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CRIGINAL SII IN ARMINIAN THEOLOGY AID ITS ANTITHESES

Chapter one.

I. Arnminionism i1s the very antithesis of Calvinism. :
Ae Vie note the following stages in their controversy. |
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Arminius defends supralapserianisme

In preparation for the defense, his studies led him
to challenge Calvinism's "sovereignty of God" dogma.
Text he challenges Oalvin's double election dootrine.
Before the controversy ended, Arminifus died.

Be The followers of Arminius, known as the Remonstrants,
carry on the atruggle. .
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They take their stand at the Synod of Dort and present
their Five Articles of Remonstrance.

The views of the Remomstrants led them to a denial of
total depravitys

To understand this wve must first consider the simi-
larity between Calvin's and Amminins' views on
originel sin and then how their difference concerning
the dootrine of election led to opposing views on
origincl sin.

- as Calyin's view really weskens origincl sin,.

be This i1s evidenced in his supralapsarianism.

ce His view of original sin is not nearly &8 thorough-going
as that of Lutheranism.

de This is mlso evidenced in Calvin's teaching on
infant baptism.

€e The main difference between Calvin and fAirminius
concerns the doctrine of election.

The Remonstrants were finally expelled by the Synod of

Dorte.

ilready at the end of the Synod it became evident that

the Remonstrants leamnsd toward free will.

The Remonstrants views on origfnal sin vere develored

by later Arminians.

C. Ain evaluation of Amminianism's dogma of free will.
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It is anti=Soriptural cnd a.nti-Luthera.n.
It clashes with Calvinism's view. \
1t is sinilar to Felagianism, Romanism, and Zwinglianism.
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Ohapter two.

IiI.

ii

The revival of Arminieniem in Methodist theology.

A.

In England Arminieniem made little headway until

the age of Wesley.

Wesley sought and preached perfectioniem.

Hie concept of depravity andfree will is related to

perfactionism,

l. It is opposed to Jalviniam.

2. It is related to Arminianism.

5. It led him to teach social righteousness which means
that the individusl cen become perfeot, and that
there is no total depravity.

a, His teaching was very popular with the masses
b. Today, however, the teaching leads to populer
indifference. ;i

Ohapter threa.

I1I.

The Arminian dootrine of original ein in contemporary
theolozy.

A.

Be

Q.
D.

Hethodism played a leading role in America's religious

development.

Methodiem is dominant in the new social awakening.

l. 1Its eocial oreed is similar to the social gospel
of Liberaliem.

2. Thero is also a similarity between Methodism's and
Liberaliem'!s concepts of fres will.

%» Methodism and Liberalism are both based on ration-
alistic enthusiasm.

4. There ie a total deniol of original ein in the
modernistic element of the Methodist Church.

Methodist schismatiocs organized various perfectionist

bodies.

The view of the Holiness Bodies on original sin is

similar to that of Methodism,

The effects of such doctrine are evil. The history

of the development of such & view exhibits man'se

depraved nature struggling against the holiness of

his Oreator.




ORIGINAL SIN IN ARMINIAN THEOLOGY AND ITS ANTITHESES

The followers of Calvin are divided into two schools concerning
the dootrine of double election. One portion of the camp teaches
rigid supralepsurianism, and the other holds to'Lnrralapanrinniam.
The supralepssriana view the decree of reprobation as prior to the
decree of the foll of Adam, while their opponents think of it after
the fall. The divine decrees are arranged logicully as followss God
decreed first, to glorify Himeelf by man's sslvation end reprobation;
secondly, to‘crente man; thirdly, to permit the fall; and fourthly,
to send Christ. The infralapsarians teach that God's decree of
reprobation must follow the deoree to permit the fall. The sequence
of decreces then is that God decreed first, to oreate mon in holinessj
secondly, to peruit the fall; thirdly, to save the eleot; and fourth-
ly, to pass by the others.

At the beginning of the seventeenth sentury a controversy

- osourring between the proponents of these two groups come about in

the following manner. A very learned layman by the name of Koorn-
hert despite eccclesiastical censure began to invéizh successfully
against the supralapsorisniem which prevailed at that time in Holland,
hie native land. He oven converted two pastors, who had intentionally

been sent to argue him into submission. The ecclesiaatical author-
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ities then oalled in Jacob Arminius 1.to refute the liberal doatrine
of the infralapsarians, but the outcome was of such & neture thot Arm-
iniue ohanged his view about double election entirely, while in prep-
aration for the refutation. Thie unexpected change gave birth to
the Arminian doatrine of original ein.

The study of this dootrine of original sin in Arminian theology
and its antitheses sholl be our theme, since it is benefioial for
understanding the religious thinking of modern man.

