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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM AND PRCCEDURE FOLLOWED

In 211 branches of learning there 1s & perennlal need
to check-up on material to determine i1f progress is being
made and to note where a dead-end has been reached or actual
retrogression has taken place. In no field ie this check-up

more necessary than in the fleld of theologynand philosophy.

I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the problem. The problem of this study
has been to determine if Arminlen theology 1in fAmerilca, as
represented by two of her most influentiel thecloglans, has
been true to the philoscphy and theology of John Wesley and,
glso, to determine if they have advanced thls thought in any
significant manner. Nore generally the problem of this study
has been to delineste the main current of VWesleyan-Arminian
theology. Randolph S. Foster and John Hiley, consecutively
professors of theology at Drew Theological Seminary in the
latter half of the nineteenth century, were chosen as
representing the most influentizl school of Arminian theology
~ in America. In this study, comparison has continually been
made of the chosen Americaen representatives with the three
most influentiel British theologlans, Wesley, Watson, and

Pope.



Susgifie&t;gg,gg the study. The tragic confusion of

contemporary theology, which iz but & reflection of the
confusion of aantem@orafy thought in genersal, has prompted
this study. To rsturn to bed-rock in philosophy and theoclogy
has been the urgent need of our generstion. The relgn of
Eant and Hegel in philosophy came to an end in the last
century. HNew lesders, such as Bergeon and James, came to -
power with the beginning of the present century. These men
were unable to occupy for long the place of authority.
Bergeon's two most promising etuéeﬁt&, Heritain snd Gilson,
turned Neo-Thomist and becsme its most brilliant contemporary
representatives. AL a time when the materlsl loglic of Hegel
was &81ll but dead 1In the Tield of pure philosophy it wae very
mueh slive in the Tields of theology and the philosophy of
history. Contemporsry theclogy has been snowed under by an
avelenche of suthore who hsve been forcing theclogy through
the forme of Hegellisn dislectics. The theology of John
Wesley, though it has esceped lergely the dialecticszl plague,
has suffered from severe corrosion, both of its philosophicsal

basles and in its very vitals.

Historicasl backeround. Amerlics hes not had a

reputation for grest originslity in its thinking. Even its
politicsl thought has been largely vorrowed from Burope.
Until recently its philosophy and theology slso came from

Europe. HNow one or two Americsn phillosophers have been




A

guccessful in starting the current flowing in the opposite
direction. However, these currente came &%t too late & date
to profoundly influence the thought of Europe. Theology, in
the form of lelvinism, srrived first in America. Arminiaenism
end Lutheranism came about a2 century and & half later. The
Friends represented a Protestant group who were esrly
residents in Americs, but their contribution wae practice
rather than theology. Fhilosophy, in the form of Locke's
Zesey, came to influence lonely thinkers llke Jonathan
Edwerds, and Berkeley's personal visits were appreciated by
the same lonely men. However, on the whole, the currents of
philogophy flowing into Americs were not sirong. Folitiecal
thought and sclence, together with literature, were the chief
inteliectual supolies lmported, aside from theclogy which
constituted the main stream. By the time the new nation was
getabliched 211 three of Protestantlem'’s grest branches were
facing esch other snd, unwilling to compromise in order to
unite, were set 1o battle it out. Each of the three groups
hed an abundsnce of Buropeen theologlcal thought ready at
hand., The need was to bring thls materiszl into clear fcfm
and ehape 1t for use in the close strugegle that was to follow
in the desth grapple of theologles.

It wee only after the smoke of bsttle had somewhst
subgided, in the latter haelf of the nineteenth century, thetg

the grestest of these clarifying works sppesred in sll camps.
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At this time the Cslvinists were ably represented by Charles
Hodge. Foster and Hiley, representing the Arminisns, polinted
thelr arguments largely sgainst Hodge. It ie a point worthy
of note that, at this same time, other works slso appesrsd on
eschatology, revision of the Serlptures, =nd exegesis.
Joseph Selss' monumentsl work on the Apocslypse reprassnted
the Lutheran group. Phillp Schaff's laboreg, in hesding the
commnlttee which produced the Americsan Standard Version of the
8ible, represented a united group. Danlel Stesle's originsl
work in the Greek Teslzment was an important contribution to
Arminian theclogy. His studles strengthened the doctrine of
entire sanciification, giving 1t the welght of sharper
interpretation in passages which employed measningful Greek
verb tenses.,

Prior to the sppearsnce of these great srgumentetive
worke, the work of evangellzetlon had progressed scross the
continent, and the large amsjor denominstions had stsked thelir

clalms, shaped thelr empires, and fTinlshed the rough plonesering

)

nrior to the Civil

&

work. It 1s important to note, that, just
Yer, grest revivsle swept the nation on z scsle unprecedented
before or eince, so that at hesrt Americe was a profoundly
Chrlstian nstion. The schoole a2t thst time were too few and
too small to sdeduately educete Americs in the fine polinte of

theclogy, yet the Bible ves resd there as well ag in the

homees and churches. The preachers, though largely self-
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educzted in the Arminisn movement, read the basic works of
thelr denominsation, especilslly the esrly writers, such ag
Wesley and Fletcoher, so that mzny of them hsd & profound
grasp of the cardinsl doctrines of thelr theology. They
preached doctrine to thelr people end thus grounded them in
the importent teaechinge of thelr church. The denominsational
disciplines wers zlseso rigidly followed in those esply days.
After the Civil ¥War the picture changed. The
tremendous incresse of weslth, due to the rapild industriel
expanslion, brought into Americsn 1life the Tloocd of seculerism
wiich all but destroyed vitasl Christisnity. It wse upon this
secular stream that liber:zl theology rode into power., Foster
and Hiley witnessed the onrush of this current and felt its
power. Ferhaps it wes more in recsplitulation then in
profound influence that the works of Foster and Miley stand,
in thelr relstion to Arminlen thought in Americe., AL sny
rate they furnish the clesrest expression of that thought in
smerice, The originality of & towering thinker like Jonsthen
Bdwards, wvho stands as & lonely pesk in American philosophy,
gznnot be claimed for Foster snd Hiley. The latter were
clarifiers of thought szlresdy current in theology. Howevar,
even such thinkers can turn up new problems and supply new
solutions. They emerged from & triumphant movement thet had
won success all over America snd had become embodied in the

lergest single Protestent denomination. The Hethodiets won




thelr success not only by the zeal of thelr evangsellsm, but
also by the guallity of thelr theology. Even sons of
established Calvinlet femillies were won to Arminisnism.
banliel Steele, the direct @@Sﬁ@mﬁﬁﬁﬁ of ths father of David
Brainerd, the prospective son-in-law of Jonathan Zdwards, wes

an exaaple of such & trophy.
II. 7THE PROCEDURE FOLLOWED

Limitetions of the study. This study hes been limited
to & few cardinsl points of theolopgy whlch have been ths
storn centers over whleh Arminisn and Calvinist thought have
fought thelir rounds, These zre the subjects of anthropology
and soteriology. Also included in this study have bsen the
piillosophicel baels of theology, the relstion of reason to

revelation, end the iaspirztion of the Scriptures.

Comparison with bssic works. The procedure of this
study has been to é@%pﬁ?e the contributions, on these toplics,
of Foster and Hiley, whichever one wae the stronger, with the
basic works of VWesley, Watson, znd Pope. The work of Foster
hze been used entirely on the philosophical basis of theology.
Miley hzse been used entirely on the toplesg of snthropology
snd soterieclogy, with the exca@ti@n of the sub-topic of
entire sanctification, in the hendling of which both men have
been used. This study has used Locke's Essay of the Humen

Understending to check Foster's Prolegomens and Theism.
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Miley, in developing his toplcs, msde maény references to the
works of Yesley, Watson, and Pope. Thus the work of this part
of the study becsme not & comparison but a check on Hiley to

determine if his conclusions were valld.




THE PHILOSCPHICAL BASBIS OF THEOLOGY

The service of philosophy to theology hse been an
important one. The most influentisl theologlans have colored
for good or for evil thelr csystems of theology by thelir

philosophlical commitments.
I. THE BISTORICAL BACKGROUND

Luther's philosophicsl commitments. Lutherl had not

been trained in the philosonhy of Aristotle. He had 1little
regard for any philosophy. The most influentisl minds in his
backpground were those of Augustine and the German mystics,
notably John Tauler. John Galviﬁg also adhered closely to
Augustine. Thus, Augustine became a dominant force in the
theologies of both the Luthersns and the Calvinists., Neither
Lutheran nor Cslvinistic theology gsve much place to the
philosophical baslie of theology. Helither Luther nor Celvin
committed themselves to the loglc and metaphysics of

Aristotle.

Wesley's scceptence of Aristotle. Thet Wesley

1 Julius Koeetlin, "Martin Luther," The New Schaff-
Herzog Encyclopedia of Heligious ﬁnaw;e&ge, Vi, 69-70.

2 Benjsmin B, VWerfield, "Colvinism and Lutherenism,®
ihe New Schaff-Herzog uﬁcyclm@aﬁiw of Religious Kﬁswlaﬁge, iI,

360,




comnltted himself to the loglc snd metaphysics of Aristotle
can be inferred from & reference which he made to Locke in
the following quotstion.
In resding over the second volume of Mr. Locke's Lsesay
I wee much disappolinted: i1t is by no mesns egusl to the
first. The more I coneider 1%, the more convinced I was
thet his %r&nﬁ design was, (vzin design!) to drive
Aristotle's logie out of the world, whieh he hated
cordially, but never understood: I suppose, becsuse he
hed an unskillful msester, and read bsd books upon the
subject.
It haes been of interest to this writer to determine if
Foster and Hiley apprecisted the Aristotelian bsasckground of
Wegleyan theology. The early schools of Americe came from a
Puritan background. Thus the ocldest colleges were
Celvinietic and did not teach Aristotelizsn philosophy. The
study of philosoohy ceme into American Protestasnt schools at

s much later date.

II. FOSTER'S PROLEGOMENA AND THEISHM

Foster's debt to Locke. In the Prolegomens Foster
made several references to Locke's Essay. The influence of

this book is evident throughout the Prolegomens. It has

seemed importsnt to review fragments of the Lgssy, pertlinent
portiong which desl most directly with the problems treated

in the Prolegomena.

Locke's Essay hes influenced seversl outstanding

% Jdonn wesley, torks (New York: J. Emory and B. Weugh,
18%1), VII, p. Lug,
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theologlans. Vesley had 2 high regsrd for Locke, correcting
him principelly where he depasrted from the loglc and
metaphysics of Aristotle. Jonathsn Ldwsrds, who had sccess
to few books, esrly becsme acquainted with Locke and prized
him highly, but in his mature thinking he accepted Leibnitz!
corrections on Locke. Lei&niﬁz, e he himselfl confessed,
gtood in relation to Locke somewhst as Plsto had stood in
relstion to Arlstotle. Edwarde, largely self-educated in
philosophy, was never led to see the bssic importsnce of
Aristotle.

