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INTRODUCTION.

In order to disecuss intelligently the veculiar form which the

e e

Galvinistic Theology assumed in America, and to which it later developed,

it obviously becomes necessary to set up a standard by which the American
form of Calvinism is to be judged. It is the object of this paper to show,
after a fashion, to what extent the theolozians of New England of the 17th
end 18th centuries deviated from 0ld Calvinism. For this purpose we must
dwell briefly on the work of the Reformer, John Calvin, and on the chief
tenets of the Calvinistic or Reformed Theologye. In respect to John Calvin's
place in the work of the Reformation, probably the line of least resistance
for the potential Lutheran theologian would be, to set up a contrast between

Calvin and Luther. We shall proceed to do that.

Dur study of the history of the Heformation was decidedly one-sided,
tho not altogether without reason. Sixteenth century Church History 1s
probably one of the most interestinz fields into which the historian can
direct his efforts, and to pick out any one portion of this century or to
dwell on one viewpoint, say for example, the development of $the Reformation
in Eﬁgland., France, Germany, or Switzerland -- to grasp firmly the situation
in any one of these countries requires years of hard study. So then it is
perfectly natural for Lutherans in their study of the Refommation, to place
Luther very much in the limelight, in the first place, because historians
must grant him fh!.s position over all his fellow reformers, and in the
second place, because he placed the true yigiblg church at least, back on&i;he

firm foundation of Holy Soripture on which we as Lutherans stand today.

w
But the name of John Calvin certainly dare not be submerged; nor is

it anyone's intention to do that., Luther and Calvin, it seems to me,
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represent different trends of thought in the Reformation. Luther was a man
of action and movement, but above 211, a man of childlike faith and
confidence 1n the Wmerrancy of Holy Soripture. Calvin, on the other hand,
was actuated chiefly by his mania for policy and organization. The fact that
he did not possess the same simplicity of faith that was Luther's treasured
nossession, can very readily be ‘asoribed to the peculiar make-up of Calvin's
mind. There is no doubt that he was a brilliant logiclan -- exceeding Luther
in this respect -- with his mind keenly trained to pounce upon the slizhtest
apparent fallacy in the reasoning of any argument. His pecilliar form of the
doctrine of predestination and his persistent refusal to view this doctrine
in any other light than that of cold reason, are the logical result of his

training and trend of mind.

As was stated a moment ago, Calvin was primarily the legislator, the
master-mind, thru whose efforts the "Galllc Reform movement was consolidated

into a distinctive spiritual power, and a lasting socizl result imparted to

it." (al. After spending 'portlon of his youth at Noyon, in Picardy, in
Paris, Orleans, Bourges (b}, back in Paris, in Basle, he finally in the
summer of 1536 arrived at Geneva, where he began his work as Reformer in
earnest, and where he later set up his socalled church-state, ruled by him
with an iron hand. A modern author describes the effects of his work as

follows:

"From this great man proceeds a whole well of ideas which still
live, tho the doctrines which were so living to him and his followers,
the strict dogmas upvon which they evolved their mighty system of warped
theolozy, have faded from the modern mind. If today your non-Catholic
conceives of the material, and, more latterly, the spiritual
processes as inevitable, if he inclines to despalr, 1f he is temnted
by the latest fad of the 'sub-conscious' which man fights in valn, the
savour of Calvin is in it all.™ (ol.

(a) Tulloch, Leaders of the Beformation, p.179.
(b) Where he first became imbued with the study of Theology.
() Hilaire Bellos, How the Reformation Happened, FP. 122-3,
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. This 11ittle quotation rather nicely sets forth the object of this '
rapers To put the thing in rou{;h\ Homiletical form, let us say that we will ?
discuss in the first place, the "strict dogmas™ on which Calvin based his
aystem_of theology, and in the second place, to what extent they have "faded
from the modern mind". The latter means the modern mind in America. The
second part will, of course, completely oulfshadow the first in length, the
first beinz merely the standagd which we sald would necessarily have to be
set up. For this purpose, we shall take the the "Institutes of the %m;ttan

Religion” and cull out of this system six major doctrines which bear a

special relation to Calvinism in Smerica, to wit, the Soveréignty of God,

Anthropology, Christology, Predestination, The Doctrine of the Chursh, and

the Sacraments. lLet us be brief and to the point.

As for the Sovereignty of God, Calvin states that God is not to be |
looked upon as a kind father up there in heaven idly beholding our many
transactions. No, He is the sbsolute ruler and governor 0f the Universe,
who "rules those over whom he presides by fixed decrees.” (dl. Thus he not

Sudnylie
only operates the universe by certain laws, but governs and decrees everything
we do, yea more, ordains and decrees all special events that are constantly ‘
taking place. Yet Calvin resolutely objects to the application of the term,
fatalism, to his theology. BHe speaks for himselfs--

®For we do not, with the Stoics, imagine a necessity arising from
the perpetual concatenation and intricate series of causes, contained
in nature; but we make God the Arblter and Governor of all things, who
in His own wisdom hath from the remotest eternity decreed what we
should do, and now by his own power executes what he hath decreed.” (e)
gendd

We ask at once, whether this doesn't let anything to change or agcldant
Calvin replies that there words are properly heathenish and should not be
brought to the attention of the plous, since it is impossible that anything
can happen 1ndepend.en£' lof the ordination of God. This, we notlce, exsludes
all action of the human will. Precisely, says Calvin. The will of man is

() Institutes Vol, I, p. 215.
(B) Ibid. Vol. I Pe 220,




completely subjugated tb the decrees of Almighty God. ZAnd this leads o into |
the doctrine of Anthrovoiony where we come to a dfscussion of Original Sin '

and the Freedom of the Will, i

I do not believe it necessary to attempt an exhaustive treatment of
the subject, man's original state, nor of the considerations which led man#to
eat of the tree of the kmowledge of good and evil. Nelther is it necessarfto
spend much time on Calvin's notion of Original Sin. Ty my mind, he is
thoroly Sceriptural on this point. Here 1s hils definition of Original Sing--

"Original Sin appears to be an herdditary depravity and corruntion
of our nature, diffused thru all the parts of the soul; rendering us,
obnox:zious to the Divine wrath, and producing im us those works which the
Seripture calls 'works of the Flesh'™, (f£).

<
Calvin vigorously rejects all Pelagianism, calling the denlal of this

definition of Original Sin "an instance of conswmmate impudence.” (g).

il
Nothinz to ansue about there. ILet us see what he has to say about Free Will,

which forms such an essential part of the discussion of all New Enzgland

theolozians.

After a rather lengthy déscourse of some ten pages on the properﬁ ﬁaee
of human reeson in the Universe, and of the proper anpreciation which men
should have of the talents which God has given them, Calvin spends thea:;t&zonﬂ.
half of his chapter on Free Vill showing Jjust what human reason canpot dS:“ in
the matter of spiritual wisdom. His subject is presented qulte ably. He
speaks of three points of splritual wisdoms "To kmow God, his paternal favor
towards us on which depends our salvation, and the method di regulating our

" lives according to the rule of the law."” (h). As for the first two,the"most
sagacious of mankind are blinder than moles.” All the atéempts that men have
made to kmow God have resulted in hopeless confusion. Calvin does mt‘%ﬁtempi
to prove this inability of man to understand God by discudsive reasonlng‘,")"hnt
he amply proves it from Scripture, clting numerous passages to show the
totality of our blindness. He agaln rejects the Pelagimn error that God
(£) Ibide VoleI pe266e (g) Ibide Vol,I, p263e  (h) Ibid. Vol.I,p.291.

!
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assists us by diregting our understanding, in no uncertaln terms when he
quotes Ps. 119,18, where David asks that "his eyes might be opensd to Sorelder
the mysteries of the Law." Thus it is not sufficient that the sun shines on
man, but in order to appreciate it fully, his eyes must be epened by the
"Father of Lights", (1) Now in regard to the third point, namely, the
knowledse of works of righteousness, natural man again has no abillty‘é;;;:ﬁevar
to live up to the standard of the law, even tho St. Paul says that, since man
has the law written in his heart, he ought to know how he should live. But
the point is, this law was not written in hls heart so that he might knovf;nd
6o the works which he should do, but that all men might be fenderea:‘"‘l.%;—'éiﬁsable
Their condermation is to be jJust. 7e note that even the brutes desire 1;c§‘1 be
hanny and that they pursue every agreeable apiearance which comes to their
senses. But, says Calvin,
"man nelther rationally chooses as the object of his pnrsniﬁh&t
which is truly good for him, acecording to the excellence of his
irmortal nature, nor takes the advice of reason, nor duly exsrts his

understanding; but without reason, without reflection, follows his
natural inclination, like the herds of the field." (jle I~ = .o

In matters of spiritual wisdom, then, man has completely lost the ability
which he possessed before the Falle On the other hand, in the matter of
sinning there is in man a co-action of necesslty and freedom, for man do?;" sin
voluntarily. The fact that man sins of his own free will we can readily
understand, but when we say that man is driven to sin by necessity, we run
azainst a snag. The question at once presents itself: Doesn't that mak”e" God
the author of sin? Calvin says, No, since it was man's free will that he
sinned in the first place and now he is only bearing ths fruit of his )
tran;gresslon of the divine command. Furthermore, we must remember that God's
object in permitting sin, now that it is here, 1s not to damm, but thai; his
grace might abound. But if man does hairpen %o choose anythinz that is for

his good, it is the Spirit of God that works this in him. In no wise can

he choose the good for himself, not even in external things, mush less in
spiritual.

(1) James 1,173 (J) .Instltulu Yol.I p. 3bl.

——
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Now if our case is so utterly hopeless, how are we saved® We, of
course, know that Predestination forms the central part of Reformed theolozy,
but surely God will not arbitrarily pick out certain individuals whom He
would perhaps like to live with to all eternity, and then ask these to join
Him in heaven. No, we are not quite ready for this doctrine; we have maz'é'l.n
a sorry and hopeless plight. He cannot get himself out of his predicement.
There must be another way. There 1s, and this method which we shall uif; ;E';gret
in the light of Calvinistic theology, paves the way for Calvin's doctrl.n;;of

Election. S50 we here present a brief analysis of Calvin's chanter on the

Redemptive work of Christ.

The question t0 be answered is this: How did Christ obtain salvation
for us? HNere Calvin expresses hls ggreement with such cassages of Scripture

xxhié-ﬁ ascribe the work of redemption to Christ's whole course of obedlence,

namely, the fact that he assumed the humen nature, lived here upon earth
fulfilling in every detail the law of God, and finally, accordinzg to the
prophecies of the 0ld Testament, suffered, dled, was buried, and raised o.f\l:"the
th:rif'd day, 211 done as an "atoning sacrifice for our sins.” (k). 4s E"'ﬂ‘ttar
of fact, Scripture is so clear on this point, that even Calvin, who always
regarded his reason of such high value in deftermining the mysteries of the
Viord of God, confessed his entire agreement to this feature of the atoning
work of Christ. He goes into considerable detall describinz the exact
expiatory nature of Christ's deathl:--

"Had he been assassinated by robbers, or murdered in a pooular
fumalt, in such a death there would have been no appearance of
satisfaction” (1)

It was necessarg that he be "numbered with the transgres_sors" (m), since,
bearing the sin and guilt of the entire world, he was indeed a crlmlml‘g‘f the

first water. These facts are plain: but when it comes to a discussion of

Christ's person, the communication of attributes, and so on, there Calvin

(x) Is. 53,10, (m) Mark 15,28,
(1) Institubes, Vole I, p«546.
(



becomes entangled in the meshes of his own reason, and we find that he
maintains that the communion of the two natures in Christ is only a
filgurative one; that the comnunication of attributes is only nominal: that
Christ was humilieted and exalted according to both natures; and other such
false oplnlons which are not the result of a childlike faith in the
revelation which God has ziven us. As for the other phases of the re,hjém'ptlve
work, I find them Scriptural, except the descent into hell, which Cglvin
interprets as an actual descent for the purpose of suffering the torturaré of
hell, not taking I.-nto account the fact that this had already occurred oxT:‘.q’ the
Cross when the Savi?ui- eried outs "My God, my God, why hast thou forsak";zf’:ne?"
Furthermorae, as to the BResurrection, Calvin does not admit that Ghristmé;:fsed
himself by his own power, but that God raised Him up. Of course, he means

.i
according to his humen nature. But this is the aforementioned denial o “the

communication of attributes.