Before entering upon the Arminian--Calvinistic controversy which
ensued as soon as Arminius' views become known, let us briefly study
the background and review calvln'arprinoiple of divine sovereignty.
Oalvin put the doetrine of divine sovereignty into the very heart
and centor of his system. From this principle flows his entire theo-
logical system. When he speaks of absolute predestination, he views
it as extending over all men and ignores both sin and the redeﬁption,
and the purpoaec of God in deoreeing such an absolute predestinstion
ie His own self-glorification. Soripture becomes a code to be followed

in detail to the grester glory of God., In view of this the Bible is a

l. Jacob Arminius was born in Qudewater, South Hollond in 1560.
He is olso known in history under the names of James Hermansen and
Jakob Hermanss, but ie usually cslled Jacob Arminius. His father, a
cutler by trade, died when Jacob was an infant. Though he had much
miefortune in his early youth, such as the burning of his home and the
wurder of his nearest relatives by Spenish soldiere, yet friends came
to his relief and helped him to obtain an education. ke studied six
yecrs at Leyden University. At the age of tweaty-two the iferghant's
Guild of Amsterdem sent him to Geneva to imbibe Calvinism st the
feet of the great Beza. In 1586 he- triaveled to Italy and received a
bad reputation, being charged with kissing the Pope's toe and also
of corresponding with Bellarmin. The megietrates of Austerdam called
him to account, but they found him orthodox. ;




final norm for men's actions in the ficlda of common and apescisl grace
and passages speaking of original sin and its consequences must be
vicwed in the light of the divino sovereignty principle. In the
final annlysis Calvin malkeca the sovereignty of Cod the couse of man's
salvation oo well as of his reprobetion, holding thet the will of Cod
"is the couse of everything that exlats."?

Vhile Arminius was investigating Calvin's doctrine of double
election for the purpose of dealing with roormhert amd his adherents,
he become more ond more convinced that the "horrible dootrine” of
Celvin's double eloction was repugnont to 21l the instinets of his
goul., e modified his views more and more, =nd when they hec~me known,
he incurred the opposition of both the supra- and the infralapserions.
lowever, he did succeed in getting the professorshin of theology at
Leyden University ond here his faculty colleague, ¢omerus, bscome the
leader of Arminius' opponenta.

Trouble began on Feba. 7, 1609,vhen Arminivs while lecturing on
predestination deperted from double election. 3. ife Cline gives the
subatance of Arminius' views on predestination in these words:

"that God decreed the redemption in Christ, to save all

vho repont and believe, to provide sufficient means for

rcpentance and faith, and on the basis of the divine

foraeknowledge God deoreed to save and demn certaln

particular persons, taking into account their reception
or rejection of the gospel."

¥aurice FNansen sums up Arminius' vicw on election this way:

2. Institutes, III 23, 2
3¢ 5. H. CLine;' "Oalvinism and Arminianiesm Compared,"” The

Review and Ixpositor, p. 171 Vole 39




"God being a righteous judge ond kind father, had from
the bezinning made s distinoction between the individuels
of the fallen race, asccording to which he would remit
the sins of those who chould give them up and put their
trust in Christ, and would bestow upon them eternal life;
also that it is agreeable to God thot all men be con=
verted and hoving come to the knowledge,of the truth,
remain therein; but He compels no one,*4

Thls theory of eleotion attacks the divine sovereignty dootrine,
because it mokes salvation and reprobation depend upon the foreknow-
ledge of God, as to whether He foresees man rejecting or accepting
the offered grace. This teaching prepared the way for the dootrine
of free will and the denial of total depravity, as we shall see.
Gomarus, the supralapsarian, soon accused Arminius of heresy. As
the iseue became orystalized a controversy arose, and it raged on even
after the death of Arminius, which ocourred in 1609, the seme year in
which the controversy began. However, before his death Arminius made
his defense in person before the Council of Leyden. He denied that he
taught anything sgainst their catechism, and then sent a request to
the government to ceall a national synod. A conference between Armin-
ius oand Gomarus was held before the étaten, but Arminius died of tuber-~
oulosis before it ended; however, his disciples Uytanho&art and Siqon
Eplecopius continued to set forth his principles. In 1610 they sent
a treatise to the States of Hollund setting forth a dootrine according
to which election originates ‘'in a foreseen faith. In summarizing
their views in opposition to Calvin's five artiocles, viz., total
depravity, unconditional eleotion, limited atonement, irresistible
grace, and perseverance of saints, they taught a conditional election,

@& universsl atonement, an inability of men to exercise saving faith,

4, The Reformed Church in the Netherlands, p. 128.




or do anything sood without regeoneration, a grnce that is nceded, but
not irresistible, and that perseverance of nll believers is doubtful.
This treatice 1o knowm ns the £ivo articles of remonstrance, 2nd thoir
edhorents are callod Remonstrants., ILnter on the followers of this
theology were colled Arminionse

After contimal futile attempts at reconciliation between the
Reformed Church and the Remonstrants, the Synod of Dort was ezlled.
The Reformod representatives reiterated Calvin®s five doctrines while
the Remonsirants hold to their five articles, Some of them even went
furthor, and in opposing total depravity held that all men ere taken
into the sotote of reeonciliation and ere exempt from the comdemnation
of originel sin. iAgeinst irresistible grece they contended that if
only come shared in the remission of sin, and had opportunity for
palvation, rother than others, it was becansc thoy applied by their
free will the gzroco which wan offered impartially, and not by virtue
of e special zift of mercy operating effectually,