In the opinion of Wesley, Locke nowhere ln his Lssay
showed himself more masterful then in Book One, in which he
refuted arguments for the innateness of idess and principles.
This work of clezring the ground of £11 debris, in order thsat
the structure of knﬂwleﬁge>§ight arise upon = clean foundation,
wag, to Wesley, an important sccomplishment. Vesley wrote:

I think that point, that we have no innaste principles
ie sbundantly proved, snd cleared from all objescts that
nave any shadow of strength, and it was highly needful to
prove the peint at large, 28 all that follows rests on
this foundation; end zg 1t was &t that time zn utter
paradox voth in the phllosophical and the religious werl&‘&

Foster leaned hesvily upon Locke. He took over from

Locke the notion that, to begin with, the mind le vold of

ldesge~-s mere tabule rass. Like Laeke,s he differentisted

0 1bid., p. 445,

% John Locke, An Esssy Concerning the Human Understending
(London: George Rautl&dge and SHons Limited _.n. .d.a), pp. B91 ff.




truth: (1) truth of being, (2) truth of concept (mental
truth), (3) truth of eign (verbal truth), (%) morszl trifth.

A noteble differentiation in the thought of Foster end
Locke was that of ides and concept. Idez, to iacke,é was
enything thet comprised the content of the mind. He did not
use the notion of concepts. To Foster, the ideas wae
primarily thsat which existed in the minc of God prior to mesn's
crestion snd served s¢ the srchetype for his creatisn.Y . Vhen
& concept corresponde with the ildes completely it becomes
identified with an ides.

Unlike Locke, who constructed hig structure of
knowlsadge on the foundestlion of simple ideas, Foster took
concepte resdy &t hand and proceeded from there. A
tharamghgcing philosophlical beels to the sclences must be
conetructed upon the bedrock of some sort of simples. In his
Prolegomens Foster posited the existence of God as tﬁe basic
gtone in the foundstion of theology. However, in thst book,
he did not attempt to estsblish the philosophical ground upon
which the proof of God's existence rests. This wes preserved
for his Thelem. To Foster, the crux of the whole problem of
demonstrating the existence of God lay in being sble to show

that the chenges in metter clesrly show &n extra-msterial

6 ibi@a F pg}‘ g’%“"%—

7 Randolph 8. Foster, Prolegomena (vol. I, Randolph 5.
Foster, editor, Studies in Theology, % vols.; New York: Hunt
eand Eaton, 1890-189%), pp. bp ff.
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cause.® This reculired an sbllity of mind to clesrly grasp
what is involved in the notion of causality. Foster posited
the notion that the nmind could srrive a8t a clesr conception
of causslity though 1t could not gresp what wee invelved in
such a notion.? For example, though men knows that & first
cause brought the world into belng he doegs not know the
masner in which it wes brought into being. Thie assumption
by Foster wee purely & metaphysicsl one. It was breed on the
necessity of the mind in tainking about reslity.l0 Hume's
secuence of events, which hed been posliad to take the place
of causation, Foster rejected s¢ being "wretched cavil. 1l

The principle of causality was, for Foster, necessary
to the 1ife of reszson. The aind in ites thinking =bout
reslity, to svold intellectusl sulcide, must recognize the
velldity of this principle. Once the princinle of causality
is recognized the mind ie driven to recognize that matter
cannot initiste asction. The mind is able to have clear
notions of the distinction between mind and matter. ihe ming
ie able to see deeper then the phenomena of nature and is

able to recognize thest there is & power behind neture. The

g Rendolph S. Foster, Theiem (vsl. 1I, Rasndolph S.
Fseter, editor, Studies in Theolozy, vmls., Hew York: Hunt
and Eston, 1@GG~18955, B. 90.

g Ibid., p. 91.

10 Ibid., p. 90.

11 Ibid., p. &4,
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mind of men does not rest until 1t srrives at an ultimate
cause of £l1 tﬁiﬁgﬁ.lg

To Foster, the demonstration of God's existence hed
metsphysical roots which were imbedded in the 1ife of reason
in such & manner thst they could not e removed without

destroying thet life.

Foster's presuppositions. The bessic presuppositions
of Fes%erl3 were that the mind inevitably and by necessity
forms concepts both of itself and of other beings. From the
procees of forming these caﬁéaptg emerges such gostulatea 88
that mlnd exiets and hence there ls &n ego, that there is
objective reality, that éémeegtg exiet, 2nd that there is an
exact correspondence between the concept and the objective
reality. Foster did not sttempt to give reasons for positing
his presuppositions but simply took them as besic without
needing validation. He assumed thelr necesslity in beginning
any sort of intellectusl pursuit. He dogmaticelly asserted
such notione as: (1) there ig an external, egﬁarete'ﬁﬂiverge;
(2) there are minds; (3) the external concrete does become an
object of thought by or to mind or miné&.lg Foster by-passed
the skeptical spproach snd simply took for granted the

presuppositions of enqguiry. Ho sttempt wae made by Foster to

12 1pid., p. 1&5.
1% Foster, Prolegomens, p. 5%,

14 Ibid., vp. 57-58.
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answer the aka?tiaiam of Hume; in fact, the Prolegomens mskes
no reference to Hume. With the st&temeﬁxa.af hls
presuppositions, Foster procseded to bulld his structure of

knowledge.

Foster's spistemology. The mind though sterting with
sensatione gulckly transcends them snd rises into the resln
of super-sensible 1dess.t? Following Locke closely, Foster
briefly described the acgulstlon of such ldeas as those of
spzce, time, =and gawﬁ?.lé The Christisn epistemology,
according to Foster, postulates the existence of ideas before
things., He wrote:

In tracing the history of the humen ides, we found thst
conerete reality is antecedent to the concept, and its
synthesis with =mind, fthe ground of the concept. The
world of human concepts 1s offspring of the world of
reallities, snd & trenscript of them in thought.

But now when we turn to the world of reanlities, to
examine them, we Tind that the case is reversed: the
rezlities are transcripts of pre-existing ldess--the ides
ig older then the resllty. As we push investipgstion, we
dlscover that the concrete universe falls within the
limits of time--that once 1t was non-exiestent. DBut ve
know that had there been no reslity or being of any kind,
then no being could ever have existed, zs that would
invelve the coming of a2ll reality from the empiy womb of
nothing, in contradiction of the axiom intultively
percelved to be & necessary truth, ex nihilo nihil fig,
or, more generally formulated, there can be no effect
without 2 cause,

But now, when continulng the investigstion, we pass
ogut beyond sll objective reslity--that is, 211 dependent

i5 ibid., p. 60.
16 Ibid., p. 61.
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being, or belng originsting in time, and come to thst
antecedent, independent, eternal reslity, the then only
form of being, we are compelled to concelive it as
poesesging the ides of the &s yet non-existing universe,
as 1%t 1s impossible 1t should give conereteness to ldeas
which i1t did not possess. Thus idee in its origlinsl Torm
is seen to be, not & concept of resllty propagated by it
in mind, but, on the contrary, 1t is found to be the
eternal mold into which reslity 1z cazst. The universe of
resl things 1s made after the imasge or pattern of the
invisible thingge-eternsl ideas. It le that which makes
the universe intelligible, or translatsble into thought.
The unmesgning cznnot be explained. That which does ncf
express thought cannot be put in the terms ol thought. 7

This primacy of the ides is not Platonlic becsuse it has no
resl being but ie in the mind of God,

Foegter did not mean to ssy that the concept is
propagated in the perceiving mind by the external concrete,
or thet the mind is & peassive reciplent of the imsge of the
reelity, 28 ie & alrror, but that the oblect when presented
to the mind in sensstlon becomes the occasion or ground of =a
mental act by which is formed a concept of the reality. The
archetypel idez to Foster was that which antedated the
concrete reslity. He explained asgain the order of ideas and
things.

The historic order is: first, en eternsl mind, the one
only reality, helding in idea a universe not yet exlsting;
gsecond, & creative act, by which s universe of objective,
concrete belng was fashioned after the pattern of
sntecedent ldess. Subsequent to thet crestive asct there
were and sre two kinds of belng--one, the uncreated,
independent, which anterior to the orsstion was the only
being; the other, & crested form of being, which, prior

to the creative sct, had no existence except as & thought,
but which, by the crestive azct, became & rezlity and not
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& thought; third, crested mind--a resl belng or belngs
introduced into existence long posterior to the crestion
of things, which, by a power invested in them, 1z able to
gee the antecedent things as they are in rezlity--things
expressing ideas. The three kinds of being are distinct
znd real, and separsble in thought! the first, eternsl,
gpiritusl; the second, temporal, material; the third,
temporal, spiritusl; the second and third dependent on
and caused by the first; the second in no sense dependent
on or caused by ths third; the third not caused by the
ggcond but served by 1t; the firet and the third of the
same nature, but different as infinite and finite; the
sgcond wholly differentisble in nature from the first asnd
third. In the firet, idea is archetype; *in the second,
idea 18 concrete; in the third, idea is derivative.+> -

Enowledge distinguished from bellef. Locke's

definition of knowledge was brief, beling the "perception of
the connection and asgreement, or dlsagreement and repugnancy,
of any of our ié@&s.“lg This implied certzinty. According

to Foster, knowledge implies three %ﬁiﬂga: (1) firm belief;

{2) of what is true (3) on sufficlent grounds.?0 The
pertinent part of the definition is the last phrase. The |
grounds, sccording to Locke, must be such as to give

certeinty, not Jjust assurance or probebility. Intultion glves
certainty. 9All knowledge is in the last resort, intuition.®2l
The knowing process invelves intuition. Only intuition, which

immediately perceives the agreement or disagreement of ideas,

— 18 Ipid., p. 69.
19 Laake, op. cit., p. Bok,
20 Ibid., p. 128.
21 Ibid., pp. U3b-36,
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yields knowledge. However, according to Locke®? the process
of demonstrative proof ylelds knowledge becsuse in each step
intultion is used eo that the valid conclusions of such &
process yileld ecertainty though of & elightly inferior quality
to simple intuition--as if there could be degrees of certeinty!

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

view--with one exception.

We know objects externsl to self by perception when in
suitable relations to them [falling under category of
gsensitive knowledge of particulsr existence in Locke's
wording].

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

We know things and evente by testimony [this to Locke
constituted probabllity znd not knowledge except in the
case of the testimony of & Divine personslity. Very
substentlisl testimony brings such high probabllity as to
excite & high degree of assurance].

We know some necessary truthe [axlomatic truths].