As we have already mentioned, Calvin rejects with great zeal and
earnestness all forms of Pelagianism in applying the merit of Ghrlst'sm;%rk
to ourselves. It can't be done! ‘/hile the Reformed Church absolutely
insists on the fact that we are saved by grace alone, nevertheless thayl'ﬂ‘ére
fall into their mgst serious error, namely that the grace of God is ?e@?lieted
alone.bo the Elect. Calvin's nechliar form of the doctrine of Election is
the most glarins instence of the human mind's futile efforts to penetrat%"t"n
realms of the unknown or the unrevealed. In the face of innmnera‘blef‘”esages
of Xoly Wrlt which proclaim the unlversalls gratia, we still find that'nths
Institutes devotes a special section (n) to the doctrine of Predestination,
showinz that this is the decree 8f God by which he has determined what 1% to
become of every creature. "The Lord did not choose you because you nre‘-ﬂny
in number —-==-—= but because He loved you =-=-=" (o). This then is thebﬁ{'nt
degree of Elections Love is the cause of Israel's protection. By no means

(n) Institutes, Vol. III, pp. 21-24.
(m) Deut. 7,7-8¢

e it e oo Mg e 511 S S B S VR S ———



are works permitted to play the slightest part or bear the least lnﬂuena:; in
our election. If the Reformed Church teaches anythinzg, it is this, thatu%he
grace of God ia absolutely irrfsistible. Now this makes election alﬁg’éatf;er
indesendent of falth in the atoninzg work of Jesus Christ. ZIxactly! It is en
absolute decree, and Ls done without regard for the work of the Savlour.néhe
elect, who alone have faith, can never lose it completely, tho they sirm ever
S0 grossly. DBut, we ask, why are some rejected? Calvin replies that Goa is
bound by no laws, but that he has passed an absolute decree condemning the
reorobate to sin and perdition. That 1s the hideous nature .of this mina.

. obrits
Instead of being an assurance and a comfort to the Christismn, it rather drives

him into despalir.

We nass on to the Noctrine of the Church and use Calvin's words to
show the need and the duty of the Churchi--

"As our ignorance and slothfulness, and, I may add, the vanity of
our minds, require external aids, in order to the production of faith™in
our hearts, and its increase and progressive advance even to its
completion, God hath provided such aids in compassion to our infirmity;
and that the preaching of the Gospel might be maintained, he hath
deposited this treasure with the Church.” (pf.

Wg do not find more than one church for the simple reason that Chiist ls%‘he
Head of the True Church, and as there is only On}k body for one head, so we
have only one true churchs. In consequence, this church must be cathollc,
universal, for, "where two or three are gathered together in my name™, says
Jesus, "there am I in the midst of them.” (q). This church is found ™ Tever
we find the Word of God purely prezched and heard, and the Sacraments

atnint stwred aooording Eol fhe 1astlentTonlar OnEY mk R ] Slro it Sokr riiee
In & fow wordss The! txue) ohurch:is) the kota1¥ty oF the almats|  Thixicharcnits
governed by four divinely appointed offices, to wit, pastors, teachers,
elders, deacons. The pastors are to preach, teach, and exercise Zhristian

discipline; while the teachers and elders cooperate with them in the

.(pY Institutes, Vol. III, p.5.
(q) Matth. 18,20.
(r) Institutes, Vol.III, p. 18.




in the government of the church. ~he deacons are entrusted with the care of

the poor.

“hen it comes to matters of doctrine, Calvin's church at Geneva was
supreme; but in all civil mattiers the church handed offenders over to the
government for punishment. This was Calvin's Utopla: A Church-State. Auﬁ.l he
arrogated to himself almost unlimited power in order to put his plans fo? an
fideal theocracy into successful operation. He believed absolutely that the
Word of God is supreme, and that 1t was the duty of the Ghurch and the State
to aarry out the divine will. This plan worked out only in Geneva and onl‘ym as
long as Calvin was there to dominate the situation with his personallty.d!f‘he
onle doctrine that has been carried over into the modern Reformed Church
probably as completely as possible, both in theory and in practise, is that

of the Sacraments, Baptism,and Lord's Supper.

In the first place, Calvin defines a Sacrament as:==

"an outward sign by which the Lord seals in our consciences t
promise of his good will toward us, to supnort the weakness of our th,
and we on our part testify our piety toward him, in his presence and that
of the engels, 25 well ag before men." (s).

Bapntism is the seal of a covenant. It signifies the begzinning of a
new life, but that asgain only for the elect. It testifies the :rorg!.veness"’of

oasar | Sre bl

sins; not =2s we believe an actual washing away of sins, but only an assurance
that God has forgiven the sins of the baptized, provided he belongs to the
elects In this connection Calvin rejects the error that Baptism forglveé"?nly
the sins of the past and that acts of Penance are necessacy to obliterate
any sins that might be committed after Baptism. Instaed he says:--

"It is a sign of initiation, by which we are admitted inbo the
soolety of the church, in order that being incorporated into Christ] we
may be numbered among the children of Gode"™ (%).

In his conception of the Lord's Supper, Calvin did teach the Real

Presence of Christ, but that this presence was a spiritual one in #hl.ch'd‘tha

(s) Institutes, Vole III, p3298.
(¢) Ibid. Yol. III, p. 326.

il



believer received spiritually but in a real way the budy and blood of Christs
Here we have a wide gulf between Calvin and Luther, the latter insisting on

a real bodijyy presence of Ohrlat"'i.n, with, and under the bread and wine.

Calvin could not admit this point without surrendering his concention of- t-he
local presence of Christ at the right hand of God in heaven. Another error
which Cglvin held in the Lord's Supper as well as in Baptism, was this kcggh:t
only the believer received the benefits thru faith. Instead of teaching,
then, that the tnbelliever eats and drinks to his deatruction, the partal:izz of

the Lord's Supper for such a person, has no effect wither way.

Here we have in brief the major doctrines of Cglvinistic Theology.%‘éﬁ.tsr
numerous controversies and discussion, they were set in the 'form of canons
and accented by the Synod of Dort, which convened in the years 1618-19. The
five canons: Absolute Predestination, Limited Atonement, Total Depravity and
absolute Inability of man, Isrksistible grace, and the “erseverance of
Sgints, which were accepted by this Synod, all hinge on the great doctrine
of Llection, which in Holy Soripture occupies a position subordinate to
Justification by F,ith and Universal Grace, but which in Calvinistic Theology
hes been elevated to a2 supreme position, lending a shadowy lustre to the
great doctrines of Universalis Gr_ti.a. and Sola Gratia, which God intended for

a comfort to every sinner.

These Canons of Dort were adopted with some considerations in other
countries of Europe and America. The stages of development thru which this

theolozy passéd in America in the mubject of this paper. If might be said

-
aeed

at the outset that the big question at issue among the New Englandmoglam
was the Ability and Inability of man in spiritual matters. To trsce the
development of the doctrine of Free Will and alsc the doctrine of Atonement
in Americea is the problem with which this paper propeees t0 deal. Such |
doctrines as bear an intimate relatlion with this will necessarily be
discussed; but the primary purpose--- to show how the strict doctrine of
Necessity of early New England theologians in the early 1l8th century

B
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gradually developed into. one of absolute Free '7ill and Perfectionism in

the late 19th Century-- will always be borne in mind.

W _ENCTLAND SETTI STRICTLY VINISTIC.

“rom our recollection of early American history, the subject of tl-zls
section is not at all surprising. Indeed the rigidity of Calvin's predesti-
narian views would tend to make any.comunl.ty, adhering to these principles,
Zealous of their rights as the elect of God, and intolerant of anything that
savored of heresy or error. Frurthermore, the Puritans had certainly nassed
thru harrowinz experiences. If we but recollect their efforts at purifying
the Church of England, their subsequent expulsion to Holland, and finally

that tryins experience of leaving home forever to seek peace on soils

unknown, and there establish a church which would permit them to worship God

as they had been taught == 1f we tske all these facts into cousidelnlon,dgﬁen l
/]

we might realize end appreciate the intolerant attitude which the Purltans”iof

America took towards creed which were out of harmony with their particular

creed, which to them was a cherished nossession.

Sg then we find that the Boston Synod of 1680 adopted the Savoy
cgnfessi.on. which was the confession of the Congregationalists. We remember
that the Congregational church body was formed in England under the'e"l;f;feégghlp
of Barrowe and Browne, who broke away from the Established Bhureh because 3
of abuses practised by the latter body. They were an element of the‘ﬁ&-oaned

Puritans. The adoption of the Savoy Confession (u) by the Boston Syno;i“;as
reiterated by the Saybrook Synod in Comnecticutt in 1708, thus making our

colonists Congregationalists, which 1s the same as Calvinists.

heu
But already in the early American theology we have a change of th‘%gght,
and this produced not by changing:condition in the colonies themselves, but -=

in harmony with the old agsgg: Like father, like son -- a changing trend of

(u) Essentially the same as the Westminster Creed.
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thouzht in the mother country, bringing its influence to bear on the"cf'ff;}fctng
of American minds. Thls influence was that of Arminian theology which was
rapidly spreading among the Dissenters as well as the Churchmen of England.
Briefly, Arminian theology involved these flve points: 1) Conditional
Election; 2) Universal salvation; 3) Salvation by grace; 4) Zrage not
irrisistible; 5) 'J!§ fall from grace is possible. lNaturally, the adoption of
any offi these points would involve a tremendous change in the thought of New
England theolosians. The writings of such men as Whitby, John Taylor, and
Dr. Samuel Clark were widely read. 24 reaction was Inevitzble. And we have;’;!.t
in the "Great iwakening" of 1740 which was accompanied by an open attack on
Arminianism. It seems almost natural for a controvergp to end in a
compromise. To0 be sure, this is not always the case, as 1s attested by the
fact that our church today stlll maintains a quia subscription to the
Confessions, in spite of the almost innumerable battles and wars it has been
forced to fizht In the past centuries. But generally speaking, a compromise °
is usually the result of a great controvergy. So here in Arminisn Calvinism.
Yie do not mean to say that the immediate resultof the Armminian controversy
was that modified Calvinism, which we know in America today. 3y no ma#ns'.
While we admit the pc;sslhl.ll.ty of radlcal changes comlng about suddenly !.‘:a\" the
organization of a business firm, for example, we on the other hand, remt-githa
notion that a change of thouzht takes place in a night. Tere this so, then
this paper would be- almost finished. Such a process &s ore of development
over a period of months snd years. £nd here in the Arminian controversy we
have the beginnings of our Few England Theology, whlct‘].s mcdified Calvinisme
The man who first comes up for discussion did not consciously modify the
theology of Calvin. That is natural. 3eing the first to partake in the
battle, he was filled with the zZeal of maintalning those prlnc_iples which he
had been taidght to bellieve were right. As time goes on, and the principles

of both parties received more thoro attention and investigation by all

concerned, the better qualities of each side of the cuestion were naturally
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consldered -- unconsclously, perhaps, but nevertheless really --and we soon
have an amalgamation of the two emerginzg from the mass. However, that

process is coming. Now we must deal with

M'

THAN EDWARDS THE ARMINIAN THEOLOGY. =--- Chapter l, |
|

Jonathan Edwards was, 1 suppose, the greatest of Few England tbﬁagglm,
tho by no means do we wish to create the i#mpression that other men of this '
period must necessarily pale into insignificance. They do not. But for
native genius and brilliance of intellect, Edwards position must be rezarded
as unique. His views have lonz since received the name, Edwardean, and the

TS

opinions of other men of this age are constantly viewed in YBference to those

of Jonathan Edwards.

On the 5th of October, 1703, Edwards first saw the lizht of day in
-l{—’l
Zast Windsor, Comn. He was the son of ™astor Timothy Edwards of East Windsor,
and the grandson of the famed Pastor Solomon Stoddard of Northhampton, lizss.
Homts
ot only his training, but his environment and inherited qualities were timse
-azr.cmm
of the New England Puritan. Raised in this atmosphere of simplicity, slncérity.
end spirituality, we have a right to expect his dominant guality to be =-
apirituality. He was a yourgster o;? unusually excellent gifts. ‘Nltnass,l‘flor
example, such achievements as this: At the age of 12 he wrote a remarkable
Techds
essay on the habits of the flying spider; at 14 he read and understood Locke's
~ delonn
Essay on the Human Understaidding; at 17 he graduated from Yale as Valedictorlan_
bl' 1
of his class: and at this time he was already known to have a welljformulated
M\ﬁ\é@ﬁe{
philosophy. Time does not permit us to dwell on the youth oE this remarkable
career. ve must pass on th the year 1729 when he succeeded his grandfathsr,

Sglomon Stoddard, as pastor of the church at Northhampton.

what was the situation in New England at this time? We have already
heard that Arminisn thought was begimning to force its influense upon the
thought of ‘the colonlsts. Since to every action there is an opposite and
equal reaction, we have the famous Revival movements of the 18th century as
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a natural expression of the opposition to irminianism. People began to feel
the want of a more life-like religion, 1.e., they wanted a more positive way
in which they could express their religious experiences. Haturally.ﬁﬁ:;;lfvals
answered the cali, since their prime object 1s to appeal to the emotions,
thus making peonle believe that they are experiencinz an actual conversion.
Emphasis is placed on the necessity of conversion in order to obtain
salvation, upon faith as the sole ground of our justification, upon
punishment due to unforgiven sin, upon the justice of God in the dammation

of unrepentant sinners.