As the convention of the synod of Dort progressed, it become
mere evident that the Remonstrants were in direct oprosition to the
doctrines of the Reformed Churche The Calvinism of the Reformed
Church recemphosized the sovereignty of God, while the Remonstronts
put men ond his free will in the center of their systeme In order to
prevent this view from gaining the ascendancy the Synod (-)f Dort in
1619 condemned the Remonstrants as heretics, and they were banished
from the country. The ban was quite effective for a vhile, and the
views of Arminius end his followers dld not make any serious inroads

into Calviniam®'s territory until the age of John Wesleye.

TN ST




In chollenging the Calvinistic principle of God's sovereignty,
Arminiue and his followers reamlly attacked the dootrine of total
depravity, The Arminians sew that double election does not make oll
meén equally cuilty before God and eventually weckens the responsibility
for original sin, thereby making God the cmuse of evil. Thoy coked why
Cod could save some and not others. Uhy is 4t that though all are
depraved, nll arc not équally guilty before Cod? I£f the causc for man's
depraved nature is original pin, then 2ll ought to be damned, but
Calvin's divine sovercignty overruled, and by a fiat of God some among
the earth's inhabitants are seleated for grace, thereby putting aside
Justice and casting out the need of atanement by Christ for all people.
Since God decreed His selvation in a universeslly guilty race, an
atoncment is not ahsolutely neceosary even for the elect.

The Arminians saw too that Calvin's dooirines of total depravity,
unconditional election, umﬂed atonement, irresistidle grace, and
persoverance in faith wes an attempt to et away from such an imper=
sonal thing os 2 mere fiat of God's power. Thoy desired to answer
the question why some are saved and not others by substituting the
direct opposite of each of these five Calvinistic dootrines taucht
by the Reformed Church in the Netherlands.

In opposing the f£ive doctrines of Calvinism, the Arminiens 4id
not take 2 Soriptural stand. TheYsubstituted reason for Soripture.

Ve are especially interested in their vicws on original sin in connec-
tion with their denial of total depravity and their teaching of free
will.




Though Calvinism teaches a total d_epravity. yet when the Arminians
denied this doctrine the departure wac not as great as it might at
firet appear. Calvin's doctrine of original sin is really not as thorougn-
going . as that of Luthoranism. The Lutheran Confessions show from
Soripture what the nature and force of original sin is. The Formula
of Concord has this definition of original sin;

"Original sin is not & slight but so deep a corruption of

human nature that nothing healthy or uncorrupt has remained

in man's body or soul, in his inner or outward powers."5
Dr. Little in discussing the dootrine in the Lutheran Confessions
writes the following:

"It 1o the horrible, drecdful hereditary melady corrupting

the entire nature, & spiritual leprosy thoroughly and

utterly infesting man and corrupting him before CGod

making all men by nature children of wrath and subject

to death and eternal damnation."6
Though Calvin also tought such a depravity, yet he had no renl concep=—
tion of God's justice in relation to original sin. ¥ith his doctrine
of limited atonement, he taught that Christ died odly for the clect.
Christ®s merit satisfied God's juatice for the pinful state of the
elect, but what of the non-elesct? Was it just for God to decree
salvation only for the elact? To this writer it appears that Calvin
made God the cause of evil in his system of saving some and not
damning ell men.

"Galvin argued thut if God determines everything in the world,

then imperfection and evil=doing and the finnl damnntion

of the wicked must be in accord with the divine will,"?

For him the condemned in hell were privileged in that they were there

for God's self=glorification. He himself acknowledged the decrec of

s' "'EE‘_'?'U’%"‘{"" :ﬂmiexi ag.,- 140
« Lutheran Confession: 010 Pe .

7. Theo. Engelder end others,; Yopular Spuboliosy ,Pe; 28e i ALl
TUNGORDIA SUMINARY
9%, LGURS, 149




reprobation ns horrible, but ctill he maintained it.® Calviniots fafl
to approcinte the totrl demning effects of hereditary cullt by allowing
soma, the elect, to escape the Just consequences through the divina
sovercignty prineciple, for they admit thot Christ's atonement was not
aboolutely neceosary,

“Calvin says that God loved us by an cot of fiis Ysovereign

grace' and could therefore as the soveroign lord of the

m;f:ge forgive man his sins even though Christ had not
They apperently do not oee the force of such passages 1like Zome 5, 18;
"By the offense of ons, Jjudgment came upon all men to condemnation™ in
connection with pnssages 1like !se. 51, 63 "I was shayen in iniguity
end in sin did my mother conceive me." Hereditery oin is greetcr then
human comprehension end its greatness can only be understood by the
revelation of Scoripture, which teaches thet Cod wants all men to be
saved and does not forcordain anyone to hell.

