it was wholly different.  The infinite fulness of the Spirit
which was given to Him was constant and uninterrupted, and the result of
the hypostatic union.70

                                                                                                                                              
68 Smeaton (1997) p.132.
69 Smeaton (1997) p.133. See also Smeaton (1997) p.38.
70 Smeaton (1997) p.45.
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From the moment of the incarnation, Christ was filled with the Spirit in a manner

unique and not to be exactly equated with the ‘idea of man’ .  This need not be fatal to an

anthropological parallel; in fact if a different anthropology is used the question has to be

asked, How can Christ’ s human experience be in any sense real when so filled with the

Spirit?  Smeaton’ s anthropology provides the answer that real human existence includes

the enjoyment of the Spirit’ s presence.  The question remains, however, if an infinite

filling of the Spirit occurs because of the hypostatic union, does this not place Christ on

a different level to the rest of humanity?  Smeaton does not explicitly answer this,

though his theory concerning the Spirit and Christ’ s two natures might provide an

explanation.  The reality of Jesus’  human experience as the second Adam and sin-bearer

is clear in Smeaton: even though Christ is indwelt with the Spirit with a unique fulness,

it is in an entirely human manner.  By implication this infinite fulness, due to the

hypostatic union, must be in some way connected with, and contained within, the divine

nature.  Therefore, in effect, the picture presented is of the Spirit indwelling both

natures as far as is appropriately possible for each, and acting as the executive of

communication between them.  Therefore, the three grades of Spirit-anointing refer to

the anthropological model, as the divine nature is full of the Spirit ontologically.71

The second grade of anointing in Smeaton’ s scheme continues to fit within the

anthropological model – i.e. an anointing for a specific task:

The full supply of the Spirit with which the Son was replenished from
His nativity, was shadowed forth by many anointings instituted in the
typical services of Israel, especially in the appointments to the three
principal functions – prophet, priest, and king.72

Though there was no more supply of the Spirit – full supply was from nativity – there

was a new level of communication.  The first anointing qualified Christ for the task, the

second equipped him for it.  Following his inauguration at baptism, ‘He could

communicate His miraculous power to His friends’ 73 and ‘the Spirit did not occasionally

                                                
71 Smeaton explains Christ’ s cry of dereliction in terms of Christ’ s personal and official capacities.
Ontologically and personally he was still the beloved Son, officially and voluntarily he was the troubled
sin-bearer.  See p.49 n.154 and Smeaton (1991a) p.158.
72 Smeaton (1997) p.136.
73 Smeaton (1997) p.137.
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reveal the will of God [as previous prophets] …   but evermore permanently dwelt in

Him to reveal the divine mind’ .74

The anthropological scheme, however, cannot be maintained in the third grade, Christ’ s

exultation, by equating it to saints in glory.  The parallel is maintained in one sense, as

Jesus is found resurrected in possession of a spiritual body, the first-fruits mentioned in

1 Corinthians 15:20; but when the role of the Spirit is incorporated into the picture the

analogy breaks down.  Smeaton portrays Christ as the dispenser of Spirit, which then

commences the age of the Spirit proper and the third anointing as the ‘culminating

point’  and ‘grandest display’  of Christ’ s exaltation.  Therefore, it is the work of the

God-man to bestow the Spirit, as no ‘mere servant’  could convey this gift of the divine

person of the Spirit, and it is only by the atonement that Christ has won the ‘RIGHT TO

SEND THE SPIRIT into the hearts of fallen men’ .75  The first two stages of anointing

explained how the reality of the human nature of Christ could exist in the divine person,

by the human nature receiving the necessary graces to carry out the mission, but a result

of the third grade of anointing, the ability to send the Spirit, is a prerogative of a divine

being.

Through the exegesis of three passages76 Smeaton establishes that ‘the gift of the Spirit

has a very close relation to the great fact of the atonement’ .77  To understand these

passages correctly, argues Smeaton, ‘it is obvious that we must regard Him as the

second Adam …  [whose atoning work was] not less influential for good that was

Adam’ s act for evil, and brought back the Spirit in His fulness’ .78  The absolute

necessity of regarding Christ as second Adam in the full sense of federal theology

merely on the basis of these passages is questionable, as the passages themselves only

link the sending of the Spirit to Christ’ s death, resurrection and departure (to the exalted

state).  There is, however, certainly nothing that precludes the Reformed teaching of the

                                                
74 Smeaton (1997) p.138.
75 Smeaton (1997) p.143. Smeaton notes a precision in biblical language in that the Spirit is never said to
be ‘sent’  in the Old Testament (cf. comments on Ps.104:30 and Is.48:16 in Smeaton (1997) pp.10 and
36ff.)  This also provides one of Smeaton’ s evidences for the deity of Christ.
76 Jn.7:38f.; 14:16; 16:7.  Referred to on p.72 above.
77 Smeaton (1991a) p.351.
78 Smeaton (1991a) pp.343f.
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two Adams from being linked to these verses indirectly, and Smeaton probably desires

to draw out the full richness of federal theology in that the gracious substitutionary work

of the second Adam paved the way for yet more grace in the gift of the Spirit.

For Smeaton there is an intermeshing of the federal headship of Adam and Christ, the

substitutionary-recapitulatory atonement, and the loss and return of the Holy Spirit

caused by the actions of the two federal heads.  As noted above, the doctrine of the two

Adams and that of Christ as the Spirit-filled imago Dei are completely integrated, and

the redemptive change at rebirth is a real empirical spiritual change, brought about by

the second Adam:

For where a new supernatural element of life is introduced into fallen
humanity, and nature is not left to be wrought upon by a mere idea or a
system of thought, but animated from within by the Spirit of Him who
says: ‘I am the life,’  – humanity is in connection with the great archetype
to whose image we are predestined to be conformed.79

Indeed the doctrine of the perseverance of the saints depends on this combination of

theological theories:

The ground of that supply [of perservering grace] is that THE SECOND
ADAM STOOD; and in consequence of His finished work, they who are
effectually united to Him shall never finally forfeit the Spirit’ s
communications.  While many grounds and reasons may be mentioned
why Christ’ s disciples never fall away, the principal ground, based at
once on divine law and justice, is that the second Adam, by fulfilling the
conditions, and complying with all the requirements of the law, received
as His reward AN INEXHAUSTIBLE SUPPLY OF THE SPIRIT.80

The role of the Spirit in Christ’ s earthly life also has, in Smeaton’ s opinion, to be

comprehended within the federal framework.  Smeaton closely associates the Spirit with

Christ in his temptation and victory over Satan, and, citing Matthew 4:1 and Luke 4:14,

he notes that it is the Spirit who leads Christ to face temptation and that Christ returns

victoriously in the power of the Spirit.81  On this occasion Smeaton does not elaborate

on Christ as the second Adam, the federal head, overcoming where the first Adam had

                                                
79 Smeaton (1997) p.248.
80 Smeaton (1997) p.213.
81 Smeaton (1997) p.139.  Frequently but wrongly, says Ferguson, Christ’ s temptation is seen as
analogous to, or even a model for, the Christian life.  ‘His temptations constitute an epochal event.  They
are not merely personal, but cosmic.  They constitute the tempting of the last Adam...  In the power of the
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failed, whereas, in his earlier work on the atonement he deals with the temptation of

Christ as a recapitulation of the testing of the first Adam by Satan.82  Smeaton makes no

reference here to the work of the Spirit; nevertheless, the attack of Satan aimed ‘to

create a discordance between the two natures of our Lord, and thus frustrate the design

of their union’ .83  It is this union that the Holy Spirit is fully committed to, as the creator

of the human nature and the executive between the two natures.  In addition, the victory

of Jesus over the temptation of Satan is to be understood as ‘the counterpart of Adam’ s

temptation in the garden’ ,84 and not to be merely viewed as a preparatory act for the

atonement, but as an integral part of the substitutionary sin-bearing act of Christ.85  This

was part of the atoning act that made provision for the Spirit to be given to Christ’ s

people, and in light of this and Smeaton’ s comments in the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit,

the theological content of the two works can be combined to understand fully the federal

nature of Smeaton’ s pneumatology.  In his interpretation of ‘justified in the Spirit’  [1

Timothy 3:16], Smeaton links the Spirit with the two Adam framework in the matter of

the resurrection:

The …  interpretation, which I prefer, is, that He was put to death as a
public person, as the second Adam, under the charge of our imputed
guilt, and that as our Surety He was justified by the Holy Spirit when He
rose.86

Edward Irving (1792-1834)

Potentially, Edward Irving provides a tangible influence upon Smeaton, who, though

noting Irving’ s ‘excess’ 87 in attributing fallen nature to Christ, nonetheless argued that

the issue of Christ’ s experience of fallen life should not be missed.  Thus he evidences a

self-conscious attempt to develop a theology of the atonement that incorporates Irving’ s

reaction to those who place the emphasis exclusively upon the substitutionary death of

Christ.  In one important aspect the aims of Smeaton and Irving are aligned, i.e. the

reality of the humanity and human experience of Christ, and the recapitulatory effect of

his life.  This also extends beyond the reality of his suffering and temptation to the

                                                                                                                                              

Spirit, Jesus advanced as the divine warrior, the God of battles who fights on behalf of his people and
their salvation.’   Ferguson (1996) pp.48.
82 Smeaton (1991a) pp.139, 308f.
83 Smeaton (1991a) pp.308f.
84 Smeaton (1991a) p.139.
85 Smeaton (1991a) pp.135ff.
86 Smeaton (1997) p.90.
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experience of the Holy Spirit’ s presence, as two complementary components of Christ’ s

humanity.  For the purpose of this thesis the discussion is primarily concerned with the

pneumatological aspects, and not Irving’ s theory of redemption.