Just at the beginning of this period, Edwards began his career in
Northampton, as a strong advocate of the Revival movement. The first few
years of his ministry were somewhat barren as far as the number of m:;";ion
mad: is concerned. A spirit of indifference and carelessiess toward"l;:;i;iﬁual

matters dominated especially the younger people. But the simplicity and

F sincerity of Edwards in his d-alings with the members of his parish eoul’&";zot
P fall to have their effects S0 after six years of work, we find that the
entire community was aroused to the most intense religious zeal and interest.
Something like 300 conversion were reportéd to have been made in 2 half year.
This remarkable zeal continued to spread like fire thruout New England and
by 1740 we have practically all the theologians and leading pastors lined up
either for or against Revivals,. That brings into evidence the so-called
"Tiberal Theology™ (v) and its counter-movement, Jmown as the "New Divinity™
(w)e Since the latter forms‘tha basic part of our discussion, we willm_s
the oontributior‘of Yonathan “dwards to this form of theology. His biggess
work is, no doubt, the essay on the Freedom of the Will, which form an"r;f;en
attack on Arminianism.
(v) Began as a revolt from certain features of 0ld Cylvinism, became ﬁmr:.en
. in the spirit of dissent by the Great Awakening, and diverging ever more
/] widedy from the Old Orthodoxy developed ultimately into Unitarianism and

separated from the Congregational Church.
(w)} This is the New England Theology, or the modified Calvinism in America.
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As has already been stated, [dwards read and understood John locke's

Essay on the Human Understending at the age of 14. With such a turn of mind
it is quite natural that his own writings should possess all the aamarks?i:f
phllosonhical speculations and distinctions. Hils own essay on the Freedo'; of
the Will might be szid to be a reworking of Locke in order to sult the.
conditions of the time and the object for which he was writing. The essay
begins with a series of definitions, in which the following terms are
accurately defined: Necessity (natural and moral), Inabllity (natural and
moral), Impossibility, Irrksistibllity, Liberty, and Moral Agency. His

finition of Liberty, for example, is the power to do as one wishes without
considering the ceauses (x). Liberty is not to be identified with the Will
but it is the sgent, who is possessed of the Will. The Arminians, on th?%thar
hand, will tell &8s that the Will has its own power to determine its acts,
identifyinz Liberty and Will. The mind, previous to the act of volitlon'-;' is
altozether indifferent. There 1s no lecessity whatever in any act of t%’é“avun.
This, Edwards claims, is absolutely inconsistent. Does the Will have self-
determining power? If the will chooses its own acts, then the Will must be
chosen by another Will that chooses and soj on, ad infinitume In a ser194 of
%1ill one is determined by the other, so nome of them are free. Just as ina

chain, one link is moved b;* the other, motlopn being the determining factor,

s0 also in the matter of the Will,

In this way Edwards continues to build up his extreme notion of

el
Necessity in every act of the human Will, be that spiritual, secular, or civil..

Ruthlessly holding up every argument for indifference in actions which the
Arminians present, to the searchlight of cold logic and reason, he attempts
to reduce them to absurdity. He seems to hold the view that there are only
two alternatives: Either volitions and actions are neoe‘usary. or, beixg at

liberty, all our acts will be unreasonable and without the guldance of the

(x) External motives or bias.

—
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Understanding. It seems to me, that this is merely a misapplication of tne

Law off Excluded iiiddle.

llow to carry this discussion to the issus involved, namely, the

introdustion of sin into the world. Consistent with Edwards' doctrine of
Necessity we would be justified in saying that by a series of causes
logically following each other, sin had to enter this world. ‘"hether 'he ﬁlakes
God the author of sin is hard to detexmine. hat would seem to be the'ﬁlrog'ical
result, tho he doesn't admit its The Arminians, on .the other hand, brinz the
accusation that this doctrine frees man of all blame. They ascribe to man
an absolute free will in sinning, and (which is unscrintural) an absolute
free will in choosing a life of hollness, whereby we earn salvation. A4s for
the view of Edwards, we grant that our sin is necessary, but Adam's was not.
Edwards displays both an inconsistency and an uncanny power of drawing fine
distinctions when he refuses to admit that God is the author os sin. EHe
claims that the good choice of moral agents is one of lecessity, but thec_‘;iu
choice lies in the nature of things. He calls the latter attitude pgssive
power. That is Edwards's answer to the question, Where did sin come from?
I believe the answer lies in this: Since sin is a reality that lies in the
realm of experience, it is not the field for reason and s.paeulati.on. And
since experience depends on revelation, we can only know what has been
revealed. This mystery has not been revealed. Therefore, it is not for us
to try to solve it. Here, I belleve, lies the error of Edwards, ard all"fﬁ"se
who later accepted his strioct Necessitarianiam.

The departure from 0ld Calvinism which we note in this view is not

Rededimating

fundamental but only one of degree, imammuch as Edwards advocated Predestinations
in the extreme supralapsarian form. I don' t belleve that cglvl.n moax! to
carry this decree t6 a period before the Fall of kan as Edwards did. ’l&:ﬁ{nr
did Calvin introduce the doctrine of Necessity fntil after the Fall of man.

EYSmr 2
But we cannot be too hasty in condemning Edwards altogether. We must remember
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that in any debate a man will always seek the extremes in order to prove
his point. Edwards fouzht tooth and nail to keep the ideals of Old Sutviaium
from falling into disintezration. He must, then, be looked unon as the
champion of Calvinism at a time when the tl.zeology was in grave danger of

losinz its individualbéty.

Intimately assoclated with the dootrine of Free Will is that of
Original Sin, and we find that early in the controversy it is attacked by
opponents of Edwards. When, for example, Dr. John Taylor brings in the
sus.;estion that man even today is born void of all knowledge, possesslnsmffnly
sensual appetites which lead us into temptation; thgt these appetites musfbe
pronerly tralned to serve our good, and for thls purpose nrist come into
the world, namely to serve as a model in the proper use of these sensusl

annetites; when notions of this kind were presented, Edwards agaln come to

the rescue with his brilliant Defense of the Doctrine of Original Sin. What

in his mind is really the essence of Original Sin? In the first place, he
maintadns and amply proves the universal denravity of mankind, and also é"ﬁswa
that the sin of Adam is imputed to all because they have committed it 1 Tim.
The latter was a refutation of Taylor's notion that the imputation of Adam's
on all men was not in harmony with the goodness and justice of Gode. By
insisting that 2ll men sinned in £dam, Zdwards brinzs to New England Theology
its first distinguishing feature, namely, that all sin is yoluntarv. He also
introduced the 1ldea that this depravity in man was consistent with an
established order in nature, which follows these stages: Evil constitutiong
birth of men without the Spirit; positive consent to Adam's sin; and the ‘ét;:arge
of gullt. In answer to the question, how does iAdam connact wlth}:his result,
we note a point of difference between Edwards and Calvin. Hered_i.ty will
answer the question as far as the body is concerned. B-ut what about the

soul? Here Edwards introduces the idea of contipued greation, which toggthex

Py
wltﬂthe four stages of his dlvine constitution, form the basis of h¥s explanat
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In our consideration of the work of Christ in takinz the gullt ofﬁ.‘ﬁ-is
sin from us, we are tempted to say that Edwards had little regard for the
great work of Redemption, at least from a Scriptural point of view. Here;'l
the idea: Anyone who adopts a supralapsarian flew of Predestination will be
forced to admit (and Edwards, true to Calvinism, does admit it) that the
decree of God is absolute, and not relative, d:pending on faith in Ghristsflf
 then a man is saved by decree without Christ, why did the latter die? Well,
he did anyway, and Zdwards looks upon this in the following way. _In the

first place, &s Intercessor, Christ entered fully into the mind of the

offending party, displaying a feeling of absolute¢ sympathy. The death of

Christ was merely Christ's expression of this sympathy, whereby he showed

that he fully understood what guilt involves. The substitution of Christ was

prompted wholly by his love for the world, and by his voluntary submission

into death, he signified his absolute approval of the righteousness of th'ea“{'aw-

It is nerfectly within the province of God's justice to condemn sinnars.‘%‘iu
o/

of
makes the entire work of Christ merely one which proves to the reprobate that

their condemmation is just.

Now we might ask, what was the result of Edwards' controversy witﬂhtha
Arminians? Were his followers many or did it have the onposite effect? At
first of course, the men who built on the foundation laid by Edwards were a
small mirority. I do not believe that anyone adopted his views absolutely.

In the case of all succeeding reoresentatives who accented his views in the
maln, we notice the beginnings of a struggle to get away from the E:ec;gﬁ;;rlm
views of their leader, a strugsle which broadens and grows as time goes on
until, developing finally into an absolute Freedom of the #Will and

Perfectiongnism.

The Arminians, on the other hand, were rather effectively submerged.
True, they strugzled on for a period of some years, but without holding to

any definite principles, they gradually developed into the later Unitarian
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movement, tho we have its representatives among the Lethodists and Baptists

tOd&Yo

ey
JOSEPH BELIANY was born in Cheshire, Conn. on the 20th of Feb.,l?le.fflﬂer
£

-

graduating from Yale, and studyinz theology under Jornathan Edwards for a.“r short
time, he was licensed to preach, and from 1740 to 1790 served the congfﬁéékiﬁqgl
Church at Bethlehem, Conn. He exerted a wide influence on the theological
thought of this period, not only by his publications, but chiefly by a‘%ﬁﬂ;ol
which he conducted for the tralning of clergymen, sending scores of G eachérs

to all parts of New England, as well as some of the middle western States.

The work of Bellamy with which we will be chiefly concerned is the
"True Religzlon Delineated™, in which he set forth his system of theolozy.
First, however, it might be of interest to spend a moment looking into a

s
movement which had already been vigorously attacked by Edwards, and which was

klmﬂ

attacked with equal vigor by Bellamy. This moverent resulted in what we Imow

- L3 Etﬂ
as the Half-Way Covenant. The name suggests a compromise. That is prEc‘ise’ly

what it is. About the middle of the 17th centuty, trouble srose in the"aoiony
concerning the status of children of original church members. The questlt;;f was
this: Should children of original church members who had beern baptized be
admitted into church membership. Two cornventlons —- one of ministers in
Boston in 1657, another a gensral synod of the churches of llassachusetts in
1662 -= agreed on the followling compromise: Those who had becorme members in
childhood by virtue of théir parent's atatus could not later on be aémltted
to the Lord's Table, nor could they vote on ecclesiastical issues, unlesa v
proved themselves f£it; but they could bring their children to Baptism and
hand on to them the same degree of membership which they had received. In
apite of the opposition of Edwards and Bellamy, this was not abolished until

the early years of the 19th century.
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But let us briefly anpl¥se the frus Relizion Delineated, mot a

thorogoing az;alysls, for if thet policy were adopted in the remalining works

to be considered, this paper would grow entirely too massive == in weiz ht,

I mean. From now on, it 1s the writer's intention to discuss only thatf‘éﬁgse
of subsequent systems which actually present eomething new to the field of
New England Theologye. In Bellamy's syst?h";‘we notice an entirely new trendfof
thought beginning to shape itself. In the rain, we find him in agreement
with Edwards, but in his presentation of the "govermmental theory™ of
atonement, we have something new to deal with. It is not new to the ﬁtdry
of doctrine, since the theory was first propounded by a learned jurist of
Holland, Hugo Grotius, in 1617. The theory explains the atonement as a
governmental necesslty, and makes God not the offended party but the supreme
"Ruler". To put it in the words of F.H. Fosters=-

"As lonz as the divine Justice was conceived as a single unrelated
attribute, and theologlans tsalked of the necessity of the satisfactio

of Justice by the sacrifice of Christ, the position that God acted as the

offended party was the logical one. But as soon as God 1s conceived of
as acting always from love, and his Jjustice becomes modified both in

vhat it demands and in the reason for its infliction by this concertion,

then God must act in the matter of punishment from general motives,
dictated by love, or he must act as a general person, and in this case,
as the divine governor." (yl.

By adopting this theory Bellamy conceives God as being desirous of owr

P T
happiness and averse to our misery, in an exact proportion to the real nature

of the things themselves. Here are Bellamy's words fully expressinz the new

theorys=-

"To the end that a way might be opened for him to put his deslgn: of
mercy in execution, consistently with himself, sonsitently with the Horor

of his holiness and justice, law and govermment, and sacred authority,
something must be done by him in a public manner, as it were, in ¢
sight of all the world, whereby his infinite hatred of sin, and

able resolution to punish it, might be as effectually manifested as 1
had demmed the whole world.™ (z).

Another new note which Bellamy struck was the doctrine of genaeral

atcnement, departing very decidedly from the 0ld Calvinism, which insisted

that grace was only for the elect. He lnsisted that Christ died for an"'iﬁu

(y) Foster, Hist. of the N.E. Theology, p.lld.
(2} Works, Vole II, De267.
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who will repent and believe. ZThis view of atonement is that which was‘;ﬂ:'ter
adonted by New England Theolozy as the official expression of the view of

these theologians on this question.