Thus in denying tho toial depravity of Calviniam the irminians
deperted otill more from Seripture, because Calvinism had already
wenkened Seripture's teaching concerning hereditary corruption and
guilt. Feorvorted remson, thereford, muot either charge Cod with being
the cause of original sin or it must deny the reality of originsl
gins Calvinism does the former and Arminianiem the latter; as we
shall see.

Calvinism with 1tes supralopsarisnism makes God the cause of evil.

However Seripture points out that the causa remota for sin is Satan,

GPe II Core 11, 3: "as the serpent begullod Iveees;™ and the immediate

iﬁn _02. 16{15-. ?II. 23, ?.u
9, Te E. layer, ‘merican Churches=-=3elicfs and Iractises, p. 28.




cause is with the first parente thomnelveu._op. Rome 5, 123 " As by

one uman ein entered into the world." Article nineteen of the Augsburg
Oonfescion points out that God is not the cucuse of sin, but the will

of the wicked is the csuse. Since God oreates ond preserves sinful
hunsn nature, does He oreate and preserve sin?t Sin snd human nature
must not be identified. It does not necessarily follow that, since God
Preaserves the person in a einful statej ergo, He wille or preserves _lin.
A disease with which one's body is afflicted is not identified with the
person. Article nineteen of the Augsburg Confession puts the causo

and source of sin es "the will of the wicked, that is, .of the devil

and ungodly men." The devil tempted mon and he fell into sin. It is

& mystery to us how the devil conceived sin in himeeli, when he wos per=-
feotly holy, but Seripture nowhere makes God the author of sin,

However, for Oalvin a fiat of God's will saves just some members of
the guilty race. Divine sovereignty overrules Divine justlce. Hence,
his view of total depravity does not appear to be very thorough-going
in rclation to God's justioce. Apparently he did not view passages like
" Pee 5, 43 "Thou art not a God that hath plemsure in wickedness,"” Deut.
32, 43 "A God of truth and without iniquity, just and right is he, "
and I John 1, 5¢ "... that God is light, and in him is no darkness at
all," in connection with his dootrine of Divine Decrees.

On the other hend, the Lutheran Biblical teaching stresses the
Damnability of original sin. Because of the matural total depravity
all men are subject to God's wrath and liable to eternal punishment.

Only a Sevior who fulfills all the demands of God's justice for every
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condenmned sinnor io sntisfectory to o Just cods This means that =211
hereditory guilt must be paid for,1¥ God is to remain just,and if all
men are to be responsible 4o !im. It 1o significant that in the iluth-
eran Confessions the phrose is used "the fall of .dam™ when original
sin is spoken of« The term "fall of 4ve," or "fall of our first par=
ents" ia not used, even though Lve was really the first to fall into
sins fThe human roce is a unit and Adan is its source. op. Acts 17, 26:
God "hath made of one blood all nutions of menes."” The human race
stood and fell with Adam, Christ ie the only exception =9 e said,
John 14, 50: "The prince of this world cometh and hath nothing in me.”
The fact that Calvin weekens the Soriptural teaching of originzl
oin is revealed in his dogme of infant baptieme Calvinism teaches
that the infant of a believer, one of the eleect, receives the roly
Spirit through = covenant relationshiy between God and #is people.

Thus the infant obtnins a covenant relationship through its descent

from a believer in covenant with Cod, and not througzh baptism as a
merns of grace. Baptism is only necessary becsuse Christ commanded
it, and not becruse it conveys grace. Tinbaptized children therefore,
are not deprived of grace, since regenceration is determinecd by clection.
The Westminster Confession hos this to say:
"aAlthough 1t be a great sin to condemn or negleot this
ordinance, yet grace and selvation are not so insep-
arsbly ennexed vanto it, »s that no person can be X
regenerated or saved without it, or that all that are
boptized are undoubtedly regenersted."lO
Vhen Calvin was eccused of teaching damnation of the infants of the

non=elect he is cuoted as saying:

~10. 16, Gs .
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"I everywhere teach that no one can be Justly condemned
and perish except on acoount of actual ein; and Lo say that the
countless mortals taken from life while yet infants are pre=-
oipitatod from their mother's orms into eternal death is a
blaspheny to be universally detested."ll
Here he teaches that only actual sin condemns. An infant, depraved, can
not be damned, excapt for actual sin, Baptism 1a only a seal of God's
grace to the alect and not the removel of horeditary guilt of all
people.
Thus we readily see thut a rejeation of baptism as a mesns of
grace aclually enteils a denial of original sin in its true nature. 'hen
Calvin speaks of total depravity, he seems to move in Soriptural termin-
ology. However, in reslity he woakens the conoept of original sin in
teaching thie, that, when God decreed Adam's fall and total depravity
resulted, God had already descreed the salvetion of some of the depraved
infantes and the demnation of others. Furthermore, what he taught c-
bout converesion is in accord with Seripture that man ocannot aooperate
in hic own conversion beccuse of originnl ain, but he vitiates this
doctrino by saying thot God hae decreed to ssve some and damn others
for His self-glorification, and thus JGod's abeolute will overrules
Justige.
Ao we have noted, the Remonstrants uiahed. to place the respon-
8ibility upon msn for sin, end they also reasoned that man has a
free will to help remove the existing enmity with God. In their

