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"Among the great events of the eighteenth century was the rise,
in an obscure corner of the civilized world, of a new school of
thaologr."l The leaders of the school were of the pure English stock,
educated for the most part at the recently fourded Yale College—"parish
ministers in small villages and hamlets, and occasionally missionaries
upon the near frontier, practical religious leaders who were stimulated
to constructive thought by definite religious necessities in their own
charges .“2 One would think that such a movement, originating as it did
far from the centers of thought and accumulations of scholarly material,
led by men with less scientific training, could never be of interest to
the Christian world beyond. But New England was destined to become the
"principal elament"sin the development of a great nation. "The theological
movement begun by Jonathan Edwards when he preached his sermon upon
'Justification by Faith' in Northampton, in 1754, acquired an importance
for the whole Christian civilization when it became the molding force
of a great part of the constructive religious work done in the United
States of America.” y It became the dominant school of thought in New
England Congregationalism. This denomination was instrumental in the
establishment of foreign and home missions, in the founding of theological
seminaries, in revivals, and in the planting of colleges. While the
Edwardean theology was supreme in its midst, the Congregational Church
was one of America's most influential church bodies.

It is not our concern in this paper to direct attention to the work

of this school as a whole. It is much too complex to be treated within

1. Fosteér, Frank Fugh, A Genetic History of the New England Theology,

Pe 1.
2, Ibid.
5. m.
4. Ivid,




i1
the 1imits of this thesis. Rather we choose to consider an important
phase of the work of this theological school. This is the development
of the Doctrine of the Atonement. In order to understand the work of
the New England leaders who contributed to the theory of this doctrine,
it is necessary to consider the historical background of the New England
Calvinists, and the work of the founder of this school of theology,
Jonathan Edwa rds,

The Pilgrim Fathers, who settled in New England in 1620, were stark
Calvinists, Calvinism was the creed of John Robinson, the pastor of the
Leyden Church, from which the Pilgrims came over to Plymouth, Robinsen,
in his "Defense of the Doctrine Propounded by the Synod of Dort®, was in
general accord with the "extreme application of the doctrine of divine
sovereignty and of the helplea's‘neaa of rman."5 The settlers in the Mass-
chusetts Colony in 1629 were "well read in divinity, and intense in their
devotion to the Calvinistic systan.“s Afte r the overthrow of the monarchy
in England, the formation of the Westminster standards was accomplished in
1646, The Savoy Confession, which the English GmmgatiMs had
adopted in 1658, was essentially the same in doctrine as the Westminster
Confession. It was adopted with slight changes, particularly with regard
to church government, by the Boston Synod of 1680. Thus to all appearances
the old Calvinism had fully maintained itself down to the close of the
century,

During this entire period the emphasis of preaching in the churches
was upon the Sovereignty of God; this was characteristic of Calvinism,
Now, as Foster correctly obaervaa,7 the doctrine of the Sovereignty of
God affected the Congregational Church differently at different times.

S. rm’ ODe cit., Pe 12,
6o Ibid.’ Pe 15.
7. Tbid., p. 29
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The Puritans, having the conviction that they were elect, found strength
in their convistions to sustain them in their difficulties. However,
when the Sovereignty of God was preached in an over-emphatic way, and the
inability of man stressed to those who were not conscioua that they were
the elect, it produced sluggishness, apathy, self-distrust, and despair,
The undue emphasis on divine sovereignty and man's inability reduced the
number of “"conversions," and was beginning to deplete the churches of

members. A paralysis spread over the churches; “conversiocns" were rare.

The second generation of New England was largely "unconverted.”

To remedy the situation, various means were employed. One of these
was the Half-Way Covenant. It allowed parents, themselves baptized and
of correct life, who would gﬂ_igggmg;—tm is, acknowledge the
rightfulness of God's claims upon them, and promise to submit to church
discipline even thought not professing baptism—to have their children
baptized., DBy the introduction of the Half-Way Covenant, the character
of the church was changed. The church wa s no longer strictly the fellow-
ship of believers; it was to perform the function of a school, and train
men up to religion. The full scope of the change was not mllyreal:ls.d
until 1707 when Solomon Stoddard, of Northampton, propoud a second method
to remedy the deplorable situation of no "conversions®™ and cnphy churches,
In this year Stoddard proposed to admit the unregenerate to the Lord's
Supper as a means of grace, that is, of conversion. He believed that the
unconverted should be urged to came to the Sacrament as a converting
ordinance. This idea was derived from his low opinion of the Sacraments.

8, Half-Wiay Covenant: "A device of New England Congregational Churches
in the latter half of the 18th century, according to which the children of
church members in full standing were entitled to Baptism, on the ground that
they were members of the Church, but on becoming adulta, if unregenerate,

thqomldneithucmtoth'M'sSnppc‘mmmmmm
fairs; if, however, they "cwned the covenant and were of upright life, they
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He believed they had the efficacy of a prayer, anﬂnomm.g *Thus
ultimately the doctrine of inability broke down the theory of the new
birth in its relation to the church, as it early discouraged the actual
exerciges of repem'c.a.nc:e."10 The Half-Way Covenant was introduced very
largely into the churches of this period.

Still the decline continued in the churches, and soon a lax morality
became evident. After a series of calamities: the Indian War, 1675-763
drought and pestilence; a "reforming synod" was called which met in
Boston in 1679. The synod brought to light some of the prevalent sina:
increas e of profanity, intemperance, licentiousness. The increase of
these sins gave ample evidence that a community was rising about the church
and in the church, truly "the world", and the church was not subduing it.
The Balf-Way Covenant was partly to blame for this., People who owned the
covenant and had their children baptized were generally satisfied with this
alone. There was a general neglect of the Lord's Supper, and this was in
part a reason for the "Stoddardism" which came in. Further decline permitted
unconverted men to administed the ordinances of the church. The decay in
the churches had reached tbc ministers themselves. The practice became
genera 1 in Connecticut to admit persons to commnion who did net profess
e, T spiritual death increased, revivals were unGomn,

immorality grew apace, and the state of religion went lower and lower,"

8. (con.) might in turn present their children for baptism and thus
secure for them the same privileges which they themselves enjoyed."
Beclorith, C. A., p. 195: A Dictionary of Religion and Ethicg, New York,
Macmillan Company, 1923,

9, Foster, op. cit., p. 31.

10. Ibid., p. 32.
11. Ibmo, Pe 42,
12, Ibid.
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With lax practice theological modifications entered in. The Ar-

minian writers: Whitby, John Taylor, Dr. Samuel Clark, were imported
and read, "What was called Arminianism, coupled with tendencies toward
_&rian and Soeinian opinions, gradually superseded the old creed in the
minds and teaching of many, especially in eastern New Eng]and.'ls Ed- !
wards thought Armininianism so prevailing that he devoted his principal
- writings agaiisi it, as we shall presently see.

