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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND PROCEDURE FOLLOWED

In all branches of learning there i1s a perennial need
to check-up on material to determine if progress is being
made and to note where a dead-end has been reached or actual
retrogression has taken place. In no field 1is this check-up

more necessary than in the fleld of theology and phllosophy.
I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. The problem of this study

has been to determine if Arminisn theology 1in America, as
represented by two of her most iInfluential theologlans, has
been true to the philosophy and theology of John Wesley and,
also, to determine 1f they have advanced this thought in any
significant manner. More generally the problem of this study
has been to delineate the maln current of Wesleyan-Arminian
theology. Randolph S. Foster and John Miley, consecutlvely
professors of theology at Drew Theological Seminary in the
latter half of the nineteenth century, were chosen as
representing the most influentlal school of Arminian theology
in America. In th;s study, comparison has continually been
made of the chosen American representatives with the three

most influential British theologlans, Wesley, Watson, and

Pope. -



Justification of the study. The tragic confuslon of

contemporary theology, which 1s but a reflection of the
confusion of contemporary thought in general, has prompted
this study. To return to bed-rock in philosophy and theology
has been the urgent need of our generation. The reign of
Kant and Hegel in philosophy came to an end in the last
century. New leaders, such as Bergson and James, came to
power with the beginning of the present century. These men
were unable to occupy for long the place of authority.
Bergson's two most promising students, Maritain and Gilson,
turned Neo-Thomist and became its most brilliant contemporary
representatives. At a time when the materlal logic of Hegel
was all but dead in the field of pure phillosophy it was very
much alive in the fields of theology and the philosophy of
history. Contemporary theology has been snowed under by an
avalenche of authors who have been forcing theology through
the forms of Hegellan dialectics. The theology of John
Wesley, though it has escaped largely the dialectical plague,
has suffered from severe corrosion, both of 1ts philosophical

basls and in its very vitals.

Historical background. Amerlca has not had a

reputation for great originality in its thinking. Even its
political thought has been largely borrowed from Europe.
Until recently its philosophy and theology also came from

Europe. Now one or two Americen philosophers have been



gsuccessful in starting the current flowing in the opposite
direction. However, these currents came at too late a date
to profoundly influence the thought of Europe. Theology, in
the form of Calvinism, arrived first in America. Arminianism
and Lutheranism came about & century and a half later. The
Friends represented a Protestant group who were early
residents in America, but their contribution was practice
rather than theology. Philosophy, in the form of Locke's
Essay, came to influence lonely thinkers like Jonathan
Edwards, and Berkeley's personal visits were apprecisted by
the same lonely men. However, on the whole, the currents of
philosophy flowing into Americe were not strong. Political
thought and sclence, together with literature, were the chief
intellectual supplies imported, aside from theology which
constituted the main stream. By the time the new nation was
established all three of Protestantism's great branches were
facing each other and, unwilling to compromise in order to
unite, were set to battle 1t out. Each of the three groups
had an abundance of European theological thought ready at
hénd. The need was to bring this material into clear form
and shape it for use in the close struggle that was to follow
in the death grapple of theologiles.

It was only after the smoke of battle had somewhat
subsided, in the latter half of the nineteenth century, that

the greatest of these clarifying works appeared in all camps,
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At this time the Czlvinists were ably represented by Charles
Hodge. Foster and Miley, representing the Arminians, pointed
their arguments largely against Hodge. It is a point worthy
of note that, at this same time, other works also appeared on
eschatology, revision of the Scriptures, and exegesis.

Joseph Seiss' monumental work on the Apocalypse represented
the Lutheran group. Philip Schaff's labors, in heading the
committee which produced the American Standard Version of the
Bible, represented a united group. Daniel Steele's original
work in the Greek Testament was an important contribution to
Arminian theology. His studies strengthened the doctrine of
entire sanctification, giving it the welght of sharper
interpretation in passages which employed meaningful Greek
verb tenses.