reaction egeinst Calvinism they denied total depravity in its

11. A, H. Strong. w Th'e:.‘n. Pe “’.
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entirety. !iarlier Sozzini hed denicd the .ugustinian doetrine of
orizinal sin.t? Wie doctrine, Socinicnism, views mon na naturally
mortal and as a free moral agent, and immortality is offored to this
freo moral ngent ns a rouard of obedience %o God. Arminianism now
becomes a vin modia between Socinianism and Calvinisme %Though
Calvinisn adopts totel depravity, the doctrine of the govereisnty of
God plays in with the penalty of sins, visze., that the penslties depend
upon the Divine Will, and may bo remitted at plensure. Chrint is a
Savior mercly becruse le makem forgiveness lmown to ithe clect.
arminius wished to get eway from an election to condemnation; for

hin Jesus was the Savior of the whole world. Aminius hingel? did not
teach « cooperation of men's free will in conversion, as his followsrs
did, but hie mnin concern was to remove Calvin's double elcotion.

The main difference hetweea Calvin's and .miniue® vicws of
election is this. COolvin bosed divinme foreknowledge on divine decrees,
and Arminius reversed the order, basing decrees on divine forelknow~
ledze. For (nlvin the sovereign will of Cod is the caouse of nll that
exists or occurs. UNe held that God deoreed the fall of Adam and the
ruin of his posterity "by the determination of ¥is own will."13
Arminius® wanted to mnke election to salvation dependent upon the
faith of the believer =nd the eleastion to condemnation upon the

~12s Gocinlaniom is the body of doctrine held by an entitrinitarion
sect derived from Telio Somzini (1562) and his nephew Fausto Sossini
(1604)« To Fansto the sect owes its individuality. The society met
‘with persecution and lelio fled to Poland, It held meetings at Crocow.
His nephew in time drew up the "ecatechionm of Racow" in which their

tenets are steted, They deny the doctrine of totol depravity.
13- Se He Cline; . 9-1_'_- gﬂ-, Pe 167..
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unbelief of the sinner. Jod foresaw this felth or unbelief and than
¢lected. This position 1o given in his "Private Disputations,”

", sspradeatination is the decrec of the pood plessure of
tiod, in Christ, by which he determined within Fimself,
fron 11 etornity, to justify beliovers, to zdopt them,
and to endow them with eternzl 1life, *to the praise of the
Glory of lis grnce,' and even for the declaration of ¥is
Jjustice."14 "This predestination is evangelical, and,
thorofore perecmptory and irrevocable; end, as the gospel
iz purely graciouns, this predestination is also gracious,
according to the benevolent inclinntion of God in Christ.
But that grace exeludes every cruse vhich can possibly
be imagined to be capable of havipg procecded from man,
and by which Cod may be moved to make thio decrce."1®
"But as this decree of predestination is according to
election, which necessarily includes reprobetion, we
must likewise ndvert to ite. /.8 opposed to election,
therefore, we define reprobation to be the decree of
GCod's anger, or of his pevere will, by which, from =1l
cternity, he determined to condemn to eternnl deoath

all unbelievers and impenitont persons, for the
dacloration of his power ond angers yet, so that un-
belicvers ore visited with this punishment, not only

on account of their unbelief, but likewise on account

of other sins from which they mi%ht hevo been deli-
vored through feith in Ohriste"l

Though /rminine and tho early Remoanstronts differed with Calvin
on election they did not teach that man hes a free will fo cooperate
in his conversion. Concerning frec will Arminius wrote,’

"In his primitive state, man was able to perform the
true good, but only by divine graces 3ut in his
fallen stote, mzn is not capedble, of and by himself,
to think, will, or do the truly good; for this he
must be regencrnted and renewed, ~nd then is capeble
of good, but not without the continuel aids of
divinoe grece."i?

A year after Arminius' death tho Remomstrants adopted their creed of
five articles which show thoir views in opposition to Calvinta five
dootrines. Article three specks of man's inability to do food by

natures

id, 10s AL S60s II guoted in Ibide, pp. 171-172,

16, Sec. III quoted by Ibide, Pp. 172=1736

16, Sec. VII quoted by Tbide, Pps 172=173. ‘

17. :rivate Disputations, 5ac. II, 3, quoted in Ibide, Pe 172,
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"esemzn hne not saving grace of himeelf, nor of the

enorgy of his frec will, innomuch ns he, in the state

of zpostasy 2nd oin, can of and by himself neither

think, will nor do anything that is truly good, Imt

that 1% is needful that he be born ezain of God in

Chrigst, through his Holy Spirit, =nd rencwed in under-

standing, inclination, or will, and all his powers,

in order that he may rightly understend, think, will,

end offect what is truly goode.."18
Thus ‘rminius and the early Remonastrants did not fully attem:t ¢o
anawver the “cur alii q_ucntion.” vhy some are saved and others not,
but, since they werc diemetrically opposed to the Calvinistic system,
they wore condemncd by the Synod of Dort.