We know demonstrated truths.Z3

Locke made a remarksble admission in fevor of Divine

Hevelatlon becsuse he regarded the testimony of a Divine
Being as constituting the hirhest type of knowledge.

Besldee those we hsve hltherto mentioned, there ig one
gsort of propositions that challenge the highest degree of
our assent, upon bare testimony, whether the thing
proposed agree or disagree with the common experlience and
the ordinery course of thingse or no. The reazson where of

is, because the testimony is of such an one that cannot
decelive nor be decelived, and thet is of God himself.

22 roster, gp. ¢it., p. 69.
23 Ibid., p. 18&2.
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Thig carries with 1t assurance beyond doubt, evidence
beyond exception., This is called by & pecullsar name
‘revelation,® and our assent to it, 'faith'; whiech as
absolutely determines our minds and as perfectly excludes
ell wevering, as our knowledge iteelf} and we may as well
doubt of our own being ss we can whether any revelstion
from God be true. BSo that fasith is g settled and sure
principle of assent and assurance, znd lesves no manner
of room for doubt or hesitztion. Only we must be sure that
it be a divine revelation, and thst we understand 1t right:
else we shall expose ourselves to =11 the extravagsancy of
enthusiasm and a1l the error of wrong principles, if we
have faith and assgursnce in what 1s not divine revelstion.
ind therefore, in those cases, our sssent can be
rationally no higher than the evidence of 1ts being a
revelation, or that this is its true sense, be only on
probsble proofs, our assent ¢an resch no higher than an
assurznce of diffidence, arising from the more or less
apparent probability of the proofs. But of faith and the
precedency 1t ought to have before other srguments of
persuasion, I shall speak more hereafter, where I treat
of 1t ae it is ordinsrily placed, in contradistinection to
reason, though, in fruth, it be ncthigg else but an
agsent founded on the highest resson.

Foster, in the many pages which he devoted to the
subject, said no more than what Locke thus said so concisely
and so well. §

How shall we determine wﬁiaﬁ of our concepte are
knowledge, which beliefs, and which mers unfounded fancles?
This was & leading cguestion to Foster. The problem of the
relatlion of belief to knowledge occupied z large shére of
the concern of the Prolegomena. There are certaln common
points belonging to &ll of the thraémwkaawleég@, belief, and
fancy. They all elike imply the presence in the mind of

defined conceptions. They éll imply a degree of conviction

o0 Locke, op. cit., p. 566.
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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 repreﬁenﬁs.25 Here Foster
follows Locke in regerding knowledge es involving certeinty.
Yhere there is ceritaln knowledge there 1s no need for belief.
Belief znd fancy involve uncertzinty. Here feeling of
certainty alone ie not suffieclient ground for discriminating
knowledge from bellef. VWhen knowledge of a thing is affirmed
there 1s no poselbllity that this knowledge should turn out
to be false. & bellef may not sguare with the truth but
knowledge must or it no longer is knowledge.

Foster regsrded & clear understasnding of the relstion
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 theologlans like Charles Hodge this distinctlon betwsen
belief and knowledge 1s not made too clearly.

Knowledge ie the perception of truth. Vhatever the
mind perceives, wvhether intuitively or discursively, to
be true, that 1t knows. YWe have lmmediste knowledge of =211
the fszete of consclicusness; and with regsrd to other
matters, some we can demonstrate, some we can prove
anzlogicelly, some we must admit or involve ocurselves in
contradictions and sbsurdities, Vhatever process the
mind may institute, 1f it arrives at & clear perceptlon
that & thing is, then that thing 1s sn object of
knowledge., It 1g thue thst we know the objects with which
heaven and earth are crowded. It is thus we know our

fellow men. With regsrd to sanything without us, when our
ideas or convictions concerning it correspond to what the

o5 Foster, op. cit., p. Th.
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thing really is then we know it. How do we know that our
dearest friend has 2 soul, end that that soul has
intelligence, morsl excellence, snd power? We cannot see
or feel it. YWe cannot form & mentsl images of it. It is
mysterious snd incomprehensible, yet we know that 1t 1is,
and whet 1t 1lg, Jjuset ss certezinly &s we know that we
ourselves are, and what we are. In the same way we know
that God 12, &nd whet he is., Ve know that he 1s & spirit,
that he hee intellligence, morsl excellence and power to
an infinite degree. Ve know that he can love, olty, and
pardon--that he csn hesr and answer prayer. Ue know God
in the =sme sense, and juet == certeinly, z2s we know our
father and mother. 4nd no man can teke this knowledge
from us, or persuade us Fhaet 1t is not knowledge, but a
mere irrationsl belief.

Foster remesrked sfter guoting the sbove stziement from
Hodge that he thought 1t was open to seriocus objectlons.
However, he did not give his objections specifically but
continued to differentiste between the azcts of knowlng and
believing. He listed the following differences. (1) It is
not in the fact that the object is more clezrly before the
mind in the one casse than in the other. There 1s no doubt
that metters of beliel zre generslly more indietinct than
metters of knowledge; but this is not necessarily so. A
proposition may be ss uneguivocal s¢ any reellity. (2) It is
not in the fact that the mind is more consclous of doubt or
uncertainty in the one cese than in the other. There is no
guestion thet doubt and uncerteinty more or lese sttaches to
beliefs, and that they nelther csn nor do exiet in regard to
knowledge; but & belief may and often does exclude all doubt.

{3) It is not in the fact thet what is known is true, and

26 1bid., pp. 7%-79.
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what 1s believed is not true. It is a fact that what is
believed 19 not aslways true, znd what is known slways ls, buﬁ,
since some thinge believed zre true, the difference 1s not in
that which mey be, and sometimes is, common to both stsztes.
(4) It does not consist in thst; whet is known is important,
and what is believed is not important.

The difference 1s found in the following points.
(1) The mind is differently relsted to the objects of
knowledge and bellef., This difference of relation mskes
knowledge & necesssry faet in one case and not in snother.
(2) Things known are necesserily btrue ass& known; things
believed may not be true. (3%) Things known may not be
doubted; things believed msy be brought to doubt.
(4) Enowledge cannot be chenged into belief; belief may pass
into knowledge. (5) There is no difference in the certainty
which attends knowledge; there 1s difference in the certainty
wiich attends baiief.§7

In comparing the stetement of Hodge with the
distinctions made by Foster and checking b&th by Locke 1t has
been, in some degree, posesible to ascertain how clearly
Foster was able to distinguish between the acts of knowing
and believing. The whole business of knovledge and bellef is
more complicated thaen differsntisting bDetween the terms of

knowledge and belief. Ag Foster sald, any child knows the

27 ibid., pp. &0-81.
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difference between belleving snd knowing. Thieg, however, has
reference only to the difference between the terms.

Foster had no quarrel with what wes affirmed by Hodge,
but he dld take lesue with the manner in which it was
asserted. A clear perception of truth is knowledge; there is
no argument here but the grest burden of the problem of
knowlelge 1s how it can be sstablished that whet 1ls percelved
does correspond with reslity. Clarity of perception, as
Locke pointed s&t?g is not detsrmined by the intensity of
feeling associsted with the convietion. The entire reslm of
beliefs, whether of natursl things or whet is supernaturally
revealed, must undergo a thoroughly retional test. HNothing
mast be belleved thet does not carry with it credentials
giving reasson Tor such a belief. VYhen credentisle associated
with bellefs are so strong as to remove 211 doubt knowledge

has been resched,

Ihe relstion of reason to revelastion. The problem of

the relstion of resson to revelstion until recently was gulte
& sgttled problem In theology, =slmost as settled =e the‘
doectrine of the Trinity. However, in recent yesrs, due to
the great dust stirred up by the dislecticsl theologlans, it
has sgaln become a pertinent issue of discussion. This is an

instance not of a healthy ferment, preceding growth in 2

o8 Locke, op. ¢it., p. 591.
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field of knowledge, but is rather a sign revealing the decay
existing in & large strata of contemporary philosophy.

On the relstion of resson to revelation Hodge and
Foster saw eye to eye. Hodge wrote clearly and forclbly upon
the Sﬁbj@ﬁt.29 He asdmonished that Christisns in repudiating
rationalism in all 1ts forms do not throw out reason in
matters of religion. They acknowledge its high place and the
responelibility falling upon them to use it. First of sll
reason is necessarily presupposed in every revelation.
Revelation is a communicstion of truth to the human mind,
The notion of communication of truth supposee the capscity to
receive 1t. Hevelation has nothing to ¢mmmnﬁic&te to brutes.
Truths, to be received as objects of faith, must be
intellectuslly spprehended. & proposition with no meaning, no
matter how lmportant the truth which it may concesl, cannot
be an object of falth. If it be affirmed that the soul is
immortal, or thet God 1s & spirit, unless we grasp the mezsning
of the terms nothing is communiceted to the mind. Knowledge
is essentisl to faith. HNothing cen be affirmed of that which
iz not known. The first task of reacon is to grasp the
truthe proposed for our receptlion.

To Hodge 1t was importsnt to besr in mind the
difference between knowing and understsnding. A child can

know thst God is a2 spirit, know what the terms imply but no

29 Foster, op. cit., pp. 264 fr,
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created mind can fully comprehend the Almighty. It is
pogsible te know the plan of salvation but st the same time
be unable to comprshend the mysteries involved. Generslly
men know much more thean they understand. God does not require
of His creatures that they belleve without knowledge. Such a
thing would not only be irraticnasl but zlso impossible.

It is the prerogative of resson to Judge of the
credliblility of revelstlion., However, what ls creditable to
one mind may be incredible to snother. To Judge too narrowly
of what is eoredible is intellectusl sulcide. Unless one is
willing to belleve things thet are incomprehensible one's
bellefs will be so limited gs to restrict thelir mind to
darkness., Extreme skeptlelsm ériveé out knowledge completely.
411 that 1s left for the mind 1s to poeit its bellefs and for
these bellefe there is no objective standsrd by which they may
be Judged.

There is a difference between what ls lncomprehensible
and what ls impossible. The lmpossible cannot be maintained
ag a true belief. The statement of Tertullien to the effect
thet he believed because 1t is gbsurd is nonsense. God no
more requires men to bellieve what 1s absurd thsn to do what
is wrong. There is & dlstinction between belief and faith.
Faith includes an effirmation of the mind thet a thing ie
true. It is & contradicilion to say that the mind ecan affirm

that to be true which 1t sees cannot possibly be true. 4As it
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is impossible for God to contradlict Himself, 80 1t 1s impossible
that He should, by sn externsl revelation, declare that to be
true which from & lew of nature He hae rendered it lmpossible
for men to believe,

Seripture itself appezls to resson. The high ground of
faith and knowledge 1s confidence in God. ¥With the denisl of
reason would disappear a2ll distinction between truth and
falsehood, between right and wrong.