Prior to the appearance of these great argumentative
works, the work of evangelization had progressed across the
continent, and the large major denominations had staked their
claims, shaped their empires, and finished the rough pioneering
work. It is important to note, thet, Just prior to the Civil
War, great revivals swept the nation on a scale unprecedented
before or since, so that at heart America was a profoundly
Christian nation. The schools at thet time were too few and
too smell to adequately educate America in the fine points of
theology, yet the Bible was read there as well as in the

homes and churches. The preachers, though largely self-



educated in the Arminian movement, read the basic works of
their denomination, especially the early writers, such as
Wesley and Fletcher, so that many of them had & profound:
grasp of the cardinal doctrines of thelr theology. They
preached doctrine to thelr people and thus grounded them in
the important teachings of their church. The denominational
disciplines were a2lso rigidly followed in those early days.
After the Civil War the pilcture changed. The
tremendous incresse of wealth, due to the rapld industrial
expansion, brought into American 1life the flood of secularism
which all but destroyed vital Christisnity. It was upon this
secular stream that libersl theology rode into power. Foster
and Miley witnessed the onrush of this current and felt its
power. Perhaps it was more in recspitulation than in
profound influence that the works of Foster and Miley stand,
in their relation to Arminlian thought in America, At any
rate they furnish the clearest expression of that thought in
America. The originality of a towering thinker like Jonathan
Edwards, who stands as a lonely peak in American philosophy,
cannot be claimed for Foster and Miley. The latter were
clarifiers of thought already current in theology. However,
even such thinkers can turn up new problems and supply new
gsolutions. They emerged from a triumphant movement that head
won success all over America and had become embodied in the

largest single Protestant denomination. The Methodists won



their success not only by the zesl of thelr evangelism, but
also by the quality of their theolcogy. Even sons of
established Calvinist femilies were won to Arminianism.
Daniel Steele, the direct descendant of the father of David
Brainerd, the prospective son-in-lew of Jonathan Edwards, wes

an example of such a trophy.
II. THE PROCEDURE FOLLOWED

Limitations of the study. This study has been limited

to a few cardinal points of theology which have been the
storm centers over which Arminian and Calvinist thought have
fought their rounds. These are the subjects of anthropology
and soteriology. Also included in this study have been the
philosophical basis of theology, the relation of reason %o

revelation, and the inspirstion of the Scriptures,

Comperison with bsassic works. The procedure of this

study has been to compare the contributions, on these topics,
of Foster and Mlley, whichever one was the stronger, with the
basic works of Wesley, Watson, and Pope. The work of Foster
haes been used entirely on the philosophical basis of theology.
Miley has been used entirely on the toplcs of anthropolegy
and soterlology, with the exception of the sub-toplc of
entire sanctification, in the hendling of which both men have

been used. This study has used Locke's Essay of the Human

Understanding to check Foster's Prolegomena and Theism.
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Miley, in developing his topics, made many references to the
works of Wesley, Watson, and Pope. Thus the work of this part
of the study became not a comparison but a check on Miley to

determine if his conclusions were valid.



CHAPTER II
THE PHILOSCPHICAL BASIS OF THEOLOGY

The service of phllosophy to theology hsass been an
important one. The most influentlesl theologlans have colored
for good or for evil thelr systems of theology by thelr

philosophical commitments.

I. THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

~

Luther's philosophical commitments. Lutherl had not

been treined in the philosophy of Aristotle. He had little
regard for any philosophy. The moset influential minds in his
background were those of Augustine and the German mystics,
notably John Tauler. John Galvin2 also adhered closely to
Augustine. Thus, Augustine became a dominant force in the
theologies of both the Lutherans and the Calvinists, Neither
Lutheran nor Calvinistic theology gave much place to the
philosophicel basis of theology. Nelther Luther nor Calvin
commltted themselves to the loglc and metaphysics of

Aristotle.