We observe that undue emphasis on the Sovereignty of God and the

inability of man has produced a pure formalism in religion, evidenced

by the Half-Way Covenant and "Stoddardism", Further, there is an alarming
absence of vital piety in the New England churches. At the same tinme,

the Arminian writings entering into New England are being cordially received.
It is obvious the New England churches have now reached a crisis; the entire
theological system may give way to another. The great task facing New
Epgland theologians beginning with about 1730 is to modify Calvinism in

such a way that it would on one hand retain the Calvinistiec principle of

the Sovereignty of God, and yet on the other hand recognize the responsi-
bility of man, neglected too long, the results of which were all too spparent.
The man who was chiefly respensible for the developmert of a modified
Calvinism was Jonathan Edwards. _

It wa 8 into the turbulent situation in New England that a new force
entered in the person of Jonathan Edwards. Heé has been called "ths greatest
theologian that American Congregationalism has producad."n Edwards by birth
and training belonged to the strictest circles of Calvinism. He was born

at East Windsor, Conn,, where his father, Timothy Edwards, was pastor, on
October 5, 1703. After a youth of brilliant promise he was graduated at
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on February 15, 1727, as colleague with his grandfather, the aged
Solemon Stoddard, whose death two yea rs later left him the sole pastor

of the Northampton church., "In Edwards there was a rare combination of
fervor of feeling, of almost oriental fertility of imagination, and in-
tellectual acument, which clothed all that he said with glowing force,
while beneath his words flowed the stream of a most carefully theologic
mtem."ls Edwards wa s further blessed in having a wife of remarkable
intellectual force and intense spirituality, Sarah Pierpont, the daughter
of Rev, James Pierpont of New Haven.

In order to understand correctly the work which Ecdward. waa later
to accomplish, his fundamental position must be kept in mind, He was
a Calvinist; his family background, being thoroughly Calvinistic, en-
couraged this. He took singular delight in the material principle of
Calvinism, the sovereignty of God. "It was about the doctrine of the
divine sovereignty that his thoughts principally centered, and that
this doctrine.,..became not only a conviction, but a delightful convie-
tion." " His famous sermon, "Sinners in the hands of an angry Geod,®
provides ample testimony to his staunch Calvinistic position. God
is the absolute sovereign, dealing with sinful mankind as He pleases.
He states as the theme of his sermon: "There is nothing that keeps
wicked men at any one moment out of hell, but the mere pleas ure of God." 17
kthmdaﬁnos thia"mmplamre of God": "By the mere plea sure of
God, I mean his sovereign pleasure, his arbitrary will, restrained by
no obligation, hindered by no manner of difficulty, any more than if
nothing else but God's mere wili had in the least degree or in any re— 18
spect whatsoever any hand in the preservation otwj.chdmn.unnmlnt.'
It is evident that Edwards was in full accord with historic Calvinism in

UMM S L on 3 20 yerelgney

zs. wmm-, op. cit., P. 253, m.ruw-, op. cit., p. 49. 17. pP. 73. ? 18, Thid.

_* "Sinners in the hands of an angry God", in
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However, notwithstanding the fact that he was a true Calvinist,

he still realized the need of an assertion of respensibility on the
part of man, He was all too familiar with the serious moral defeo-
tions then existing in the church, and he was desirous of doing some-
thing about them. These two factors: the sovereignty of God on the

one hand and the need for personal responsibility on the other caused
him to reexamine the old Calvinism. The problem that faced him has
been stated in three questions: "How can an appeal be made to men to
tam to the Lord under the Calvinistic system of determinism? How
¢an one maintain Calvinism against the Arminian claim that man is a
ulf—doteminingagant:l.nbomgoodandevilx How can the unfreedom
of the will and man's responsibility for his sin be maintained at
the same tlme?"m‘mism the problem that confronted Edwards, His
solution, which profoundly influenced New England theology, will be
considered in the ensuing discussion.

Edwards first enters the picture in 1754 with a series of sermons
on justification that began the great revival in New England, and began
& new epoch in American religious life., Preached in Northampton, these
sermons had a marked effect. Afhrthcirpmhﬂm,"thomﬁntm
seemed in deep spiritual concern. "Little else was talked of besides
the interests of religion; and these impressions were deepened by the
vividness with which Edwards depicted the wrath of God, from he exhorted
lntoﬂu.'zohyhy,lm,thmthcudsllbumtoahnh,mﬂun
three hundred persons, both young and old, were said to have experienced
& regenergtive change. The same impulse was felt in other towns of the
Connecticut valley. "From Northfield on the north to Windsor on the
Imﬁi?mmctﬂmt'n the river, and in cmcﬁcut it

« liayer, F, E., Lecture Notes on "Modern Trends in Theology,"p. 7

20, Walker, op. cit., pl 255.

_
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extended considerably widely, reaching points as fa r asunder as Lebanon,
New Haven, Stratford, and Groton."zl It attracted the attention of many
influential men: Benjamin Colman of Boston, Isaac Watts and John Ouyse
of England, In 1736 Edwards wrote his "Narrative of the Surprising
Work of God,” which was printed and circulated on both sides of the
Atlantic in 1787-88, and turned public attention in all Anglo-Saxon non-
prelatical circles to the American revival movement. Colman, in 1740,
invited the Rev. George Whitefield to visit New England. - When Whitefield,
accepting the invitation, came to New England, his preaching aroused
enthusiasm everywhere. Without question Edwards' sermons made a terrifie
impaet upon the religious 1life of New England.

Now our chief concern is this: What was there about Edwards' sermons
that caused such a tremendous revival? To answer this question, we shall
deal particularly with Edwards' sermon on “Justification by Faith®, fol-
lowing in the main Foster's fine discussion on the lub;)m.st.22 Justification
is defined as consisting not merely in the forgiveness of our sins, but
in the imputation of Christ's righteocusness to us, Edwards stressing not
80 mch the passive but the active obedience of Christ. Our possession
of Christ's righteousness is the ground of our being rewarded with eter-
nal life. "Fa ith justifies, not as being morally worthy, bat am a vin-
culum connecting the soul with (:hr:l.trt.‘."25 It was then, after all, not
the Christ for us, but rgther the Christ in us, Faith is made the
condition of justification., “Faith is...ths condition of forgiveness,
because it unites the soul to Christ, so that there is a fitness in
butwingmchafaminmmofit.'unyniﬁmm
the rightecusness of Christ, with the consequent evedence of this in a

%m_umw before God. Through his conception
s OPe dt-’ Pe 255.