The cardinel service of resson is as a jJudge of the
evidences which support & revelation. Faith without evidence
ie irretionsl. Evidences consist in different varleties.
Historical truth requires historical evidence; empirical
truth, the testimony of experlence; mathemstlcal truth,
demonstration; morsl truth, moral evidence; and the things of
the Spirit, the demonstration of the Spirit.

To Foster the spproach to revelatlon was thoroughly
rational.

The finsl snd supreme arbliter in every case &s to whst
is truth, i1s the mind itself. It may mistake, but it must
ablde its own verdicts. It is its function to decide for
itself. The ground of the decision, when 1t acts truly,
according to ite nature, must be satisfactory evidence.
It can never be required to sct otherwise. It 18 sole
snd supreme umplire. It must decide what to accept and
what to reject. It ls responsible for the decision.
There may be a casee when 1t cannot declde which of
several alternatives ought to be belleved--that 1s which
is true. There may be sufficlent evidence in its
possession, snd none within its reach by any sesrch
possible to it. In thet case 1t remsins undeclided. Thus
it appears that while it may, by the right use of the

faculties, conclude from evidence what should be belleved
or not believed in & given cegse, and while 1t 1is iteelf
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elone responsible in that casse for its decision, there
are cases which do not come within range of its fsculties,
with respect to which 1t has no power except by self sbuse
to have any belief, and with respect to which, therefore,
it hes 2 responsibility to withhold faith. Hon-fzith_is
then 1ts true attitude; not disbelief nor yet belief, 30
The reason decideeg on the evidences. The mind is
obliged to believe just what the evidences prove. Further
the mind ie obliged to actively pursue truth, to hunt
evidences in order to reach & just conclusion. The mind must
know whet constitutes evidence. t
Not only is the reason employed in deszling with
evidences but also it is used in determining the meaning of
the contents of Scripture. Foster posited two rules for
Biblical interpretation. (1) Ho idea can be contained which
is not according to truth, and hence, that no idea can be
contalined whiéh is eantra&ictcry of some known truth, or
which ie contradictory in itself. (2) Ideas cannot be found
in the book which are subversive snd contradictory of each
other. ) |
The reason maintains the right to Jjudge whether a
passage in Seripture is suthentic or not. If there should be

&n absolute confliect between resson and any purported

revelation the verdlct of reason is supreme.

30 ibid., p. 26G.
21 Log¢. cit.
32 Ibid., p. 272.




Inspiration of the Scriptures. Foster held very

liberal vieve regsrding the inspiration of the Seriptures.

To him the Bible need not be inspired in =211 itg‘ygrts. To
cleim inepiretion far the whole Bible was to meke 2z needless
sssertion. All that is needed is to cleaim thet the 2ible is
true. Untruth is the only thing which could put it in peril.
The faect that Christ and the other New Testement writers
recognized the asuthority of the 0ld Testsment need not mean
that they coneidered 1t &s gll insplired but simply that they
regerded it == 2ll true. Fagéar made his own peculisr
distincticns between revelstion snd inspirstion. The Bible,
to him, wzeg & revelstlion insofar as it is 2 self-manifeststion
of God, or & medium of God's disclosure of himself.
Ingpiretion to Foster was an extraordinery influence exerted
by the Spirilt of God on the mind of the writer so thst

%]

feelinre end thoughte were directly impsrted. To F

oster
there night be the possibility of other methods of revelation
Desidees inspliretion. Hevelstion has many incidents., The
creation was a revelstion. Likewlse, the order of nsture, the
incernetion of the delty in human form, the mirscles, the
Bible itself are all revelastions. The Bible could be &
revelation without belng inspired.
Liet ue look 8t the csese in z common-sense way, and sce
what concluslon must force i1tself upon us elther s
necesgary or the most rationel. Here is & book of so many
pages, words, letters, sznd punctustion points. By £11 it

is conceded that 1t wazs wrlitten by & certein number of
men st different periods of time; but & guestion ls
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started a2s to whether the men wrote as amanuenses or
original suthors. How, if the book 1s true, it can, in
fact, make no difference ss to 1ts intrinsic value how
that question is answered since the answer one way or
enother can put nothing in the book that was not there
before and can make the truth no more than true--no more
importaent. 5till, as & guestion of fact, it remsins,
were the wrlters smanuenses? How ghzll we snewer that
guestion? Have they ssid anything about 1t themselves?
Does the book contaln the answer? If the book be simply
true, and 1f 1% makes a2 deliverance on the point, that
would settle the case., Everything would turn on the
gussetlion of the truthfulness of the book. Thus the
question of truth of contents is sgein the guestion of
ultimate importsnce. There are three v%awa competing for
agceptence, one of which must be true.

This gquotation has served as & bzsis for Judging
Foster's position on the inspiration of the Scriptures. The
three views which he referred to were: (1) the plenary verbal
view--cach word was given to the writers from God; (2) the
superintendence view--the Holy Spirit guilded the writers in
the selection snd insured ageinst error; (32) the view that
the writings were to a large extent human records contalning
& truthful sccount, with many inspired portions delivered
direectly to the heiy men.34 This lest view corresponded with
Foster's notion of inspiration.

It has been impossible in this study to determine how
Foeter derived such s liberal view of the inspirstion of the

Seriptures. In 2 guotation used in this study, Foster wrote

thet the Word itself said nothing sbout whether or not the

Bi;;' Ibz{}.o' pa gsgt
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writere were amanuenses. The Bible sald nothing whatever
sbout the mode of inspirstion, it simply stated that ¥sll
Seripture ie given by inspiration of God. %35 Peter referred
to the holy men of God who spoke se they were moved by the
Holy @hest.Bé There are other simple references ln the Bible,
such a8 in ﬁhe book of Revei&tion,37 where the writers were
commanded to write. The Holy Spirit communed directly with
the writers to command them to write and to instruct them in
what to write.’® There are several refersnces in the Bible
to the Divine origlin of the 3eri§tureg.39 The hundred and
nineteenth Psalm slone is full of references to the Word, the
statutes of God, and the law of God. Though nothing has been
given in the Bible concerning the mode of inspirstion 1t 1is
full of references to the Yord of God &g being sacred, as
being inspired of God in 1te entirety. All of Seripture is
sacred and composes & unit which in 211 translations has been
designated the Holy Bible. It is not only 211 true but sll of
it hes been put together under the guldance of the Holy Spiris

35 Bible. &Lnglish, 1611. Authorized., The Holy Bible
(New York: Thomas Nelson & Sons .n.d.,}), II Timothy 3:16.

36 A.V., II Peter 1:21.
37 A.V., Revelation 1:11; Jeremiah 30:1.

o1l gg ﬁ.?i,l&cts 1:16; Hebrews 3:7; Luke 16:31; Romasns 3:2;
14 Hebrews 1:1.

39 A,V., Psalms 119:9.
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for & speclal yurpagé.&g It is impossible to be acquasinted

" with the Bible &ndé not be profoundly impressed by this work

of the Holy ﬁ@irit. Cne hes only to rssd the Apocryphal books
%o reallze that nothing but Divinely inbresthed literature

gan hold its place between the covers of the Holy Bible.

what is only humsn cesnnct even guarantee that it is & hundred
percent true. Truth involves not only an sccurste sccount of
stetistics but also accurste Judgments. The only explanation
that can be ﬁgée for Foster's liberal view of the inspiration
of the Seripturees le that he chose a purely rationsl spproach.
Bven sc 1t is difficult to see how reason could srrive at such
& conclusion. A4ccording to resson it would not be necessary
for any portion of the Bible to be inspired if 1t were all
true.

The Holy Bpirit could heve @m&muﬁ@& with the Holy men
of God, the ten commandmente could heve been given, Hoses
could have delivered hls addresees, the covensnt could have
been mede with Abraham, Christ could have come, died and been
raised from the dead, and 211 these thinge cculd have been
truthfully recorded by aant@m@ﬁréry witnesses. However,
without the complete superintendence of the Holy Spirit they
could never have composed the present unit. The liberal view
of Foster stends without defense.

Miley sccepted the fact of the agency of the Holy

00 A.V., II Timothy 3:16.
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Bpirit in the authorsnip of the Seriptures. Hather than s
ratlonal spproach to the subjsct he took the approachn of what
Seripture says about itself, Hiley distingulshed between
inepirstion end revelation. Inspiration wass to him ¥g mode
of divine agency in the communication of religious truth, snd
that such truth ie the product of the in5§ir&tieﬂ.“gl On
revelation Hiley wrote!

fow, 1f we restrict revelatlon to the literasl sense of

the term, that 1s, & disclosure of unknown truths, and =as
here meaning such truths of religlion as we receive only
through the Secripturee, the same distinction between
ingpiration &nd revelation fully remsins; and such ie the
only true distinction. But there msy be & revelation
through some other mode of the divine sgency, as for
instance the orsl teaching of our Lord; snd in such case
there must be the ssme ﬁigtinsﬁﬁan between such agency
and revelstion ag the product.

Hlley differentiszsted 2 three-fold overation of the
Spirit: (1) Illuminstion of the mediste agent; (2) Communication
of the truth; (3%} Agency in ;ublia&tiaﬁ.¥3 In the illumination
of the sgent the'Oper&tiﬁn is similsr to when Christ opened
the mind of his disciples so that they could understand the
Seriptures. In the communication of truth the Holy Spirig
directly communicates truthe to the agent. The third, the

agency In the publlcstion, irs iteell concerned with the proper

01 John Hiley, Systemstic Theology, Vol. 2 (George R.
Crooks and John F. Hurst, editors, Library of Biblical and
Theological Literature, 9 vols.; New York: Eston and Heins,
l§;§‘1§995: Pe g.

Lo Loc. cit.

43 Ibid., pp. 481-82.
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expression of the truth. Kot in sll Seripture were all three
sgencles reoulred., ¥hile there is 2 plsce for inepirstion in
all Scripture, the threefold offices of the Splirit were

necessary only with Peé@ect to their higher truths,




CHAPTER III
ANTHROPOLOGY
I. ©THE DOCTRINZ OF NATIVE DEPRAVITY

History of the problem. Original sin has been used as

& doctrinel formuls for t&e expression and characterization
of native sinfulness. The doctrine of original sin became a
prominent subject with Augustine though it wee 2 tosic of
theoclogical study prior to his time.t In the Augustinisn
enthropology, originsl sin included & common gullt of Adam's
sin, & common native depravity, and s sinfulness which
degerved both temporal sand etermél punishment. According to
Augustinlan anthropology native depravity is, in itself, =
punishment inflicted upon 211 men for thelr share in Adam's
guilt. Hiley felt that there was no necesslty in treaillng
native deprsvity, gullt, demerit, and penslty es sll one
problem but thet they should be gegregsted and studied

sep&r&tely.g

Definition of terms used. Depravity is not & physical

entity or any form of essentlial existence but 18 & morasl

condition. In its purely metephysical form 1t is not easily

1 John Hiley, Systemstic Theology, Vel. 1 (George R.
Crooks end John F. Eurst, editore, Liobrary of Biblicel and
Theological Litersture, 9 vols.; New York: Baton and asins,
1878-1899), p. BO1.