Now there is one other point in which Bellamy helped bring about a
change in thought. We have listemed to Edwards' discussion on the question
of Original Sin, and the manner in which he side-steps the admission thﬁdﬂod

is the author of sin. Tn the minds of later theologians, this was rather an

unsatisfactory solution of the problem; and beginnirnz with Bellamy, we have
the notion that God did not decree sin but He permitted it. Now it remains

for us to attempt to see the wisdom of God in doing this, znd as a resulé",‘ we

habe Bellamy's treatise on the Pgxrmission of Sin.

The question was this: How oduld a good God nermit sin to enter the
world? The dliscussion which now begins is a long one extendins until the

Vbrolegy;
controversies of N.W. Taylor and culminating in the later New Haven 'i!h‘gélogy.

4[-.0-"‘

The work of Bellamy is divided into a number of discourses. He shows,
in the first place, the fact that God permitted sin to enter the world does
not show that he loved it or really wanted man to sin. The fact simply is
that he did not hinder it. But the question, whether this is justlfla'ble""to
the ways of God, must at once be akked. Bellamy proceeds to build up his
argument in a manner consistent with reason. He presents a touch of the
optimism of Leibnitz, when he takes as his starting point the fact that this
is the best possible world. WhyT? For the simple reason that God had ~a‘1‘:so ute
choice of a number of plans before he created the world. Since his judgment
is infallible, and since he chose to make the particular world that we now
have, therefore, this must be the best possible world. God would do nothing
but act in a perfectly reasona‘ble wad. He bullt this world, made mpn‘;m;opral
agent and placed him here as a subject of moral government. He was placed
under the highest obligations to dedicate himself to the sersice of hf:_rf:hr.

These obligations were revealed, he was placed under a law, and told the
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penalty if he dlsobeyed this law. 3ut man, left to his own action, rebelled, |
and consequently sinned. This sin God vermitted. Is it Jjustifiable? Yes, f
says Bellamy, God could, of course, have gonfirmed man in his holiness, but ‘
he did not do this, so that man would be led t0 a proper appreciation of

God's zoodness.

In other words, Bellamy means to say that "sin fs the necessary means

to the greatest good”. This is the first position taken by New Englarnd |
S tectal

divinity on this theme. 7/e notice a new note of freedom; "a new intellectual
disposition == the disposition to discuss not merely to refute, but also to
learn, and to meet new difficulties by new npropositions suited to the day.‘?")lal
Even tho these -uestions: Whether it is true that God introduced sin to
emphasize happiness by contrast; whether this doesn't actually make God the
atithor of sin:; whether the blessedness which would have been present if sin
hadn't come, wouldn't glorify God more than axi‘.sting evil == even tho such
questions are not thoroly settled, nevertheless, we see that the New England

Theology is directing itself toward one of its »rinciple services to the

world, the doctrine of Atonement. We hurry on to Samuel Hopkins,

While it mizght be sald of Bellamy that he was a man of very practical
nature, in Hopkins we find the intellectuzl type. His development along—&rfsse
lines was greatly aided by the fact that he escaped the retirement of a
country pastorate, and instead served a large congregation at Fewport, R.l.
for over 30 years. Here in the midst of a busy 1life, finding opportunities
extending in all directions, he was able to parfo'g“ a large service for the
theology of New England. Indeed, his was &n invaluable service, inasmuch as

he presented to posterity the first complete system of theology which New

M
England produced. This shall, of course, serve as the basis of our discussion.

First, let us get some idea as to the way in which thls system was

produced. New England at this time was seething with theologlical disoussione
(a) Foster, p. 128.
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Ever since Jonathan Edwards refused to let the Arminians pass by without
subjectinz them to his searching logic, questions which before had been

pondered and probably solved in the solitude of countless studies, were now

beinz thrown into the ring and discussed by almost everyons. After,all?b'f"here
is nothinz more exhilerating than 2n onen forum discussion of a,-;:ttater;" ;ﬁe-xions
and besides, this usually leads to a definite result. So that is the

situation here. Before Hopkins published his system in 1793, he passed thru

a series of controversles, which began already in 1759. Tie cannot discuss

them in det&il, but we do want a few of the main facts.

The issue was that of the comins of sin irto the world. Bellamy had
discussed it in his Permissidn of Sin, and now Hopkins took it up by
publishing his views in a tract, in which he showed that sin was anﬁ‘;‘c’f;fi’;%age
to the Universe. Shocking? Indeed it was! But it was only a restatemenftl of
the same views Bellamy had expressed but a short time before. This led.;ﬁto
his lonz chanter on the Decrees of God, which will be reviewed in a few

moments.e

Hopkins soon got into another argument with Dr. Jonathan Llayhew, rﬁ‘aﬁor .
of the West Church in Boston, on the question of Regeneration. The latter
was a substantial Pelagimnist and he firmk¥ attacked the nrevalent doctrine
of Inability, which even now already was being supplanted by its opnosits.

Joining with him in this setto was the Rev. Jedediah Mills of Ripton, Comn.,

who aired his Belaghen views in Ap Inquiry ConcerningZ the State of the
T rat G « In the same year (1767) the Rev. Moses

Hemminway of Wells, Mass. joined the debate with his Sqven Sermons opn the

The essential point of difference between these men and Hopkins was
not the bare doctrines of Inability and Ability. To Hopkins the dootrine of

Inability was certainly a patalyzing one and a "refuge of Lies." But the
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point was this: Hopkins' opponents were substantial Pelagianists and as such
insisted that man's free will extended also to spiritual matters, and thatﬁ'ﬁe
could of his own free will accent the zZrace of God and salvation. In which
way did Honokins disagree? Some ten nages of the first volume of his svstem
e Qs votad to tho Bubject | of egonerationy andlitheinoint slentoniny 'brings.;it
sometthat as follows: Regeneration is an instantzmeous act, in which m%s
no part whatever. The only true cause id God, who works, not on the
Understandinsz of map, since that has not been corrupted by sin, but on the
Jill or the heart, which is in all respects totally corrunt. The author
takes great pains to clte many Scripture passages proving this last point.
In this respect man has no ability whatever. The act of regegeration is an
immediate act of the Holy Ghost. For example, in Paul's discussion with
Lydia, it was not thru Paul{ that regensration was brought about, since she
¥new not what he was talkinz about. But the Holy Spirit first enlizhtened
her heart, and then she could understand the apostle. This operation of the
Holy Spirit was altogether imperceptible. It was only the gffect (her

understanding of the words of Paul) that she could experience.

Now we ocome to0 a gross error of ilopkins, tho it whows his consistency

with the theology of Calvin. He saysg=-

"There are indeed promises made to the church that God will pour
out his Spirit, and regenerate simmers; but no individual, unconverte
sinner can claim this promise, as 1t is not made to him in particulars(b)

In the previous section the point was well made that this grace of God was
altogether undeserved. But that it is at the seme time unpromised is
decidedly unscriptural, tho it is consistent with the Calvinistic notion of

the doctrine of Election.

Now then Hopkins shows that this act of regeneration is not at all
)
inconsistent with Liberty. The grace of God is not irrksistible. But after man

has been regenerated, he gonverts himself, a process which Hopkins evidently

(b) System of Theology, Vol.I, p.459.
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confuses witHsanctification, for he says it continues thru life until death,

B ——

Here are his words on the nature of freedom in this connectlion;-=-
"Antecedent to regeneration, man acts freely. With great stremgth
inclination and choice his heart opnoses the law of God, and rejects
gospel, seekinzg himself wholly. And when the instantaneous, immedlate
enerzy of the Holy Splirit renews his heart, he turns about, and loves
and chooses wnat he hated before:; and exercises as reasl freedom in his
choice and pursuit of that which he opposes and rejected.” (c).

On the questiorpf Original Sin, Hopkins is somewhat in agreement with
Edwards. He bellieves that all sin is voluntary, and tha: the posterity of
Adam becomes guilty of his sin by consenting to his sin and by a union of

: o
heart to him as a transgressor. Thus he really believes that there is no sin
but actual sin. He stoutly maintains that we do not receive the sin of Adam
merely as a punishment, while we ourselwes are innocent. There is a
nmysterious connection between Adam and his posterity by which every man
consents to his sin. He thus assizn twdreasons why can be held accountable:
First, the fact that our sin is also Adam's doesn't make it less oursy ard

second, the naturzl moral depravity is our own.

What about the divine decree in the production of sinful cholces?
Hopkins replies by saying in 2 general way that God's decrees are fixed, but
with the provision that man's freedom is secured. His decrees are dependent
on the agency of man. The time of man's death, fo¥ example, is not fixed so
absolutely that he will live until then regardless of the life he leads. But
the question at issue is this: How could God foreordain evil? This is a
decided mystery, which no man can answer. But Hopkins draws the same %?%fg'ilon
as did Bellamy, for he maintains that evil must be necessary for the greatest
general goode God always does what is best. Therefore, by permitting sin,
he must have felt that mankind woudd derive some good which they would not
have Berived other¥ise. This 1s, of course, a rational attempt to explain
one of the greatest mysteries in theology. WQ. cannot attemnt to enter such
profound realms and expect at arrive at a definite conclusion. Yet Hopkins
(¢) Ibid. p. 460.
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doesn't seem to think it is blasphemous to say that_: %od foreordalnea sin, in
that sense that it was done that good might result. The notion of baasphemy,
he says, 1ls only = false association of ideas. There are, for example, many
things that decidedly shocked the semnsibilites of our forefathers but which
do not phase us in the leasts The Jews would under no clr!mstmes??r%%ﬁce
the Tetragrammaton, substituting Adonal whenever it occurred. But changing
times bring about changing viewpolnts. The same is true in the case bbfore us.
While it seems shockinzy to say that God foreordained sin, nevertheless it is
not so if we take into consideration that fact that God in his infinite

widdom must have foreseen that some good would result.

To prove that qod. foreordzins events in general, Hopkins draws on all
eections of Seripture showinz that everything we do is in harmony with the
divine decrees. The sinful deed of the brethren of Joseph is selling him to
Egypt is re-resented as being ordered by God, no doubt with the intention of
shapins the future history of his peéple. The Prophet Amos says: "Shall fﬁ:m
be evil in the city and the lLord hath not done Lt?*® True, in this sectlion,
Hopkins seys, natural evil is meant, but this is 2 concomitant of moral evil.
We might ask this question: Did God also decree moral evil? The author
doesn't attempnt to answer. But he does say that this evil was created for
s@mne good. If this reallr is true, doesn't the argument presented in the Book
of Romans hold good, to wity, let us sin so that good might result? This
arzument, Hopkins says, is utterly unreasonzble. He says:==

®"That which is in itself, in its own nature, evil, may by God be
made theoccasion of the greatest good: and this is so far from altering
the nature of evil, or making it less an evil, in itself considered,
that if this should be the case, and it were possible, the end to be
answered by it would be defeated, and there would be no evil, to be the
occasion of greatest goodes It is indeed a good thing, that evil, both
moral and natural, should take place; and the good of which this is the
occasion swallows up the evil, and the whole taken together is the most
complete, perfectly beautiful, and good system. But t»is alters not the
nature of evil, and it is still an evil, as contrary to all good, and as

dtsagreeable and hateful, in itself considered, and as unconnected with
the whole, as if it were not made the occasion of good; but of avil.(a)

(d) Ibid. Vol. I, Pe 1556,
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We are willing to grant that 1 man were driven to sin by necessity,
then he could not be held responsible for his actlions; but as we have already
scen, Hopkins supplants the doetrine of inabllity by that of ability, showinz

1]

that in order to carry out his decrees, God uses the freedom which maniposseses.

The strugile to arrive at a more perfect freedom of the will continues.

Here we have the first complete system which forms such a vital part
of New England Theology. One of the chlef distinguishing features, probably,
is the recognition of the authority of Seriptures whic)#edmad the influence
of later rationalistic theologlans to 2 minimum. The system has incorporated
the great ideas of Edwards which alreada; determine its character. On t-he wl;gle,
it is a comprehensive and thoro work, which can be d¢lassed with the great
systems of the christian worlde. Despite the fact that its subject i.sgl;_‘ﬁg:tlc
‘heology, it is nevertheless very readable and interesting. The fact that
these books are beinz read for the purpose of notirg the stages of
development in a connected system, no doubt, adds to th_e interest. 4And as
for representing a certalzﬂstage in this development as vwiell as acourately
surming up previous views, the system well meets the re-ulrements. As Foster

says: "He who will thoroly know the Hew England Theology must read deeply

in the system of Samuel Hopkins." (e).