28: ,“'hl', Ope ﬂit.. PPe 52-54. 24. ,u'hr, Ope 01‘.’ Pe 58.
28. Pisher, A Hiatorv of Christian Doctrine, p. 409.
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of faith Edwerds has introduced the activity of man. Edwards had
realized that more room was needed for the activity of man. He
had seen that "conversions® were the great need of tlu time., "He
saw also that the tendency among the Arminians to confuse a 'good,
moral life' with the Christian 1ife, and to depend for salvation
upon the striking at the day of judgment of a kind of moral balance
sheet between good and bad deeds, was a fundamental gbandorment of

25
the gospel;" hence his development as outlined above. The result

of these sermons, as alrea dy pointed out, was the renewal of "con- 3
versions" in large numbers. "The doctrine of regeneration acquired
practical effectiveness, for men were actually born again in great
numbers, in the revivals of the years 1755 and 1740, and thus the
old paralysis was broken up."26

In 1750 Edwards was dismissed from Nerthampton after a severe
case of church diseipline. He then went as missionary to the Indians
to Stockbridge. Here, having sufficient time to study and write, he
wrote his three great works: Freedom of the Will (1754), Nature of
Virtue (1755), and QOriginal Sin (1758). These three works of Ed-
wards must be studied briefly in order to understand fully his develop—
ment of the responsibility of man, his modificatien of historie Zalvinism,
and his influence upon subsequent theologians.

Edwards, over a period of years, had come to the conclusion that
the chief cause of the symptoms of moral laxity, indifference, ete.,
then prevalent in the religious life of church people, was the theory
of the will as it was held at that time. In 1754 he printed his “Care-
ful and Striet Inquiry into the Modern Prevailing Notions of That Free-

dom of the Will which is supposed to be essential to Moral Agency, etc."
25, Foster, op. cit.;, p. 58

26. Ibid., p. 54.
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Edwards begins his treatise with a definition of cause. Cause is any
antecedent which so affects man that it becomes cause. An event in the
realn of mind without & cause is inconceivable to Edwirds. Foster
points to an ambiguity in this definition.zsa Motives are 'causes' de-

termining the will. Is the motive an occasion upon which the efficient

will acts, or an efficient cause operating upon the will? Edwards' defi-
nition gives no answer. In one term he includes efficient and occasional
R€b
causes. Edwards followed Calvin in dividing the mind into faculties,
understanding, and will. Here again a criticism is in order. "Edwards
confounded the emotions, the action of which is necessary, with the will,
the action of which is free, and attributed to the latter, as a matter
26e¢
of self-evidence, all the necessity of the former." Further confusion
resulted from the use of "inclination", which was used to denote an emo- Ay
tion, then in the same sentence to denote a volition—a fallacy of the
ambiguous middle, Fisher adds this remark:
The principal inconsistency of Eddwards in his discussions of the
subject,...is the faillure persistenky to identify or persistently
to distinguish voluntary and involuntary inclinations. Inclination
and choice are trea ted as indistinguishable and yet the one is
spoken of as the antecedent and cause of the other. The ambigu-
ity of 'inclination' and its synonyms has been a fruitful source
of confusion, 26d
From these fundamental considerations Edwards dmlop. his theory
of the will, Every act of the will ia an act of choice, involving al-
ternatives. If the will is placed between two things, between which a
choice is to be made, the question develops: What determines the will
to choose the one rather than the other? The Arminians said that the
RCe
will determined itself. Edwards says the will is determined by the

motive which it actually follows. Therefore a positive power is ascribed

to motives, They are causes, possessing efficient causation. Upon a

%6a, Fos Ei 55 cit. 3 Pe 64. 22. m ;ki; Lp%?ﬂ.’ pars. 6-8.
26c. F hr - clt. . 64, 26d. Fisher, ope. oy Pe .
26e. F:ter’doigmsu’kgninm positions on’ free will, op. eit., pp. 65-66.
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perfect knowledge of their nature and potency, the future action of a
being influenced by them could be determined., The prevailing motive
both determines that the action of the will shall take place and also
how it shall take place. It does this because it possesses a certain
attractive power, or because it is an apparent goode Since the prevailing
motive acts as a cause, it is evident that the greatest apparent good
in any group of conflicting apparent goods will determine the will. Hence
the maxim: the will is as the greatest apparent good, It follows that
the choices of the will are as necessary as the events of the physical
world, They are caused by motives in the same sense as these are caused
by the forces of objects and events in nature. Still this does not in-
fringe upon the liberty of man, because it leaves him so far entirely
able to do what he wills, This is the meaning of liberty. To suppose
that freedom means that a man can will as he wills, as the Arminians
claimed, is to involve oneself in contradiction, Virtue or vice con-
sists in the nature of the choice made in any case irrespective of its
origin, Commands and threats are motives which may be employed; but
whatever the motives, as a man chooses, so is he.
261

Foster has two further criticisms in this connection:

The application of the law of causality to the operations of the

mind is in contravention of the simplest facts of consciousness.

eee The fallacy of the infinite series may be forced upon every

argument touching the domain where God and man unite and the

spheres of the finite and infinite intersect. If Edwards over-

threw freedom by his argument, he also virtually overthrew the

existence of God; for if God is required as a cause of the world,

then a cause is required for God, and a cause for this cause, and

so on ad infinitum,

The services of Edwards by his theory of the will were manifold.
By ascribing to motives causative power, he wants to make man respon—

8ible. Edwards propounded a distinction between natural and moral

26f. Foster, op. cit., p. 75
-
_
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ability and inability. Natural ability and inability arise from natural
or physical cuases, In like manner, moral ability and inability arise
from motives, This distinction was of use in distinguishing between
. What we might call the "can't" or lactk of power, and the "ean't" which
is really "won't". The Calvinism of the early days, as we have seen,
had no place for any ability to good, and this had had a paralysing in-
fluence, Edwards introduced an ability. Fisher states Edwards' position
as follows:

The Apminian objection that, according to Calvinism, a sinful man
—cannot love Cod, cannot repent, is met by a denial., He can if he
will., If it be asked, can he will, the question is pronounced to
be absurd. e is possessed of conscience and will; he has a
natural ability to do all duty, notwithstanding the gcertainty that
without the operations of prace, he will not——that is, notwith-

standing his moral ability. The first is the ground of responsi-
bility; the second, of dependence. Both are absolute. 26g

In his theory Edwards believed that he had "demonstrated the absolute
control of God while 1leaving freedom and responsiblity to rna.p."zal

In regard to the origin of evil, Edwards had some definite conclu,sionséei
The Arminians had said that necessity made the Almighty the author of sin.
But to Edwards the fall was like every other event in the world preceding
from the will—a volition caused by motives. In the last analysis these
motives were presented by God, and in this sense God willed the fall.
Edwards does not like the phrase: God willed the fall, Rather he teaches
that Cod ordered the system in which sin would infallibly come to pays.
He draws the line of agency, and so of the authorship of sin, at the action— -
that is, at the sin, making this man's. Thus God is the author of the system,

man of the sin.