Smeaton and Irving both agree that Christ experienced three grades of anointing by the

Holy Spirit.  Irving writes:

Now, of this anointing there is a threefold act to be noticed in Christ’ s
life; the first being from the time of the existence of His body.88

They also both agree that Luke 1:35 details this first anointing, i.e. the preparation of the

human nature for the incarnation.  As Irving describes:

From the time that Christ was conceived by the Holy Ghost in the womb
of the Virgin was He both body and soul of man…   From which moment
also the Holy Ghost abode in Him and sanctified Him; so that He was in
very deed a holy thing from the beginning of His creature being.89

Their interpretation of the result of the Spirit’ s work, though, is different, despite the

similarity of the vocabulary of the last quotation with Smeaton.  Irving in his discussion

argues,

That Christ took our fallen nature is most manifest, because there was no
other in existence to take…  unless God had created the Virgin in Adam’ s
first estate, (which is a figment of Romish superstition,) it was impossible
to find in existence any human nature but fallen human nature.90

Nevertheless, Jesus’  case is unique amongst humanity:

He came by that part, not through connexion with Adam, but by His own
free will, and His Father’ s free will, and the free will of the Holy Ghost;
and thus original sin is avoided, though yet the body He took is in the
fallen state.91

The action of the Spirit in the incarnation is instrumental in ensuring that Jesus was

holy, just as in is in the theory of Smeaton, but Smeaton goes further in that the Spirit

ensures that Christ’ s human nature is also unfallen.  Nevertheless, the desire of Irving

                                                                                                                                              
87 Smeaton (1991a) p.136 cf. pp.123f.
88 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.126.
89 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.121. cf. Smeaton (1997) p.129-33.
90 Irving (1855) vol. 5 pp.115f.
91 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.160.
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and Smeaton to preserve the reality of Christ’ s human experience leads them both to

apply a Spirit-anthropology to Jesus.  Irving writes:

The Holy Ghost uniting Himself for ever to the human soul of Jesus, in
virtue and in consequence of the Second person of the Trinity having
united Himself thereto, this threefold spiritual substance, the only
begotten Son, the human soul, and the Holy Spirit – (or rather twofold,
one of the parts being twofold itself; for we may not mingle the divine
nature with the human nature, nor may we mingle the personality of the
Holy Ghost with the personality of the Son) – the Eternal Son, therefore,
humbling Himself to the human soul, and the human soul taken
possession of by the Holy Ghost, this spiritual substance (of two natures
only, though of three parts) did animate and give life to the flesh of the
Lord Jesus.92

He understands this description to be an advance over what he perceived had become

the orthodox view of his church.

I do not hesitate to assert, that this is the idea of the person of Christ
generally set forth [i.e. that the human nature of Christ is made holy by
the hypostatic union alone]: and the effect has been to withdraw from the
eye of the Church the work of the Holy Spirit in the incarnation.93

It was not just in the incarnation that Irving taught the centrality of the Spirit: in all the

actions and events of Christ’ s life he was enabled and empowered by the Spirit.

All this He did by the power of the Holy Ghost; because God was with
Him; because the Father was with Him by the Holy Spirit; because the
humanity, sustained of the Spirit, as by the Spirit it was formed, was able
to receive and unite itself to the Divinity, through all the perilous voyage,
from the nativity…  to the ascension and installation in glory.94

Gordon Strachan, discussing Irving’ s views on Christ’ s baptism in the Spirit, writes:

‘When the Son of God became man, He never, of Himself, did anything “ above or

beyond the proper limits and bounds of man’ s habitation.”   Whenever He did so He

always attributed it to his Father.’ 95  In effect Christ did not do anything as a direct

result of his divine nature, but because he was man who was filled with the Spirit

beyond measure.  A certain parallel can be made with Smeaton’ s teaching on the

communication between the divine and human natures through the Spirit.  The common

                                                
92 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.126.  See McFarlane (1996) p.159.
93 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.124. Strachan (1973) p.37 argues the difference of opinion was between those
who believed that Christ’ s flesh was inherently sinless and Irving’ s own belief that it was sinless “ from
the indwelling of the Holy Ghost” .
94 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.321.
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feature is the executive control of the Spirit in providing the man Jesus with

supernatural gifts; the difference is that Irving sees them as coming from the Father via

the Spirit, and Smeaton talks of the communication between the divine nature of Christ

and his human nature.  In his emphatic denial of some representations of Jesus, Irving

too visualises the Spirit as uniting the two natures of Christ:

I totally reject ... the language of those divines who say, “ now the Divine
nature acteth, now the human nature acteth;”  language which I hold to be
essentially Nestorian, making two persons in Christ.  I say, on the other
hand, that in every act of Christ the Divine nature acteth and the human
nature acteth; the former, by self-contraction unto the measure of the
latter; the latter, by coming into harmony with the former through the
mighty power of the Holy Ghost.96

Irving emphasises the unity of the person of Christ by employing a pneumatological

solution to the difficulty in conceiving two natures in one person.  This is also evident in

Smeaton when he argues that the Spirit anoints the whole person of Christ and not either

one of the natures.  Irving, however, does not consistently hold this:

With respect to that bargain-and-barter hypothesis, I observe, that in
order to make out Christ’ s sufferings an infinite quantity to cover the
infinite delinquency of His elect, they reason thus: It was an infinite
person that suffered, and therefore His sufferings must be of infinite
value.  Now, with all sound theologians, and with all the doctors, I deny
the possibility of the Divine nature suffering…   The human nature of
Christ alone suffered; and that is not infinite, but finite.97

In this argument Irving seems content to separate the human nature from the person of

Christ and say it is this alone that suffered, and not the person inclusive of both natures.

This is dissimilar to Smeaton, who defends himself from attacks such as Irving’ s with

the illustration that a person is said to suffer when it is only his hand that is suffering.

Smeaton then quotes Acts 9:4 and remarks that Christ claimed to suffer through a

union-relationship with believers which is far less close than that of the two natures.98

Irving seemed concerned to use his theory about Christ’ s human nature to emphasise the

reality of Christ's temptations, during which the presence of the Spirit kept him from

actually sinning.  The only way that Christ could genuinely experience human life was

                                                                                                                                              
95 Strachan (1973) p.123, see also p.135.
96 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.134, cf. Irving (1855), vol. 5 pp.146f.
97 Irving (1855), vol. 5 pp.146f.
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to take fallen human nature; anything less was docetic in Irving’ s view.  Smeaton, while

agreeing with Irving’ s motives, does not want to follow his logic:

But from this [Irving’ s theory] it would follow that the mortality and
sorrows, the temptations and trials to which He was subjected, fell upon
Him by the necessity of nature, not by substitution or voluntary
Suretyship.  That supposition subverts the very principle of substitution.99

Smeaton argues that ‘sin is not the essence of humanity, and that we can distinguish

between it and God’ s workmanship’ . 100  Just as Adam experienced genuine human

experience prior to the fall, so too Jesus’  experience of humanity, as unfallen, is not to

be dismissed as inauthentic per se.  It might also be asked whether to experience

temptation necessitates a fallen nature, or can one who has a sinless nature and has

never sinned feel a compelling temptation?  The only examples that we can to refer to

are cases of Adam, Eve and angels, where the answer is clearly affirmative, as Irving

notes: ‘even Adam, before he fell, was liable to sin’ .101  Smeaton, while disputing

Irving’ s theory of the fallen human nature of Christ, wanted to have a similar emphasis

on the reality of Christ’ s sufferings.  He did this by employing the title sin-bearer, and

by contrasting the official relationship and personal relationship to the Father.  This has

the accompanying risk that it is dangerously close to dividing Christ in two: Christ

really is the Beloved Son, a divine being with an unfallen human nature, and on the

other hand, he is enacting the role of the sin-bearer, a man suffering under the law and

facing the wrath of a justice-seeking Father.  Irving’ s theory, too, has tensions within it,

as Smeaton hints at:

A class of divines, who since Irving’ s day, have confusedly spoken of the
divine nature being in abeyance during the Lord’ s humiliation …  [which]
has [had] a tendency to represent the Lord Jesus in a too humanitarian
guise, and as only acting in a humanity replenished and aided by the Holy
Ghost; - a truth, but by no means the whole truth.102

Another contrast between them is the basis on which they propose that believers can

find assurance.  In Smeaton’ s concern for the atonement work in procuring the salvation

                                                                                                                                              
98 Smeaton (1991a) p.75.
99 Smeaton (1991b) p.171.
100 Smeaton (1991a) p.136 where he mentions the controversy following Matthias Flacius Illyricus’ s
[1520-75] theory which made sin a part of the essence of humanity. ‘We can distinguish the idea of a
difference between humanity and sin, and God distinguishes the fact’ , he argues.
101 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.159.
102 Smeaton (1991a) p.443.
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of fallen people, he tries to emphasise the reality of Christ’ s humanity and his

association with it.  This to his mind ensures that the suffering and sacrifice of the Son

of God in the atonement are fully efficacious for humanity.  Thus assurance comes from

a belief that Christ’ s death, as the God-man, was effective in atoning for sin.  Irving, on

the other hand, appears to have his attention directly on the assurance of believers:

So that, as Christ’ s sinless life in sinful flesh, as Christ’ s triumphant
conquering life in flesh, oppressed and tempted by all the powers of
darkness, is the assurance to every believer of his own personal triumph
over the sinfulness which is in him; is the assurance unto the Church
militant of her triumph, sinful though she be and obnoxious to the devil,
the world, and the flesh; so is the incorruption of Christ’ s body in a
corruptible grave, the assurance unto the Church, both in glory and in
tribulation of the power of God, greater than the power of corruption
which is now revelling in the bodies of the saints.103

The thrust of Irving’ s argument in this quotation, and in his work on the incarnation, is

that Christ has shown that humans with a fallen nature, when redeemed and Spirit-filled,

can have the assurance that God will keep them from corruption.  This analogy, or

parallel, between Christ in his fallen nature and the believer, is explicitly stated in

another work:

For they [Reformed] say …  He must have been sinful; for to have flesh
with the law of flesh in it, is to be a sinner.  We deny this, and assert that
all Scripture regardeth the regenerate man as holy, as having ceased from
sin, the law of the flesh notwithstanding.104

So Irving’ s thoughts follow the line that, just as a believer is regarded as righteous and

sanctified before God even though he is still in possession of a fallen human nature, so

too it is possible for Christ to have sinful human nature and be holy.  On the basis of this

similarity and the resurrection of Christ to glory, all believers can be assured of their

salvation to the resurrected life.

There are some observations that might weaken such logic.  Firstly, the righteousness of

the believer is, in Reformed parlance, ‘imputed’ , that is, it is Christ’ s obedience credited

to the believer’ s account.  Believers are clearly not without sinful acts in their own lives,

as well as having sinful natures.  Therefore, Christ is different because he is righteous

                                                
103 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.141.
104 Irving (1855) vol. 1 p.644.
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and sinless, and thereby is assured of acceptance by his Father in his own right.  This

makes the parallel of Irving’ s scheme incomplete at a fundamental level.  Secondly, the

parallel is further weakened as Christ has a fulness of the Spirit not experienced by any

believer.  Thirdly, the attributing of a fallen nature to Christ does not, on its own, deal

with the tension between the reality of his human experience and his possession of a

divine nature.  Therefore, it is not simply a matter of fallen or unfallen nature that

provides an obstacle to understanding the reality of Christ’ s human experience.