(e)e Foster, p. 186.
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—— THE NPING: -

* e have now approached the period of the war of Revolution, and, while
it 1s true that the war itself had little effect on the progress of
theolozical thought in llew England, nevertheless, just at the close of
America's fight for independence, there occurred in Few England a movement
which will demand our consideration, since it effected very decidedly the

trend of thought in this section of the country. It was the attack of

Universalism which forced Mew England theologians to enter upnon a thoro

-fw;-_:‘:.,;!'
discussion of all eschatological questions, and which at the same time hrqrdg_?tt
to the foreground the governmental theory of atonement, which had already

been advocated by Bellamy.

Universalism 1s the doetrine that all souls will flnally be saved and

that good wi.lllfinally triumph universally and permamently. This doctrine had

bcen advocated in its extremest form by a certzain James Relly of #ondon. From
this man it adopted the name Rellyanism, and it was brought to America by the

Rev. John i:u:-ray/ who came to this country in 1770. It seems as tho kurray

2
did not preach this doctrine in such extreme form in this country, for hed:!.o{as
not believe that all men will finally be saved. Here are his views as
summarized by Hosea Ballou in the Universalist Quarterly of January 1848.

"A few are elected to obtain the knowledge of truth in this life,
and these go into Paradise immediately at death. But the rest, who
in unbelief, depart into darkmess, where they will remaln under terril }e
apprehension of God's wrath until they are enlightened. Their sufferifgs
are nelther penal nor disciplinary, but simply the effect of unbelief.
Some will believe and will be delivered from their darkmess to the
intermediate state. At the generzl judgment, such as have not been
previously brought into the trukh will come forth to the resurrection of
damnation; and thsm ignorance of God's purpose, they will'call on the
rocks and mountains to fall on them! Then the Jjudge will make the fal
separation, dividing the 'sheep' or unliversal human nature, from the
'goets' which are the fallen angels, and send the latter away into
everlasting fire." i :

This sounds a great deal like the Catholic doctrine of the Purgatory.
Whatever it may be, it was a doctrine that was eventually bound to reoeive.e%hu

' &
notice of the public. It did not at first, and for that reason the Hawﬂéi":

b



divines did not immediately srapple with the 1ssue. Thus for a short time
lMurray was nermitted to work unmolested. In 1779 he organized the first
Universalist church in Gloucester, lass. The thing grew rapidly and six‘f"'y:a;s
later there were a sufficient number of representatives to justify the
callins of a convention. The spark that fired the Kew Englend pastors into
action was a paper entitled Sglvation for 111 Men, issued by Dr. Charles
Chauncy, in 1784. This brought forth a strom of protest urder the leadership
of Jonathan Edwards Jr., who, in the form of Three Sexmons on Atopement,
hurled an attack on the Murryan doctrine of Universalism. let us review this
work, which as stated above, developed still more the governmental theory of

atonement.

According to Eph. 1,11 (f) we are saved "agcording to the riches of
his grace." But this redemption we have in Christ "thru his blood."” The
text thus tells us two things:s 1] We are saved as an exerclise of grace; and

2) We are saved by the blood of Christ. The problem confronting Edwards in

the developmernt of his theme is this: How can these two parts be harmonized? -

As zn answer, he proposes three questions.

In the first place, he answers in the affirmative the gquestion
whether we are forgiven thru the ahbnemenh of Christ only. Holy Serinture is
altogether clear on this point. Besides, how could an all-wise and good

Father consent to the death of his only son, were this not necessary?®

The second question, Why is an atonement necessa:y for the pardon
of the sinner, is answered somewhat as follows: Atonement is fully as
necessary as purishment would be had there been no atonement. Well, then,
why is punishment necessary? For the simple reason, that the authority of
the divine law mus: be maintained. TYere people pemmitted to break the law
of God with immunity, would no the authorifty of God Be despised and his

(£) Text for first sermon.
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government wezkened?

The third question is found in his second sermon. Here it 1is: Are we,
notwithstanding the redemption of Christ, forgiven freely by grace? Here
Edwards experiences his greatest dl<ficulty and resorts, first, to an accurate
definition of terms. He seeks to define the terms 'Jjustice' and 'grace’.
There are three different uses of the term 'justice's

1) Commutative justice == Proper respecting of another man's

proverty. -

2] Distributive justice = In which good conduct is properly rewarded,

and bad conduct is punished.

3) General justice =------ Vhatever 1s right, is just; whatever is wrong,

is unjuste.
Now Zdwards explains the term'grace' by showing that it is wlwgys opposed to
Justice. Justice ends where grace begins. Grace, used in the first sense
abowe, is to forgive a man his debt; in the second sense, to treat a man
met
more favorably than he deserves; in the third sense, the two areaopposed,

but zenersl justice includes grace, as well as every other virtue in

existence.

Now then, for the application. Is the pardon of the sinner, thru
the atonement of Christ, an act of justice of of grace? As for the first, it
is neither. Commutative justice is not concerned, slncé we nelther,f owed
70d any money, nor did Christ pay any for us. As for distributive justice,
our nardon is altogether and act of grace. We .ara even now, as far as our
personal conduct is concerned, wholly undeserving of any reward in heaven.
So then by belng pardoned, we are getting more than we deserve —- grace par
excellence. In the third sense, since anythigg is just that is right, there=

fore, our »nardon in this case 1s an act of Justice.

Edwards' third sermon occupies itself with a number of 'reflections',

a few of the outstanding of which it might be well to note.




HNe I
The atonement of Cnrist does not consist in his active obedience, since
this would not support the authority and dignity of the law of God. Azain,
inrequiring atonement, God does not act from any selfish motives, but purely
from a desire to promote the public good. Again, the satisfaction of Christ
is only a satisfaction to the well=being of the Universe. And, finally, Sod
was under no oblization to accept this atonement, tho the greatest public

good required him to do sb, and thus obligated him.

These sermons do not appear to bring out the new theory of the

atonement to 6ut fullest satisfaction. We do, of course, see God represented

as the "Ruler" rather than the "offended Party™, but for better treatment of
this subject we must wait for the views of succeedinz theologians, which is
only natural, since a process of thought cannot complete itself in one man.

For a somewhat fuller view, let us briefly glance at Stephen West's

Scrinture Dogtrine of the Atonement, which was written about this time.

Viest ascribes not only the atonement but also the creation to the
character of God as its foundation. The object of God in creating the world
was t0 manifest and display his infinitely holy character. Since this
character 1s holy and good, God's works can only manifest themselves in doing
goodes So then this design, namely to do good, 1s the refrain closing each
chapter of this vast Universe. If we will not admit this, th'en our confession
must be that either God has changes his mind, or the Universe has become too
great and unxl.eldy for him to handle. This is absurd. Ve must all bave confi-
dence in God: and our confidence is regulated by our belief in or
apprehensions of God's regard for the gemeral good. To pass on to the
atonement, we might say that the only purpose of the death of Christ was to
exhibit God's love for righteousness, and not his hatred of iniguity. God is
motivated purely by love and bensvolence to[ all hiscreatures. In other
words, West maintains, that it is the love of God for his creatures that lead

Mim for thelr sake not to forgive without the atonement.
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The continuation of this theory of the atonement in the works of
Emmons and Taylor will be discussed when we\ take up the works of these men

in particular. We must first finish this subject of Universalism.

The treatise which Dr. Chauncy published in 1784 on the Salvation for
all ken was, as noted above, the prlncipl!z/ factor in d;arectl.ng the tremd of
diidciission toward questions of eschatology and atonement. The argument of
this paper was based on the goodness of God, who, because of his very nature,
must have as his one goal the universal happiness of mankind. This arpument
is purely rational and it might be said that the reply of New England divines
was also one based on reason. Whether the latter had any hopes of completely
obliterating this new tendency intheir midst, is hardly possible. At any
rate, it was not done and the movement continued to spread, founding churches
here and there, which continue even to the present day. The opposition of
Edwards and other did, however, have lfs effect, for neither was this
diverzence embraced by the ewanzelical -thediozy, nor dld it continue its
rapld growth. This was probably due to the fact that this entire movement
soon became Unitarian in its theology, a trend of thought which will not be

discussed in this paper.

It might be of interest to mote the general line of argument which
Universalists followed in their attempt to show that all men will finally
be saved. For this purpose we have the Tregatise on Atonement by Hosea
Ballou, a2 man who wielded perhaps the greatest influence in brinzing aboutdtie
transfer fromthe Trinitarian to the Unitarian basis. His treatise on
Atonement besins quite naturally with a definition of sin:=-

"Sin is the violation of a law which¢ exists in the mind, which law
is the imperfect kmowledge which men have of the moral good." (gle

Sin is merely a finite evil, inasmuchas it depends upon the capacity of man

to understand. This is in direct opposition to Edwards, for it eliminates

(g) Ballou, Treatise, ps 4l.
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the idea of an obligation which we have towards %od. ¥e shall soon see that
this involves an absolute denlal of all Treedom of the Till, resolvins itself
altogether into the notion of determinism. The origin of sin, Ballou says,
is in the plan of God, and not in the Free Will which man possesses. He does
not admit that God is the author of sin, claiming only that ha 1s the author
of what is in a limited sense sin. But since he teaches the universal
sidlvation of all men; and since this is based on the fact that all of God's
plans will be carried out; he must admit that man cannot of his own free will

either persist in sin or free himself of it. What is this, but ascribing to

God absolute authority, and makinz him the author also of sin%

Ballou's view of the atonement brinzs out very decidedly his trend

toward Unitarianism. He does not admit that Christ is God, and regarding the
notion of the Trinity he sayss--
"If the Godhead consists of three distinet persons, and each of
these persons be infinite, the whole Godhead amounts to the amazing
sum of infinity multiplied by three.” (h).

So then, in the work of the Atonement, the dignity of Christ must be d.ectd-.e'l'dly

diminished. The fall of man produced & double error in the mind of Adam. In
the first place, he believed God to be his enemy; and in the second place, he
believed that he could reconcile himself to God by good works. But God
continued to love man: he is not the injured party. In order to correct these
two:f,alse views in the mind of man, the atonement was necessary. God's love
is thus manifested toward us, causln-bi')\fzs to love Him. In this system there is
no room for the death of Christ as an all-sufficient sacrifice and his
shedding of blood as the washing away of our sins. The consequence of the
atonement, in Ballou's estimation, 1s the universal happiness and holiness

of the race.

Now.then, he nroceeds with a group of arguments for universal aalviﬁo_

and he first answers a number of objections and then gives the reasons for

|
(n) Ibid. p. 134. ' ‘
1
|
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believing in universal salvation. Some of the objections ars briefly as
follows:

In Rev. 14}110.11 we read that the idolater "shall be tormented with
fire and brimstone in the »resence of the holy anzels.” Ballon# says this
does not refer to eternal punishment, for the present time i8 the period of
punishment. And if some objject that the millions who go out of this world
unreconclled will remain so to all eternity,the answer is that this implles
that there will be no change after death, which supposition is absurd. igain,
the word 'everlasting' does not mean endless. Still again, the 'day of

Judzment' is the destruction of Jerusalem.

From these the author proceeds to his reasons for believinz &n
universal salvation. We shall merely state the reasons without elaboration.
They are: The goodness of God, with which we are familiar:; the immortal

desire of everyone for happiness; the principle of sympathy, by which all

are miserable and by which all mutually desire happiness; and, finally, the

proofs from Seripture. These are misinterpretations thruout. E.Ge., Gen. 12,3:
"In thee shall all families of the earth be blessed,” which of course refers
to the temporal and spiritual blessings promised to the Jews, the latter
beinz especially this, that the illessiah was t0 be born of the seed of

" “the.
Abraham, thru whom nations shall be blessed. By no means does it refer to the

salvation of all souls,

Regarding this treatise, it czn well be stated that it did not arouse
mach of a stir in New England. The fact of the matter was, that this
tendency was rapldly identifying itself with the current Unitarianism,and sé
long as this process continued, there was no need of refuting each
separately. Furthe_more, Ballou's method of attack, as well as that of other
Uni.vers.alut dafez;dsrs, was marked by vulgarity of the cheapest sort, which
naturally emltad disgust and did nore harm to their 1nfll;enne that the

counter-attacks of opponents. The most formidable antsgonist, Moses Stuart,

I —————————————
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might be mentioned, in the first place, for showing that, in his sincere
opinion, there was no text of Sgripture which favored the idea of a future
probation; and in the second place, for his temperate and fair considerations
of the terms: Sheol, Hades, Tartarus, and Gehenna. These places are all

significant of the place of future and endless punishment.

Witk‘thls treatise the Universalist controversy on the side of New
Ensland divines came to a close. The dogmatic and exegetical replies had now
been made, and there was nothing for New England to do but to watch this
notionof Universalism gradually pale into indignificance,or, as has already

been stated, pdss over into Unitarianism,

This discussion has taken us well into the 19th century, so let us
leave the battle field of open controversy for a short time, and retrace our
steps to the beginning of this century, in order to see if we can find
something else in the nature of a System of Theology, whichis the product,
not of public d¢bate, but of much deep thinkinz on the part of some laborious
professor or obscure minister in the qulet of a retired atudy. The work
which comes to our attention i that of Nathanlel Emmons. It is not clearly/
a system, since it was not written as such by the author. It has been
compiled from sermons which were written in connectionwith the work of Emmons
as a pastor. Since Emmons and Hopkins are in agreement on most points, it
will not be necessary to discuss this system at length. This sgreement,
however, is not absolute. Even where they agree, Ermons displays a remarkable

originality and irdividuality of thoaght.

