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Cne can resdily cee how such theology loads to the orsssest
modernism. Gnce the damnability of original sin is denied, s grodual
trend beging, which finnlly doos awey with all sin, and this is
oxactly the cuce with modern Avminians, as we shall sec lator.

Let us now evoluate the Axminicn denisal ﬁf original sin as oin
and the rasultont teaching of free will. Fe have alrcady discussed
the condemnatory force of originel oin.”® Desides this Scripture also
toaches the bondege of the human wille By neture man cannot understand
the truths of tod's terd which pertain to conversion ani salvation. Fe
regerds the gospel 23 foolishnesse cpes Zphe 4, 18: "Having the under-
standing dorkcned, being al:l.enatt;d from the life of God through the
ignorance thot is in them.”

Ve furthormore note that the will actunlly and constantly opposes
the divine laws The natural will camnot but oppose God*s will because
of totel corruption. ape Bome 8, 72 "It is not subject to the Law
of God, noither indeed cun bes" The constant opposition to the
divine will and inclination to evil makes original sin a positive sin,
bringing eternal deathe Article IT of the Augsburg Confession clari-
fies the nogative and positive results of original sin. Hegatively,
original sin shows itself in vhat we have losts ¥e have no true fear
of God in our henrts., HNeither is there trust in God, or faith, or love
in Him. The sbility is lackings ops Rome 8, 7e Positively, original
8in shows itself in that by nature we have the inclination to commit
8in, Gelfishness rules the heart of matural mane In the fall carnal
lust bocame the driving motivating power of man's soul, replacing the

" 26e .CDe Do 8 T%s
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fear and love of Uod with which man wns oro:teds cp. MNatte 15, 19;
"0ut of the heart proceed evil thoughtSe.s” ope Jors 17, 19 "The
heart is deceitiul above nll things and desperatoly wicked.ss"
Tutheran theology views original sin from the Godward side, os
something morally damning, and the guilt cen only be removed by
divine action. an's will is in constant agreement with Satan and his
evil will. cp. John 8, 44: 'ye avre of your father tho devil, and the
lustis of your father will ye dos" This aloo is the teachins of the
Imtheran Confessiong,

"In spiritual ond divine things the intelleet, heart, and
will of the unregenerate man are utterly unable by their
own natural powers to understand, believe, accept, think,
will, begineesanythings so that in man's nature since the
Fallesothere is not the least sperk of spiritual power
remaining nor present by which of himself he caneeswork
or concur in working enything towardg his conversion
either wholly or half or in anyses!

To o certein extent the will of man is free when we speak of
eivil righteousnces. Fhe Augsburg Oonfession stresses that point;

"there is left in human noture reason and judgrent con-
cerning objects subjeeted to the senses, choice between
these thingo, ond the liberty and power to render civil
righteousness are also left."<8

Even man's civil righteousnsss leaves much to be desired, so that

" naturel men more ofien obeys evil desires instead of listening to

sound judgnont.?

27« sormula of Concord, Thor. Declarations II, 7.

28e Article 18, 70. :
£9. 0ivil righteousnsss is a product of man's natural judgment for

selfich purposes. - It is not sufficient for the righteousness which God
requires of the sinners It docs not meet the demands of nis justice
whick means to love God witk the whole heart, soul, and mind, and tho

neighbor as yourselfs
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soeripture lenveés no room for man'es free will or coopner=ative powers
in the creation of {nithe INaturnl man's reason is darkened; ke connot
convert himselfs cpe I Cor. 1, 23 God's Vord is & stumbling block unto
the Jews and foolishness to the Greei:ss Only God convertse. &pe
Lame 6, 213 "Purn thou us unto thee, O Lord, and we shall be turned.”
Cps II Cor. 4, €« The oame almighty power which "commanded the 1lizht to
shine out oi darkness" at oreation is necessary to "shine inte our
hearte to give the 1isht of the knowledge of the glory of God." The
Holy Ghost alone changes a depraved will and implants spiritual rizhteous-
ness., liven the fruits of faith do not merit selvations The peace of
consciance which a Christian hne, comes only from forgiveness through
fadth in Christ's merit, wrought by the Foly Ghost. The Formula of
Concord speaks thuss

“In spiritual ond divine things the intelleet, heart, and

will of the unregencrate man are utterly nnable, by their

notural powers to understand, believe, czccept, think, will,

begin, effect, do, work, or conour in working anything,

but they are entirely dead to what is good, and corrupt,

so that in man's nature since the Fall before regeneration,

there is not the least sparl: of spiritual power remaining

or pregsent by wvhich of himsel £, he can preparc g.‘.i’maelf

for God*s grace or acccpt the offered gracte.."