Though the believer’ s assurance can quite correctly find a basis from the witness of the

Father’ s and Spirit’ s action in Christ’ s life, death and resurrection, this is not the

complete biblical story or emphasis.  The gospel message is that through Christ, fallen

individuals in the midst of their sinful acts and with their sinful nature can find

salvation.  Therefore, even if Irving and his followers105 were accurate in their

assessment of the contemporary Scottish theology as teaching a ‘continual and

exclusive doctrine of debt and payment, of barter and exchange; of suffering for

suffering, of clearing the account and setting things straight with God’ ,106 they in turn

could be seen as guilty of the other extreme, of failing to take seriously the fact that the

Bible does have penal and payment images of the atonement.

This leads to the third anointing of Christ.  Irving argues that because Christ was able to

die he did not have full possession of the Spirit, and thus it was only after his death, at

the resurrection, that Jesus was absolutely anointed with the Spirit:

Now, that which is mortal and corruptible is not yet taken possession of
by the Holy Ghost; and therefore I hold, that up to this time the holy
ointment had not anointed Him from the crown of the head to the skirts
of His garments.  But when the Holy Ghost, inhabiting His separate soul,
which was united unto the Godhead, did come unto His dead body that
was kept from seeing corruption, and quicken it with eternal and
immortal life…  the Holy Ghost was given, because Jesus was now
glorified.107

Similarly, Irving expresses this theory when dealing with the second anointing:

Neither did He become the High Priest in virtue of His anointing with the
Holy Spirit upon the occasion of His baptism; which if I err not, was his

                                                
105 E.g. McFarlane (1996) p.145 who quotes this section of Irving.
106 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.225f.
107 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.143.
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anointing to the prophetical office...  Yet that Christ did not baptize with
the Holy Ghost until after His resurrection, is expressly declared.108

This bears some similarity to Smeaton, in that he also understands the second anointing

as preparatory for Jesus’  mission and that the third grade of anointing enabled Christ to

baptise with the Spirit.  Smeaton, however, would be reticent to move Christ’ s High

Priestly role to the third anointing.  In his discussions on the book of Hebrews, Smeaton

on several occasions stresses the incorrectness of the Socinian idea that Christ was not a

priest during his earthly ministry, and that this title for Christ only applies to him once

he was received into glory.  This ‘view tend[s] to overthrow the vicarious sacrifice of

the cross’ , argues Smeaton.  The Socinian error, he continues, lies in the way they

equate Christ’ s work to the type of the High Priest of the Old Covenant.109  Smeaton

gives, in his exegesis of Hebrews 7:26f., three arguments for his understanding.110  1.

The high priest was already in post before he gave the sacrifice and entered the Holy of

Holies; the sacrifice was made prior to entering behind the veil.  2. The repeated

emphasis on ‘once’  must refer to the one sacrifice on the cross, and not the continued

presence of Christ in heaven.111  3.  Referring to Hebrews 9:26, he notes that this

explicitly links the sacrifice to Christ’ s death.112 Smeaton’ s better chronological

correlation of Christ’ s work to the work of the Old Covenant high priest clinches the

argument in his view.113  In his description of the parallel he notes,

In the type, everything assumes that the whole was completed on the
atonement day.  And Christ’ s resurrection on the third day, equivalent
and parallel to the return of the high priest from the holy of holies, was as
a proof that He had entered with His own blood, and been accepted.114

Behind the differences between Smeaton and Irving lies their perception of Jesus:

Smeaton with his federal framework parallels Christ to Adam, but Irving, perhaps with

a more pastoral concern, parallels Christ with the believer.  For Irving, Jesus as a man

                                                
108 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.129.
109 Smeaton (1991b) pp.340 and 360.  However, in one important aspect Christ’ s work was unique:
‘When He gave His life a ransom for many, He was the priest of His own sacrifice – priest and sacrifice
in one.  This [Hebrews 7:27] is the first time in the course of the epistle that we find express mention of
Christ as at once priest and victim, but it is repeated again and again.’  Smeaton (1991b) p.375.
110 Smeaton (1991b) pp.377f.
111 An argument made again at Smeaton (1991b) p.382.
112 Reiterated on Smeaton (1991b) p.398, in his exegesis of that passage.
113 Smeaton (1991b) p.381.  See also Smeaton (1991b) pp.415f. discussing the burning of the sacrifice
paralleled to the suffering of Christ.
114 Smeaton (1991b) p.381.
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possessing a fallen nature but filled with the Spirit, like a post-Pentecost believer, was

able to live the sinless life: the anointing at conception enabled Christ to keep the law,

John’ s baptism enabled him to live above the law.115  The analogous position of Christ

to the [Pentecostal116] believer once again is revealed in Irving, who understood that

after his baptism Jesus was enabled ‘to live a life in the power of the demonstration of

the Holy Ghost, as we also are required to do’ .117  So anthropologically speaking, Jesus

is a fore-runner of Christians, and an ideal one, living a sinless life in fallen flesh by the

power of the Spirit, and equipped to serve in a supernatural capacity by the baptism of

the Spirit, before finally receiving a newly sanctified human nature by a further

operation of the Spirit.118

In contrast, Smeaton bases his anthropology on the created state, viz. the federal

constitution, all other factors since being accidental to true anthropology.  Thus Jesus, as

the true man, possessed what, anthropologically speaking, is essential, that is, an

unfallen human nature, which is in close fellowship with the triune God through the

indwelling Spirit.  Such a description of the incarnation is not docetic because this is

how Adam was created.  Christ became the sin-bearer throughout his life, so

experiencing the effects of the fall, and the implications of a fallen nature, in a voluntary

capacity rather than as an essential part of his nature.

The federal pneumatology of Smeaton produces significant differences to Irving’ s

theory as both theologians apply their different conceptions of anthropology to Adam.

Whereas Smeaton’ s views are set out elsewhere in this thesis, Irving writes in contrast:

In this passage we are taught that Adam was not a spiritual creature in the
sense in which we are spiritual, who are born again of the Spirit by the
quickening power of the Lord Jesus Christ nor was he a creature in the

                                                
115 See Irving (1855) vol. 5 pp.132f., and also Smail (1975), who develops Irving’ s theology as an
alternative framework to the second blessing model for modern Charismatic theology.
116 Strachan (1973), p.121, discusses Irving’ s interpretation of Jn.20:22 where he distinctly separates the
gift of the Spirit described by John (and describing regeneration) from Pentecost which is the ‘baptism of
the Spirit’ .
117 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.133.
118 A similar approach can be seen in Smeaton’ s New College colleague William Blakie (1820-99), who
explains that Jesus receives the Spirit without measure because his unity with the Father is complete when
compared with the believer.  Blaikie (1876), writing at a popular level, looks at the human experience of
Jesus, but discusses the Holy Spirit hardly at all.
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dignity into which we are adopted by faith, and unto which we shall be
admitted in the day of the Lord’ s manifestation.119

Having taken the opposite view to Smeaton, Irving then adopts the same exegetical key,

viz. that Jude 19 and 1 Corinthians 1 and 2 teach that the one not in possession of the

Spirit is not spiritual and does not have spiritual knowledge:

From this we learn that there is in that form of being called the soul, after
which Adam was created, a natural incapacity for receiving or knowing
the things which the Spirit teacheth, which are the same things which
Christ revealeth; and that this is a form of being preparatory for a higher
and more perfect one, which God might perhaps have given to our first
parents if they had stood faithful unto Him who created them.120

Irving clearly differs from Smeaton, since for Irving the advance made by the

incarnation and atonement for Christians is not the reinstatement of the Spirit, albeit on

a firmer foundation, but the gift of the Spirit as a new feature of humanity.  Smeaton is

absolute in his rejection of an evolutionary approach to describing the developments

from Adam to the Christian, and Irving’ s theory would be too closely aligned to these

theories, and too far away from Smeaton’ s idea of the ‘ruin and redemption’  scheme.121

The logical consequences of Irving’ s view are worked out, in that the two Adams are no

longer genuine federal counterparts:

But he was no more than the type, - the prophet, priest, and king of the
garden of Eden, typifying the Prophet, Priest, and King of the whole
creation of God: and while he stood in this condition he was not capable
of receiving that knowledge of God unto which we have been brought by
the manifestation of Jesus Christ.122

The intimacy of Adam and God is greatly reduced; Adam is no longer understood to

have such a close relationship with the whole of the Trinity, but is left with only a vague

theism:

Of God’ s spiritual being I am in great doubt whether he could have any
distinct apprehension or knowledge ... he could not know the Father, who
is known only by the Son, who was not yet come forth from the bosom of
the Father; and not knowing the Son he could not know the Spirit, whose

                                                
119 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.81.  On p.190 he writes: ‘The first creature to whom He [the Spirit] joined
Himself was the human nature of Christ.’
120 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.81.
121 Smeaton (1997) p.13.
122 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.82.
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procession succedeth that of the Son.  More than the knowledge of a
Creator he could not have.123

This raises (though not in Irving) questions concerning Old Testament religion, as the

Israelites were at an even greater disadvantage than Adam having a fallen nature as well

as no Spirit.  Yet, they achieved an understanding of God much closer to the Christian

view than Irving allows Adam to have.  Therefore if, in their pre-Pentecost and fallen

situation, the Spirit can work through them and provide deep insights in to God’ s nature

and character, why cannot the Spirit in the case of the unfallen Adam?  Irving’ s

interpretation also lessens the magnitude of the fall, and hence its consequences: ‘in

which inferior form of manhood I believe him to have been created, that when he should

fall he might not utterly fall’ .124

The Holy Spirit in the Work of Christ: Conjoined Mission

The Spirit’ s work in the first two stages of Smeaton’ s theory appears to give the Spirit

authority over Christ, conversely, in the third grade Christ has authority over the Spirit,

having the right to send him.  Smeaton is aware of this potential paradox and handles it

in a constructive manner:

It sometimes appears as if He [Christ] were in the subordinate position of
needing direction, aid, and miraculous power for the purposes of His
mission; at other times He is said to GIVE THE SPIRIT and to SEND THE
SPIRIT, as if the Spirit’ s operations were subordinated to the Son.  It is,
however, evident from the whole tenor of Scripture that there was a
conjoined mission in which the Son and Spirit acted together for man’ s
restoration, according to the order of operation in the Trinity.125

This description of the mission as conjoined is, in effect, a re-expression of his

Christology; for if it was necessary for the person of Christ to be completely filled with

the Spirit, and the Spirit was required for the unity of the two natures, then it follows

that the mission had to be a conjoined one.  As well as the a posteriori argument from

the exegetical details of the narratives of Jesus’  life and the subsequent discussions on

the role of the Spirit in the operation of the two natures in one person, there is the a

priori argument from the prophetic message of Isaiah.  According to Smeaton, Isaiah

                                                
123 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.82.
124 Irving (1855) vol. 5 p.83.
125 Smeaton (1997) p.144.
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48:16 explicitly states that the incarnation and atonement mission was a conjoined one:

‘the Lord GOD has sent Me, and His Spirit.’  [NASB]

Smeaton disagrees with the Authorised Version’ s translation of Isaiah 48:16, which

places ‘Spirit’  as a subject of the sentence, and opts for the translation that most modern

versions have now decided on.  Though grammatically either are possible,126 Oswalt

argues that syntactically and theologically ‘Spirit’  is more likely to be an object, and

lists five verses in Isaiah127 where the Spirit is said to be sent.  Alexander is more

cautious, suggesting that both options were meant and the language was deliberately

ambiguous.  In conclusion, he reluctantly says that Spirit as an object has slight

advantage in that it gives preference to the nearest antecedent, though this rule of thumb

has ‘numberless exceptions’ .128  Watts notes the unnecessary emendation of the Biblia

Hebraica Stuttgartensia text, as when ‘Spirit’  is taken to be an object of the sentence it

alleviates the problem.129  Delitzsch arrives at the same solution as Smeaton from a

different approach:

He [Jehovah] has sent him ... to carry out, in a mediatorial capacity, the
redemption thus prepared, and that not by force of arms, but in the power
of the Spirit of God (ch.xlii.1; cf. Zech.iv.6).  Consequently the Spirit is
not spoken of here as joining in the sending…    The meaning is, that it is
also sent.130

As Smeaton points out:

The mission of Christ is never ascribed to the Spirit; and that the Persons
of the Trinity, who are all referred to in the passage, invariably act
according to their order of subsistence in the Godhead.131

Filioque Clause

Smeaton teaches that the Father sends both his Son and his Spirit on a conjoined

mission with an implied equality, a fact that he emphasises by introducing and

concluding his lecture ‘The Work of the Spirit in the Anointing of Christ’ 132 with the

                                                
126 Alexander (1992) p.219 and Oswalt (1998) p.274.
127 Is.11:2; 32:15; 44:3; 59:21; 61:1.
128 Alexander (1992) p.219.
129 Watts (1987) p.176.
130 Delitzsch (1967) p.253.  Also, he notes the same expression in 29:7 and calls the vav a vav of
companionship.
131 Smeaton (1997) p.36f.
132 Smeaton (1997) pp.122-145.
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two most explicit statements on the conjoined mission.  In this model there does not

seem to be any requirement for, or allusion to, a double-procession of the Spirit.  One

might expect that a theologian so emphasising the conjoined work of Son and Spirit

with their joint sending by the Father, and who uses the economic model of the Trinity

to argue for procession, would have some reservation about, or at least a desire to

moderate, the filioque teaching of the Western Church.  This is not the case.  Madsen,

on the contrary, argues that the conjoined mission ‘is a strong argument’  for the

theological correctness of the filioque clause.133  This seemingly bizarre conclusion does

accord with Smeaton himself in so far as he obviously felt there was no incompatibility

between his theology of conjoined mission and the filioque clause.

Smeaton writes:

Though it is nowhere expressly said in the Scripture that the Spirit
proceeds from the Son, yet no one who submits his mind to the evidences
supplied by many passages can doubt that the thought is diffused through
the entire Biblical testimony on the subject.134

In other words, as on the matter of the (ontological) procession of the Spirit there are no

explicit statements in the Bible, one has to look at the evidences of the economical

sending of the Spirit.  In practice Smeaton does not use the thought diffused through the

entire Bible; instead he resorts to the well-used passages on the subject.  The difference

lies not in whether the economic reflects the ontological, but in the exegesis of the key

passages and the logical extrapolations from them.

Smeaton’ s argument from the term ‘Spirit of the Son’  does not lie in the grammatical

construction in isolation, but in comparison.  Just as the term ‘Son of God’  proves

eternal Sonship, and ‘Spirit of God’  is taken to include the concept of procession of the

Spirit from the Father, so Smeaton thinks it is incorrect to ignore the significance of the

parallel phrase when applied to Christ.  As modern biblical scholarship tends to

minimise the direct connection between the term ‘Son of God’  and Christ’ s deity,

‘proves’  would now be seen as a too strong a word; nevertheless, the title is still a title

applied to the only begotten of the Father.135  As the titles with the genitive of God are

                                                
133 Madsen (1974) pp. 163 & 248.
134 Smeaton (1997) p.317.
135 See e.g. Bauer (1992) pp.769-775.
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accepted as agreeing (though not synonymous) with an eternal and ontological

procession/generation within the Trinity, perhaps the onus of proof should be on those

who seek to demonstrate that the grammatically parallel phrase, using the genitive of the

eternal second person of the Trinity, should be different.

A lot of exegetical debate centres on John 15.  Smeaton, however, does not use the

classical verse (26) in his discussion of the filioque clause.  Though he does refer to it

earlier in his work, where Smeaton places the emphasis of the verse on the main clause

concerning the ‘sending’  by Christ (and assumes that the Spirit proceeds [in a non-

technical economical sense] from him).136  The prepositional clause merely adds a

reminder: ‘of course the Spirit is from the Father too’ , so he is the divine Spirit.

Smeaton does use verse 15, however, in conjunction with 16:13f.137  The premise of the

argument is that in John 15:15 Christ received all from the Father because of the eternal

generation.  Therefore, because of the parallel with John 16, where the Spirit is

described as receiving his teaching from the Son, the Spirit must proceed from the Son.

This is not a strong argument on two grounds: firstly, the flow of information between

the persons of the Trinity is not explicitly linked in the passages to the ontological

generation, or even economical sending, and secondly, this would still allow the Eastern

interpretation, as it could equally illustrate the flow of information from the Father to

the Son and through the Son to the Spirit.

So far Smeaton presents a traditional Western argument.  His rhetorical question, ‘How

could the Son send the Spirit if the Spirit were not His?’ , fits into this category too.  But

this tactic reveals some selectivity in Smeaton’ s use of his own economical model.

Needham provides the Eastern answer to this when he agrees that the Spirit truly is the

Son’ s, but as a gift from the Father.138  Implicit in Smeaton’ s suggestion is the idea that

Christ could not be allowed to send the Spirit economically unless ontologically the

                                                
136 Smeaton (1997) p.49.
137 Smeaton (1997) p.113.
138 Needham (1997) p.155.  While Weinandy (1995), p.36, accepts the Western view as a ‘legitimate
interpretation’  he suggests an entirely different approach: ‘Furthermore, the Spirit is designated as the
“ Spirit of the Son” …   since the Spirit of the Son makes sons, it would seem to imply that the “ Spirit of
the Son”  can equally be interpreted as the Spirit by which the Son is Son – the Spirit of sonship, the Spirit
which forms or conforms someone into a S/son.’   Note a similarity with Smeaton, e.g. Smeaton (1997)
p.142, ‘The Holy Spirit …  perpetually rested on Him …  imparting to Him the full consciousness of his
Sonship in the highest sense.’
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Spirit proceeds from him.139  Is this necessary if his Father has given him the fulness of

the Spirit economically and the role of dispensing the Spirit to those he has atoned for?

Smeaton also addresses the issue of the filioque clause in his historical section, defining

three epochs in the history of Greek theology: 1. To the time of Epiphanes (403AD),  2.

From the Council of Ephesus (431AD), and  3. From Photius (867AD).  From the first

period, Smeaton quotes from Jerome’ s translation of Didymus the Blind, Epiphanius,140

Athanasius and Augustine.  These and Gregory of Nyssen and Basil, Smeaton argues,

found it acceptable to describe the Spirit as proceeding from the Son.  Even if it is felt

that Smeaton is over-bold in his assertions that a filioque type theory was held by these

theologians, it would appear that it was not rejected.  As Smeaton writes of the next

period: ‘The opinion [i.e. against the filioque] was not at that time generally accepted or

approved in Greek theology.  Men were for a long time left to a free judgement upon the

question.’ 141  In reply to the challenge that if it was so believed, why was it not included

in the Nicene-Constantinople Creed of 381 AD, Smeaton states that the challenge they

faced, concerning the Spirit, was from the Macedonian theories.  Therefore, since they

were concerned with proving the deity of the Spirit, even though he was not begotten,

the following controversy was not an issue then.

In the second period, Theodore, in his defence of Nestorius against Cyril, is isolated by

Smeaton as the one who raised the view of procession only from Father.142  While

Smeaton is firmly in favour of the filioque clause, the manner in which it was

introduced ‘cannot be vindicated’ : ‘The Western Church had the truth, but their mode of

action was unwarrantable.’ 143  This provoked a dogmatic reaction in the East, but even

then, despite the rejection of the filioque clause, there was some remnant idea of it in the

theology of the East, argues Smeaton, though only ‘an economical relation or idea of

                                                
139 In his discussion of the consequences of the rejection of the filioque clause Smeaton wrote, ‘The Spirit,
economically considered, is largely dispensed from the Son’ , (Smeaton (1997) p.327) wrongly implying
that the Eastern Church does not view Christ as the dispenser of the Spirit.
140 Used by Tubingen in Mastrantonis (1982) p.120.
141 Smeaton (1997) p.319.
142 Smeaton (1997) p.319.  This passage is also quoted by Needham (1997), pp.149f., to the opposite
effect.  Whereas Smeaton pictures Theodoret as a man the Church persevered with ‘notwithstanding all
the crude and divergent views to which he had given utterance’  [Smeaton (1997) p.319], Needham takes
Theodoret’ s comment as an accurate indicator of the reaction of the East that could have been expected to
Augustine’ s views.
143 Smeaton (1997) p.320.
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mission’  was admitted.  He quotes John of Damascus: ‘We believe in one Holy Spirit in

all things like the Father and the Son - proceeding from the Father and dispensed by the

Son.’ 144

In the third period the situation was polarised and theologically ‘set in stone’ .  Smeaton

attributes to Photius the role as the founder of the third epoch, where the Eastern Church

declared the filioque clause as blasphemous.  Photius’  highly polemical writing, which

receives great praise from the Eastern perspective145 and contempt from Smeaton,146

ensured that from this point forth the division was irreconcilable, as the Councils of

Constance, Basel and Florence of the 15th century,147 and the correspondence between

Tubingen and Constantinople in the 16th, show.148

While Smeaton indulges in the ‘alarmist propaganda’ 149 that has characterised

conventional filioque debate, his theology provides some reaction to the excesses of

both sides.  For example, against the Eastern view the allegation is made that without

procession of the Spirit from the Son, the two persons are divided.150  In response, the

economic conjoined mission in all its details provides a concrete and real link between

the two persons, even more so if it is allowed to speak of the ontological Trinity.