Emmons was at the height of his power 1inghe latter part of the 18th
century, at a time when the theological atmosphere was seething wlt)*t,rou‘ble.

Infidel tendencies, Antinomianism, and Universalism had been treated

successively by theologiens,esmong whom Emmons was not the least. In this{paper

Ne 1s zoing to-be treated rather briefly for two reasons: The first has been
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mentioned -- his agreement with liopkins on so many points; the second reason
is this: Since the writer has besn unsuccesful in getting any of Ermons’
works, he will have to confine himself to Park's article on Emmons in the
New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia on Religious Enowledge. The views of Emmons

on Orizginal Sin and Justification will be treated here.

The term, Original 5in, in Emmons Theology is used in a decidedly
restricted sense, 1.6+, inasmushas Admm is the original simner, he must be
looked upon as tho only person who has ever possessed Original Sin. All acts
of man, including acts of sin, are "free voluntary exercises"”. (i). Even tho
these are described as free and volunkary, nevertheless, Emmons belonged to
the school which believed that God 'ecreated' our volitions. Ee is somewhat
confused on this point, stating both views withequal power. Without a doubt,
he is still much influenced by Edwards "continuous series of creative acts.”™
The important thinz here, however, is that fact that sin consists in
"exsrcises". This altogether excludes the idea that our entire nature is
corrupt and that the guilt of Adam has been imputed to us. In this point
E mons 1s clear and positive, more so than other theologians of this period.
Sin, Emmons says, is hating God. As long as man hates God, he will have no
desire to attaln to his holiness. So then man must be Ziven a new taste before
he can begin to seek God's holiness. On the other hand, man is not unable to
rerzent before this change in his will takes place. Vfere he, then he would be
relieved of all moral obligations. No, man has the -natural ability to be holy.
This is the second distinctive feature of Emmons' theology as listed by
Schaff-Herzog: "ien act freely under the divine agency." Ve are devendent
upon God, of course. But He does permit us free activity under this agency.
If God works in us both to will and to 4o, thenwe have the power to do right

as well as to do wWronge

(1) B8chaff-Hersog Encyclopedia, ps 121,
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s for Justification we have the followingi==
"God exercises mere grece in pardoning or justifyinz penitent
believers thru the atonement of Christ, and mere goodness for
rewarding them for their good works". (J).
This is a clearer presentation than Hopkins. ¥mmons evidently
doesn't admit that sin is a debt and could only be paid by the shedding of
irnocent blood. He seems to feel that Christ's coming into the world was

merely an example. of the zgrace of God, which He is golnz to show toward the

elect later on. Justification is an act of absolute grace and those sinners
whose hearts have been changed to love God, will be rewarded for the good
works they do. This reward is eternal salvation. Here azaln, God is
represented, not as the offended party, but as the governor, who gives his

grace to whomever he wishes.

Let us give a brief summary of the view of atonemgnt generally
held, and also a summary showing the evident modifications of Edwards' theory

of the Will.

fiflnce the basis of the atonement in this new governmental theory of
the atonement is an ethical ome (k), we then have‘(;o deal primarily with the
Election and see what relation it bears to the atonement. From the first,
New England divines had taught a 3émited-&tonesmeht, tho advocates o0f a general
atonement had long since made their influence felt. After such men as Dr,
Edwards, West, and Emmons had had their say, the great treatise on this
subject sppeared, written by Dr. Edwards D. Griffin. What purpose did Griffin
essay to carry out in writing this treatise? If we understand the genaralﬁf'i-!gnd
of New England thought on this question, then we will also understand%‘;ff;tn'-
purpose. The argument harks back to the old one on the freedom of the will.
Ve hﬁrdly need to recall the position of strict Necessdtarianism which
Edwards had taken. The fact that he provided only for a sort of external
freedom of man to do as he wished, but not for actual fresdom of the wnl',m:u

(x) "Conception of the character of God as Love." -= Foster, p.215.
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felt by Ssmuel Hopkins, who brought forward the notion that freedom was the
naturzl right of the will, which is shovn by freedom in the use of volitions.
Epmons had maintained that God producesrour-volitions by presenting motives.

But by some mysterious connection, manacts as tho God did not; he acts freely.

1- These are the main features so far. Now 1t 1s Griffin's purpose to

| harmonize divine and human operations inthe matter of volitions. He presents
the issue: If men are both passive recelvers and moral agents, how can these
two paradoxical statements stand side by side? Griffin believed that the big
mistake of most men debating this question, had been this, that they confused
these two characters. He says:=-

o "They are about as distinct as body and soul; and on this
marked separation the solution of almost every dlificulty in
metaphysical theology devends."” (1).

He continues laters=-

"llow the great truth to be proved is, that these two characters
of men are altogether distinet and independent of each other. And
the proof is found in the single fact, that thelr moral agency is in
no degree impaired or effected by their dependence a2nd passiveness,
nor their passiveness and dependence by their moral agency. —-——- -
Por instance, they are none the less boudn to believe because falth
is the "gift of God', nor to love because love is the 'fruit of the
Spirit'. Thelr obligations rest upon'_thalr canacity to exerclse, mnot
on their power to originste; on thelr beinz rational, not on thelr
beirg Independent.” (m).

God can maintain two characters inflependent of each other. In
relation to the moral agent, he is the morscl governor-g in relation to the
passive receiver, he is the Sole Efficient Cause. Now, the atonement was
made for moral agents and such an atonement "could know nothing of passive

regeneration or any degree concerning it." (n).

These views are in reality the sum of all New England divines on this
question. Now for a moment on the elements rejected by these men. There are
chiefly two. The one is the doctrine of Imputation. The question concerns
(1) Park's Discourses and Treatises, p. 252f.

(m) Ibide p. 264f,
(n) Ibide. p. 273,
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itself with the 1dea that Christ's suffering equals our punishment and that
Adam's sin is imputed to us. As for the latter, it was not believed that
Adam's sin was directly imputed to all mankind. 7e note intense struzgles

goins on In the minds of these divines in an endeavour to find a plausible

!
theory for the adoption of the idea that all men must bear Adam's guilt, i
. Such theories of identity and divine constitution are called forth to show i
is that we are one with Adam, and yet must first consent to his sin before we
become guilty of it. It was the Universalist controversy that stampled out
all endeavours in the direction of solving this difficulty. But the
Universalists went to the other extreme, namely, that there is no grace in
saving men; that Ghrist'smam directly imputed, and that on this
account sinners can claim forgiveness of their sins. This is the second
element that was rejected by New England divinity. Representatives spent
pages showinzg that there was no inconsistency between atonement and the

exercise of grace.

We have now completed our discu:ss!.on of the doctrine of atonement, for
it has been brought to the stage at which it has remalned in New England
Theolozye Ve will, therefore, continue with our study of the development of
the Freedom of the %iill. We have noted the contrlbut!-.ons of the elder
Edwards, Bellanmy, Hobkins. and Emmons, which brings us approximately to the

year 1795. Let us continue with the modifications of Edwards view.

We, of course, know that Edwards®' theories were not universally
accepted, neither by the men we have already considered, nor by those who are
yet before us. Since Edwards ascribed all actlons to one efficlent cause, God,
therefore, the new school now claimed that even sinful volitions must in
Edwards' mind be ascribed to God. This was vigorously objected to, andc%eﬂr
by the Rev. James Dana, who went into -bhis matter in his Examinatiop. But,

he comes to no conclusion, for he says the question, Vhat determines the Will?
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"is unanswered and yet rstums':" (o)e

And now Stephen Vest takes up the controversy with Dana by publishing
an Essav on MNoral Asengy. This is distinctly Edwardean, tho differing with
the latter on minor points. But in the relation of power to moral agenecy,
he agrees absolutely. "Power, strictly speskinz, is no more than a law of

constent divine operation.” (p).

But we are seeking differences. What is West's distinct contribution to
the thinking of the school? 1t seems to be this, that moral agency consists
in exercises, and that these are the actions of the deity as the sole
efficient cause. To use the phrasology of West:--

"Motives are not the causes of volitions. ¥hen we are ingquiring
into the sources of things ----- we are compelled toresolve all l.nt,o)

the divine disposal sesees Of constant divine agency and operation.? (q}

Edwards' doctrine was further attacked by Sammel West. He mainta ined
that the certainty of futdre events does not involve their necessity. He
says in effect, if thedeity is uncaused, then the knowledge he has, alsof has

no cause. So then the idea of necessity cannot be implied.

Thus we see the Arminian ldea of absolute freedom of the will !
cont inually attempting to gain a position of prominence. But, of course, the
advochtes of 014 Cglvinism are always on hand to stamp down any such uprising
as a heresy. Now we have the Younger Edwards coming forward to defend his

Tfather in his Digse ¢ve His reply to

Samuel Yest failed inasmuch as he did not answer the question, What freedom
do human agents have that renders thadfesponslble? Rather, he turns to West's
arzument sgainst causative power of motives, endsavouring to show, like hils
father, that "motives are the occasion, reason or previous circumstance
necessary for volitioms. (r). Motives, however, are not the efficlent cause.
0o) James Dana, Examination, p. 29.

(p) Stephen West, Essay on lioral Agency, p. 48.

(q) Ibide p. 66
(r) Dre. Edwards, Bissertation Concerning Liberty and Necessity, p. 344.
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Here the son is true to the father, but he goes farther. e attempts to
banish efficlent caus'e from the universe, and in this attempt, he evidently
runs into utter confusion of thought, as is shown by the following two
.statements ;=

"The deity if no more the efficient cause of his own volitions
than he is of his own existence."” (s).

"God,however, is the efficient cause of our volition." (8)

Thus we see the strufzle zoinz on. These new views were granted a
hearing because they did not openly break with the doctrine of Necessity.
Up to this point the evident object of this rigid Calvinistic Theology was
to reduce men to mere machines on the stage of life. But it remafned for an
obscure country minister to set this new underseurrent of partial freedom
in motion toward a doctrine of absolute freedom. Vie come to a discussion of

= ol:

Asa Burton's Essays

Burton presented & new element in the matter of the will, inasmuch as
he divided the mlqd into three faculties, instedd of two, as had formerly
been dones The three divisions are: The Understadding, the Heart, and the
Will. The first presents nothing new, but the latter two are now distingulsﬁed.
where they had formerly beenidentified. The "heart" he classifies under
"sensibility" or "taste™, declaring that this taste 1s the cause of the will.
He defines it as

"That preparedness, adoptedness, or disposition of the mind

by which the mins is effected agreeably or disagreeably when objects

are presented to it." (u).

Now as to his cleflnitl.on;f liberty, he maintains that liberty does
not -cghalst in volition. Ve yant to do many things, but whether we gap do
them is another question. This brings out Burton's distinoction between liberty
(s} Ivid. p. 425,

(t) Loce clte pe 425,
(u) Burton, Essays etce p. 54.
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of will and liberty of action. The former everyone has, for we can choose
what we wish; but of the latter we may be deprived, since we cannot always
act according to our wishes. Bu ascribing to everyone liberty of the will,
Burton has gotten away fromhalf of Edwards's Necessitarianism. But the latiier
still keeps him in:trhe tolls of this old doctrine. 3y drawing this thr—e:ff;old
distinction of the faculties of the miAd, he has cleared up some of ths minor
errors of his oredecessors, such as, for example, the notion of Hopkins that
freedom consists in goluntariness. But even this new distinction keeps the
will necessitated by its dependence upon the taste. This distinction has,
however, opened a new field in which theological thinkers of the future
could direct their e:forts and ultimately attain freedom in its true form.
Did they do it? The strug.le continued, but evidently the clearest thinkers

could not attain to a clearness of shatemémnt. This question remains the

crux of New Enzland Theologye.
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Chapter 4 -- THE PROCESS OF THOUSHT WELL DEVELOPED UNDER
NATHANIEL W. TAYLOR,

To continue the development of the theory of the will is the object
of this chapter, but we assign a separate section to Taylor due to the
influential position which he held, and also due to the new phase 0f thought
subsequently known as Tayloriam which he developed. Ve ask why his theology
must recelve a2 specizl name, if he represents merely another stage in the

development of theological thought. The enswer is easy to find. The Unitarian

controversy occupied his chief attention, ard in order to bring to light the
fallacy of Unitarian reasoning, he made a special effort to acquaint himself
with the whole subject of Anthropolozy. The points of view which he brought
to the foreground were takme by his theological brethren as beinz "new
irrovations™, and they promptly dubbed his theology, Taylorism. His
disazreement with Ldwards, which to us who are livinz a century later is
anparent, was to him not so apparent. No doubt he felt that he was in full
PPETE T

a;reement with the great leader, and really thought that he was only/ ez;rzssina

Ydwards's meaninz in a clearsr way.