26g. Fiﬂher’ OpDe Bito, Pe 401.
26h, Walker, op. cit., p. 283.
26i. Foster, op. cit., pp. 65-66.
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Before leaving Edwards' theory of the will, we should like to
clarify its concepts and the difference between it and Arminianism
by two diagrams.zm(iod, according to Edwards, ordered the system in
vhich man was able to make his choices. Arminianism ignored this first
- part, the system, and gave io man the absolute power of choice. The

diagrans follow:

Calvinism | Arminianism
| B
VAN'S | oD ha 4
CHOICE | | to love~
Murder | il | |
£ s i I to fight "
Anger ﬂklt\“x?“—"—*emumty | 4
(Emoft ns%\ | | to hono
i ; \\_' \:ﬁai'k é
L;he | o i
j Leisure | |
g s o | s,
Prov:(des for 1 z
it i L
i 25

The difference between Calvinism and Arminianism is clear from the
above diagrams. Note the extent of will in both systems. In Arminianism
the choice of will is abaolute; God is absent. In Edwardean Calvinism
the choice is limited to the system in which God has placed man: Family,
Commnity, etce In this gystem man has a choice,

In leaving Edwards' theory of the will, let us again note the_ respon—
sibility and activity which is given to man, Edwards was steering a care-
ful course between the absolute freedom of the Arminians, and the inability
as 1t had been preached in New England.

26j. Mayer, F. E,, Class Notes on "Modern Trends in Theology", P 2.
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We now take up Edwards' on original sin, "the second great subject
26k
on which Edwards entered the lists against the Arminians.” "The
Seriptural Doctrine of Original Sin Proposed to Free and Candid Examina-
tion" by John Taylor of Norwich, England, appeared in 1740. In this
vork Taylor rejected the doctrine of the imputation of sin, and taught
that the whole work of Christ was comprised in His obedience. The doo-
trine of satisfaction to justice in every form was entirely left out.
Edwards replied to this work in his "The Great Christian Doctrine of
Original Sin Defended," which appeared in 1758, just after his death.,
Ve introduce this treatise of Edwards with a quotation from Foste r:
The theory of the current Calvinism required the supposition that
there rested upon the descendants of Adam a double guilt—that of
Adam's first sin, imputed to them, and that of a corrupted nature
which was truly and properly sin, The order of the thought is:
first, Adam was made a federal head; second, his sin imputed;
third, corruption of nature visited upon mankind; finally, actual
8in in consequence. This is the so-called 'immediate imputation'.
Upon this theory there are two kinds of sin, voluntary and involun-
tary., 261
Edwards had already taught that sin was voluntary. He now extends his
| position to the point Where all sin is voluntary. Sin is imputed not
26m
by an arbitrary decree, as Calvin taught, but as man's voluntary par-
Heipation in Adam's sin, It is imputed because it is the sin of ail
men, for they have committed it in Adam, "Thus he extends his doctrine,
excludes every sin but voluntary sin, and so gives fully to New England
theology its first great distinguishing doctrine, that all sin consists
in choice. Thus he complets at this point the work begun in the treatise

26n
on the will,”

26, k. Fisher, op. cit., p. 402.

261, Fostar, Ope Cito, pe. 86,

26m. Calvin, Institutes, Book II, Ch., 1, par. 7: "the cause of con-
tagion is, that it was ordained by God that the gifts He had conferred on
Adam should by him be preserved or lost."

I 26n, Foster, op. cit., p. 87.
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T maintain this connection of the race with Adam, Edwards proposes
8 theory somewhat new., He rejects the idea that original sin consists
in a positive taint. He simply says that the Holy Spirit must and did
vithdraw from man after his sin. The result: man set himself up as his
omn standard and fell into further sin. Hereupon, either in consequence
of the established course of nature, or of a special divine constitution,
the descendants of Adam were born, as he was, after his sin, destitute of
holiness, so negatively evil or depraved, out of communion with God, and
certain to pursue the course of their fleshly affections; that is, to
fall into sin, All are looked upon as sinning in and with their common
roote God righteously withholds special influences and special commni-
cations from all for this sin. As a result of this act of God's, men
consent to Adam's sin as soon as they begin to act. Imputation follows
this consent, Edwards' order is as follows: 1, The "constitution". 2,
Birth of men without the spirit. 3. Positive evil disposition or sin,
which is consent to Adam's in., 4. Charge of guilt, How did Edwards
Justify this "constitution" to himself? Foster gives a fine summary:
Some things entirely distinet and very diverse are yet united by
by the constitution of the creator so that they are in a sense one,
as for instance the oak, a hundred years old, and the acorn. Even
the identity of created intelligence depends upon the constitution
of God. Continuance of the same consciousness, or memory, is es—
sential to continued personal identity; and yet this continued memory
is the constitution of God and not the work of man himself. Indeed,
the continued existence of every created entity, whether person or
thing, is nothing but the continued creation of God. It is altogether
equivalent to an immediate production out of nothing at every moment,
The continued identity of anything is therefore only the consistency
with which God produces now what he produced a moment since; or it
is the divine constitution. By the same constitution, Adam and the
race may be the same person, and so the loss of Adam be the loss of
his posterity. 26
p rity o 26p :
Edwards' contributions may be summarized in three propositions: a

l, In the extension of the proposition that sin is voluntary action to

260, Foster, op., cit., p. 88.
26po Ibid., Pe 89

-__-



xvi

the principle that all sin s voluntary action. 2. In the removal from
theology of the idea that man's corruption consists in a positive taint
imparted to his nature. (The whole matter is explained when it is taught
that the Holy Spirit is withdrawn from sinning Adam, and corruption traced
o this root.) 3. In an idea introduced, the maintenance of the doctrine
of the actuality of depravity in man by the supposition of an established
order of nature, or divine constitutions

A fiaml work of Edwards, which deserves particular attention, is
"Te Dissertation Concerning the Nature of True Virtue," published in
1765 though written ten years earlier, Foster considers this work,
"Edwards"' prinecipal contribution to religious thought."zsq Edwards in thia
treatise does not content himself, as philosophers before him had done,
with the inquiry: What is the abstract quality of virtue? He scts forth,
on the contrary, the nature of viriue in the concrete, or the principleof
goodness. This he finds to be benevolence, or love to intelligent being.
It is love to the entire society of intelligent be:l.ngs according to their
rank, the amount of being which belongs to them. Thus it is a proporticnate
love; supreme and absolute as regards God, limited as regards inferior
beings. "Under this conception, ethichs and religion are inseparably con—
nected.“zsr True love to man is love to him as being, o as having being
in himself, It is indissolubly connected, if it be real and genuine, with
& proportionately greater love toward God. This benevolence, embracing
in itself all goodness, is the fountain and essence of specific virtues. It
is described as a "propensity to being, which prompts one to seek the wel-
fare of t.ﬁe objects loved."zss It is not synonymous with delight in the

26q. Foster, op. cit., p. 91.
26r, Fisher, op. cit., p. 404.
26s, Ibid,
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happiness of others, but is the spring of that delight. "An essential
element in Edwards' whole theory is a double excellence of universal love:
first, a rightness recognized by all men, whether they be good or bad; and
a peculiar, transcendant love, revedled only to the good, or on the condi-
tion of the exercise of love as a practical principle.“zet

The disinterested love which is identical with virtue is the antipode
of self-love., If self-love signifies nothing but a man's loving what is
pleasing to him, this is only to say that he loves what he loves. With
Edwards, loving an object is synonymous with being pleased with it. But
the proper meaning of self-love is regard to self in distinction from
others, or regard to some private interest. Self-love includes all par—
ticular affections which do not involve a regard to universal being and a
willingness that the subordinate interest should give way whenever it com—
petes with the interests and rights of the whole.