Smeaton’ s theology of conjoined mission prevents the allegation made against the

Western view, that the Spirit is inevitably downgraded by the concept of ‘double

procession’ .151  Given Smeaton’ s emphasis on the conjoined mission of Son and Spirit,

yet his continued acceptance of the filioque clause, it may perhaps be asked whether

Smeaton has fallen into the same ‘geographical loyalty’  to the Western view, which

Needham self-diagnosed.152  For the distinctives of Smeaton’ s theology on the face of it

challenge the traditional filioque stance, but he fails either to take up, or perceive, the

                                                
144 Smeaton (1997) p.322.
145  ‘In the Treatise, Photius states with clarity, vigour, invective and enduring impact all the Eastern
objections to the Filioque clause.’   Needham (1997) p.151.
146 ‘But they [all his arguments] are inferential, presumptuous, and a little better than vain logic applied to
a theme beyond the scope and application of mere logical deduction.’   Smeaton (1997) p.322.
147 Smeaton (1997) pp.322f.
148 Smeaton (1997) p.324.  See Mastrantonis (1982) for the contents of the correspondence.
149 Needham (1997) p.158 cf. Smeaton (1997) p.327.
150 e.g. Needham (1997) pp.158f. and Weinandy (1995) p.9.
151 e.g. Needham (1997) pp.148, 157 and Weinandy (1995) p.8.
152 Needham (1997) p.154.
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challenge.  Rather than grappling with the significance of his theology he simply

restates Western orthodoxy.

Finally, it has to be asked, does the federal-anthropological model have any impact on

the filioque clause?  There is some confusion, as noted above, between the concept of

the Spirit-filled second Adam and the teaching on the communicatio gratiarum. Though

the relationship is between the Spirit and Christ, it is clearly not meant to be a

representation of the ontological Trinity.  In fact, in Smeaton the picture is moved more

firmly into the realm of anthropology.  It is not just a discussion concerning the role of

the Spirit in the relationship between the two natures of Christ, it is a picture of the

Spirit in Christ as the second Adam.  It illustrates the manner in which the Spirit would

have operated in unfallen humanity and operates in the redeemed, and not the

ontological nature of the Trinity.

Conclusion

Smeaton’ s federal scheme meant that he was determined to apply to Christ the

anthropological model of pre-fall Adam, which necessitated, without resorting to

adoptionist Christology, a theological model to explain the working of two natures in

one person.  In the second section of the chapter Smeaton’ s closely related teaching on

the conjoined mission of the Spirit and Christ was investigated, and its lack of impact

upon Smeaton’ s traditional view of the filioque clause.  In the final chapter a summary

of the thesis preceeds a brief analysis of the implications that federal pneumatology

would have if fully incorporated into theology.
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CHAPTER 6 – SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION:
FEDERAL PNEUMATOLOGY AND ITS

CONSEQUENCES

 Smeaton’ s loyalty to federal theology becomes quickly apparent as one reads his

works, and it was noted in chapter two that his whole understanding of the fall and

redemption is formulated on the assumption of the federal headships of Adam and

Christ.  The legal and spiritual union of these men with the people they represent is

clearly emphasised by Smeaton, especially, as one would expect in his work on the

atonement, in the case of Christ.  Christ’ s action is seen as an action of one-for-many,

resulting from a union with those he represented, which means that they are co-crucified

and raised with him.

There would seem to be tension in Smeaton’ s two Adams parallel and a certain reserve

in his acceptance of historic federal theology.  First of all, the simple parallel between

Adam and Christ does not appear to hold in every aspect, as Adam is in the Son at his

creation, just as the believer is after redemption.  This does not degrade the federal

parallel, however, which is an anthropological one and concerned with the incarnational

role of Christ.  Prior to this, Christ as a person of the Trinity was co-creator with the

Father and Spirit, and so Adam’ s relationship with the pre-incarnate Christ is not a

parallel in this context.  As noted in the introduction, Malcolm Kinnear detected a

modification of Calvinist thought in Smeaton’ s incorporation of insights from

contemporary theologians outwith this tradition.  This modification, if it was such, is

subtle, but it might indicate sensitivity to perceived problems with federal theology.  If

this was the case, it might provide a context, or motive, for Smeaton’ s explicit limiting

of the federal concept to the biblical picture of the two Adams, and his non-committal

attitude to the technical terminology of federal theology.  The Covenant of Works, as a

term, is possibly a casualty of this approach by Smeaton, who makes virtually no use of

it, preferring rather to talk of the law.  This choice of terminology and lack of discussion

about a formal presentation of a covenant to Adam makes this law appear to originate in

the act of creation, and the relationships established by it, rather than as a part of a post-

creation covenant.
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Despite this, the ‘covenant’  theme is central to Smeaton’ s theology.  Priority, both

logically and temporally, is given to an inter-Trinitarian covenant, which for Smeaton

provides an over-view of the whole redemptive act, though again he prefers not to use

federal terminology, viz. the Covenant of Redemption.  He is quick to argue that there

was never any conflict within the Trinity (a typical criticism raised against the existence

of such a covenant) arguing that the reality of the doctrine of the Trinity means that the

three persons and their relationship should not be overridden to this extent by a desire to

promote the unity of the Godhead.

It is from the inter-Trinitarian covenant that the biblical Old and New Covenants derive,

and are to be understood as two administrations of the one covenant.  The first is

described as typical, shadowy, temporal, or national when compared to the real,

spiritual, transforming and universal second one.  Against the argument that Paul

contrasts the two in 2 Corinthians, Smeaton notes that the Old Covenant has two

inflections, those of a gospel promise given to Abraham and a national covenant given

at Sinai.  It is the latter that is contrasted to the grace of the New Covenant.

For Smeaton, Christ was meeting the requirements of a broken law by coming as the

sin-bearer, the Son of Man, on behalf of a new people.  His association with fallen

humanity was so close throughout his life-events that it included, in some sense, the

bearing of sickness.  This sin-bearing life, taken to the point of separation from the

presence of his Father on the cross, is theologically enabled by viewing Christ with a

distinction between his official and personal relationship with his Father.1

For the purposes of this thesis it can be established that Smeaton was firmly committed

to the federal principle of Adam and Christ representing humanity as the two federal

heads.  Chapter three selectively surveyed Smeaton’ s pneumatology as it relates to the

theory of federal pneumatology.

                                                
1 Also seen in other places, e.g. explaining the wrath of God against the only beloved Son, and Jesus
seeking baptism.
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The one feature that is distinctive in Smeaton’ s theology is his emphatic statement that

the Holy Spirit indwelt Adam at creation.  It is this feature, as it is worked out through

the fall of the first Adam and redemption by the second Adam, that truly makes

Smeaton’ s pneumatology thoroughly federal.  The survey noted that Smeaton taught

that Adam was created in a close relationship with the whole Trinity, which implied that

the Spirit would indwell Adam.  The creation event described in Genesis 2:7, where the

lives (plural) were breathed into Adam, gave to him an animate life and a spiritual life,

and it was the latter that was lost at the fall and restored through redemption.  This

restorative model for the nature of redemption is key to the federal approach of

Smeaton, for what was created ‘very good’  and then corrupted, was returned to its

original condition, with the added strength that it found its renewed situation assured in

Christ.  Smeaton argued that his view had never been refuted by the Patristic or

Reformed Church, but had been actively used or supported by John Howe and George

Bull.

The connection between the imago Dei and the presence of the Spirit, though not

equated in Smeaton’ s theology, does seem very close.  This too will have an impact

upon the federal parallel drawn between Adam and Christ, as well as an understanding

concerning the fall and the renewed life of the believer.  The parallel importance of the

Spirit in Adam and in Christ is evident in Smeaton’ s discussion on the three-grade

anointing of Christ.  He is ambiguous, though, about whether the Spirit’ s anointing of

Christ is due to the parallel anthropology with Adam, or due to the divine person in the

incarnation.  It was suggested that Smeaton did not see any conflict, and was therefore

happy to use both without comment.  The importance of the role of the Spirit in the

incarnation and work of Christ stands in contrast to the third anointing, when Christ had

through the atonement been rewarded with the right to send the Spirit upon believers.

This directs Smeaton to describe the mission of Son and Spirit as a conjoined mission.

Beyond an inductive analysis of the biblical portrayal of Christ’ s life, he finds an

exegetical foothold for this conjoined mission in Isaiah 48:16.  Despite Smeaton’ s use

of the economical Trinity, from Johannine passages, to illustrate the ontological

procession of the Spirit, his presentation of the conjoined nature of the mission of Christ

and the Spirit makes no impact on his firmly held adherence to the Western theory of

the Filioque.  During chapter three, while discussing the work of the Spirit in Christ’ s
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mission, certain specifics of Christ’ s anointing were noted, namely, the relationship

between the Spirit’ s presence and action and Christ’ s sinless and perfect life, and the

role of the Spirit in Chalcedonian Christology that was criticised by AA Hodge, issues

returned to in chapter five.

The departure of the Spirit from Adam at the fall led to spiritual death, and in this state

Adam, and those descended from him, became overly dependent upon their consciences

for guidance, which offered more condemnation than comfort.  In this condition they

found themselves helpless: the inclination of their free action was sinful, and though

still under the obligations of the created relationship with God, they were not able to

fulfil them.  Into this situation God sent his Spirit.  Smeaton follows the Augustinian

and Reformed view that both free will and the presence of the Spirit are requirements of

regeneration, where the Spirit anticipates free will.  The nature of the work of the Spirit

in regeneration and in all that follows in a Christian’ s life is typical of Reformed

theology, only that it is in Smeaton explicitly a return of the Spirit to humanity.