The Calvinists rejuct the irminian doctrinc of free will, becausc
1t opposes their cdoctrines of total depravity o~nd irrcsistible graece,
which rmuet be upheld to uphold the sovereignty of God and unconditional
election. The noted Calvinist, Shedd, annlyses the Arminfan position
on free will as follown:

"Agcording to the Arminion school, the Will is merely the

feoulty of choices; mnd its action consists soley in voli-

tion. Now 2o a volition 1o confessedly under the arbitrary

s« AT e ®




control of o man; 1t follows that he has the ability to
rut forth (zo=cnlled) holy or s=iniul volitions at
Fleasure; and inasmuch an no dceper action cf the Will
then this volitionary notion is recognizasd in the schene,
it followe, that he has the ability to be holy or siaful
at pleosurs. This 18 the 'power to the contrary,® which
even sinful man hesp, although the more thoughtful portion
of the school freely acknowledge that 1% is never exor-
cised, nes matter of fect, except under the coopsrating
influence of the Holy Spirit. This view of the Will,.s.
teachesseethe dootrine of man's ability to regenernte
himselis f‘here is no other action of tha Will than that
of single volitions, cnd over these man has arbitrary
pover."

Calvinists hold thaet the Will is =n action of voluntary power far
dcepor and less cacsily mansged than that of single choices. It is
action of the whole soul which results in the oxizinntion of an
inclinetion, & nature as distinot from o single volition. The whole
¥ill is totally depreved. <hedd continuess

"We rogard the Arminien 1des of the Will, and of self=

doterminetion, to bo altogether inadequate to the purpose

intended by its The Motive of this school,...desired to
vindicate the ways of God G0 man-=to make man responsible

for his character--but 1% cnded in the annihiletion of all

oin except thet of volitions; of all sin except what 1s

techniseliy celled actusl oin, becouss ito view of the

Will w=s not profound enough."

Againot Celvinism the irminians hold that the free will .:I.nherent
in man can never be obliterated. The fall of men is & verfectly free
act. Like semi~Pelagianistic Catholiciam they also speak of resusci-
toting groce, which cwakens the dormant powers otill existing within

fallen mone This reaches back to the synergistic principle, facultao

Be applicandi ad grotism, of Erasmus and ielanchthon.
In imerica the Calvinist, Jonathan Edwards, thought that the

Calvinists conld refute Arminian objections to the doctrines of total

3TV, C. Shedd, Thaological Essays. p. 238 £f.

32' Ibidl, 9. 255-
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depravity, efficacious gruce, abzolute, eternal, and jarticular clection,
and the perseverance of saints by establishing the doctrine of moral
nccessity. To say that men's nctlons are governed by‘moral nccessity™
means by « necessary connection between acts of the will and the grent-
et apperent good. Edwards combined moral necessity with total depravity.
For him men have inherited o corrupt bies, so that their asctions will
be evil no matter what object or inducement to action is placed before
them. To the Arminians this means that man®s evil cotions are not the
result of moral nscessity but of physical nccessity. i'an hnas no control
over =in then, beoxuse he has inherited sinful nature, so he cannot be
blamed for his evil actss On the other hand man's total depravity
involving inheritance doomed him to sin inescapably. Hdward's scheme
alwo mode God the aunthor of siny then the Ldwardeans were forced to
prove that sin 1s desirable, and this is an inversion of moral vnluca.gs
In summarizing we conclude that in opposition to Calvinism the
Lrminians hold to the freedom of the wills ¥or the Arminians there
ere but two alternatives: either God is the cause of man's sinful will
for giving mon motives to perform evil with & sinful nature, or celse
man himself 49 thc cause of his sinful will, Thuy chose the latter,
bececuses they wanted to muke men responsible for their own volitions,
and to bring this about they must have men morally free. The Arminien
will say thet if men are not free to accept God's grace by nature, sin
cannot exist, or if there is such a thing as inherited guilt, then men
are not responsidle. "We can only use the term sin where there is / 1

free choice, and the conscious rejection of a known good."4 .

33s oonrad Uright, "Edwards and the irminians on the Freedom of
the Will,™ Harvard Theological Reviecw, Vol. 35, p. 241 f£f.
S4. SQWOII' _!B Sin our Taulte P. 78.




In the irminian dootrince of free will we rendily discover a
similarity to relaglaniam, Romaniom, and Zwinglianism. %e ghall devote
a few brief perasraghs to each of these syotoms with regard to theoir
tenets on free will.