Previous moralists had been too exclusively occupied in considering
the theme of virtue with simple reference to the relations of man towsrd
man, "Edwards would show, on the contrary, that true virtue must include
a virtuous attitude toward God himself, which is, however, the essence of
religion, and would thus advance to the lofty position that there can be
no true virtue in the narrower sphere of what is ordinarily called morality,
which is not, at the same time, rt-.nil.’t.g:l.ous."zsu Fisher believes that "the
scientific construction of the theory of virtue, ospechl;%v in the place
which love to God finds in it, is original with Edwards."”

The principles which Edwards laid down had a wide :I.nﬂ.uanoei "finally

26w
created an independent school of ethics.” The union of religion and

26t. Fisher, op. cit., p. 404.
26u, Fo’ur, OPe Qit., pPe 98.
R6v, Filher, OPe cit.’ Pe 407.
26w, Foster, op. cit., p. 10l.
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morality, the placeé which love to God finds in the system—these greatly
influenced succeeding men. Furthermore, the teaching that any act is
virtuous,if it is prompted by the motive of love, made possible an ap-
peal to repentance. The philosopher Fichte has spoken of the work which
Edwards accomplished in the sphere of virtue in glowing terms:

So has this solitary thinker of North America risen to the deepest
and loftiest ground which can underlie the principle of morals:
universal benevolence which is in us, as it were potentially latent,

and in morality to emerge into full consciousness and activity, im
only the effect of the bond of love, which encloses us all in God."26x

26x, Fichte, System der Ethik, quoted in Fisher, op. cit., p. 407.




1. Jonathan Edwards—the Atonement 1

Our major concern in this thesis is the doctrine of the atonement
in New England theology. However, what has gone before is esential to
a8 proper understanding, not only of Edwards' views with regard to the
atonement, but also of the men whom he influenced, We shall take up now
the study of the doctrine of the atonement according to Edwards. For a
proper comprehension of the doctrine, we shall consider it both from the
development as suggested by Fisher, and also from the excellent and thorough
consideration of the doctrine by Franks. We begin with Fisher's discussion:

A paper by Edwa rds on "The Satisfaction of Christ" is one of the
most proflound of his many discussions. He begins with the statement:
Where there is sin, something of the nature of compensation is required,
either punishment or a repentance, humiliation, and sorrow which are pro-
portionate to the guilt incurred., It is not possible for men to make a
repentance answerable to the guilt of sin, due to the infinitude of guilt.
Edwards then continues his discussion, and Fisher organizes the dissertation
into four pa.rtszzsy

1. Christ is first presented as an Intercessor. As a prerequisite to
this office, He must enter fully into the mind of the offended party, as
well as the distress of the party offended. This absolute sympathy, iden—
tification of Himself in fe#ling, with both parties, is necessary to qualify
Hin to intercede. His intercessions, without it, would not be intelligent
on His omn part, or acceptable and prevailing.

2. The sympathy of Christ with God and with man, the offended one and
the offender, was perfected by means of His death. Thereby it attained its
consunmation, Then He understood fully what guilt involves: He appreciated

zeyo Fiﬂh‘r, ODe Oit.’ PPe 409. 410,
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both the holy resentment of CGod, and the criminality and hopeless situation
of man,

3. The substitution of Christ was primarily in His own heart. "It
vas love, which comes under another's burder, makes another's alalféering
lot its own, lays aside self, as it were, and becomes another." This
inward substitution led to, and was completed in the final act of self-
sacrifice,

4. By His voluntary submission to death, Christ signified His absolute
approval of the righteousness of the law on both its penal and its preceptive
side. He gave the strongest possible proof of His sense of the justice of
the divine administration in the allotment of death to the sinner, "Being
among men, and one of them, He honored and sanctioned the law both by
keeping it, by overcoming temptation, and also by sharing, without aa:‘;\-
mr, in the righteous penalty which He had not personally incurred."”

While Anselm and Karg had ignored active obedience entirely, Edwards and
his followers emphasized active obedience to the exclusion of the pl.uivo
obedience,

This presentation appealed to certain men, because it was "an attempt
to find the moral and spiritual elements of the Atonement, and thus wnfold

26bb
its rationale."” Edwards is interested not in the quantity of the Saviour's
suffering alone, but in the sources and meaning of it. "While holding that
Christ suffered the penalty of sin, Edwards not only carefully excludes
the idea that He was in consciousness, or in fact, an object of wrath; but
he dwells also upon those spiritual porcoptgx and experiences which gave

significance to the pain which He endured.”

26s. Fisher, op. cit., pp. 409. 410.
26aa. Ibid,
zm‘ Dm.
26ce. Ibid,
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Franks'discussion is more comprehensive than that of Fisher.

Ve thought it profitable to include Franks' analysis of Edwards'
doctrine of the atonement almost in its entiretylzsdd

Jonathan Edwards, "the true founder of a distinctive American
ﬂ‘°°1°gy,"2see develops the doctrine of the work of Christ in his
discourse: "Concerning the Necessity and Reasonsbleness of the Christian
Doctrine of Satisfaction for Sin."26ffm'ards argues as follows:

"Justice requires that sin be punished, because sin deserves punish-
ment" (p, 458), Greater sins deserve greater punishment, less sins less
punishment. All sins, however, require punishment according to their
demerit. Sin, viewed as an offense against God, is, however, of an in-
finite demerit. God must therefore punish it with infinite punishment,
"unless there be something in some measure to balance this desert" (p. 459).
Human repentance or sorrow for sin can, however, never reverse the existing
balance, since sin 1s infinite, and there can be no infinite sorrow for .
sin in finite creatures. To propose that God should pardon sinl because of
human repentance is no different from asking that He should pardon it with
no repentance at all. Repentance is required when sin is pardoned, not
88 amends for sin, but in view of compensation already made.

Sin strikes at God. It would, if it could, annihilate Him, There-
fore it must be repaid by God with enmity. God, as ruler of the universe,
mst maintain order in His kingdom. 'This is His justice. GCod's holiness i
also demands the punishment of sin. God, being holy, is opposed to sin, f
and must be at enmity with the sinner, God's antipathy to sin must be
visibly manifested. "If there had been only a declaration of God's abhor-

rence and displeasure against sin, the creature might have believed it,

26dd. Franks, Robert S., A_uggm:_m_mmu_%m
Chris iastical Development, Vol. II, pp. 182- . VI, Works,
S g : g,]Vol. VIII, pp.
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but could not have seen it, unless He should also take vengeance for

1t." (p. 462) Cod's honor requires the punishment of sin. "If we con—
slder sin as levelled against Cod, not only compensative jastice to the
sinner, but justice to Himself, requires that Cod should punish sin with
infinite punishment." (p. 468) "The majesty of God must be vindicated
by punishment® (p. 463); "unless there could be such a thing as a-repen—
tance, humiliation, and sorrow, proportionable to the greatness of the
majesty despised" (ibid.).