Wesley's acceptance of Aristotle. That Wesley

1 Julius Koestlin, "Martin Luther," The New Schaff-
Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, “VII, 69-70.

2 Benjamin B. Warfield, "Calvinism and Lutherenism,"
The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, II,

360.




committed himself to the logic and metaphysics of Aristotle
can be inferred from z reference which he made to Locke in
the following quotation.
In reading over the second volume of Mr. Locke's Essay
I was much disappointed: it is by no means equal to the
firet. The more I consider it, the more convinced I was
that his %rand design was, (vain design!) to drive
Aristotle's logic out of the world, which he hated
cordially, but never understood: I suppose, because he
had an unskillful master, and read bad boocks upon the
subject.
It has been of interest to this writer to determine if
Foster and Miley apprecisted the Aristotelian background of
Wesleyan theology. The early schools of America came from a
Puriten background. Thus the oldest colleges were
Calvinistic and did not teach Aristotelisn philosophy. The
study of philosophy came into American Protestant schools at

a much later date.

II. FOSTER'S PROLEGCOMENA AND THEISM

Foster's debt to Locke. In the Prolegomena Foster

made several references to Locke's Essay. The influence of

this book 1is evident throughout the Prolegomena. It has

seemed importsnt to review fragments of the Essay, pertinent;
portions which deal most directly with the problems treated

in the Prolegomens.

Locke's Essay has influenced seversl outstanding

3 John Wesley, Works (New York: J. Emory and B. Waugh,
18%1), VII, p. Lug,
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theologians. Wesley had a high regard for Locke, correcting
him principally where he departed from the logic and
metaphysics of Aristotle. Jonathan Edwards, who had access
to few books, early becsme acquainted with Locke and prized
him highly, but in his mature thinking he accepted Leibnitz!
corrections on Locke. Lelibnitz, as he himself confessed, -
stood in relation to Locke somewhat as Plato had stocd in
relation to Aristotle. Edwards, largely self-educated in
philosophy, was never led to see the baslc importance of
Aristotle.

In the opinion of Wesley, Locke nowhere in his Essay
showed himself more masterful than in Book One, in which he
refuted arguments for the innateness of 1deas and principles.
This work of clearing the ground of all debris, in order that
the structure of knowledge might arise upon a clesn foundation,
was, to Wesley, an important accomplishment. Wesley wrote:

I think that point, that we have no innate principles
1s abundantly proved, and cleared from all objects that
have any shadow of strength, and it was highly needful to
prove the point at large, as all that follows rests on
this foundation; and as it was at that time an utter
paradox both in the phllosophical and the religious world.u

Foster leaned heavily upon Locke. He took over from

Locke the notion that, to begin with, the mind is void of

ideas--a mere tabula rasa. Like Locke,5 he differentiated

I Ipbid., p. 445,

5 John Locke, An Essay Concerning the Human Understanding
(London: George Routledge and Sons Limited cn.d.,), pp. F91 ff.
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truth: (1) truth of being, (2) truth of concept (mental
truth), (3) truth of sign (verbal truth), (4) moral truth.

A notsble differentiation in the thought of Foster and
Locke was that of ldea and concept. Idea, to Locke,6 was
anything thset comprised the content of the mind. He did not
use the notion of concepts. To Foster, the ideas was
primarily that which existed in the mind of God prior to man's
creation and served as the srchetype for his creaticn.7 When
a concept corresponds with the idea completely 1t becomes
identified with an idea.

Unlike Locke, who constructed his structure of
knowledge on the foundation of simple ideas, Foster took
concepts ready at hand and proceeded from there. A
thoroughgoing philosophical basis to the sciences must be
constructed upon the bedrock of some sortkof simples. In his

Prolegomena Foster posited the existence of God as the basic

stone in the foundation of theology. However, in that book,
he d4id not attempt to establish the philosophical ground ugpon
which the proof of God's existence rests. Thls was preserved
for his Theism. To Foster, the crux of the whole problem of
demonstrating the existence of God lay in belng able to show

that the changes in matter clearly show an extra-material

6 1bid., pp. 4-5.