Vhen Pelagius came to itome at the beginning of the f£ifth century
he found o low morality. reople told him that this was caused by
human weaknese and excused it in that way. He wanted to remove thet
exouse. It seemed to him that the Augustinian doctrine of total depra=
vity and the consequent bondnge of the will threw upon God 211 the blome
and cut oiff human racponsibility. He desired to put reaponsibility with
man, and oo he toaught the mexim "4f I ocusht, I can.” His tencts were
adopted by his pupil Coclestiuss

“hen Rome was packed in 410 A. D. both Coelestius and relagius
vioited jugustine in ifrien. Pelagius went on to :alestine, but Coecles=-
tius waited for ordination. 'The bishop of Certhage called & aynod to
dacide upon his doetrinzl tonats. At the meeting, Fanlinun, the bichop
of Iillan, charged him with holding six errors; 1, that idam wounld have
died esven if he had not sinneds 2, Adam's sin injured only himself =nd
not the race; 3, new=born children are in the same condition Adam uas
before the falls 4, the wholo human race does not die beccuse of idam's
ain or death, nor will the race rise because of Christ's resurrection;
5, the law gives entrance to heaven =g well as the gospel; and 6,
even before the coming o.r Christ there were men entirely without sin.
The synod then tried him and condemned hime Coelestiust tecacher,
Pelagiusg did not go quite ns far 2s his pupil, but held that mon is

able, if he likes, to live without sin, and kecp the commandmente of
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God, inssmuch ss God gives him this ubility.5® fThe followers of
Yelagius werc ccliled ielagians and his 'I:cachi.n{_:, rolagianisme This
teaching has no room for original sine

"fhe first principle of Felngionism is a thoory which
affirme the freedom of the will in the wense thnt in cach
volition and at each moment of 1ife, no matter what the
previoue career of the individual has been, the will is
in equipoise, eble to chooce good or evil. We are born
characterless, and with no bias towards good or evil.

It follows that we are uninjured by the sin of Adam, save
insofer as the evil exmmple of our predecescors mislonds
end influences use 7Theree...is no such thing as original
oin, sin being a thing of will and not of nature; for if
it could be of nature our sin would be charpeable on

God the Creator. This will, o=spable of good as of evil,
belng the natural endowment of men, iz found in the
heathen as well as in the Christian, and the heathen mny
therefore perfectly keep such law as they know,"S6

Pelagienism allogs natural frec will the initial determining
movenent toward salvetion,and then grace makes it ensicr for the will
to desire the good. This is where Pelagius departed from Roman
Catholic theologys. For him the human will takes the initiative and
this will therefore, is the determining fastor in the individualts
salvation. The Semi-Pelagianism of Catholicism, on the other hend,
makes the divine will take the initiative and is followed by meritum de

condi gno whereby man uses the gratia infusa to merit his own salvation.

St. sugnstine strongly opposed the teaching of relagius. Semi=-
Pelogionism resulted becaunse of the attempt to steer = middle course
between striect Augustianism end the obvious errors of lelaglanism.
Various schemes were adopted in North Africa and Southern GCaul to
acconplich such e "middle of the road policy." Semi-pelagianism tried

35. Eoyu!ﬁﬂ:ln Britanica, Vols 17, 14 ed., p. 448.

36 op Peo e
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to become a yia _E@:E‘. which could ascriba sovereizn grzoe to (od and
Jet make men responsible. It wan an adoption of synergism, because it
tcaches "that in rcgeneration all that resmlts from 1t, the divine and
the humen will are cooperating coefficient factors."37 By making man
responsible only for actual ain in glving the will freedom, there is

no more totnl depravity, no hersditary gullt and corrupt nature imputed
to Adem's descendants.

The similarity betweon tho Arminian doctrine of men's free will ia
readily seen in fine-relagianism, for it also denies a total corruption,
teaching thot man's f£ree will was merely weakened, and original ain is
only an ailment. Some gpod therefora is rctained in fallen man.