The Divine law demands the punishment of sin: without a sanction it
would be no law, but only counsel. Yoreover, the punishment threatened
by the law must be executed: otherwise the Law is implicitly abrogated.

Cod therefore cannot abrogate His law or dispense with it. It would
be a slur on the perfection of the law to abrogate it. God's authority
would be set aside, and His truth violated by the abrogation of the law.

"The satisfaction of Christ by His death is certainly a very rational
thing" (p. 471). The principle of mediation is a natural principle, since
Christ is said to have borne our sins for us. (Is. 53, 4. 11l. 12; Heb. 9,
28; 1 Pet, 2, 24).

Some definitions require to be premised: "By merit, I mean anything
whatsoever in any person or belonging to him, which appearing in the view
of another is a recommendation of him to that other's regard, esteem, or
affection" (p. 472). In short, merit is whatever recommends, irrespective
of intrinsic worth. "By _patron, I mean a person of superior dignity or
merit, that stands for and espouses the interest of another, interposes be-
tween him and a third person or party, in that capacity to maintain, secure,
or promote the interest of that other by his influence with the third per-
gson, improving his merit with him, or interest in his esteem and regard
for that end. And by glient, I mean that other person whose interest the
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Patron thus expresses, and in this manner endeavors to maintain and
promote." (p, 473),

These things being premised, Edwards now argues as follows: It is
not unreasonable, that respect should be shown to one person in view of
his union with another, or, what is the smae thing, on account of the
second person's merit., In such a case the merit of the second person
is Imputed or transferred to the first; and these persons are so far
substituted, the one for the other. 'This will properly take place, in
proportion to thecloseness of the union between the two persons., It will
take place, above all, where the union is the oloaea.t possible.

The wnion is perfect, when the patron's love puts him so fully in
Sympathy with the client, that he is willing even to be destroyed for
his sake, The patron's intereession will especially avail, if he has
manifested his interest in his client at his own expense, His hard-
8hips are calculated to purchase good for his client. Such benefit will
accrue to the client, if, above alh, the patron pleads his cause, and ap-
peals for him to one by whom the patron is highly regarded: this last 1
person will naturally make the condition that the client should grate-
fully recognize the great service of his patron.

In the special case, where the patron's merit appears in the expense
of his ovn welfare for the good of the client, such expense is in itself

the price of the client's welfare; but the me#it of the patron is added

to the price and gives it moral value., The acceptance of the patron will
above all be natural, where the patron goes so far as to take the place

of the client, so far as may be consistent with keeping his merit invio-
lable, If the client be an offender, the intercession of the patron must

be such as to conserve, both his own merit and virtue, and his union with
the client. pys union with his client mst be accompanied by circumstances

e
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demonstrating regard for his friendand also for virtue and holiness.
Te dignity of the patron will naturally be considered. The degree of
union with the client required will be in inverse proportion to this
dignity of the patron. The amount of suffering required of the patron
vl obey a similar rule, The client will be regarded as a member of his
body, whom he loves as himself, yet not equally with himself., "A man loves
his little finger as himself, yet not equally with the head; but yet with
the same love he beard for himself, according to the place, measure, and
capacity of the little finger." (p. 479) The last requisite is a perfect
cohesion of the client with the patron, or in a word, he must have complete
faith in him, Then the intercession of the patron can have no improper
consequences. These things apply to the case of mediation between God
and man, ‘'The Mediator here must undertake the debt of men, and bear its
penal ty, _

This Christ did. "Christ suffered the wrath of God for men's sins
in such a way as He was capable of, being an infinitely holy Person, who
Imew that God was not angry with Him personally, but infinitely loved
Hin" (p. 481). He could not bear the wrath of God in the same sense as
the wicked in hell, who realige God's hatred of them. "Christ therefore
could bear the wrath of Cod in no other but these two ways, viz. in
having a grea t and clear sign of the infinite wrath of God against the
8ins of men, and the punishment they deserved; and in enduring the effects
of that wrath," (p, 481).

As to the first point, Christ doubtless had a clear view in His last
suffering, both of the hateful nature of the sin of man, and of the dread-
ful punishment of sin, For, on the one hand, the malignity of sin was never
80 apparent as when men crucified the Son of God. On the other hand, the
8ight of the evil of sin, the enduring of temporal death with such extreme
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extreme pain, God hiding His face, the dying a death that was by God's
appointment an accursed death, the having a sight of the malice and tri-
umph of devils, and the being forsaken of His friends,-all combined to
present to Christ a striking view of the punishment of sin, "Now the
clear view of each of these things must of necessity be inexpressibly
terribly to the man Christ Jesus." (pe 482) This clear view of sin, un-
balanced by the sense of God's love (since God forsook Christ), was
infinite pain to Him. This was His bearing of our sins, in distinction
fron His bearing the Divine wrath, which consisted in His sense of the
dreadfulness of the punishment of sin, ‘The latter, Christ bore through
Hs pity for, and sympathy with, the elect, fizingthe idea of their pun—
ishment in His mind as if it were His own; and here, again, He was un—
conforted by any sense of Divine love. The same ideas, however, which so
distressed the soul of Christ, were the motive power of His endurance of
such suffering. The more fie hated sin, and pitied the elect, the mor®
was He engaged to honour God, and to sgve the elect by His suffering,

Christ was personally sanctified in His sufferings, His emmity to
8in being increased by His experience of its bitterness, and the exercise
of His obedience or holiness tending to increade the root of it in His
nature, "Though the furnace purged away no dross, y‘at it increased the
preciousness of the gold; it added to the finite holiness of the human
nature of Christ" (p. 485). Thus He was sanctified, or made perfect in
His sufferings, and so wa s prepared for the high degree of glory and joy
to which He was to be exal ted,

Christ also endured the effects of God's wrath, "There was a very
visible hand of God in letting men and devils loose upon Him at such a
rate, and in separating Him for His own disciples....Besides, it was an
effect of God's wrath, that He forsook Christ" (p. 485). The only ex-
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ordained as a type of the sacrifice of Christ. For there could be no
real atonement in the Old Testament sacrifices, yet they were organized
to be performen with the greatest pomp, expense, and trouble; what could
be the reason for it, but that they were typical of the true atonement?