2 Ipid., p. 442,

PORTLAND CENTER LIBRARY
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grasped in tnsaght.B Depravity hes no reel being but it is &
mode of the morsl nature which belongs to ?é&l velng.
Depravity le not restricted to the will though the will is=s
profoundly affected, not only directly but slso indirectly,
through the deprsved seneibilities which influence the will.
from = disordered stete of the sensuous nature. These are
the "luet of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, and the
pride of 1ife." The morsl nature iteelf ls discrdered. The
morsl resson may become darkened and the consclence powerless,
Vegpravity ie locsted in both ths sensuous and the morsl
nature, constituting filthinese of both the fleeh and the

spirit.

The modes of transmisclon. The origin of depravity
never hae been disputed by evengelical theologlene., By them
the sin of Adem 1g sttributed as the originating csuse of
depravity. The lsw of Adamic origin hss two theoriest
{1) the theory of pensl retribution; send (2) the theory of
genetic transmiecion of depravity. The theory of pensal
retribution has two modes, the reslistic and the representstive,

b

The origin of the realistic mode is to ve found in Augustine.

% Miley, loc. cit.

4 Willism G. T. Shedd, History of Christisn Doctrine
(Wew York: Chesrles Scribner, 1863), %I, p. 79.
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However, 1t was more clesrly developed by inselm.? In its
finegl form, as it zppesars todsy, 1t 1ls ean unwerrsnted extension
of the Tforme of phllosophicel thought intoc anthropology.
Agcording to moderete reslism the universel essence exists in
the pesrticuler members of & specles. However, this universsl
gssence 1s not such & resl spiritusl and materisl substance ase
is the individusl humen belng., Guilt can only be sesoclated
with & §ergaﬁ.6 It is unreascnsble to consider sn essence
guillty. To Hiley, the guilt of Adem'es sin wae purely personsl
to Adem and could no more become the gullt of & generic nature
then any other non-personal beling, such z8 the hand, could
become gullty of the crime committed by ite cwner.

The representative mode involves & legel oneness of the
race in Adem. This legsl oneness is boced on the theory that
God instituted & covenant with Adam in which he became the
federsl head snd representstive of his rsce and in which
capacity he sinned and thus the whole race became involved in
‘the guilt.T This sharing of the guilt 1s not the result of
an actual shering of the sin but becomes the possession of
Adem's descendants by imputation., Nelther the act nor the
demerit of Adem's gin is ifmputed, only the gullt as an

amenabllity to punlshment is imputed by a Judlicial act of God.

5 Ibid., p. 118.
6 Miley, op. cit., p. 488,
7 Ibid., pp. 493-94.
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The esrly Cslvinistic theologisns blurred the two modes into
one. Theleter Celviniste, such as Charles Hodge, presented
very ¢clesrly defined views of the representative mode. To
the srguments put forth in support of the representstive
theory #iley could not consent. These arguments were based
on the principle of responsibility from representation. The
minister binds the state, the parent the child., Such
relztions are providentlal relatlions. The relstion of Adsm
to his descendants is such & providentisl relation, snd hence
the actions of Adam, in hie capacity as 2 representative of
the race, becsme binding on the rece. To Hiley these arguments
could not be sustained. Neither guilt nor penslty lis
involved in the situations purported to be asnzlogous. Before
the law the father msy have some responsibilities for the son,
but under no circumstance 1lg gullt imputed to the one or the
other because of the deed of cne. Civil lsw does not
recognize such imput&tion.g .

To ¥iley both the realistic znd the representative
modes came short of belng established by sufficient procf.
The Bivlicsl references put forth to establienh the unity of
guilt, to him, 4id not clesrly indlicate such vslidity of

interpretation. Hedge9 hed used such Scripture references.

& Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (New York:
Charles Scribner, 1871}, %f, Pp. 55(=38.

g Ibid., pp. 189, 582,
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Hiley regarded the suffering of the children of criminals to
be conseguence aﬂé not ?&nalty.la It would be impossible for
God to restrlct conseguences to personal demerit. Human
society is too involved. It was for corrective ends, as a
severe warning to people to abstain from sin because of its
drastic consequences, that God se ordered the suffering of
innocents.

The classical text in anthropology ls that God "will
by no means clesr the gullty; visiting the iniquity of the
fathers upon the children, and upon the children's children,
unto the third snd fourth geﬁaratian.“ll Wesley had
interpreted this text to refer eﬁpeaially to the sin of
idolatry. Very drastic meseures were reguired to restrain

the people from ldolatry.
II. ARMINIAN TREATHMENT OF ORIGINAL SIN

8o important to Miley wss the problem of clearing up
the inconslstencles of Arminlen anthropology that he gave a
gecond treatment of the sublect in the sppendix to the :scond
volume of hie main theologicel work. In this study Hiley
surveyed briefly, but pertinently, the views held by the older
Arminisns on the topic of gullt sssocisted with native

depravity.

10 Hiley, op. ¢it., p. 497.
11 Ibid., p. Lg8.
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Lecording to Arminius, the whole of the originel sin
is common to the entire race who et the time of Adam's
transgression were in his loins., He referred to Homans 5:12
as conclusive thet sll have ginned in Adsm. Also he referred
to Ephesiang 2:3%, where all men "azre by nasture the children
of wrath" end ere subject to temporsl ze well as eternsal |
death. This guilt would remain upon =211 unless they were
redeemed by Christle stonement. According to this view, all
men are sharers in the guilt of Adam's personal sin, and this
guilt is the Judiclsl ground not only of the corruption of
nature or spiritual desth in which we ere born, but sgleo of
our nstive smensbility to the penalty of temporal and eternal
dezth.l2 Arminius regarded the native depravity which
enteiled spiritusl, temporal, and eternal death, =% being in
iteelf & penslty and thue not regulring that it entail
demerit. Arminius, in regerding the race a8 exlsting in the
loins of Adem, mdhered to the rezlistic mode of the
trensmission of native depravity.

Wesley adhersed essentlelly to the szme views on
originsl sin as Arminius. He regerded =211 men zs being
puniched for the sin of Adsx by desth. He argued from this
premise! that if 8ll men were punished by God they were Justly
punished, and if they were Justly punished they shsared in

AGam's sin. HMiley was sstisfied thet ¥Wesley belleved that sll

12 #iley, Systemetlc Theology, Yol. 2, p. 505.
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men shared in Adam's gullt and ars Justly amensble to its
punisﬁmenﬁ.lB

Fletcher wss in accord with Arminius ané Wesley on
this subject. He held to the doctrine of the common guilt of
the race through Adsm. This Judgment Hiley derived from the
place which Fletcher gsve to the astonement of Carist as
taking away the gullt of native depravity. The grsce of the
atonement is universsl. Fletcher expressed it thus:

It followe that as Adsm brousht & genersl condemnation
end a universal seed of desth upon sll 1nfnnt$, so Christ
brings upon them 2 genersl Juetification =nd sz universal
seed of 1life. /And if Adem's originzl sin was atoned for
end forglven him, as the Caelviniets, I think, generally
grant, does 1t not follew that, slthough all infants are
by nesture children of wrath, yet through the redemption
of Chrilst they are in a state of favor or justificstion?
For how could God demn to 2ll eternity any of Adam's
children for a2 ein which Christ explated-~-z gin which was
forgiven almost eilx thousand yesrs sgo to Adam, who
committed it in person? The force of this observatlon
would strike ocur Celvinist brethren 1f they considered
thet we were not less in Adem'e loins when God gave his
Son to Adsm in the grand, originsl gospel promise, than
when Eve prevalled on him to eat of the forbidden fruilt.

- ?ﬁnﬁ, if we 8ll received an unspeszkable injury by
beiﬂg seminglly in Adam when he fell, according to the
first covenant, we »l1l received glso sn unspeskable
blessing by being in his loins when God ay%ritually raised
him up and placed him upon gospel ground.

Watson, who to Miley represented the most honored name
smong systematlc theologlensg, also conceded the ground to
Celvinism on this same point. He regerded the human race asg

guch & unit thst &ll men were involved in the guilt of Adam's

1% ibid., p. 506.
14 Ibid., p. 50O7.
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original sin. Watson expressed it as follows:

The clircumstances of the case iInfallibly show that, in
the whole traznsaction, they [Adam and Eve] stood before
their Maker as public persons and as the legel
representstives of thelr descendants, though 1f 80 many
words they are not invested with these titles. 2

To Watson the gullt of sin and emenablility to
punishment wse imputed to Adem's descendsnts. Watson's theory
of imputetion coincided elmost exactly with the view held on
the same subjJect by Calvinist theologlans contemporary with
Miley.

Pope, another English Methodist theologian, contemporary
with Miley, adhered to a common hereditary gullt. He had
three grounds on which he based this guilt: (1) the gpound of
a resl onenecs with Adam; (2) the ground of a representative
oneness; and (3) the ground of intrinsic sinfulness of the
depravity of nature inherited from Adam.16 According to
Miley, these views could neither be reconciled with each other
nor with the determining principles of Armlnianism.l7 As
noted before in this study the firest two modes of transmission
of guilt c:ncel each other.

Summers rejected both the reaslistic moﬁe and the
representative mode but he'found no resl solution to the

problem for he made the transmission of guilt one of imputation.

i5 Ibid., p. 508&.
16 Ibid., pp. 508-09.

17 Ibid., p. 511.
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Thus, in the list of Araminiaen zheolggiaﬁa which he brought to
his study, Hiley found in none of them 2z solution to the
problem., They 2ll had conceded ground to Cslvinism, Hiley
saw clesrly that 1f universsl gullt could be established for
the originel sin of Adsm then God 1s justified in sending all
men to perdition. If God chooses to exesnpt some men from
tnis fete he may do so with justice, Good gifts may be
dispensed with at will sccording to tﬁe plessure of the giver.
- Penalty may only be dispensed with szccording to gullt in the
person to whom it is given. These principles are universally
recognized zs bsslc to the laws of crime =znd punishment.