7 Randolph S. Foster, Prolegomena (vol. I, Randolph 8.
Foster, editor, Studies in Theology, % vols.; New York: Huntg
and Eston, 1890-1&9%), pp. b2 ff.
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cause.® This required an abllity of mind to clearly grasp
what 1s involved in the notion of causality. Foster posited
the notion that the mind could arrive at a clear conception
of causality though 1t could not grasp what wes involved in
such a notion.? For example, though man knows that & first
cauge brought the world into belng he does not know the
manner in which it was brought into being. This assumption
by Foster was purely a metaphysicel one. It was based on the
neceselty of the mind in thinking about reality.lo Hume's
sequence of events, which had been poslited to take the place
of causation, Foster rejected as being "wretched cavil. il

The principle of causality was, for Foster, necessary
to the 1ife of reeson. The mind in its thinking about
reality, to aveid intellectusl suicide, must recognize the
velidity of this principle. Once the principle of causality
is recognized the mind 1s driven to recognize that matter
cennoct initiate action. The mind is able to have clear
notions of the distinction between mind and matter. The mind
is able to see deeper than the phenomena of nature and is

able to recognize that there is a power behind nature. The

& Randolph 8. Foster, Theism (vol. II, Randolph S.
Foster, editor, Studies in Theology, 4 vols.; New York: Huntg
and Eaton, 1890-1895), p. 90.

9 Ibid., p. 91.
10 Ibid., p. 90.
11 Ibid., p. &4.
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mind of man does not rest untll it arrives at an ultimate
cause of all things.12

To Foster, the demonstration of God's existence had
metaphysical roots which were imbedded in the 1life of reason
in such a manner that they could not be removed without

destroying that life.

Foster's presuppositions. The basic presuppositions

of Foster13 were that the mlnd inevitably and by necessity
forms concepts both of 1tself and of other beings. From the
process of forming these concepts emerges such postulates as
that mind exists and hence there is an ego, that there is
objective reallity, that concepts exist, and that there is an
exact correspondence between the concept and the objective
reality. Foster did not attempt to give reasons for positing
his presuppositions but simply took them as basic without
needing validation. He assumed their necessity in beginning
any sort of intellectual pursult. He dogmatlcelly asserted
such notions as: (1) there is an external, concrete universe;
(2) there are minds; (3) the external concrete does become an
object of thought by or to mind or minds.ll‘L Foster by-passed
the skepticsel approach and simply took for granted the

presuppositions of enquiry. No attempt was made by Foster to

12 I6id., p. 185.
13 Foster, Prolegomena, p. 54.
1% Ibid., pp. 57-58.
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answer the skepticism of Hume; in fact, the Prolegomena makes

no reference to Hume., With the statements of his

presuppositions, Foster proceeded to build his structure of

knowledge.

Foster's epistemology. The mind though starting with
sensations quickly transcends them and rises into the realm
of super-sensible 1deas.l5 Following Locke closely, Foster
briefly described the acquistion of such ideas as those of
space, time, and power.ls The Christian epistemology,
according to Foster, postulates the existence of ideas before

things. He wrote:

In tracing the history of the humen idea, we found that
concrete reality is antecedent to the concept, and its
synthesis with mind, the ground of the concept. The
world of human concepts is offspring of the world of
realities, and a transcript of them in thought.

But now when we turn to the world of rezlities, to
examine them, we find that the case 1s reversed: the
realities are transcripts of pre-existing ldess--the idea
is older than the rezlity. As we push lnvestigation, we
discover that the concrete universe falls within the
limits of time-~that once it was non-existent. But we
know that had there been no reslity or being of any kindg,
then no being could ever have existed, as that would
involve the coming of all reality from the empty womb of
nothing, in contradiction of the axliom intultively
perceived to be a necessary truth, ex nihilo nihil fig,
or, more generally formulated, there can be no effect
wilthout a cause.