The idea of satisfaction involves only the equivalence of the pun—
ishment suffered, and the union between Christ and others which made it
possible for Him to be their representative, By Christ's satisfaction
the law is fulfilled independently of His merit or excellency. "The
blood of Christ washes away sin. So it is represented in the Scripture.
But, although the blood of Christ washes away our guilt, it is the Spirit
of Christ that washes away the pollution and stain of sin. However, the
blood of Christ washes also from the f£ilth of sin, as if purchases sano-
tification; it makes way for it by satisfying, and purchasing it by the
merit of obedience implied in it."(p. 489).

"Late philosophers seem ready enought to own the great importance
of God's maintaining steady and inviolate the laws of the natural world.
It may be worthy to be considered, whether it is not of as great, or
greater importance, that the law of God, that great rule of righteousness,
between the supreme moral Governonr and His subjects, should be maintained
inviolate" (p, 489). No argument against the necessity of strict satis-
faction can be drawn from the fact that human rulers sometimes dispense
with their own laws, forbear to execute them, and pardon offenders without
the suffering of a substitute. Human justice is imperfect: Divine is perfect.

Franks declares that "Edwards discourse is no mere reproduction of

26gg

the traditional Protestant theology." It contains germinal thoughts, gt

all of which have resulted "in important developments in modern theology."”
Franks lists the following: 1, , perfect repentance on man's part might

26gg. Franks, op., cit., p. 188.
B g, T T e P
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have sufficed to satisfy for sin: of such a repentance sinful man was,
hovever, incapable. 2. Christ's sufferings in bearing the Divine wrath
and the burden of human sin are to be understood psychologically through
Hs sympathy with, and pity for, men. It was not, however, impossible .
for Him, as an infinitely holy person, to bear the very pains of hell to
be endured fy the damned. 3. Christ Himself was perfected by His suf-

ferings, "the exercise of His obedience or holiness tending to increase

26ii
the root of it in His nature,m

2. Joseph Bellamy
The second name on the list of those who have suggested the Edwardean
theery of the atonement if Joseph Bellary, the pupil and friend of the

26iio Fra.nks, OPe Citu,po 189,
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elder n;ms, the theological teacher of the younger Edwards and
Smalley, 4 Like the elder Edwards, he sanctioned, for the most part,

both the views and phrases of the old Calvinists. He repeatedly declares
that God must, and that He "does always, throughout all his dominions,
not only in word threaten, but in fact punish it(sin) with infinite
Beverity, without the least mitigation, or abatement in any one instance
lhatavar.“za Still this writer develops certain relations of the old
theory which decidedly recommend the new. On the old Calvinistie ground,
the Atonement ought to be described as ariginating partly from the dis-
tributive justice of God. In agreement with this, Dr. Bellamy says that
"God's inclination to punish sin according to its desert, indncet'l.E:h to
glve his Son to die in our Btead."zg This forcible reasoner, in additiem,
1nt_r0ducca a class of ideas which are the germs of the Consistent Calvin-
ism developed soon after he published his treatises. He insists, in
opposition to many old Calviniste, that "Justifying faith is an holy act,”

30
not "a thing in which the mind is merely passive.® We shall now consider

27, Joseph Bellamy, born in Cheshire, Conn., February 20, 1719; graduated
at Yale College in 1735, at the age of sixteen; studied with Riwards at
Northampton in 1736; settled at Bethlehem (south of Litehfield) April 2,
1740, when a little more than twenty-one years old; remained pastor there,
having declined many calls, among others one to New York, till his death
in 1790. Created Doctor of Divinity by Aberdeen in 1768. According to
Walker, op. cit., p. 287, "He was the most gifted preacher of any of the
Eiwardeans,—a man of unusual pulpit abilities....Bellamy's home prac-
teally became a theological seminary." (Not less than sixty ministers
brei ztgninsd the&lrehmy') 262, 268, quoted in Park, op
» Joseph Works, Vol. I, pp. s y qQUO s OP.

oit., p. mg, as are all following quotations from the Works of Bellamy.

29. Ibid., Vol. II, p. 343, quoted in Park, op. oit., p. xl.

50. Ibid., Vel. I, p. 406, quoted in Park, op. eit., p. xl.
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certain details in which Bellamy either presses the Old Calvinism so far
88 to recommend the New by contrast, or else deviates from the (ld Cal-
vinism and suggests the germinal principles of the New.

At first view Degllamy makes the impression that God Himself undertook
to do all that was required of man, and that God obeyed the law under the
penalty that lay upon man to undergo. He often says of Christ,

A God lays aside his glory, appears in the form of a servant, and

becomes obedient; and so, in the creature's stead and behalf, pays

df-‘h;lt;.hgixor to the Governor of the world which was the creature's
The argument suggested by language such as the sbove is the following:
Christ, as a man, was under obligation to cbey the law for Himself. He
could not as a man do more than His duty. He did our whole duty for us.
He performed our obedience that it need not be performed over again by
ourselves, His performance of our duties wgs designed to be and may
rightly be given over, transferred, and imputed to us. But He owed
perfect obedience to the law for himself as a man. Therefors, He must,
as Ood, have rendered this obedience which was not required of him,

-+.the force of Bellamy's argument is, that the obedience of the

God-man cannot be efficacious, unless it be an obedience which the

Ood-man is under no obligation to render. Now the man is under

obligation to render perfect obedience to the law; therefore the

atoning, and the free, unrequired obedience must be that of God. 52
e successors of Edwards and Bellamy endeavored to avoid both the sub—
stance and form of such an argument, sealously contending that the atone-
ment did not econsist in any supererogatory active obedience transferred
from Christ to His elect.

Bellamy often, not always, shrinks from the logical results of the
old Calvinistic theory of the atonement. If Christ has literally per-
formed for us our whole duty; if He has, in the same literal sense, en—
dured the whole punishment threatened against us and has thus satisfisd

all the demands of the law, it logically follows that God is bound, by

8l. Bellamy, op. cit., Vol. I, pp. 457-88, quoted in Park, op. oit., p. xli.
s u' P.rk’ w. °1t¢, p. mi.
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distributive justice, to save all for whom Christ died. Their salva-

tlon can be claimed as a right. 'They, as related to Christ, have

borne their punishment already and have perfectly obeyed the law.

They cannot be justly required either to suffer again or to keep the

law again, However, Bellamy is careful to represent the Atonement,

not as obligating God in justice to save us, but as "opening a door"

for Him to save us, "removing a bar to our salvation”, "taking all

obstacles out of the way of our salvation." He repeats these and

8imilar expressions so often, gives them such a prominence, that he may

be considered as one of the foremost men in recommending to New England

theologians their favorits method of defining the Atonement. He says,
Jesus Christ did, by his obedience and death, open such a door of
mercy, as that the Supreme Governor of the world might, consis-
tently with his honor, take what methods he pleased, in order to
recover rebellious, guilty, stubborn sinners to himself. 35

Again:
In general, from what has been said, we may see that the mighty
bar which lay in the way of merecy is remcved by Jesus Chrisi; and
now a door is opened, and a way provided, wherein the great gov-
ernor of the world may, consistently with the honor of his holiness
and justice, his law and government, and saered authority, and te
the glory of his grace, put in execution all his designs of mercy
tomards a sinful, guilty, undone world. 54 '
Dr. Bellamy gives special prominence to the Doctrine of General

Atonement, The Doctrine of Limited Atonement was developed as follows:

If Christ literally cbeyed the law for those whom He died to save; if He

literally endured the whole penalty of their sin, then it would be unjust

to require of them a second obedience when one has been fully rendered

and to threaten against them a second punishment when one has been com—

pletely barne. Then all men for whom He died will be saved. But all

83. Bellamy, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 299, quoted in Park, op. eli., p. xliv.
54. Ibid., Vol. I, p. 292, quoted in Park, op. oit., p. xlv.