Miley recognized clearly thet if the Arminiean
soteriology was to have a so0lld basis 1t must clerify its
snthropology. The traditionsl anthropology of Augustine did
not match the soterlology developed by Arminius, Grotius,
Weeley, and Wsteon,

Hiley in rejecting eny sort of transmission or
imputation of the gullt of Adsm to his descendants clarified
end made consistent Arminlan anthropeology and cleasred it of
all concessions to the Calvinistic system. This rectified
snthropology matches the concluslions of traditionsl Arminian
soteriology. Though the eveluatlon of Miley's contribution
to Arminlan theology has been reserved for the concludling
chapter, it hsas beén pertinent to note here that this

accomplishment of Miley, in clerifying Arminian enthropology,




has been a unique and very significent contribution to

Wesleyen-frminian theology.

ho




CHAPTER IV
SOTERICLOGY
I. THEORIES OF THE ATOHEMENT

Historicsl backeround. The development of systematic

soteriology was a lete development in the history of doctrine.
Though ﬁuguatiﬂel had developed s systemstlc snthropology his
notions of the stonement were crude. He accepted the odd
noticn that the gatonement 1s & payment made by God to Satan.
Anseln living in the eleventh century was the firset systematic
soterlologist. The earllest treatment of the atonement had
congileted of Bcriptursl statementes without any attempt at
aoctrinal formetion. The esrly doctrines which were developed
were éo erute, false, snd insdegusastle that nothing could be
developed from them.. In the history of doctrine Anselm et=nds,
in relation to aa%&rislagy,'iﬂ the position in which Augustine

e formulsated the doctrine of

stands to anthropology. Anseln
the stonement which became accepteble to the theologles of the
Reformstion. He formuleted what to him were baslec principles
from which & theory of the stonsment could be constructed.

These principles were: (1) sin is the withholding from God

His rightful clsim, snd therefore is to Him, on account of

1 Shedd, History of Christisn Doetrine, IT, po. 253-5i,
2 Ibid., ». 275.
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His cherscter, an infinite wrong. (2) The sinner is thus
brought to sn infinite indebtedness to the Divine honor; (3)
this debt must be paid. (%) God must not snd cannot surrender
hie own personsl honer, as he would do in & mere gretultous
forgiveness. (5) The sinner never csn, by any personal
conduct, satisfy this clzim; (6) tﬁeréfare, rhe muet suffer
the full punishment of his sins, af, as the only slternative,
gatisfaction must be rendered by snother. (7) It follows
that the only ssivation is through the compesnsating service
of & divine mediztor. (&) In this exigency the Son of God,
in compassion for perishing sinners, wes incernsted 1in thelr
nature and on their behslf gave himself up in holy obedience
and suffering to the Father. DBecause of hls theanthroplic
chérseter his obedlience snd death are in full compensation to
the violated honor of God, and therefore, & true and
sufficient pground of forgivgn@ss.B Upon the principles of
bpnselm the theory of satisfsetion has been developed.
Willism G. ¥. Sheé&% in his hietory of doctrine, regarded
bpneelm s8 & man born ocut of his time, for he belongs, in his
thinking, with the Heformstion group. The thneologians who
appeared lster, in the twelfth snd thirteenth centurles fell
short of Anselm in thelr soterioclogy. The doctrines of such

eminent scholeastice 2=z Scotus snd Agulinss czme far short of zan

3 WMiley, Systematic Theology, Vol. £, po. 108-09.
L shedd, op. cit., p. 273.
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evengelicel development in thelr treestment of the doctrine of
soterioclogy.

Though #nselm hes been regerded by the Calvinists as
having originated the theory of satlefzctlion, strictly speaking
his theory of the atonement wae not the satlsfszction theory
as held by the Calvinists. 7The substitutive office of the
active obedience of Christ wes not in his éaetrin@.5 Anselm
discriminsted between punishment and satisefszction. To %ileyé
the doetrine of stonement, ae developed Dy Anselm, wag very
different from the doctrine of satiefasction. Hiley regarded
only two theories of the stonemont as worthy of detsiled study.
He gave the bulk of his sttention to the satiefsction snd the

governmentsl theorles,

Ihs satisfection theory of the stonement. Hiley wes

careful to dellneste the development of the sstlsfactlion
theory of stonement as & consclous effort to meke 1t fit &
workable doctrine, sble to fit the needs of the Calvinisiic
sy sten. This syatem reoulred & finlished selvstion in Christ.
Ae man's sine were imputed to Chriest so Chricst's obedlence
could be imputed to man, With the Cslvinists there are two
factors in the stonenent: (1) substituted punishment; and (2)

substlitubed obedience., As man could not ztone for his own
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gins but regulred & more potent substitute 80 aleo he ls
unsble to fulfill the regulrement of obedience. The obedlence
of Christ his substitute 1s imputed to him. This is the
atonement of sstiefsction., Chrizst took the place of the elect
in both penalty and precept, znd &s thelr substitute, endured
the punishment which, on account of sin, they deserve, and in
his obedlence sgatisfled the righteousness reculred of them,
o Justice =snd law srs sstisfied. The vicarious punishmentg
dismigcsed the elect from the amensbility to penalty on account
of thelr sin, snd Christ's vicariocus obedience made them
deservebly revardable with the eternsl blessedness to which
they have been gr%&estiﬁ@@.7

Though the core of the satisfsction theory 1s the
setiefection in the punishment of ein scecording to its merit,
and solely for that resson, there are also included incidental
aepects of the theory such zs the morsl influence exerted and
the governing rectorsl office. The principle fact however is
that Chriet takes the plsce of elect sinners before the law,
and suffers in their place the penalty of which they sre
guilty and which suffering sstisfles the demsnds of punitive

-

Justice.
HMiley considered three formsg of substitution: (1) in
identicel penalty; (2) in equal penalty; (3) in equlvalent

penalty. The first form hes been largely discarded by

T Ibid., p. 13k,




47
Calvinist theologlans., Ite difficulties were 100 numerous
for 1t to long commsnd =erious considerstion. The aain
difficulty wee thet it wss psychologlicslly imposgsible. How
could the sufferings of & finite being, enduring for eternity,
be made identicsl with the sufferings of Christ for s short
duration.

The second form in egusl penslty has slso been largely
discarded. It equated the sufferings of Crriest with 211 the
sufferings the redeemed would have endured. Hlley regarded
it too low an opinion to merlt concsideration.

The lazst form is the one whiéh hag goined recognlition
end acceptance. It holds thst the superior rank of Christ,
as substitute in vpenslty, is sufflclient to pay the penalty of
2ll men's sins. The Calviniste in using this form would
restrict 1t to include only the sins of the eclect.

Miley pointed out that atonement by substitution was
not & basic part of the satisfzctlion theory slone, but that it
wes also & baslc part of the governmental theory. There are
many besides Calviniete who hold that such & penal substitution
constitutes a reslly conditional ground of forgiveness. To
this group the redemptive sufferings were the punishment of
gin, but not such & puniehment that the redeemed sinner must
in very Jjustice be dischsrged.

Penal substitution end a reesl conditionallty of

forgiveness must refuse scientific fellowshlp. Ve &ccept,

therefore the view of Dr. A, A. Hodge, that 1t is 'by a
happy sacrifice of logic'! that Arminius himself, and some
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of his leading followers are with the Calvinlste on penal
substitution; only we reject the epithet qualifying the
gacrifice. VYe do not think it a2 happy sscrifice of logic
on the part of sn Arminien, whereby he mistskes the true
nature of the stonement, and &% the seme time sdnmits &
principle thst reguires him, in consistency, to accept
along with 4t the purely dietinctive doectrines of
Celvinism. But whatever the sacrifice of loglic in the
case, the fact of such a theory renains the same, snd this
fact denles to the doctrine of satisfrefion the
distinctive fact of pensl substitution.

An sbsolute penal substitution remeins the unique
possession of Calvinism. This absolute pensl substitution
gives to 2ll for whom 1t 1s a2 substitute an unconditional
discherge of penzlty for sin.

#Miley posited four chief principles for the theory of
satisfactiont (1) the demerit of ein; (2) & divine punitive
Justice; (3) sin ought to be punished; and (%) penal
satisfaction is & necessity of Jjustice. The first two
principles Hiley resdily accepted ss consistent with s strict
satlsf:ction theory. The last two oprinciples, to Hiley,
could not be held by & strict S&tisfactioﬁ theory ovut buret
open the way intoc the goveranmentsl theory. God, of necessity,
&g 2 morsl ruler must punish sin by direct punishment or by
seccepting sn sppropriate substitute for the sinner. In the
strict bounds of the sstisfsction theory this obligation to
punish must Le meintained simply on the ground of the demerit
of sin. This, to ¥lley, was untenable and burst the bounds of

the satisfaction theory, giving way to the governmentel theory.

€ 1bid., p. 138,
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From the nzature of injustice the punishment of sin is
necessary. the obligstion ie such that any omission of
puniehment would be an set of injustice. Thus from the
very nature of divine justice, the necesssry punishment
of sin is deduced zg 2 consequence. It is as essential
and immutable in God =& any other sttribute; thersfore he
must punish egin sccording to its desert and upon that
ground. Thus his Justice binde him to the infliction of
merited punishment upon sin, Jjust as other morsl
perfections bind him to holiness, goodness, and trauth.d
To Miley it wzs becsuse the punishment of sin is &
necessity in the rectitude of Uivine juetice that the only
poseible stonement ie Dy penel substltution. & thorough~
going satisfaction theory could not zllow for penal substitution.
Does the penal substitution meintained fulfill the alleged
avsolute G%liﬂ@ﬁi@ﬁ of Jjustice to punish sin sccording to its
demerit? There is no such answer or fulfillment.1C 1In goling
oen with his srgument to support his positlion that the
satisfaction theory is inedeguste, ¥Miley contended that
aothing could be punished in Christ which waes not transferred
to him, 2nd in come resl sense made his. This to him was
self-evident. If sin with ite demerit could not be put upon
Christ by imputation, no punishment which he suffered fell
upon such demerit, or intrinslc evil of ein. It ie impossible
to show how ein is punished sccording toe its demerit in the

totel zbsence of such demerit from the substitute in

punishment. With the omiseion of the theory, its only

g loic., p. 143,
10 Ibid., p. 145,
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recourse is in guilt as 2 distinct fasct of sin. If gullt, as
the amenability of ein to the penslty of Justice, is separsble
from sin, snd as & distinct fect transferable to Christ, and
if his punishment is the punishment of sin according to ite
demerit and on thst ground, then the pensl substitution
maintelined snswers to the sescerted zbsolute necessity for the
punishment of sin. If szny one of thece suppositions fzils
the theory, then the theory itself inevitebly f&ila.ll Thus,
Hiley presented the crux of the matter. Ke then pointed out
that gullt could not be separsted from sin. Bin is not ean
imperscnsl something but is closely &ssoclsted with a person.
ine person, in the laet snslysis, is whsat is punishable. To
fulfill the requirement of 2 strict satisfaction theory Christ
must be identified with ell the pullt and demerit which the
sinner possesses. It of necessity follows that Christ anust
be deserving of punlshment, =n utterly repulsive thought.