There is & mnrked similarity between Arminianism and the Romen

view concaerning original ein in connection with its dogma, donum §rat1ne

sureradditum. JAccordingz to the Counoil of Trent Adam was originally
"constituted" with a specisl endowment of grace, necessary to subdue
rebellion of the flesh againat the spirit together with his original
natural constitution of the fleshs Adam had no perfect holiness,
therefore, he could not lose it in the fall; he only lost his spiritunl

balance, the supernatural glfts, the holiness he had been "constituted”
in.5¢ Originnl sin, therefore, weakens but does not destroy the freedom

of the will. Consequently, in baptism Rome holds that the concupiscence
remaining is not properly oin, since the whole nature of zsin is =aid to de
eradicated by baptisme

87« 1bid., p. 448,

38. The Bngelder:, ¥e Arndt, Th. Craebner, Fe E. Mayer, Op. Cit., p. 166.
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Thio concest that mon only lost his spiritual balancs in the
fall leads to all the other Semi—reléginn doctrines vhich stress work—
rightaousness. It gives man power to cooperate in working out his
own salvation, and leads to a denial of original sine This becomes

evident in Home's dogma of limbus infantum.~? .ccording to Roman

Catholiciom before o oin is a sin, there must be a deliberate inten-
tlon to sin. Cince infants cannot intemd to .tn; they have no actucl
sins,

‘rminisnisn's deninl of total depravity is also similar to the
Roman Oatholic distinction between mortel and venial sins. Any venial
8in no maiter how great an offense against the lew becomes light through
& person's lack of knowledge. It, 1like the Arminian view, is only a
tendency towards the breaking of the lawe .4 venial sin does not cosuse
one to fell from grece, but 1s only a stein which can easily be pare
doned by doing penances lortal sin, on the other hand, though 1%
causes death to the soul and deserves eternal punishment, still does
not pravent faith; only the gratia infusa ceases. Therefore, lusts
which are in the heart are not sinful, and only become mortally sinful
when the will acguiesces in them.

The ultimnte result of irmianism’s denial of total depravity is
evident in Rome's system of work-righteousnesss If men's nnture is not
corrupt, then he is able to obey the law and earn his own salvation.

~99. X result ol tome's seoramentalism combined with her :elosianism.
Being too saoramental to admit that the original sin of children is re-
moved wlthout baptiom and too Felagian to concede that original sin
apart from Cod's grace brings eternal death, she invents her dognma,

linbus infentum, a place of perhaps mild perdition where infants not
vmly szved cre not entirely lost. Her sacramentaliem kept infants out

of heaven and her Pelaeglanism kept them out of hell.
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This leads to .erfeotionium, & teaching brought to promimencs by the
irminien, John Vesleye (We shall discuss his views in the next
chapters) In a state of grace man can render perfect obedience, even
more than God commonded him. 7Thus salvation can be ascquired through
the cooperation of man's free will with the grace of Gode secording
to the Catholic, De Bruno, gpod works can be done by Goi's grace even
before justification, and a man in mortal sin can do good works %o

obtain from God's mercy the grace of conversion.’® The whole idea of

meritum do congruo results from the denial of man's total depravity.

Rome seys that God is just and will give recompense to a man propor—

tionnte to the good works done by him before justificrtion. Then comes

meritwn de condigno— after infusion of the domunm gratine superadditum
by vhich men's cupornatural works morit a supernctural regerd from Gode
The Arminians likewise holé¢ that natural men has enough pood left within
him after the £2ll1 to apply for grace; the Remonstranis elrsady said

0g much,?1 :

Turning now to Jwingli we £ind that Arminianism spesks his language
t00. In originel sin Zwingli saw only a moral disenge which of itoelf
does not constitute sin. In his "Commentary on True and Felse Religlons™
(1525) he presents his doetrine of sin, and defines it in a twofold

manners

40 Iblde ppe 157-168. :
41. jieurlce Hansen, Ope Cit., pp. 149-1850. gives the historian

Brand's report on tho Zemonstront's stand in reference to ori;inal sin;
"inregeneratc man ig not totally dead in sing, but can hunger and thirst
after righteousness and offer sacrifices of a broken heart. Corrupt
nan can 80 employ the 1light of nature, and the gifts within him which
have survived the f£all, that he can obtain grecater grace."
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"Firet, sz that discass which we derive irom the suthor of
our nature, by which we are addicted %o n love of ourselvesSes.
Faul has roference te this disease when in Rome 7, 20 he
8ayo: "now it 1s no more I that do it, but =in that dwell-
eth in mo.' Therefore this sin, theot is, vice is a discase
tnown to ug, in which we flee that which is severe and
difficult, and pursue 'that which is easy and pleasant. In
the second place sin is eccepted for that which is contrary
to lew, as through the law is the knowledge of oin, Rome 7, 7.
Lvery act, therefore, which 1s contrary to law is sin. Thus
we ney see how it is that sin is discese, ond sin is trans-
gression of the lew,"42

This dlscase has no knowledgc of 1tself. When discase brings
about excesses, the law stands to restrain it. Zwingli does not give
much attention to the antocedent condition of the act, viz. the sinful
state vhich is really the essence of sin. since this dleease affects
men with scli-love and is the cause of evil to our fellowman, it is
& transgression of the law but not the reel thing which God hates. 3y
his rationzlizing ‘wingli mede originnl sin n tendency for sinning, but
not really sin.