-

I PaEIY e




men will not be saved. Then Christ died for the elect only. Thus
the Doctrine of the Limited Atonement was a necessary result from the
dootrine that Christ literally satisfied the demands of the law and
of distributive justice. But Bellamy teaches that the Dogtrine of

Limited Atonement is false! "He thus undermines the whole theory of
85
Christ's literal punishment, and supererogatory obedisnce.” He not

only affirms that "the great God, instead of executing the sentence
of the law in all its severity upon a guilty world, does, through the

mediation of Jesus Christ, grant to mankind in general these (i. e.
36
all their) common favors," but he also affirms,

what Christ has done, is, in fact, sufficient to open a door for
God, through him, to become reconcilable to the whole world. The
sufferings of Christ, all things considered, have as much dis-
played God's hatred to sin, and as much secured the honor of his
law, as if the whole world had been damned; as none will deny, who
believe the infinite dignity of his divine nature. God may now,
therefore, through Jesus Christ, stand ready to pardon the whole
world....So that there is nothing in the way but that mankind may,
through Christ, be received into full faver, and entitled to eter-
nal life. God may stand ready to do it, consistently with his
honor., What Christ has done is every way sufficient. 857

The old Oalvinism teaches that, though Christ's Atonement is suf-
ficient for all men, it was designed for the elect only. Though it is
great enough for all men, it is mupdadformlyapartotﬂnn. This
dogma is denied by Bellamy again and again. "And God has expressly de-

clared that it was the design of Christ's death to open this door of
38
mercy to all.® Again:

But God never designed to bring the non-eleot to glory, whea he

gave his Son to die for the world. He designed to declare himself
reconecilable to them through Christ; to offer mercy; to invite them,
in common with others, to return; and to assure all that he that
believeth shall be saved; and to use means with them more or less,
according to his pleasure; but finally, they being obstinate, he
designed to leave them to themselves, to take their omn course,

and in the end, to deal with them according to their own deserts,
(Matt. 25: 37, 38 and 22: 1-7). 59

- : . 307, Park, p. xlvi.
85. Park, op. cit., p. xiv. 89. Ibid., Vol. I, p » »
56. m, Op« ﬂit?, 'ﬂl.;’ PP- m—n?, W in M’ Pe xlv.
. 87. Bellamy, op. cit., Vol.J, p. 292, quoted in Park, op. cit., p. xivi.
$8. Ibid., Vol. I, p. 292, quoted in Park, ibid., p. xlvi.



Bellamy gives special prominence to the Sovereignty of God in the
application of the Atonement, and here he recommends ocme part, which in
its logical resul’qa involves the whole of the Edwardean scheme. He often
recognizes the distinction between God as a sovereign, and God as a
righteous Governor. If all men literally sinned in Adam, then the evils
to whieh they are subject from the first moment of their earthly existence
are not the immediate result of Divine Sovereignty, but of Divine Justice.
8o, if all the punishment which the law threatens to the elect, has been
endured for them; if all the obedience which the law requires for the
elect has been performed for them; if Christ has done the whole duty of
the elect, with the design of securing their salvation; then He so deserves
to be rewarded with their salvation, that He may demand this reward from
distributive justice. A refusal to give Him this reward, to regenerate
and save the elect whom He has purchased, would be unjast. Accordingly,
the elect are and must be saved not on the ground of present sovereignty,
but on the ground of strict distributive justice, justice to Christ, if
not to the elect as related to Christ. God was a sovereign in originally
electing them and in providing an atonement for them. But after their
pmnishment is suffered and their obedience fully performed, God is not
a sovereign in remitting the debt so amply paid, nor in bestowing a re-
ward so fairly earned. "In decreeing that an atonement be made for the
elect, he was fulfilling His sovereign pleasure towards them, but in ap-
Plying the atonement to the elect, he is fulfilling the demands nfdztri-
butive justice to Christ, if not to the elect as related to Christ.®

In addition, Bellamy teaches that God not only was, but is "at perfeot
liberty to have mercy on whom he will, according to his sovereign pleasure.™

41

w' P.'rk q)- Gito po ﬂh.
4l. Bellamy, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 559, quoted in Park, op. eit., p. xlix.
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Thus Christ's merits are sufficient for all the world, and the
door of mercy is opened wide enough for all the world; and God,
the supreme Governor, has proclaimed himself reconcilable to all
the world, if they will believe and repent. And if they will not
believe and repent, he is at liberty to have mercy on whom he will
have mercy, and to show compassion to whom he will show compassion;
according to the good pleasure of his will, to the praise of the
glory of his grace. He sits sovereign, and a rebellious, guilty
world are in his hands, and at his disposal; and the thing that
S8eems good in his sight, that will he deo; and it is infinitely
fit, right, and best he should; that the pride of all flesh may

be brought low, and the Lord alone be exalted forever. 42

5. Samuel Hopkins.

The third writer whom we shall name is perhaps the most important
in faver of the Edwardean theory, among those who did not adopt its
distinctive style. We refer to Samuel Ho:apk:l.ns."'5 Like his teacher, Ed-
wards, and his companion, Bellamy, he makes an impression favorable in
hany respects to the older form of Calvinism. But he exhibits many
sallent points from which the Edwardean theory has been drawn out and
built up. We should expect that Hopkins would fall in with the course
of progress upon this dootrine already marked out by Bellamy (1750).
How far this expectation is realised we are now to see.

Hopkins begins by exalting the law of God. 'This is the eternal,
unchangeable rule of righteousness; it cannot be abrogated. An essen-
tial part of it is its penalty against the discbedient. This is as

42. Bellamy, op. cit., Vol. I, p. 301, quoted in Park, op. cit.,
Pe

45. Samuel Hopkins, born in Waterbury, Conn., September 17, 1721;
died in Newport, R. I., December 20, 1803; entered Yale in 1757, gradu-
ating in 1741; studied theology for a short time (eight months) with
Eiwards; settled in Great Barrington, Mass., 1745; dismidsed in 1769;
installed in Newport 1770. Beginning his writing in 1759, he published
constantly during his Newport pastorate, closing with his System of
Dogtrines in 1795, and a volume of sermons <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>