But now, when continuing the investigation, we pass
out beyond all objective reality--that 1s, all dependent

i5 1bid., p. 60.
16 Ibid., p. 61.
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being, or being originating in time, and come to that
antecedent, independent, eternal reality, the then only
form of being, we are compelled to conceive it as
poesessing the idea of the &as yet non-existing universe,
as 1t is impossible it should give conereteness to ideas
which 1t did not possess. Thus ildea in its original form
is seen to be, not a concept of reslity propagated by 1t
in mind, but, on the contrary, it 1is found to be the
eternal mold into which reality is cast. The universe of
real things 1s made after the image or pattern of the
invisible things--eternal i1deas. It 1s that which makes
the universe intelligible, or translatable into thought.
The unmeaning cannot be explained. That which does not
express thought cannot be put in the terms of thought.l7

This primacy of the idea is not Platonic because 1t has no
real being but is in the mind of God.

"Foster did not mean to say that the concept is
propagated in the perceiving mind by the external concrete,
or that the mind is a passive recipient of the imege of the
reality, as is a mirror, but that the object when presented
to the mind in sensation becomes the occasion or ground of a
mental act by which 1s formed a concept of the reality. The
archetypal idea to Foster was that which antedated the
concrete reality. He explained again the order of ideas and
things.

The historic order is: first, an eternsl mind, the one
only reality, holding in 1dea a universe not yet exlsting;
second, a2 creative act, by which a universe of objective,
concrete being was fashioned affter the pattern of
antecedent ideas. Subsequent to that creatlive act there
were and are two kinds of being--one, the uncreated,
independent, which anterior to the creation was the only
being; the other, a created form of being, which, prior

to the creative act, had no existence except as a thought,
but which, by the creative act, became a rezlity &and not

17 Ibid., pp. 61-62.
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a thought: third, crested mind--a resl being or beings
introduced into existence long posterior to the creation
of things, which, by a power lnvested in them, 1s able to
gsee the antecedent things as they are in reality--things
expressing ldeas. The three kinds of being are distinct
and reesl, and separable in thought: the first, eternal,
spiritusl; the second, temporal, material; the third,
temporal, splritusl; the second and third dependent on
and caused by the first; the second in no sense dependent
on or caused by the third; the third not caused by the
second but served by it; the first and the third of the
same nature, but different as infinite and finite; the
second wholly differentiable in nature from the flrst and
third. In the first, ldea is archetype; in the second,
idea 1s concrete; in the third, idea is derivative,l

Knowledge distinggishedkfrom belief. Locke's
definition of knowledge was brief, being the "perception of
the connection and agreement, or dlsagreement and repugnancy,

nld This impliéd certainty. According

of any of our ideas.
to Foster, knowledge implies three things: (1) firm belief;

(2) of what is true (3) on sufficient grounds.2® The
pertinent part of the definition 1s the last phrase. The
grounds, according to Locke, must be such as to give

certainty, not Jjust assurance or probability. Intultion gives
certainty. "All knowledge is in the last resort, intuition,"2l
The knowing process involves intultion. Only intuition, which

immediately perceives the agreement or disegreement of ideas,

1% 1bid., p. 69.

19 Locke, op. c¢it., p. 4ok,
20 Ibid., p. 128.

21 Ibid., pp. 434-36.
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yields knowledge. However, according to Locke22 the process
of demonstrative proof ylelds knowledge because in each step
intuition is used so that the valid conclusions of such a
process yield certainty though of a slightly inferlor quality
to simple intultion--as if there could be degrees of certainty!

Foster's list of what is known squared with Locke's

view--with one exception.

We know objects external to self by perception when in
suitable relations to them Lfalling under category of
sensitive knowledge of particular exlistence in Locke's
wordingl.

We know things and events of the past by memory
[retention of what has been known]}.