Smeaton considers the sealing of the Spirit, adoption, assurance and its need to be

cultivated, and the leading of the Spirit in sanctification.  Finally, chapter three looked

at the death of the believer who, now indwelt by the Spirit, is no longer spiritually dead,

yet faces physical death.  Smeaton explains, in line with historic Reformed theology,

that death, though a lingering effect of the fall, is no longer a penalty, but is transformed

into a trial that leads to eternal life.

Chapter three set out the main features of Smeaton’ s pneumatology that are integrated

into, or treated as a part of, the federal scheme of interpreting the biblical events.  The

next task was to investigate and analyse these features in the context in which Smeaton

was writing, as well as ascertaining the strength of the arguments for and against his

theory.  To this end chapters four and five focussed on each of the federal heads in turn

and the role of the Spirit in their lives and missions.

In the brief study of many of those whom Smeaton cites, his claim for historical support

is found to be worthy of serious consideration.  In fact there is some basis for arguing
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that he understated (rather than overstated as Madsen claims2) his case.  Smeaton is

entirely correct in his assessment that the theory is the basis on which Living Temple is

written, and it was also noted that Chalmers in his preface to the work does not discuss

the issue and appears to implicitly assume it to be correct.  Howe, like Smeaton, uses

the term ‘animal life’  though he contrasts it with ‘angelical’  rather than ‘pneumatic’ ; he

too understands Adam, as created, to be a balanced combination of both.  Bull also uses

the term ‘merely animal’  to describe fallen Adam, and argues that without the Spirit

Adam could not have endured the shekinah-glory of God to converse with him in the

manner described in the account of pre-fall life in Eden.  Smeaton does not draw on this

argument, although both he and Bull note the fact of the intimate relationship of Adam

to the Trinitarian God.  For Bull this means that, by definition, the Spirit had to be

present or the relationship would not have been as close.  Bull also describes Adam as a

prophet, which implies the presence of the Spirit, another argument not employed by

Smeaton.  Both men draw attention to the ‘problem’  passage of 1 Corinthians 15:45 and

deal with it in a similar manner.

In surveying the Fathers, Clement answered the direct question, ‘Did Adam have the

Spirit?’  and appeared to answer, ‘Yes’ , but the clarity of this is partially lost by his

illustration using rhetorical questions.  The remainder of the Church Fathers’  views

were somewhat confused by their understanding of human nature as a trichotomy.

Nevertheless, Tatian does appear to talk of more than the human spirit in Adam.  On the

other hand, Theophilus describes Adam as created in a state of balance in a similar

manner to Smeaton, though the balance is between mortality and immortality with no

reference to ‘animal’  or ‘spiritual’  aspects.  Cyprian, though not discussing the issue in

any depth, does in passing accept that the Spirit was present in Adam.  The analysis of

Irenaeus displayed the same sort of confusion as Tatian; however, the longer discussion

by Irenaeus helped to establish a clearer view of what he was thinking.  Irenaeus does

not fit into the modern description of a trichotomist,3 seemingly able to slip from ‘spirit

of a man’  to ‘Spirit of God’  with little awareness of a conflict of concept.  While

traditionally Irenaeus is described as a trichotomist, he might be better understood as a

                                                
2 Madsen (1974) pp.75f.
3 E.g  ‘The view that man is made of three parts is called trichotomy…   They argue that man’ s spirit is a
higher faculty in man that comes alive when a person becomes a Christian.’   Grudem (1994) p.472.  See
Berkhof (1958) p.191.
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dichotomist, of the same persuasion as Smeaton, but who is happy to call the Holy

Spirit the ‘spirit of a man’  when he is indwelling as an integral aspect of Adam in the

Image of God.

Basil, Cyril and Cyprian all capitalise on the parallel of Genesis 2:7 and John 20:22 and

make statements (almost in passing, just as Smeaton does) to the effect that the Spirit

was returned.  Both Tertullian and Augustine, however, disapprove of such

interpretations of Genesis 2:7, though they are countering views that are different from

Smeaton’ s theory.  Nevertheless, they both still seem to make comments that hint at a

view similar to Smeaton, if less clearly and overtly stated: Tertullian describes Adam as

losing the Spirit through sin; Augustine is more vague and talks of a special relationship

with the Spirit lost through the fall which results in a kind of, or partial, death.  While

they deny Genesis 2:7 as the moment of Spirit-indwelling, neither of them provide a

positive answer to the question of when the Holy Spirit indwelt Adam.  Irenaeus and

Tertullian note certain difficulties with the theory as they discuss the 1 Corinthians

passage.  It is only with the (Pseudo) Augustine writing that it is used as a direct

argument against the theory that Adam was indwelt by the Spirit.  So on the basis of

these fragments from the Church Fathers, there is justification for claiming that the

more refined and established theory of Smeaton can be found in a less systematically

developed form in the early Church.

The discussion moved on to Puritan theologians, with Goodwin providing a clear

support for Smeaton’ s theory, and Sibbes and Perkins being compatible with it.

Goodwin’ s emphasis focuses more on the differences between Adam’ s and the

believer’ s experience of the Spirit than Smeaton.  For Goodwin, Adam’ s relationship to

the Spirit arises purely because of creation, and he shares this with the rest of creation;

the only difference is that Adam being created rational and responsible has a

relationship that reflects this.  Goodwin also points out that the believer, by contrast,

possesses the Spirit in a way that cannot be lost because of Christ’ s work, unlike Adam

who could, and did, forfeit the Spirit’ s presence.  From this perspective, Goodwin

develops a stronger distinction than Smeaton between nature and grace (i.e. the Spirit’ s

indwelling of Adam was a matter of nature, but in the believer it is a matter of grace),

and the passage in 1 Corinthians is used by Goodwin to emphasise the contrast between
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the two figures.  Goodwin’ s approach weakens the intimacy of the relationship between

Adam and God, and of Adam’ s knowledge about his Creator.  Thus it made Adam a

shadow of the Christ to come, rather than emphasising the likeness of the two Adams as

two respective heads of humanity, and this is, perhaps, the reason why Smeaton did not

cite Goodwin in support of his theory.

Owen appears to limit Genesis 2:7 to the gift of life, the animation of Adam, because of

1 Corinthians 15.  When commenting on John 20 he reads more into the Genesis

account; portraying Adam as a type, he notes that the ‘principle of life’  was placed in

Adam by the Spirit, though it was not the Spirit himself.  However, when Owen

discusses the imago Dei in Adam, he openly describes Adam as having the Spirit, but

with the same provisos as Goodwin, viz. that he was able to lose the Spirit, and that the

Spirit’ s presence was similar to his indwelling in the whole of the creation.  Owen, too,

places a greater emphasis than Smeaton on the contrast between Adam and the believer

It was also noted that while Smeaton commended the English Congregationalist Payne

on his work on original sin, he does not refer to him in support of the theory that the

Spirit indwelt Adam, despite the fact that it is a major emphasis in Payne’ s work.

Payne’ s interest in the theory is more specific than Smeaton, and his concern is focussed

on the imputation or transmission of original sin from Adam to his descendants.  One of

the likely reasons that Smeaton did not want to align his theology with Payne’ s is the

fact that Payne dispenses with the concepts of depravity or imputation, but instead lays

the whole stress on the deprivation of the Spirit.  By using the model of the Spirit’ s

departure as the exclusive one for the fall, Payne moves closer to the idea of a donum

superadditum, whereas Smeaton makes the loss of the Spirit only one aspect of the fall,

the others being captivity to Satan and the replacing of the image by corruption of

human nature.  Payne’ s theory also, in its weakening of imputation, greatly loosens the

bond between the federal head and his people, making each individual (in theory) stand,

or (rather, inevitably) fall on his or her own.  Such a change would be unacceptable to

Smeaton’ s federal scheme.

Smeaton’ s theory was found not to be prominent in Scottish writings related to the

subject, though there seemed to be greater openness to it in the works published in the
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19th century, with Charles Salmond explicitly stating that Adam had the Spirit.  In a

survey of some of the Continental theologians referred to by Smeaton, the issue was

found to have had equally little coverage, or uniformity of opinion.  It was noted that

Calvin wanted to use a similar redemptive model as Smeaton, the redemptive action of

God re-creating the imago Dei in humanity, but saw a tension between this idea and 1

Corinthians 15 which, while it did not prevent him retaining the model, is likely to be

the reason he failed to discuss the place of the Holy Spirit in the scheme.  While the

majority of Lutheran authors examined had nothing to say on the subject, there were

four that mentioned that the Spirit indwelt Adam, most clearly and most notably

Chemnitz.  Within the Reformed theologians there was no emphasis on the matter.

Nevertheless, many of the elements of Smeaton’ s scheme were scattered amongst the

authors.  Peter Martyr describes Adam as a prophet inspired by the Spirit; Zwingli

describes Adam as becoming wholly flesh after the fall; whereas Bullinger, Bucan,

Cocceius, Turretin and Witsius each make comments on the fall and the resulting

spiritual death in terms of deprivation of the Spirit.

Subsequent to Smeaton’ s work there has been little in Reformed theology that has

expressed the possibility of Adam being indwelt by the Spirit.  The silence on the part

of reviewers of The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, however, could indicate that they

assumed the theory was correct.

Chapter four in its last part investigated the key biblical texts and arguments that

surround this topic, firstly, studying Genesis 2:7, and in particular its use of the word

KP
Y
Q! and not [�:U.  A comparison of the use of the two words in close connection

indicated that there was a large overlap in their semantic range.  This was in agreement

with Eichrodt, who suggested that KP
Y
Q! was a ‘concrete popular expression’  of [�:U.