A% the Synod of Tort the Remonstrants had no vote, and they wers
not considered as delegates. It was not s conference at 2ll, but the
Jynad acted as a judge, and after the fifty-seventh mession, Jan. 14, 1619,
the Remonstrants were expelled from the Synod with violent concluding
remarks by its president, Bogerman. lLater a leader of the Hemonstrants,
Episcopius, prepared & "Confession of Faith™ and also an epology. Then
in 1644 an "Arminian Catechiem" appeared. :/fter 1630 the Remonstrants
were no longer a proscribed sect in the Netherlands, but they never
formed a distinct church or denomination.l?

As time wont on the theological thinking of the Remomstrants was
modified. Already at the Synod of Dort the Remonstrants held %o the
teaching of man's free will, and wezkened tha dootrine of original sin
still further by defending the following tenct in reference to Christ's
decths They held that the purpose of Christ's death wns that Jjesus
might obtain the right to enter into a covenant with men and also to
obtain the power to act smew in men's hearts. %his now covenant of

18, P. Sohaf:, Creeds of Chriatendom, pe 547

19, Their position on iree will in relation to the purpose of

Christ's decth is essentially the seme in later Arminian Baptist
Churches and in the liethodist Church.
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grace and the application for sanctifying powor can be spplicd for by
G.
man's free will. %he historian/Brand presents their view on original

#in as followa:

"Original sin of itself does not suffice for tha condemna=-
tion of the entire race. Good habite and virtues had no
Place in the will of man when he wos first creatod; hence
they could not be separated from it in the fall. In man's
gpiritual death spiritunl gifts are not separated from his
wille Thot will was ncver gorrupted in itself, but only
impeded by the darkness of the mind and the irregularity
of the affections. When the mind has been enlightened
and the heart fived, the will may be able to exert the
frec power implanted in it. Unregensratc man is not
totally dead in sins, but san hunger and thirst after
righteousness and offer the sacrifices of a broken heart.
Corrupt mon can so employ the light of naturo, and the
glfts within him which have survived the fall, that he
can cbitaln greatsr gracee God therefore gives to all
sufiieiently and efficaciously the necessary means %o

the revelation of Christe Faith is not a gift infused

by Cod, but only an act of man. The grace by which o

men is converted is only a gentle suasion... 5od does

not effectunlly help the will of man before the will of
nan moves and determincs 1toelf:"

This vicw certainly does depart quite far from what irminius had
advocuted, and some muthorities claim that much which is contributed
to the neme of frminius todny hes no basis in reference io a denial
of totnl depravity and a promulgation of free will,

"Much that goes under his neme today 1o gfﬂ less toward

Arminius than it does toward Pelagius.” "Had thcse

two great systems of theological thought becn left as

their great original authors penncd them there would

have been little ground for controversy.":
Yot the denial of Calvin's decrees must ultimately lead to a departure

from his famous five doctriness Arminius denied uncondi tionzl election,

~20s lourice Hansen, Op. Cit., pp. 149=-180.
2l. Selie Clineg;. Ops C1%:, Do 173
22 LOB. 01‘0

Ed: &
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and though he did not teach free will, his followers did a decade after
his death. After Arminius' disciples had passed from the scene two
other men made their entrance, vis., Limborch and Grotiuss

Limboreh taught that the image of Cod in which Adam was coreated
consisted in the power and dominion which God gave him over His
creatures. He rejected the teaching that the body of Adam was ori-
¢inally immortel. INe wiltes concerming the fall of Adam in his \\

"
Theologie Christiana:; "Adam d4d not bring upon hirself the inability | / i I

to perform in the future whet is good."23 In the seme work he taught

thet free will cen cooperate in conversion, since groce is not the

sole couse.”2 Me also taught that good works are necessary for

salvation. Thus for him Christ was an example and not & substitute

to fulfill the Lew in man's stead, since original sin is not sin in

the strict sense of the word, does not make one subject to God's

wrath, and is only a tendency to commit actual sins; and besides this,

since man hos o free will he fulfills part of the law himself. In

ilra.wing up these teachings Limborch systematized Arminian theology.
Another Arminien, Fugo Grotius, held that man was mortal but

created for Iimmortality. Since man retains his free will to work 5

out his own salvation in cooperation with the Holy Spirit, original ..

sin only mars the nature of Adam's descendants end so man can forsake |

sin, Christ's death therefors, serves only as an example showing :

God's clemency and severity thereby inspiring men to forsake 8in.26

28« 111, 2+2Ds quoted in Th. Engelder and others, Popular

SEbonca. P« 230.
bidn. Pe 230,

25. Rs S. Franks, A Hhtoq of the Doctrine of the “ork o Christ,
Ps 36 ££,, Vol. I,
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Cne can resdily cee how such theology loads to the orsssest
modernism. Gnce the damnability of original sin is denied, s grodual
trend beging, which finnlly doos awey with all sin, and this is
oxactly the cuce with modern Avminians, as we shall sec lator.