We know things and events by testimony [this to Locke
constituted probability and not knowledge except in the
case of the testimony of a Divine personslity. Very
substantial testimony brings such high probability as to
excite a high degree of assurance].

We know some necessary truths [axiomatic truths .

We know demonstrated truths,Z23

Locke made a remarkable admission in favor of Divine

Revelatlion because he regarded the testimony of a Divine
Being as constituting the highest type of knowledge.

Besldes those we have hitherto mentloned, there is one
sort of propositions that challenge the highest degree of
our assent, upon bare testimony, whether the thing
proposed agree or disagree with the common experience and
the ordinary course of things or no. The reason where of

is, because the testimony is of such an one that cannot
deceive nor be deceived, and that is of God himself.

22 Foster, op. cit., p. 69.
23 Ibid., p. 182.
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This carries with it assurance beyond doubt, evidence
beyond exception. This 1s called by a pecullar name
'revelation," and our assent to it, ‘'faith'; which as
absolutely determines our minds and as perfectly excludes
all wavering, as our knowledge itselfj and we may as well
doubt of our own being as we can whether any revelation
from God be true. So that faith 1is a settled and sure
principle of assent and assurance, and leaves no manner
of room for doubt or hesitation. Only we must be sure that
it be a divine revelation, and that we understand it right:
else we shell expose ourselves to all the extravegancy of
enthusiasm and all the error of wrong princlples, if we
have falth and assurance in what is not divine revelation.
And therefore, in those cases, our assent can be
rationally no higher than the evidence of its being a
revelation, or that this 1s its true sense, be only on
probable proofs, our assent can reach no higher than an
assurance of diffidence, arising from the more or less
apparent probsbility of the proofs. But of faith and the
precedency it ought to have before other arguments of
persuasion, I shall speak more hereafter, where I trest
of 1t as 1t 1s ordinarily placed, in contradlstinction to
reason, though, in truth, it be nothigg else but an
assent founded on the highest reason.

Foster, in the many pages which he devoted to the
subject, sald no more than what Locke thus saild so conclisely
and so well.

How shall we determine which of our concepts are
knowledge, which beliefs, and which mere unfounded fancles?
This was a leading question to Foster. The problem of the
relation of belief to knowledge occupled & large share of

the concern of the Prolegomena. There are certain common

pointe belonging to all of the three--knowledge, belief, and
fancy. They 211 alike imply the presence in the mind of
defined conceptions. The& 2ll imply a degree of convietion

o4 Locke, op. cit., p. 566.



19
that the concept represents some truth, expresses an
affirming act or state of the mind with respect to the
concept, or the object which it represents.22 Here Foster
follows Locke in regaerding knowledge as involving certainty.
Where there is certain knowledge there is no need for bellef.
Belief and fancy involve uncertainty. Mere feeling of
certainty alone is not sufficlent ground for discriminsting
knowledge from belief. When knowledge of a thing 1ls affirmed
there 1s no possibility that this knowledge should turn out
to be false. A bellef may not square with the truth but
knowledge must or it no longer is knowledge.

Foster regarded a clear understanding of the relation
of belief to knowledge to be of prime importance to theology.
Belief without antecedent knowledge is blind credulity.
Bellef must rest upon a foundation of knowledge. In the work
. of theologians like Charles Hodge this dlstinctlon between
belief and knowledge 1s not made too clearly.

Knowledge 1is the perceptlion of truth. Whatever the
mind perceives, whether intultively or discursively, to
be true, that it knows. We have immediste knowledge of all
the facts of consclousness; and with regard to other
matters, some we can demonstrate, some we can prove
analogically, some we must admlt or involve ourselves 1n
contradictions and absurdities. Whatever process the
mind may institute, if it arrives at a clear perception
that a thing 1s, then that thing 1s an object of
knowledge. It is thus that we know the objects with which
heaven and earth are crowded. It 1s thus we know our

fellow men. With regard to asnything without us, when our
ideas or convictlons concerning 1t correspond to what the