In the course of his theological labors he became engaged in three
controversies, the first two bwing of little immprtaince == we will only note
them --, while the last must be considered more carefully. They were
started by the famous sexmon, Concio ad Ylerum, delivered in Wew Haven in
1828, The sermon deals wibh'moral depravity. kioral depravity is sinfulness,
but it is not our natural repetition of Adam's act, nor is it merely a
tendency to sin, which is the cause of all actual sin; rather, it is man's
own act, consisting in a free choice of some object rather than God, as his
chief goode In this way man sinned. In another of his works (v) Taylor

clearly brings out the notion that this act of sinning 1s entirely up $o man

(v] Moral Government.
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himself. is a matter of fact, he goes so far as to say tha: free moral agents
can sin under every possible influence from God to prevent their sirning.

The notion that God could not prevent sin in the present moral system 1s,

of course, a thrust at Hopkins' theory that sin is the necessary means to the
greatest good. It must be understood that Taylor did not wi%h to derogate

the power and dignity of God. He merely meant to say that a moral agent ceases
to be a moral agent as soun as the freedom to do either good or evil is taken
from him. If'.f}od deemed it wise to make men moral agent == which he did ==
then all men must possess the power to determine their own choice. In this

sense does Taylor mean that God could not prevent sin.

This new note of freedom which was here struck occasioned the

controversies which have already been alluded to0.:

The first is that with Joseph Harvey, pastor of the church at Test=
chester, Conn. e reviewed Taylor's Concio ad Clerum in 1829, attacking |
Tayloxr's notion of freedom by attempting to show that it lnvolves an effect
without a cause. This is essentially the Edwardean infinite series of causes.
He can't get away from it, and consenuently accuses Taylor of Arminianism.

He, of course, dldn't understand this new idea of freedom, and we do not find

that this controversy bore any influence on the thinking of the school.

The second controversy was with Dr. Lesnard Woods of Andover. This
gentdeman ook a position miﬁway between Hopkins ®sin is the means to the
greatest good" and Taylor's idea that man sinned of his own free will. He
got himself out of the difficulty by saying that the existence of sin is a
mystery. He failed to understand Taylor on the 1a.tter’s view of the
permission of sin. When Taylor said that in the present moral system God -
could not prevent sin, Woods interpreted this as meaning that God had no
power to prevent sin. This argument alse added little to New England thought.-
But now we come to the one whose effect was far more lasting thah the other
two had been. This was the controversy with Dr. Benat Tyler.

st i L il AR
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The thing really started with discussion as to the proper use of the
"means" of regeneration. This question had always been agitated in Few
England theology. The question was finally ‘brought to the point vhere the
use of means was rejected, since the unregenerate can only make an insincers
and improper use of them. Such 2 use will he of no effect; and will not
nroduce regeneration. YVhy then use them at all? BRo bring about the right
understanding of the use and true purpose of the means of regeneration was
Taylor's .object in the Spggtator of 1830, He tried to show that there was in
man a certain desire for holiness, which would make him consider any motives
that might leed him to realize this desire. Such was the nature of Taylor's
contribution to the theory of the will. Since man is by nature extremely
selfish, he will naturally choose anything that will satisfy his passions and
appetites. These desires are to the natural man altogether unholy. But if by
the operation of the Holy Uhost holy desires are presented to him, he will

grasp them as the greatest good and thus be regenerated.

To this point of view Dr. Tyler took decided excention. He did not
fully understand Taylor. He belleved that the quebtion was not rezarding the
megns of regeneration, but regarding the ggts which the unregenerate man
perfomms before regeneration. He evidently understood Taylor to say that
these acts brought about regeneration. Thus he acouses his opponent of
Arminianism. The latter at once replied in the Spectator. The maln question
to be decided was: What is a free moral sgent? The poiht is not wnether Yod's
act is 1ncluded, but whether man's act is ezmcluded. He acouses Tyler of
maintaining that the gospel is of no eﬁ’egt, that it presents no motives to

the heart of the unregenerates

Thus the thing went on for a period of some eight years. It might

be sald that an agreement was never effected. Ve pre.aent a few féatures of

the debate.
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In subsequent months, as the debate carried om, Dr. Taylor mersly
reaffirmed his opinion, namely,

"his belief in election, in total depravity, in the necessity of
the atonement, in the moral character of the change called conversion
and in its production by the Holy Spirit thru the truth, in special
grace, and in the perseverance of the saints."” (w).

Tyler, on the other hand, could not appreclate the new views and it must be

said that he remained strictly Zdwardean to the last,

.'I..';: reer 5'
Taylor continued the student, and his chief produstion, koral % :

merits our attention. iHis definition of morzl govermment is a system in
which a moral governor controls the action os moralbeinzs inthe capacity of
authority. In this system of government, the subject of the prevention of sin
has made anessentialadvance. Is the existmmce of sin inconsistent with divine
benevolence? Divine benevolence is the disposition to produce the greatest
amount of happiness possible. If this disposition has been carried out, then
we are now living in the best possible world. Now at this point Taylor
differs from Hopkins. He does'not claim that sin is the means to the greatest
goode. Rather, he says that more zood would be present without sin; but sin
entered the world by the free act of morals agents. Beczuse man escted freely,

the divine bemevolence is, therefore, not impugned.

Since Taylor made such a declded advance in the thecry of freedom, and
since he willingly admitted the sreat mystery of the existence of sin, he must
be zranted a high position in thrological thought. The writer regrets that he
could get none of the works of Taylor, which necessarily confined the remarks
of this section to the chapter devoted to this great thinker in Foster's

History of the New England Theology. Ve proceed to a discussion of the Later

New Haven Theologzy.

(w) Poster, Hist. of the N.E. Theology, p. 391,
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This form of theolozy emanatinz under the @nfluence of Dwizht and
Taylor inconnection with the Divinity School of Yale College, occupies some=
what of a central position between the 01d and New School Theology, the latter
bearing the earmarks of Unitarian influence. True, its advocates did not
cdnsclously estzblish what they called a compromise between the two mentioned
trends of thought. The fact of the matter, however, is that the Rationalism
and Unitarianism of the day was makinzg itself felt: and could not be discarded
without seriouas inroads in the theology of the 0ld Schoole. Its chief
advocate, Horace Bushnell, sums up the situation rather nicely in his 20th
anniversary sermon prez¢hed at Hartford, Conn., lay. 22, 1853, His worddfollow:

"Accordingly, the effect of my preaching never was to overthrow

one school and set up the other; neither was it to find a position of

neutrality hidway between them; but, as far as theology 1s concerned,

it was to comprehend, if possible, the truth contended for in bothecess

sssssssse The two parties heard me, as it were, across the fence, and .

the emin question a-:peared for a long time to be, not what I was teachl.ng

but on which side I was. If I preached a sermon, fow example, that
turned more especially on the absolute dependence Of SINNET ccccsccsas
the 014 88hool hearers eesssess Seemed to say: 'We have him with us'.

If I preached a sermon that called to action, assertinz a compddte

power, under G‘Dd. to cast off sin and be remewed in righteousness, my

New School heabrs were sure thai 1t was right." (x).

This, in.bitéf, is the situation in which Horace Bushnell found himself,
As the chief exponent of the so-called New Haven Theology, the man merits
our further attention. Tho not openly breaking with the tensts of older New
England Theology, nevertheless, we have at least two phases presented in a

modified forme

Horace Bushnell was born on the 14th of April, 1802 ) in Litchfielad, 'cou;:.
It might be stated at the outset that later in 1ife he became one of the most
eloquent of vreasdhers, and I suppose the most fondly loved pastor, not only

in New England but in the entire sountry. His youth was one of rigid

(x) Life and letters of Horace Bushnell, pp. 280-281.




discipline and simplicity of life. These features are not the contributing
factors to his remarkable genius; were this so, then many a son of Mew
England would have the same legitimate claim to fame that was justly his.
Genius is an inherent quality, not acquired, and Bushnell was a genius. It
has been stated that, had he chosen any profession whatever, he would have
made orizginal and remarkable contributions to any of them, for he was omma of
the most versatlile of men. MNaturally, the talents which he possessed,
disnlayed themselves early in youth, and no doubt the f}:rst to notice them
were his parents. Of course, Horace must go to school, but since the family
Soffers were constantly in a depdeted condition, that seemed out of the
question. Flnally, however, a way was found. By smeclal economlzing, Horace
could be vermitted to g£o to school, provided he Wt;uld agree to cover all

expenses of his senior year himself. Thlis agreed, he set out for New Haven

in September, 1823, and enrolled at Yale College at the age of 21. Here his
native genius developed rapidly and brilliantly, and when 4 years latex, he
graduated with high honors, he had no difficulty whatever in obtaining a
position, first as school teacher in Norwich, Conn., and later as tutor at

Yale,

He had been sent to Yale ;withtthe express purpose of studying for the
office of the holy ministry, but a multitude of %oubts and misgivings as to
his falth, led him to postpone his entry into this office. This was a
tremendous disappointment to his parents, and we can well imagine the many
sincere prayers that were offered to the throne of God from this humble 1little
cottegeiln Litohfield. 4And when the conversion of Horace was effected during
his tutorship at Yale, we are led to believe that the parental prayers were

not in vain.

Thus in the Fall of 1831, he entered the Yale Divinity School, which
at this time was under the leadership of Dr. Taylor. Here he came directly

under the influence of the new trend in the theology of Few England, which has
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already been referred to. =nd when he later accepted the passorate of the
North Church in Hartford, he was thrown into the thick of the fight. This
church marked the dividing lines between the two schools of thought. It has

beensaid that even the two leadlng deacons opposed each other on every point

in dispute.

It has been stated elsewhere in thls paper that controversy is one
of the fim_ast stimulants to thought. Perhaps thls helped Bushmell. it any
rate, a large nart of his crowded life was devoted to hard thought. To this
there were two contributing factors: His nahurll.;sdept&él. and the peculiar
vosition which he occupied/ He had many difficult problems to think thru, and
while he apparently accomplished them to his satlsfact ion, we shall vpresently
see that his conception of the problems which he faced were not Scriptural.
The fact that he did not possess the mind,of the dbgmatician, no doubt,
increased his difficulties. However, he was and remained the preacher par
excellence. His preaching possessed "a fiery quality, an enargy- and wilful
force, which, in his later style, is stillifelt in the more subdued glow of
poetic imagery." (y} It was as a preacher that he gained his nationwide
reputation; not the brillient and dashing orztor with nothing to say, but,

as everyone soon discovered,

"he seemed to stand as a prophet, directing his audiences to
things unseen and reale essses Truth, independence, humanity, under aa
overpowering falith in God and Christ, were the principles stamped
then into the youthful minds by the preaching and life of Dr.
Bushnell." (z).

It is natural to suppose that since the Unitarian influence was being

so largely felt in New England at this time, Businell's chief discussions
would be devoted to the subject of the Trinity and the Diwvalty of Christ. In

this supposition we are right.

(y) Life and Létters, ps 79
(.{ Ibid. Pe 80,
i
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The former was quite beyond his understanding. He wrestled with the
subject for many years and evidently could not bring himself to the convietion
that there were three persons &f the Godhead in one Tivine Essence. He merely
speaks of a ?rinity of revelation, whose purpose it is to reveal God's love,
power, and presence. Ve are not to carry on any further investigations, but
accept the Trinity merely as that revelation of God's love which sets the
whole world in a glow. This is quite indefinite and Rhows Bushnell's own

sorry attempt to reason the unfathomable depths of the Godhead.

As for the Divinity of Christ, he did not deny the human soul, nor the

two natures, but he did deny the f these natures. To

—

imazine a portion of Christ being capsble of' sufféring, while the obhbz portion
was true God, was to him utterly unreasonable. Against the Unitarians he
insisted on the Divinity of Christ, but in his discussion he purposed to
show: that Christ entered humanity so that he might sympathetically learn to
know our lot. His was essentially a gospel of social service. To his daughter
he wrote in Jan. 1848: "Unite yourself to Christ for life, and try to recelve
his becutiful and loving spirit." (a)s The fuller meaning of his concention
was embodied in a sermon on "Christ the form of the.,SGul".
"The very title of this sermon expresses his spiritually

illuminated conception of Christ, as the indwelling, formative life of

the soul." (b)

Or as he later sayss-=-

"Christ is a manifestation in humanity of the Eternal Life of

the Father, entering into a prison world to set its soul-caovtives free;

by incarnate charities and sufferings, to re - engage the world's love

and reunite it to the Father." (c).