The strict satisfaction theory ushers squsrely into the
maln tenets of Cslvinism, Miley referred to Charles Hodge
from whom he derived the folliowing gquotatlon.

If the ecleims of Justice are saticsfied they cennot be
agein enforced. This 1s the analopgy between the work of
Christ end the payment of = debt. The point of sgreement
between the two cases 1g not the nsture of the saticsf:ction
rendered, but one aspect of the effect produced. In both
cases the persons for whom the satisfretion ls made are

certeinly freed. Thelr exemption of deliversnce js in both
cases, and eguslly ln both, s matter of jJjustice.

11 1Ibid., p. 146,

12 Hodge, Systemstic Theology, II, p. U472.
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Dick, another Czlvinist theologian, cuoted by Hiley,
took the seme line of zrgument zs éi& Hodge, to the effect
that God would not punish sin twlce, first in Christ end then
in the sinner.ts 1In quoting from seversl other Calvinist
theologlens the chorus wes strengthened to the effect that
for those for whom Christ died thers could be no more
condemnation for ein se the price hed been pald once znd for
sil.

To Hiley, this conclusion; which the satisfaction
theory resches in Celvinism, wse & logicsl conseguence which
could have been predicted from the principles held on the
theory. To him {he resson for entering into the argument and
bring;ng into it the quotatlions from the Celvinist theologlans

was b0 make the lsgsue g0 clesr as to silence =211 cevil.

Ihe governmentsl theory of the ztonement. The

governmental theory glves room for the substitutional
atonement, for oconditionslity of the stonement, and for
substitution in suffering. To Miley the sufferings of Christ
were an atonement for sin by substitution, in the sense that
they wers intenticnsaslly endured for sinners under the Jjudicisl
condemnztion, and for the sske of the forgiveness. The
Seriptures ere plain on the conditionslity of the forgiveness

of sin. The placing of the substitution of Christ in

i3 Hiley, ov. cit., p. 151.
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suffering, rasther than in penszlty, finished the bressk of
Miley's eotericlogy wlth the satisfsction theory ss developed
by the Calvinists.

The substitution, therefore, is in suffering, without
the penal element. This agrees with the nsture of the
atonement =2 & morsl support of Justice in its rectoral
office, thus rendering fergivagsqs coneistent with the
interest of moral ,avernmenﬁ

Hiley contended that the vicarious sufferings of Christ

did not lose in velue without the pensl element. It wes the
game efficacious sscrifice menifesting the ssme love.

Yet without the pensl element in the suffering of
Christ, we may attribute to them 2 pecullisr depth and cast
erising out of their relstion to ein in their redemptive
office, and find the explenstion in the facts of pmyche?ogy.lg

Hodge had urged thet pensl substitution 1s necessary,

net only for the sstiefectlion of justice, but also for
gatisfying the demsnds of & gullty consclence, which mere
pardon can never sppesse. HMiley fully sccepted the fact of a2
deep senege of punitive cemerit because of sin in an swzkened
conscience, but to him rellef to consclence comes in the
knowledge thet onels sging sre forgiven,

The governmentsl theory, though 1t had its origin with

Grotius, became identifled s the New England theory snd as

the Edwerdien theory, after the son of Jonathsn Edwerds who

contrivuted to its formstion. Though %stson deslt extensively

1% ibid., p. 166,
15 Ibid., p. 157.
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with the govermmentsl theory his discussion was mainly &
dispute with the Sccinisn heresy and with Cslvinism. ¥With
the former he desired to establiceh the fact that there wes an
atonement and with the latter he desired to prove the
universality of the atonement. Watson, %o Miley, reprecented
the most worthy Arminisn systematic theologlan. He aspired
therefore, 1f possible, to improve upon ths work of Watson
for he Qﬂew that the one who could &a that would mske & resl
contribution to systematic theology. Hilsy corrected Wateson
on his anthropology, end he slso found it necessary to correct
him on hile soterlology. UHlley recognized the service which
Yateon hed given in refuting the PSocinian heresy and in his
soteriologlicel polemice with Calviniem, but, asgide from thisg,
he did not regerd VWatson's work in soteriology as clear or as
contributing & great deal to Arminien theology. ¥atson had
been grestly indebted to Grotius on this toplec. Grotius
though he had originated the governmentel theory had net glven
it & thorough, sclentific trestment. Grotius, who had sterted
out 28 & Heformed theologlen, in turning to the Arminian
theology, still meintelned the Cslvinistic spproach to the
subject of the atonement. Therefore, Grotius' treatment of
the governmentel theory of the atonement did not receive full
development. Vatson, according to #lley, did no better by the
gubject than Grotlus himself, This important subject was left

without thorough sclentific trestment until & msn azble enough
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for the task sappesred upon the scene. The man recognizing
the problem and st the same tlme possessing the ability to
give 1t scientific trestment proved to be Hiley himself.
Pope, Foster, end Heleton 211 falled $o tackle the problem,
vhether from fallure to recognize 1t or from lack of ebilivy
to solve 1t no one knows. That HNiley early recogniszed the
importsence of the problem of soteriology is proved by the
fact thet his first well-known work in theology was & work on
the atonement. Hie systemstic theology was but an éxy&neiaﬁ
cn this work which went intact into his work on systemstic

theology.
II. THE DOCTRINE OF ENTIRE SANCTIFICATION

Under the benefite of the stonsment only the tople of
entire sanctification hes been trested in this study. The
other toplcs were not eliminsted Dbecause they wers
unimportant, but because they wers lees pertinent to this
study. This thesis, of necessity, has been very limited in the
materisl nandled. The topicse of Justificstion, regeneration,
and assursnce have reached s reletlively lerge degree of
egreement smong evengelical thecloglans. The topic of
genctificatlion has been & thneologlical storm center, and
therefore an laportent subject for conslderstlon in this
study. Did Foster and Hiley add anything to the thought of

Wesley, Fletcher, snd ¥stson? The doctrine of entire
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sanctification wes & specislty with John Wesley. He gave it
thoroush considerstion., Fletcher snd Wstson followed closely
in the steps of Weeley and used him a8 the supreme suthority
on the subject. The treologiszns in America were farther removed
from the personzal influence of Wesley. With an opportunity to
give the subject & more abjeative tregtment did they contribute
snything to the materisl becueathed to them by their
predecessors? Did they find errors and inconslstencles in the
doctrine?

To both Foster and Miley there wss & problem concerning

the ein which remains after regenerstion.

I find evidencee of obscurlty in 211 the writings sbout
it. The most eminent divines are not cleesr. They all
sgree 1In the fact; but when they atienpt to explain they
become confused. The difficulty is to make plain what
that sin is, from which Christizn men are not free, wnich
remalns in, or ls found still cleaving to bellevers; how
to discriminate between the same sin that 1s removed in
regeneration znd the same sin that remsins. And it is
Just arocund this point thsat revolves the whole guestion of
entire sanctification, both a2s to what it 18 and its
possibility. It has to do with t%gt sin thsat remains,

It removes that remesinder of sin. ‘
The sbove guotation from Foster was selzed upon by Hiley, as
expressing his own problem in regard to the same guestion.
Though both Foster and ¥ilesy recognized the importence of this
problem they had different solutions for it. Foster
differentizsted between the sin removed in regeneration and

that removed in entire ssnctificstion ae actusl sin entsiling

16 HRandolph 9. Foster, Christisn Furity (New York: Eaton
end Hains, 1897), p. 117.
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gullt for the former and inherited depravity, not entalling
guilt, for the latter. To Hiley there wae no such easy
golution.

¥iley found the problem of the remsining sin defiant
to exact explenstion. He did not regsrd this remasining sin
as ldentlcsal with Q&ﬁive depravity, because regener&timn
accomplished different resulte in the hessrts of people.
The guestion of & remnant of depravity is not without
perplexity. Ae the nsture of depravity s2e &2 whole is
difficult for thought, eo that of a remnant not different

in kind from the whole is difficult. Consequently, t§$re
is perplexity in the notlon of entire sanctification.

Hiley laster continued:

However, as the truth of native deprasvity is not .
conditioned in a2 cepecity in us fully to apprehend i%t, or
clesrly interpret 1t in thought, so the truth of s remnant
of depravity after regenerstion is not so conditioned. In
each case the inner state may be known thpough its
activities, a2s menifest in our consclousness. There 1g
enother mode of informstion. By the observation of others,
a8 to their tempers, words, snd ascts, we gain sn Insisht
into thelr inner neture, snd may thus know its
gharscteristic tendencies, whether to the good or avil.lg

Though SBeripture, sccording to Miley, does not make
explicit statements on the incomplsteness of r@g@ﬁer&ﬁioﬁ yet
gnough is given so thet & sure basis can be found for the
doctrine in Beripture. Though experience testifles of
rengining ein yet ¥lley would not coneider basing z doctrine

upon experience., Lxperience to him chould never be used as a

17 Miley, op. cit., p. 35&.
1% Ibid., p. 359.
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source of doectrine but only to confirm doctrine.

In regerd to the mode of the inner work of sanctification
Hiley did not belleve thet perfect clarity was poseible, He
regerded Foster's work on the topic ss clesrly holding the
view of repression. On exemining the work of Foster at this
point, it has been lmpossible to sgree with Miley on this
Judgment. DBelow is & guotation from Foster, taken from the
page marked, by Hiley, as pertinent on thie polnt.

It may be well to explsin here, more particulsarly,

both with respect to the natursl dispositlons and
propensities. These are not supposed to be destroyed when
a soul is entirely freed from sin, but only brought under
right government and restored to & proper character--not
gllowed to be instruments of sin. Evil dispositions and
propencitites are but perverted forms of good ones, end
hence, hollnegs or sanctificsation consists not in the
gradication of them, but in the regfgratian of them to
thelr legitimate charascter snd use.

If the propensities snd impulses are rectified what is

represged?

That Hiley regarded hie own view, as well as Foster's
and Whedon's, ss favoring repression was unfortunste, because
it 6id not give as c¢lear & Tinsl stetement to the problem of
the mode of cleansing ss it ile possible to give. Certainly
evil 18 no resl beling thet may be cut out ss & surgeon cuts
out & tumor or a cancer, neither is 1t something to be
repressed. The humsn nature may be governed by pure motives,

pure desires. VYhat tzkes place in entire sanctiflicstion is

19 Foster, op. cit., p. 7H.
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the purificstion of motive snd deslire. Helther the terms
eradication nor represelion sre sulteble for explalning what
takes place.

Un the possibility of heliness in thie 1ife, that is
& second work of grace, thét the doctrine has & basis in
Seripture, end thst it is obtzinsble by faith, Foster and

Hiley were in agreement with the British theologlans.