o5 Foster, op. cit., p. T4.
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thing really is then we know it. How do we know that our
dearest friend has a soul, and that that soul has
intelligence, morsl excellence, and power? We cannot see
or feel it. We cannot form & mental image of it. It is
mysterious and incomprehensible, yet we know that it is,
and what it is, Just as certainly as we know that we
ourselves are, and what we are. In the same way we know
that God 1s, and what he is., We know that he is a spirit,
that he has intelligence, moral excellence and power to
an infinite degree. We know that he cen love, pity, and
pardon-~that he can heesr and answer prayer. We know God
in the same sense, and Jjust as certelinly, as we know our
father and mother. And no man can take this knowledge
from us, or persuade us ghat it is not knowledge, but a
mere irrationsl belief.?

Foster remarked after quoting the sbove statement from
Hodge that he thought 1t was open to serlous objectlons.
However, he did not gilve his objections specifically but
continued to differentiate between the acts of knowling and
believing. He listed the following differences. (1) It is
not in the fact that the object is more clearly before the
mind in the one case than in the other. There is no doubt
that mattere of bellef are generslly more indistinct than
matters of knowledge; but this is not necessarily so. A
proposition may be as unequivocal as any reality. (2) It is
not in the fact that the mind is more conscious of doubt or
uncertainty in the one case than in the other. There is no
guestion that doubt and uncertainty more or less attaches to
beliefs, and that they neither can nor do exist in regerd to
knowledge; but a belief may and often does exclude all doubt.

(3) It 1s not in the fact that what is known is true, and

56 Ibid., pp. 78-79.



what 1s believed is not true. It 1is a fact that what 1s
believed 1s not always true, and what is known always ls, but,
since some things believed are true, the difference is not in
that which mey be, and sometimes 1s, common to both states.
(4) It does not consist in that; what is known is important,
and what is belleved is not important.

The difference is found in the following points,
(1) The mind is differently related to the objects of
knowledge and belief. This difference of relation mskes
knowledge a necessary fact 1in one case and not in another.
(2) Things known are necessarily true as known; things
beliéved may not be true. (3) Things known may not be
doubted; things believed may be brought to doubt.
(4) Knowledge cannot be changed into belief; belief may pass
into knowledge. (5) There is no difference in the certainty
which attends knowledge; there is difference in the certainty
which attends belief.27

In comparing the statement of Hodge with the
distinctions made by Foster and checking both by Locke it has
been, in some degree, possible to ascertain how clearly
Foster was able to distinguish between the acts of knowing
eand believing. The whole business of knowledge and bellef is
more complicated than differentiating between the terms of
"knowledge and belief. As Foster saild, any child knows the

— 57 Ibild., pp. &0-8l.
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difference between bellieving and knowing. This, however, has
reference only to the difference between the terms.

Foster had no quarrel with what was affirmed by Hodge,
but he did teke lssue with the manner in which it was
asserted. A clear perception of truth 1s knowledge; there is
no argument here but the great burden of the problem of
knowledge 1s how it can be established that what 1s perceived
does correspond with reality. Clarity of perception, as
Locke pointed out‘?—g is not determined by the intensity of
feeling associated with the convietion. The entire realm of
beliefs, whether of natural things or what is supernaturally
revealed, must undergo a thoroughly rationsl test. Nothing
must be bellieved that does not carry with it credentials
giving reason for such a belief. When credentlals associated
with beliefs are so strong as to remove all doubt knowledge

has been reached.

The relation of reason to revelstion. The problem of

the relation of reason to revelation until recently was qulte
a settled problem in theology, almost as settled as the
doctrine of the Trinity. However, 1n recent years, due to
the great dust stirred up by the dislectical theologlans, it
hae again become a pertinent issue of discussion. This is an

instance not of a healthy ferment, preceding growth in a

o8 Locke, op. cit., p. 591.
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field of knowledge, but is rather a sign revealing