Therefore, the argument raised by Tertullian and Augustine that the word could not

possibly refer to the Holy Spirit was demonstrated to be unsound.  Following this a brief

discussion was made about the connection between John 20 and Genesis 2.  Smeaton, it

was noted, made little capital from this, his attention being drawn, as with most of the

Continental commentators, to the harmonization of the Johannine account with the

events of Pentecost recorded in Acts.  Chapter four then discussed the main text that is

used to cast doubt on the theory that Adam had the Spirit indwelling him, viz. 1
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Corinthians 15, and to the whole issue of the analogy between Adam and Christ in the

Bible.  It was noted that there are two approaches to this passage.  On one hand there are

those who treat it as a Christological statement, thereby placing the emphasis on the

difference between Adam and Christ, and in particular drawing attention to the contrast

of the terms ‘living soul’  and ‘life-giving Spirit’ .  On the other hand, there are those,

Smeaton included, who take the statement in context of Paul’ s argument concerning the

anthropological development of the believer after death, and emphasizing the reality of

the resurrection body.  Therefore, the thrust of the argument is that Christ differs from

Adam in that he has progressed in his manhood to the resurrection body and as the

second Adam to the ability to give the Spirit to his people.

It was noted that to argue directly about Spirit-indwelling from the analogy between

Adam and Christ using the imago Dei has a fundamental difficulty.  The details of what

is meant by imago Dei have been debated throughout theological history, and the debate

has included suggestions that the imago Dei of Christ is based not on Adam but other

texts in the wisdom literature.  Therefore, to claim with certainty that the presence of the

Holy Spirit is an integral part of the image is over-confident, though it is true that

Christ, as a Spirit-filled man, was the image of God.  It is also true that Adam is

described as being made in the image of God, and that the analogy between the two men

has a biblical precedent.  Therefore, while it is too bold to make absolute claims directly

about the Spirit on the basis of the imago Dei, the theory would certainly fit into the

model well.

An analogy that is more obvious and generally accepted is that Adam filled the role of a

priest and king in the Garden of Eden, and it was noted that the Patristic writers also add

the role of prophet to the list.4  The analogy with Christ is obvious in the Reformed

school, which uses these titles for Christ in a prominent way.  While the Old Testament

types were symbolically anointed with oil and empowered by the Spirit, Christ was

anointed directly with the fulness of the Spirit.  There is no mention of Adam receiving

a physical anointing in the Genesis account, and indeed in the narrative he is filling the

role of prophet prior to anyone else being there to anoint him.  But as in every other

biblical case these roles are ideally associated by the full and free guidance of the Holy
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Spirit and the concept of anointing, it is not a major presumption to assume the same for

Adam.

Smeaton, writing in the shadow of the Candlish-Crawford controversy, noted the

analogy of sonship and called Adam a ‘son in the Son’ .  Though not elaborating on this

phrase, it is clear from his writings that he did not agree with the universal fatherhood of

God merely because of creation.  He thus sides with Candlish who argued that the

creation only established a relationship of kingship on God’ s part, with moral and legal

aspects in the case of the intelligent and accountable creatures.  Unlike Candlish he did

not want the fatherhood of God to be exclusively a post-atonement phenomenon.  Adam

could be called a son, but as in Candlish the sonship was closely related to the

ontological Son: how, he does not specify.  Surprisingly, he does not apply the

pneumatological solution by using the title ‘Spirit of adoption’  for the situation of

Adam.

The final area to be discussed in chapter four concerned the concepts of life and death.

Though Smeaton’ s interpretation of the events of Genesis by using Jude 19, in

particular, might initially seem contrived, there are connections verbally and

conceptually.  It also presents the question that if the presence of the Spirit is required to

raise humanity above the animal (RPGWOCVKMQ�L rather than [WEKMQ�L) in fallen creation, is

he required to be present in the pre-fall situation?  In the paralleled accounts of the

creation of Adam and the animals, in Genesis, the distinctive feature was the KP
Y
Q!

breathed in by God.  Smeaton’ s solution provides a plausible answer, which develops

the parallels found in the biblical accounts.

Smeaton’ s federal scheme meant that he was determined to apply to Christ the

anthropological model of pre-fall Adam, which necessitated, without resorting to

adoptionist Christology, a theological model to explain the working of two natures in

one person.  Chapter five explored Smeaton’ s use of a framework based on Christ’ s

three anointings by the Holy Spirit.  At the incarnation the Spirit prepared an unfallen

human nature for the Son; thus Jesus was fully man, yet outwith the Adamic covenant

                                                                                                                                              
4 Kline (1980) also takes this theme up.
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and its penalty.  The Spirit also supplied all the gifts necessary for Christ’ s incarnate

life, and so Christ experienced a normal human development through his childhood,

though he was directed by the Spirit from conception and was without sin.  The Spirit’ s

presence, which neither anointed the human or divine natures exclusively but the

person, assured the unity of Christ.  The essentially Reformed Christology of Smeaton,

in contrast to the Lutheran, maintained that there was no communication of attributes

directly between the two natures.  While it is unjustified to call this a Nestorian

influence, there is a danger of implying a division in the unity of the person for the sake

of this dogma.  Smeaton finds a resolution of the problem by explaining that the Spirit

acts as the executive of the communication between the two natures.  Thus Christ can

genuinely experience human existence, while drawing on divine gifts when it was

appropriate in his mission.  This theory, like Smeaton’ s anthropology, has not been

widely expressed in Reformed writings, but it finds some acknowledgement, namely, in

Owen, Heppe and AB Bruce.  It was also to be found in David McIntyre’ s theology,

who was almost certainly one of Smeaton’ s students soon after Smeaton gave his

lectures on the Holy Spirit.

The Spirit’ s presence, which ensures the unity of the natures in Christ, is not something

that disrupts the federal parallel between Adam and Christ.  While Smeaton explains the

Spirit’ s presence on some occasions as due to the divine nature in Christ, on other

occasions it is because he was the second Adam.  As a man filled with the Spirit, he is

the reinstatement of the imago Dei, and thus Smeaton’ s pneumatological description of

Christ also agrees with his anthropological description of Adam.  Christ, it is true, has

the fulness of the Spirit because of his divine nature; nevertheless, the fact that the Spirit

indwells him is entirely in line with a human experience.  This is also true for the

second anointing, which was to be seen to be an anointing for a specific task, just as

priests, prophets and kings were anointed in the Old Testament at their commissioning.

The third anointing, however, does not correspond so closely with the anthropological

model.  Christ’ s resurrection with a spiritual body does provide a preview of the

believer’ s end, but Smeaton’ s emphasis in his discussions on the third anointing is on

the ability of Christ to give the Spirit to his people.  Chapter five then related Smeaton’ s

federal doctrine of the atonement to his pneumatology, noting the connection between

the two is present, if not formally worked out in his writing.
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It is normally Edward Irving, in Scotland, who is associated with a strong theological

emphasis on Christ’ s humanity, as Colin Gunton writes:

With few exceptions, the English Puritan John Owen and the nineteenth-
century Scot Edward Irving among them, Western theology has for the
most part failed to develop adequate conceptual equipment to ensure due
prominence to Christ's full humanity.5

It would appear that Smeaton felt some sympathy with Irving’ s view on this; he,

however, was not prepared to accept the conclusion that it necessitated a fallen human

nature in Christ.  Both men agree that Christ had a threefold anointing by the Spirit;

they both agree that Luke 1:35 describes the action of the Spirit in ensuring that Christ

was holy and without original sin; both argue that Jesus did nothing directly by his

divine nature but received the gifts – from the Father in Irving’ s theology and from the

Son’ s divine nature in Smeaton’ s; and they both find pneumatological solutions to

describe the unity of Christ’ s incarnate person.  Of course, many differences were

highlighted between them, such as the condition of Christ’ s human nature, the timing of

his inauguration as the high priest, the basis of assurance, and fundamentally who Jesus

is compared to, i.e. a redeemed human or pre-fall Adam.  (This last example led, using

the same hermenuetical technique, to a diametrically opposed view of Adam).

Nevertheless, the emphasis and, presumably, the influence of Irving can be observed in

Smeaton’ s theology.

In the third section of chapter five Smeaton’ s teaching on the conjoined mission of the

Spirit and Christ was investigated.  Smeaton’ s exegetical grounds for his teaching were

discussed, before the chapter investigated the lack of impact that Smeaton’ s federal

pneumatology had on his views of the filioque clause.  The conclusion was that

Smeaton had an over-dependence upon the traditional verses that are used to support the

filioque, while not incorporating his idea of a conjoined mission into the discussion.

Smeaton has drawn pneumatology into the doctrine of the two Adams in a thorough

way, and this logically has implications for other areas of theological understanding,

which are now to be explored.  The issues have been grouped in three areas: firstly,
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those having significance at a structural level, then those having anthropological

significance, and finally those having Christological significance.

Structural

Improvement of the Analogy of the Two Adams in Federal Theology

Central to Christian teaching on the fall and redemption is the belief that the fall of

Adam in some way implicated the human race, and that in redemption, Christ’ s person

and work are applied to certain individuals.  In Reformed thought this has been

explained by means of a parallel between the two key figures, where Christ steps into

the human situation as the second Adam, which necessitated the incarnation.  Any

system that aligns these two men in such a close and fundamental way is left with the

question of how they each related to the Holy Spirit.  This question has traditionally

been ignored, or an answer assumed without much discussion.  It should not be

dismissed, however, as merely a theological puzzle, an aside to a serious understanding

of God and creation.  For if humanity’ s relationship with God and the very nature of

what it is to be human are misunderstood, this is inevitably going to impact on all

aspects of theology.  Clearly Smeaton’ s theory provides a solution that maintains, and

even strengthens, the parallel between Christ and Adam, while also providing further

insights into the anthropology of Christ’ s incarnate life.

Greater Trinitarian Emphasis

Discussions in pneumatology frequently centre on the evidence for the Spirit’ s

personality and deity, and/or the actions, or works, of the Spirit in creation, rebirth etc.

Smeaton’ s theory increases the relational aspect of the Holy Spirit by making it

fundamental to the true identity of human existence.  The presence and work of the

Spirit are now raised to overarching issues of creation and redemption.  Thereby the

presence of the Spirit is no longer to be understood as merely an agent effecting a means

to an end, but an integral part of the very end of redemption itself, along with the

relationships of fatherhood and sonship.

                                                                                                                                              
5 Gunton C (1990) p.36.
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Extent of the Fall

When the presence of the Spirit in the life of Adam is specifically denied, as was the

case for Irving, it leads to a comparatively lesser fall for Adam.6  By comparison,

Smeaton’ s theory makes the severity of the fall that much greater: Adam in possessing

the Holy Spirit had an intimate guide and immediate access to spiritual knowledge, and

though the security for this continued relationship rested with Adam, it was nonetheless

guaranteed so long as he obeyed the law, which he was equipped to do.  This theory

also adds a new anthropological element to the cost of the fall, in that the Spirit’ s

presence was a part of human experience prior to the fall, so that, in addition to a

corrupt nature, fallen humanity has to deal with the absence of the Holy Spirit with

whom we were designed to live in fellowship.