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

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

" 26e .CDe Do 8 T%s




18

fear and love of Uod with which man wns oro:teds cp. MNatte 15, 19;
"0ut of the heart proceed evil thoughtSe.s” ope Jors 17, 19 "The
heart is deceitiul above nll things and desperatoly wicked.ss"
Tutheran theology views original sin from the Godward side, os
something morally damning, and the guilt cen only be removed by
divine action. an's will is in constant agreement with Satan and his
evil will. cp. John 8, 44: 'ye avre of your father tho devil, and the
lustis of your father will ye dos" This aloo is the teachins of the
Imtheran Confessiong,

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

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

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

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

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

sound judgnont.?

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

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

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

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

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

will of the unregencrate man are utterly nnable, by their

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

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

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

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

there is not the least sparl: of spiritual power remaining

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

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

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

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

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

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

s« AT e ®




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

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

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

doterminetion, to bo altogether inadequate to the purpose

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

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

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

techniseliy celled actusl oin, becouss ito view of the

Will w=s not profound enough."

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

fallen mone This reaches back to the synergistic principle, facultao

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

Calvinists conld refute Arminian objections to the doctrines of total

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

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

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

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




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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

There is & mnrked similarity between Arminianism and the Romen

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

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

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

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

87« 1bid., p. 448,

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

0g much,?1 :

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

manners

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

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

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

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

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

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

figuratively called fault on account of the crime of the

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

much lighter than erime would have merited."d4

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

45- 551 e DPe D e 3

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

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

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

P
-
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CHAPTER IIX

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

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

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

Cat

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

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

Protestants, p. A
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rationalism hné made. Notion:lism hed brought about & drift from the
central srticles of the Christien faith and also permitted its members
wide divergent doctrinal views. Such things as the Divinity of Jesus
had been denied as well as the worth of Christ's atonement. Besides
this the Church became deistic, having a cold, powerless, and impersonsl
conception of God,which removed the Oreator to an infinite distance
from iils creatures. The combination of such liberalism was onc element
in the relizious philosophy of that dayy & philosophy which was trans—
formed into & wny of 1ife far more personal by the time the Arminien,
John ¥esley, finished with ite

"eoley's Arminianism had a wholly difforent root. For him

the universe wns not a wonderful mechanism which hnd been

projected into being by e succession of crentive acts, and

then left to work according to the laws of its structure;

for him God did not live spart from.,screation, reigning

in heights of inaccessible mnjesty. ¥Fe believed that in

God we live and move and have our beings ind yet in the

strength of his own moral 1ife he had a most vivid conscious-

ness fhat he was moranlly free--free to receive or reject

the infinite grace which the living Cod was pressing upon

him; and therefore he wos an Arminian,"2

The other element in the reiis:!.o\ia phnoaéphs of Wesley's age wng
the separating of 1ife and doctrinse. :ﬁmorauty was on the increase,
even smong Churoh people., VWesley's movement protested against the
lexity of urofessed Christians' morals, and its emphasis was on a holy
1ife. Vesley wanted a movement toward reform within the inglican
Church, ané¢ in accomplishing this he put his Aminianism into practise
t0 the minutest detatl, including his conception of originel sin end
free will, We shall briefly study this development in VWesley®s life
and work.

= 2 J. Oairns 5d. Wesleys The lien, Fis Teeching, and Fis Vork. pe 75.
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Ve are not interested in showing & chronolegical develorment in
Vesley's 1ife but rather in showing the influences on his religious
thinking et different periods in his 1ife, since this has more bearing
upon our topic.

Vihen Wesley returned from America, following an unfortuncte
éxperience in Ceorgia, in Febrnary, 1738, he found less and less

satisfaction in the type of 1ife he was leeding,® He gradually
became convinced that his type of re:ligioﬁ was not helping him nor

anyone else. He thought of what the loravian bishop, Spancenb:i-g. had
said to him in Ceorgla, viz., that Christ having died for the sins of
the vhole world was not e.nough for personal assurance of salvation, and
he beccme obsessed with the fear that he was not saved.

Probably the greatest development of YWesloy's inner—soul life
came before the ildersgate experience. INis quest for perfection found
expression in the activities of the Holy Club. Here he and his intimate
friends could search for the right means of attaining holiness by recu-
larity of worship, system in etudy and prayer, and persistence in right
living before the world. They studied and practised religious exzercises
and also oreated situntions leading to smdden illuminations and tried
to develo;: their religious forces by visiting the widows and fatherless
and the poor in the yrisons.4 Vesley's Al;!ersgate experience was most
1ikely the culmination of his spiritusl development, as far as the I

assurance of his personal salvation ifs concerned.