CHAPTER ¥V

EVALUATION AND CORCLUSION

I. EVALUATION

Evalustion of Foster's contribution. Foster made s
aontri%utian to Wesleyan-Arminlen theology in’&ig glaboration
of the philosophicel beeis to that thsologmy. Thﬁugh”h@ never
mentioned the name of Arlestotle he lined hle thinking squarely
with the metaphysics of Aristotls. VWeelesy himselfl, though he
gave references to the importance of msintsining Aristotle's
logle, never worked out a philesochicsl basls to theology.

Watson clesrly presented the problem of causslity in
reletion to proving the existence of God.l He recognized the
power of the g posteriori proofe. He also clearly showed how
bivine revelation had sided the humsn resson in arriving at a
firset cauege, The tendency of the pagen aind had been to
regard matter zs8 eternsl snd thus involve an eterna
succession of causes snd effects. To ¥Watson, the retional
proofs, by themselves, might never have arrived at & clesr
notion of & first cause, but in collszboration with Divinely
revealed truth in regard to God they beceme an impregnable

wall sgazinst the arguments of Athelem.?

1 Richerd Wateon, Theolozical Institutes (New York:

Philips end Hunt, 1850), 1, p. 270.
2 Ibid., pp. 273 ff.
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Watson did not ground the arguments for God's existence
in & metaphysicel baslis. Foster did. Conseguently, he gave
to the subject a thorough trestment such =28 it had never before
been given in the Wesleyan tradition. Hiley dismissed the
philosophical spproach completely, believing the basls of
theology to be scientific. He did not recognize that science
h&: 2 philosophicel basis. Foster however, had sn answer %o
the problem of the eternity of matter which Wateon hed not
geen. "The adjustment of matter rather thasn its creation,
furnishes the best proof of the divine existenee.“& Ho
Weeleyan theologlan has been as concsrned with the subject of
rational theology as was Foster.

Foster's liberal interpretation of the inspiretion of
Scripture left him vulnerable on & very importent lssue.

This placed him on the debit side of the ledger in his
contribution to Arminian theology. In hie evsluation of thé
Bivle he started from the premise “"that whst 18 importent is,
thst the Bible be true sz & whele snd in evary part.' Untruth
alone could put it in peril. Thus Foster took a rationsl
approach to the subject without taking the statements of
Seripture upon the subject of its inspirstion. It may have
been thst Foster, 1f given the opportunity to explain himeelf

in grester detsil, would have assured us that his conception

3 Hiiey, Systematic Theology, Vol. 1, pp. 22 ff.

4 Foster, Theism, p. 90.
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of the inspiretion of Scripture wae not liberal after all.
It was the first tenteative conclusion of this study that
perheps Foster had elmply inverted the terms of inspirstion
snd revelation. However, on further study, this tentative
conclusion could not be meintained. The term inspirstion, as
applied to Scripture, 1s purely & Bibllicel term snd has no
def:nition spert from ite usage in Scripturs. It 18 & tern
that defles exact definition. Wwhet the term impllee in the
megnner or methed by which Scripture became inspired could not
be determined., Historicaslly, the problem of the insplration
of the Seriptures did not recelve elaborate treatment until
the seventeenth century when theories regsarding the manner of
inegplretion wvere ﬁevelm@&&.5

The early church fathers had no theories z28 to the
inspiration of the 36?1@%&?%3.6 Augustine did net regerd the
truth of Scripture as bound to the words but belleved the
thought wes the important tﬁing? Hone of the grest reformers
meintaeined & verbsl insplirstion of the ﬁcriyﬁures.g These
- reformers, however, spoke in the strongest terms of the

divinlty, credibility, end infellibility of the sacred

H John H'Clintock znd James Strong, "Inspirstion,®
Cyeclopedis of Biblical, Theoclopicel, snd Leclesiastlicsl
Litersture, iV, Ol1%.

6 Ibid., p. 61k,
7 Inid., p. 615,
% Loc. cit.

T em——
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writings. The most influentisl men, in their utterances on
the inssiration of Seripture, treated 1t very simply.

Would Foster, if pressed, nave spoken in strong
langusge of the divinity, credibllity, esnd Infeilibility of
the Serlotures? There 1s no clue in the Prolegomens that he
would héve done so. In regesrd to the truthfulness of the
Zible Foster wrote!

To ite truthfulnees 1% 1s not necessary that 1t should
ve 1lnspired in every part, unless it can be shown that it
azsumes thsot 1t ie so ineplred, or necesserily implies 1t.
This cannot ve shown, nor 1ls 1t in any way important to
be sssumed; while, on many accounts, and for truth's sake
especislly, 1t may be importznt that 1t shculd not be
agsumed,

The strongest polnt of empheelis, to Foster, wese the
truthfulnese of Scripture. It mey heve bDeen ergued that since
no humsn mind unsided by bivine influence could be one hundred
percent scourste in 1ts ststements, sntire truthfulness
implies Divine influence snd conseguently the entirs Bible is
divinely lnepired. If tnle was the srgument of Foster he
peve no indication of 1it.

The evaluation of Foster'es contribution to the doctrine
of entire ssznctification le largely based upon Hiley's regard
for Foster's Christisn Purity. #Hiley mede few references %o
the writinges of Foster, However, in hils trestment of the

doctrine of entire sanctificstlion, he uceed Foster's Lhristisn

Purity es & basie work., Hiley regsrded Foster's emphssis upon

g Foster, Prolegomens, p. 279.
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the problem of the remaining sin after regenerstlon to be
pertinent. Fostser and Hiley f@uagb@iffer@nﬁ solutions to
thie problem. It has been the Judgment of this study that
Hiley'e solutlon to the problem was prefersble to that of
Foeter. TFoster's presentation of the subject wes true to the
Weeleyan tradition throughout. It clesrly presented the
cerdinel points of the doectrine of entire sanctificstion! an
insgtentaneocus work of grace subsequent to the work of

regenerstion; obtasinable by faith; the hesrt made perfect in

love.

Lvelustion of Miley's contribution. Hiley saw two

thinge that remsined undone in Wesleyan-Arminien theology.
He saw the need of clerifying both its snthropology =nd 1ts

soteriology. The oroblem of evelusting the contribution of
Hiley lies in the jJudgment of Hiley's work on these two
subjects. Were hie solutions end corrections velld? 1t hae
vesn the conclusion of thils study thet the corrections which
Hdiley mede to Arminien znthropology znd soterioclogy were
valid, HMiley, by removins inherited guilt from snthropology,
has both given & clesrer view of the justice of God and
removed the lzet leg that could uphold the Cglvinistic system.
It hes mede Arminisn snthropology thoroughly consistent with
iteelf. His trestment of soteriology has exalted the
conception of the stonement. There is, in his treatment, no
celculue of suffering whereby Christ's sufferinge pay in full

the price of sufferinge which elect men otherwise would have
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endured, thus releasing them forever from condemnation. From
the hand of Mdiley the atonement emerged free from the last
vestige of pensl substitution. Christ in love suffered in
men's place. 1In ﬁo sense did He become gullty in taking
men's place. This utterly repugnant notion that Christ
actually became ein in order to atone for sin wes refuted by
miley.lo With the removal of penal substitution and the
imputation of man's guilt on Chricet the props of the Celvinist
system are removed. Miley's anthropology and soteriology
gave the strongest argument from the Arminlien side wnhich had
been presented in opposition to the Calvinist system.

b}

Yiley aspired to clarify the work of Yatson whom he
regerded as the top systematic theologian in the tradition.
He realized thsast the one who could clarify and correct Watson
would meke & resl contribution to Wesleyan theology. It has
been the conclusion of thie study thet Miley dld clarify and

correct the work of Watson and therefore made a real

contribution tec Wesleyan theology.

II. CONCLUSION

The resl purpose of thls study has been to Jellneate
the mein current of Yesleysn-Arminian theology. The best
method of accomplishing this objective seemed to be to 1limit

the study to the most influentisl works in the movement. It

10 Miley, op. cit., pp. 187=-88.
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maey have seemed thet the selection was an arbiltrary one.
However there were only & few cholces possible. No one would
seriously question the place of influence which theological
schools like Boston University or Drew Theologlesl Seminary
have had in the VYWesleysn movement. It wes the chalr of
theolopgy 2t Drew which led in the argument against the Calvinism
of Charles Hodge. Time has ceused the influence of both
Foster and Miley, at Drew, to loom large. The theology of
silley hes not yet been transcended. The theclogisn who makes
a real contribution to the YWesleyan tradition must do so.

It hes been the purpose of this study to compere
Foster and Hiley with Wesley, Watson, and FPope. In comparing
#iley's trestment of snthropology end sotericlogy with the
treatment given these subjects by Wesley, Wastson, snd Pope,
1t was dlecovered that Hiley had aslready, in the development
of these toplce, made copious references and compsarisons,
slong with nany quotstions, to the three nsmed theologlians.
What was vitelly pertinent in the writings of the three men
hie had slready aporopristed to his study. Thus the comparisons
were before the eyes in studylng Hiley. The same situastion
woe encountered in studying both Hiley snd Fostsr un the
subject of entire sanctificstion. This hss consideradly
lessened the impressiveness of the study as few guotstions
have thus besn made from the writings of the Britlsh

1

theologisnse, However, it has fezcillitated the study.
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In the matter of the philosophlcal basis to theology,
ocnce the subject hes been thoroughly worked there is no room
for edvencement in thet line. It i1e impossible to expand a -
basic metephysics. On that subject, thoroughness end clarity }
are the only objectlives. There are aleo doctrines, such as
the doctrine of the Trinisy, Christology, and the relation of
reason to reveleztion, which have reached & settled conclusion
among evengellcsl theologians. It was the purpose of thils

stuay to determine if more subjects could not be added to the

gtore of those bezring the stemp of settled agreement, among
at least the Arminlen theologisns. In determining the progress
made by & theologlicel treadition settled agreement 1s the chief
concern. In determining the progress made by the VWesleyan
tradition, the thorough-going work of Foster in the
philosophical basis to theology should be added. The work of
Miley in enthropology and soteriology should zlso be added to
this fund of settled doctrines. To back down from the
conclusions presented by these two men on the above named
subjects would mean retrogression. -

It is as necessary to remaln loyal to & doctrine once
conclusiveiy estebliched &8s 1t 18 to further develgp hitherto
.neglected doctrines. In galning new ground it 1is imperative
to be watchful that nc old ground is lost.

It ie the concluslon of this study that the Vesleyan

theologlans in America have advanced and enriched their
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tradition., Thelr wost influentlsl exponents hseve remained
loyasl to the old tradition. An apostzey common to 211 the
great Protestant denominstions has, in recent ysszrs, been a
reason for the retsrded development of theology in the line
of true progress. Thie defelction hes, in pert, motivated
tnis study wnlceh has sttempted to find the basic plllers upon

vhich & scund philosophy end & sound theology rest.
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