Federal Representation

The emphasis on this loss of a personal fellowship also adds a strong relational element

into the federal scheme, which traditionally is largely concerned with the legal standing

of the federal head.  While this latter aspect is certainly not missing from Smeaton, the

presence of, or lack of, the Spirit as an important aspect of understanding the fall and

redemption, adds a new relational and ontological tone to the federal view.

Nature – Grace Divide

A common criticism levelled against federal theology is its supposedly artificial

division between nature and grace, and the way it seems to place nature prior to grace.7

While it is true that Smeaton still understands Adam as being under a covenant with

God, a natural law by which he stands or falls on his own actions, the whole nature or

atmosphere of this provision is changed when God’ s gracious presence, through the

indwelling Spirit, is incorporated.  No longer is Adam portrayed as being left to his own

devices, as it were, with only natural revelation to guide him.  Instead, Adam filled with

the Spirit is in close fellowship with all the persons of the Trinity.8  Indeed, Smeaton’ s

                                                
6 Irving (1855) vol. 5 pp.82f.
7 See e.g. Torrance (1997).
8 This change of tone is corroborated by Smeaton’ s apparent reticence about using some federal terms
such as ‘Covenant of Works’ , ‘active and passive obedience’  or ‘Covenant of Redemption’  and a greater
interest is his Spirit-anthropology.
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federal scheme introduces a larger element of God’ s grace into Adam’ s pre-fall situation

than, say, Irving, who is normally regarded as someone whose theology eroded the

federal nature-grace dichotomy.

This gracious presence of God with Adam through the Spirit again strengthens the

federal parallel between Adam and Christ, and also the Christian.  Adam’ s progression,

had the covenant been maintained, would not have been a leap from nature to grace, but

a transition from an insecure to a secure foundation.  The illustration painted by the term

‘probation’ , commonly applied to the pre-fall situation, becomes clearer: for a person on

probation is conditionally experiencing not imprisonment but freedom, with the

intention of experiencing it permanently.  Likewise, Adam was experiencing God’ s

gracious influence conditionally in anticipation of a secure situation where it could not

be lost.

Anthropological

Adam’s situation in Paradise

It is made clear by Smeaton’ s anthropology that humanity was created at the very first

for intimate relationship to the Triune God.  An integral part of being made according to

the image of God necessitated this communion with, and indwelling by, the Holy Spirit.

Unlike theologians such as Goodwin, Irving and Candlish, and closer to Calvin’ s view,

it was important for Smeaton to stress, in reaction to the rationalistic theology then

growing on the Continent, that Adam was created fit to meet God’ s final ‘ideal’  for

humanity and that therefore he was a son.9  Smeaton’ s concept of Adam as ‘a son in the

Son’  runs contrary to rationalist theology: the nature of sonship for humanity is not

through creation per se, but mediation from the ontological Son.  Smeaton is explicit

that this mediated sonship is applied to believers through the indwelling Spirit, but the

two are only coincidental in Smeaton’ s writing in the case of Adam.

                                                
9 Smeaton (1997) p.16.
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The end goal

When considered anthropologically, redemption in Smeaton’ s theory does not introduce

some additional element that is foreign to humanity as created.  The Christian, therefore,

is not in a situation of being human-plus-the-Spirit, but merely and genuinely human as

per God’ s design for humanity.  With the advent of sin, there no longer exists the option

of a seamless progression for humanity into the full inheritance of God’ s grace, but

instead the costly fall and even more gracious act of the atonement intervened.

Therefore, the results of the covenant of grace cannot be interpreted as an after-thought,

or a positive benefit of rebellion, but as God graciously working out the goal that Adam

could have reached directly.

Via media between Trichotomist and Dichotomist

Smeaton’ s anthropology also provides potential solutions to two outstanding, but

related, theological quandaries.  These are the debate in systematic theology as to

whether the human constitution is dichotomist or trichotomist, and historically the

ambiguity in Irenaeus’ s discussion between the Spirit of God in man and the spirit of

man.10  If a model such as Smeaton’ s is used, a third option is provided, which is both a

dichotomy, in that man is intrinsically body and soul, but also a trichotomy as he is

created to be indwelt by the Spirit.  Thus for Irenaeus humanity is in possession of the

‘Spirit of God’  when viewed from one perspective, but as the Spirit’ s presence is a part

of the created situation of humanity he also uses the term ‘spirit of man’ .

Christological

Christ’ s Real Humanity

Smeaton does not introduce any totally new ideas to Christology directly, even though

his comments on the Spirit’ s work communicating between the two natures of Christ

caused critical comments from AA Hodge, however, a new light is thrown on

Christology by Smeaton’ s federal pneumatology.  Other Reformed theologians have

used pneumatology to explain the unity of Christ’ s incarnate person and the sinlessness

of his human nature, but this potentially leads to the question of how a man so related to
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the Holy Spirit can be considered truly a human being.  By applying Smeaton’ s view of

humanity, Christ coming as made in the image of God does not represent a super-

human, nor a new development in the evolution of humanity, but rather the perfect

human: humanity indwelt with the Spirit just as Adam was indwelt by the Spirit.

Christ’ s Genuine Human Experience

This development of Reformed Christology by federal pneumatology explains how

Christ can be said to have lived a genuine human experience, despite his uniqueness.

Smeaton still stands firmly within the Chalcedonian Definition of the incarnate Christ,

as refined by the Reformed tradition, and overcomes its weak point, i.e. the tendency to

separate the two natures, by the unifying effect of the Spirit’ s work in communicating

what was necessary for Christ’ s sin-bearing and substitutionary role.  Yet it still takes

the incarnation fully into account by the Spirit’ s communicating between the two

natures and not only between the Father and Jesus, as in Irving’ s portrayal of the true

human experience of Christ.  Just as Smeaton’ s Spirit-anthropology was fully

Trinitarian in the case of Adam, so too the person and work of Christ become a fully

Trinitarian event.

Closing Remarks

The intention of this thesis was to demonstrate that George Smeaton’ s pneumatology,

by exploiting lesser-used elements of theology, had become a truly federal

pneumatology.  The historical evidence has indicated that his contribution did not

involve any entirely novel suggestions, but incorporated ideas that had been hinted at

and assumed by individuals in each of the main schools of thought that Smeaton was

influenced by, i.e. Patristic, Puritan, Scottish and Continental Protestant theologies.

Nevertheless, their incorporation in Smeaton’ s theological scheme is distinctive and,

though not completely new, is unusual enough to attract remarks from previous

researchers.  These earlier researchers, however, failed to explore their origin in much

depth, or to analyse the conceptual framework that underlay them.  This thesis has been

                                                                                                                                              
10 See commentators Quasten (1993) vol. 1 p.309 and Bettenson (1956) p.71, and also compare the
editorial input in Irenaeus (1994) pp.531f., Bull (1714) pp.1118f. and Irenaeus (1882) p.1137.
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able to establish that the distinctive areas that occur in Smeaton indicate a consistently

federal approach to pneumatology.  Smeaton has not introduced innovative ideas in and

of themselves, but has highlighted and utilised small and neglected features of earlier

theologians in order to add depth and consistency to the federal scheme.
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GLOSSARY OF NON-ENGLISH TERMS

Communicatio gratiarum ‘Communication of graces; the impartation of grace by the

Word to the human nature it assumed in the incarnation.’ 1

Communicatio idiomatum ‘Communication of proper qualities; a term used in

Christology to describe the way in which the properties ...

of each nature are communicated to or interchanged in the

unity of the person.’ 2

Communicatio operationum ‘Communication of operations …  used by the Reformed to

indicate the common work of the two natures of Christ,

each doing what is proper to it according to its own

attributes.’ 3

Crede ut intelligas Believe in order that you may understand.  (Augustine)4

Credo ut intelligam I believe in order that I might understand.  (Anselm)5

Donum concreatum The Protestant view (in reaction to donum superadditum)

that the gift of grace ‘was a part of the original constitution

of man’ .

Donum superadditum Medieval scholastic term for a superadded gift of grace

given to Adam prior to the fall.

Imago Dei Image of God (in humanity)

Opera Trinitatis ad extra

sunt indivisa 6
‘The external …  works of the Trinity are undivided.’ 7

KP
Y
Q� [neshamah] breath of …  every breathing thing …   spirit of

man.8

[�:U [ruach] breath, wind, spirit -- 1. breath of mouth or

nostrils: a. breath. b. as mere breath …  c. as word of

command…  d. as hard breathing through the nostrils in

                                                
1 Muller (1985) p.72.
2 Muller (1985) p.72.
3 Muller (1985) p.74.
4 Muller (1985) p.85.
5 Muller (1985) p.86.
6 Or opera ad extra trinitatis indivisa sunt.
7 Muller (1985) p.213.
8 Abbreviated from Brown, Driver and Briggs (1996) p.675.
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anger…  e. as sign and symbol of life…  breath of life. 2.

wind… 3. spirit, …  a. spirit, animation, vivacity, vigour. b.

courage. c. temper, esp. anger. d. impatience or patience.

e. spirit, disposition,…  f. as crushed. g. disposition … h.

prophetic spirit…  4. spirit , of the living, breathing being,

dwelling in the, UI
%
 of men and animals, || YS�Q� : a. gift and

creation of God. b. God preserves it. c. it is therefore God’ s

spirit…  d. it departs at death. e. disembodied being. 5.

spirit as seat of emotion = YS�Q� : a. desire …  b. sorrow,

trouble… 9

RPGW�OC [pneuma] Spirit (of God); spirit, inner life, self; disposition,

state of mind; spirit, spirit being or power, power (often of

evil spirits); life; wind; breath; ghost, apparition.10

RPGWOCVKMQ�L [pneumatikos] spiritual, pertaining to the spirit; spiritual

person; spiritual thing, spiritual gift; supernatural or

spiritual.

[WEKMQ�L [psychikos] unspiritual, not possessing the Spirit of God;

non-spiritual, physical, material.

EQK"MQ�L [choïkos] made of earth or dust.

                                                                                                                                              
9 Abbreviated from Brown, Driver and Briggs (1996) pp.924f.
10 Greek definitions in Glossary are from Newman (1971).
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