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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,




=13 3

—

—

Te Epigne

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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* 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 —————————————