He did, however, save for orthodoxy Christ's trues consubstantial
humanity, which, due to the reaction to Unitarianism, was being denied or
negledted idorthodox circles. ie must rumsﬁk?er that Bushnell had never
(a) Life and Letters, p. 189,

(b) Ibide pe 192, { ;
(O, Ibid. Pe 197. 2
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ceased to consider himself orthodoz according to the ancient standards:; in
fact, that he felt it to be his mission to rescue cqrta!.n important truths
of orthodoxy from the mire into which it had fallemn. In splte of this,
however, from the Scriptural point of view Bushnell must always be considered
a substential rationalist. He, in the first,place, never found himself in
serious conflict with the Unitarians, for we read the following in a letter
to CeA. Bartol written in July, 1847:==
) =t
"I consider myself to be rthodox mon, and yet I think I can state
my orthodox falth in such a way that no serious Unitarian will conflict
with me, or feel that I am beyond the terms of reason.” (dl.
That's Just the point. If he had gotten beyond the "terms of reason", then he
may have been able to interpret the Scoripture doctrine of the Trinity
correctly. The darger of Tritheism, into which he was also afrald of falling,
would have been obviated had he been willing to submerge his reason to the

teachinz of Holy Serinturs.

His greatest contribution to the theology of New England was made to
the doctrine of the Atonement. Judging by what we have sald sdi_ar. we are
hardly Jjustified in sneakingz of his work in this direction as a contribution.
Rather, he impoverished the Scripture doctrine. But we must look at this
from a different viewpoint,namely, that of New England theology, which had
never held the true.Soriptural position on the Atonement. In this sense,

then, we speak of the gontribution which Bushnell made.

He objected to the current view a&s being a derogation of the justice
and. goodness of Gods He shows that there is a double ignominy involved,
that of letting the guklty go free, and that of accepting the sufferings oi:ﬂ:he
innocent. Now this latter view would be Sgriptural were it not for the faot
that the govermmental theory was deepjy ingrained in the thinking of the 01d |

School. This theory, %o state it again, 1ooks upon God as the supremeyl

(a) Life and Letters p. 184.
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Justice, not as the offended party, and parallels the transaction to that
of W human court. Now just as no judge wo l]:d consciously neither permit g
guilty party to go free, nor accept the sufferings of an immocent person as
payment of the debt which the gullty party owes to soclety, Just _:?o, says
Bushnell, is it unreasonable to suppose that “od would act in such an unjust

Manner.

e have alluded to the error into which Bushnell fell. Had he been
sufficiently clear on the Sgrintural statements as to the atonement, hey
would not have objected to this so-called double ignominy, but would instead
have confined his objectlons to the govermmental theory. As & matter of f'act,
the Bible does teach this "double ignominy”. God has accepted the allﬁ:;ft;’:ﬂent

sacrifice of his innocent son, and Imputed his righteousness to us who are

laden with sin and guilt, thus declaring us free from the sin which we could

not atone.

Tihat did Bushnell offer in substitution? Simply this, that God, out
of ldve for man who was helpless in the bonds of sin, sent his $on into the
world, so that He might enter sympathetically into our lot, strengthen us
morally so0 that we can tmrn from sin, and teach us to love him as our fiiemd
and Saviour and thus do his commandments. True, this view enriched the
humanity of Christ in these trying times of the struzgle with Unitarianism,
when the tendency of the 0ld School was to lay too much stress on the Divinity
of Christ. But at the same time, had Bushnell only seen that Christ's
obedlence was one "unto death"”, and that as such it cannot be imitated, but
rather dofles nmitation — Hadlhe unAeratood thisleleaclyietoaaTolontireTs

been accused of impoverishing the Seripture doctrine of Atonsment.

= i
The question now before us is this: Will the new be assimilat ed with
the old, or will the old be abandoned? The new theory, we understand, makes

a declded advance on our 0ld cuestion of the Fresdom of the Will. To remalin




trus to the statement made earlier in this paper that we would trace the
development of this dootrine to one of freedom and Perfectionfism, we are
tempted to say that the new was adonted in oreference to the old. This we

find to be the case, at least in that phase o f New Erzland Theology which

now comes to our attention, forming the last chapter of this thesis,
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Chapter 6 == THE OBERELIN SCHOOL.

This particular form of theology is omnly one product of the widespread
intellectual revival that marked the decade from 1830-40 in America. During
& period when inventions and dlscoveries were revolut ionizing the industrial
world, it is quite natural to suppose that this spirit would be contagious
and would in consequence be carried to every phase of thinking. And so
modifications and changes were introduced into the field of religion. Sects
of every description spr% up like mushrooms and gained more or less headway.
The idea was that a "perishinz world™ was felt to be in need of a new
spirituality. One such contribution was the Oberlin Theology, which

constituted perhaps the most lasting contribution to Reformed Theology.

Due to the wldespread fsme of some of the later leaders of this
school, it must be admitted that its founder necessarlly pales into
‘ insignificance. He will, of course, come in for his share of consideration

here in connection with the early history of the School.

There were really two founderss: John J. Shipherd and Phllo P, Stewart.
These two gentdemen, "without liberal education, unendowed with more than
ordinary intellectual gifts" (e] one day met by appointment in Elyria, Ohio,
in order to discuss plans for founding a school or society which wonld being
much spiritual benefit to a perishing worlde The plan was this: A solony of
Christian families was to be fnunded, dedicating thems.elves and all their
possessions to the furtherance of the kingdom of God. In addition, a school
l was to be founded at which everyone was to be admitted irrespective of sex |
or color. A suitable location must be foundj and after diligent inguiry and _
search, a section in Lorrain County was decided on, which today bears the

name, Oberlin, after a famous pastor in the Steinthal, Germany. The tree

(e) DeL. Leonard, The Story of Oberlin, p. 20. ﬁ
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under which the founders gathered, kmelt in prayer, and fized definitely
this spot as the locatlon of their colony, stands_today on the campus of

Oberlin College, and is known as the Historic Elm.

After getting due possession of the land,l outting up the first
building, founding a Congregational Church, ani in general succeeding in
accomnlishing the most difficult of the ploneer work, there yet remsined é"i!big
task to be accomplished. The growth of this little colony was most encouraging,
so much so in fact, that it became urzently necessary to get a2 pastor for the
church as well as a president for the College, or Institute, as it was then
called. This necessity became asparent after but two years of work.
sccordingly lir. Shipherd set out for the Bast to find a president for his
collezge. In this search he was most successful. It so happened that at
Cincinnati, lane Theologzical Seminary had a few years before been established
under the leadership of the Rev. Lyman Beecher. At this school Zhipherd
found his president. The school was threatened with disruption on the’tigﬂ?rery
question, and, to his joy, Shipherd found that the Rev. Asa iahan, together
with a large number of students, were willing to.go to Oberlin. However,
more teaching strength was necessary as well as a sounder financial basis.
With the purpose of making the desired addition and adjustment, Shipherd and

kighan set out for New York, where the search again was rewarded. Charles G.
a»:: ) f';

Finney, with’whom we will presently have more to do, and who was at this tims
in charge of Broadway Tabernacle, expressed his willingness to accompany the
two to Oberlin. Financial help was found in the person of Arthur Tappan,

a man full of public spirit and possessed of abundant means. He guaranteed
the endowment of eight professorships, and added & loan sufficlent to bulld

a theological hall.

Withsuch extreme good fortune and good news to carry back to their
f#Yends in Ohio, the thwee men returned to Oberlin and went to work with

vigor. Tho the young colony in subsequent years was forced to contend with

TR
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difficulties in the form of much opposition especially to its views on
slavery, and its later peculiar views on sanctification, nevertheless it
enjoyed a phenomenal grovih, and always expeelised a remarkable infiuenee on
the theological thogght of the Calvinistic church bodies of Amarica. liuch
of this influence was no doubt dus to its remarkable leaders, whose teachings
we wish to revdéw briefly, with special attention to the theology of Finneye
The Oberlin theologians were completely earrled along by the Revival
tide of those days. Conversions were mads by the},oré"and :;’;stor's success
could almost be measured by the number of conversions he was resnonsible for.
Asa liahan early became convinced that a gensral revival of religion was
necessary, first, because of the open opposition to religion; and second,
because of the indifference to the interest of souls on the part of professors
of Christienity. Imbued with this conviction, he, as well as his co=workers,
opened extensive revival campaigns, and thousgl‘ds of sonwersions were
revorted to have been made in the following decade. But it had to be
admitted that most of these were swept alonz with the current; actual %frts
were fewe. Casting about for a reason, lighan and Finney came to the 3’6&’:‘%”1“&'51@
that thpse converts had only been brought into a traditional Christianity,
and not into m. Here we ®ave the first indication of the doctrine
which was to characterize Oberlin theology. The idea that man could become
perfect in the kmowledge of the law was the ideal striven for, and this was
essentially Pelaéianl. This thing was driven like a hurricane thru the
churches. The question of obligation as to the degree of holiness which the
christian might obtaln was now raised everywhere. Inthe summer of 1836, ak':t':'w
of young men, associated in a missionary soclety and earnestly engaged upon
their spiritual culture in preparation for their prospective work "rejected
with decision the antinomian fieatures of teachings they had found in the
Putney literature; but, under its influence, they advanced, along the lines|of
the New Divinity common to it and themselves, to a full conviction of the

duty and possibility of completely putting away sin. a fervid consecration
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meeting was held by them, in which they solemnly bound._ themselves not to
grieve their master by any further simnning.” (f). An attempt to gain

perfection in this life, then, was the essence of the Oberlin Theology.

Charles G.'Finngy began the publicatlon of his theology in the form
of Skeletons of a Course of Theological Lectures in 1840, Here we have his
views on natural theology, the Scrivtures, the Trinity, and Christology. ;hese
are, howsver, of minor importance in our discussion of the theology of Finney.
The chief field in which he directed his efforts was that of the Freedom of
the Will. Ve can well imszine that he was a strong opponent of a
llecessitated Will. His whole theology was controlled by two f‘,’tndamental
purposes, namely, to make men Christians and to keep them so. His corcention
of the Plan of Salvation is briefly this: God foresaw that all mankind
would fall from the state of holiness. He also saw thst e could secure the
return of a part of mankind. He resolved to do so and "chose them to eternal

1 salvation, thru sanstification of the Spirit and belief of the truth.” (gl.
This decree of God is not ak all absolute, but it 1s altogether determined
by the behaviour of His creatures. lian has the final say, whether he wants
to be saved or not. The means which God @hooses to use in order to carry
our Eis desiins are the Law, the Atonement, the publication of the Gospel,
His morsl government, and the 'gift of the Holy Spirit'. The last mentioned
is perhaps the most important, for it is the Holy Sgprit who excites in man
the desire to be holy. This gift of the Spirit is a gift of grace. "Grace",
we read, "Has made the salvation of every human being secure, who can be

persuaded , by all the influences which God can wisely bring to bear upon

him, to accept the offer of his salvation." (h)e

The entire theology of F{my could really be dismissed with the one =

word ®Maylorism", G.F. Wright in his Finngy brings out the connection i

(£) Prin.-Theol. Reve Vol. XIXY p. 49. == "The Oberlin Perfectionlsm"
(g) Ibids p. 568,
(h, Ibide Do 569
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between these two men in many places. (1). e nave already noted Taylor's
important contribution to the theory of the Freedom of the Will, namely,
that in the sresent moral system God could not prevent sin, and that mam
chooses sin because he thinks it is the way to the greatest good. In order to
make him choose God as the greatest good, the Holy Spirlt must be bestowed
upon him, which will at once make man turn from the evil, and remove from
him the defect of Original Sin. Prof. Wright seems to be thoroly acquainted
with Finney's theology and he finds in it no essential disagreement with
Taylor. I suppose the chief, if not the only advance which Finney made, was
in the fact that he gained a greaterp following and could, as a result,
carry out his ideas In & larger waye. At any rate, his influence, as well as
that of the entire Oberlin School, was felt, not only among the churches of
the Western Reserve, but also among those of the state and even the entire
country. Leonard expresses the influence of Oberlin on csngregatlomltsm as
f0llowWs s ==

'f,u-.u’a;n--
"Creat is the marvel that within a generation or two Congregationalism
has had a far greater development and expansion than during a century or
two preceding. And whoso would explain this significant phenomenon must
not fall to make large account of the ideas and conviction, the spirit
and life, whose orizin was ponnected with the momentous exneriment of

that humble Elyria pastor, and whose unfolding was thru the men he began
to gather in the little clearing in Northern Ohio."(j).

o A7
This, then, completes our brief study of Oberlin, as well as the entire

field of New England Theology. Not that the Calvinism of America stopped with
Oberlin. As a matter of fact, this is an arbitrary ending. But the purpose
which we set out to accomplish has in some degree Been accomplished. To rework
this field more thoroly, and to continue the study of the modern Reformed
Theology, will be an interesting fleld of endeavour to engasge in, in
subsenuent yearse.

(1) pp. 25, 179, 181, 196, 200.
(j) D.L. Leonard, The Story of Oberlin, pp. 360-361,
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