"His amesthetic nature and humanistic culture had led him
to look upon sin av something disorderly, inept, deformed,
something that stands in the way of the peace of society—
not something which eorrupts and defiies azd pollutes and
exposes him in whom it is found to just punishment."

Again in "The Declaration of Original Sin™ (1526) he writes:

"W#e have sald that original contazion is disease, not sin, p
because sin is conjoined with foult. 3But fault arises ;
from something committed or perpetrated by him who has =
committed a crimes.. Original fault i1s not truly, but

figuratively called fault on account of the crime of the

first parent. But it is nothing else thon = condition...

much lighter than erime would have merited."d4

"42¢ Luoted in Je W« Richard, *The Theology of Zwingli,"
The Iutheran Quarter Vol. 21, pe 162¢

45- 551 e DPe D e 3

44, Torks, III ps 629 quoted in Ibide De 163.
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decording 1o Zwingli then all™men since idamts fall sre born with self-
love, the germ of 21l mersl evil, and originzl sin is not oin, but only
& n-tural disposition to oin, a leaning propensity to sin. Self-love
wea the cause of Adam's sin, and comsequently, from self-love flows all
human misery.

Ue now have arrived at the end of the first chapter of our study
of origingl =in in Arminien theology =nd its antitheses. Ve have
noted a gredual development of tha doctrins, from Arminiust efforts
to get awar from Celvin's double election with its necessary corollary
of Irreslstible grace, nnd the denial of total depravity =nd bondegs of
the vill by the Remonstrants, to the total deniel of original sin as
oin by later Arminians es Jimborch and Crotius. In the rext chapter
vie shall sec and study the role of this Arminian doctrine in rethodism,
There original sin no longer was considered es the fountein head of
ectual =in, but only = tendency toward sin, which can be overcome by

living so virtuously as not to he conscious of sinning at all.

P
-
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CHAPTER IIX

The scene in Arminioniem's struggle with Calvinism now shifts from
the Hetherlands to 1-:nglnnd{1 Arminianism was not able to attain mmuch
of a foothold in knglande At the beginning of the eighteenth century
the predominent Church was, of course, the Anglican Church. moat of
the non-Conformist Churches were oxclusively Calvinistic and only a
few held Arminion views cuch as the makers and Arminian or General
Baptists, '

However, the Anglican Church was suffering from = lack of buoyancy

and energzy in her religious 1ife, which wes caused by the inroads

Cat

le Cwing to ¥Yennonite influsnce, the early Naptist Churches in
England were Arminian rather than Calvinistic. Through the influence
of l'enno Simons Baptist views were brought from the Netherlands to
<nglands The first Baptiet Chureh in London was organiszed in 1€11,
vhile the first Calvinistic Baptist Church wes estadlished in Lorndon
in 1632, Baptists holding Arminien views were called Cenerzl :zaptists,
end those who clung to Calvinisz went by the nome rarticular Zaptists.
See Theo. Engelder and others, Ope Cite, 1s 265.

In the "Confession of i?nte'i-%nn'd”—ompoaed in 1550 by two ennonite
bPreachers, John Ries and Iubbert Cerardi, we have the ltennonite position
of orizinel sin stateds On the doctrine of the fall the Jonfession
says that /dam by his sin of transgression had incurred the anger of
God, but waz again streongthened by consoling promises whereof his
descendants are not born with the debt of sin or of penslty. 4 sinful=-
ness is tronsmitted from Adam to =211 his descendants, but it is attcnded
with no debt, since this is remitted by God's grace. In article five
an explanation is given regarding their dootrine of freo will. In the
same way as Adam before hisz fall had the power of giving or refusing
adnittance to the spirit of evil into his zeul, so aftsr the fell he
8%111 has the power of perceiving the same, They thus declare thet
idam's descendants are incapable of producing or executing anything
acoeytable to God, yet they still believed them to be in ;ossession of
free will. Consequently they are opposed to an absolute grace of clec=
tion, GSaving faith 5 that which "worketh by charity” and by it
righteousness is acquireds Juntification is followed by a transforma=
tion of the whole man into goodness. The regencrate then can live in
perfect conformity with the divine laws See J« A. Mochler, Symboliom
or Exposition of loctrinal Difference Between Homen Catholics

Protestants, p. A