~ 3e He came o work among Indians in Georgia as missionary.
People hated him; they did not like his plety. 1e saw that the Church
could not ect on a frontier as it coted in England, yet he fearad to
give up anything, such as dipping babies in water at boptism, imperiling
them to frontier sickness, for fear he might need to give up everythings

4, T« J« McConnell, John \?eale‘v_, Pe 574
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Before his "conversion" at Aldersgate he had craved scmething
%0 nourish his emotfonnl 1ife. Nis mind had been overworked in aeek=
ing to serve the ideal, and his religlous 1life hnd gone stale. We
looked upon laws as means of grace,® tut after the "conversion" the
focus and emphasis was changed, not from work or system, but from
a slevish gpirit in working. Before the "conversion” his nstursl
tendency for being systenatic was developed to the 1imit in his secarch
for higher spiritusl ettainment.® 7Then this striving after holiness
was directed more Godward than mamward; but after the "conversion"
this netural bend wes directed to his fellowman. .

After the Aldersgate experience on May 24, 1738, he writes that
he felt his heart was strangely warmed; he felt that ke did trust in
Christ zlone and that he was personally saved.’ e now remembered the

words of the Moravian, Peter Boehler, with whom he had had an interview

b. Uesloy's fother was a strict clergyman. KEe insisted on-
obedience in 2ll family l1ife. John's mother was very systematic; she
had to be in a fanily of nineteen. Every mimute of the day hed its
dutys. Already at Chertorhouse school, which he attended from the age
of ten to seventeocn, he was given to self-depreciation in telling of
his spiritual otates. ¥is home training had been much more strict than
that which he received &t school, and that is why ¥esley himself speaks
of a loss of religious experience at school: "I believe until I was
ten years old I had not sinned away that washing of the Holy Ghosts..
having been strictly educated and carefully taught that I could only
be saved by ‘universal obedience,' by keeping all the commandments of
Cod in the meaning of vhich I was diligently instructed."” Quoted in
F. J. licConnell, Op. Cit., P« 26s He had also studied Jeremiah Taylor's
"Holy Living and Foly Dying," along with Thomas a Kempi's "Imitation
of Christ™ and William Law's "Christian Ferfection."

6« At Oxford Vesley was chairman of the debating aooiety. 1t wes
his duty to sum up arguments end point out fallacies. re also liked
languages—--more evidence of an orderly mind, and even prepared a Creek
grammar. He was always reading or writing, systematically putting
matters into pigeonholes of time each day, thus striving for perfection
in everything he dide 3ee F. Js McConnell, Ope Cit., p. 36.

7+« Yo J. McConnell, _2 Gi.'b-. Pe 57.




shortly after his rctum from Georgin. Boehler hed told him to
Gleanse himself of his philosophy and preach faith until he had faith,
and then preach it because he possessed it. He had vioited the Moravians
very often ond they influenced Vesley and Methodism very muchs Their
theology also influenced Wesley's thinking on original sin. The Mora=
vians were Aminians, besides being antinomian. They held that faith
is engendcred when one does not resist the Holy Ghost and is aw=kened
to a sense of misery and reaches for grace. Thus they ascribed to
unconverted man the ability not to resist, thereby reducing total
depravity to a negative position, vis., that man only hes no ability
to save hinself.8 Vesley's visits with the Moravian communities in
Germany and Holland occasioned a new epoch in the history of his
hﬂ:erli.or life,9 Fe learned their dootrine that "after the previous
convulsive feelings, the clearest consciousness of grace before God,
accompanied with o heavenly, inward peace, must suddenly arise in the
aonl;...",m and then after his "conversion™ the desire to »reach
perfection beceme his pession.

Vesley was now sure of his own salvation and wanted to bring it
to others. To do this he could not use the churches because they were
only open one day & week, and as his movement developed the churches
~ 8, 1% 1is not The Scriptural teaching that man is totally dead and

an enemy of God. This is a negative approach to freedom of the will.—=
See Th. Engelder and others, Op. Cit., ps 280.

9. One of the remsons why Wesley couldn't unite with the oravians
was that he held that evangelical perfection which the regensrate
possesses knows no involuntary impulse of semsuality stimnlating to
evil. The Moravians denied this because the old iddam still exists in
the regenerate and the heart is corrupt until death.

10. J. Al Moehler, 91. mo. Pe 441.
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Would not have been big enough to hold his audiences anyway, eo Vesley,
together with s friend, Whitefield,1l prerched to audiences in the
open fields in revivalistic fashion.

Since the revival is highly emotional, 1t needed guidance lest it
Fun wild and die out. Wesley then developed the class method to
direot this pent up spiritual energy in the direction of perfectionism,.
His purpose in this was to develop the higheet type of individual
Christian charncter, and to accomplish this he wanted the olass-group
to render confession and counstl to one another. However, these clanses
were not very successful, since the people in them were of different
backgrounds, and not 1ike the Holy Club whose members were picked 1ife=
long friends, In dealing with his clesses he wished to work righteous-
ness down to the last detail of conduct, and many members whose conduct
did not stend up to his scrutiny had their names stricken from the
1ist when he visited them.

In directing his followers to the perfection of the Christian
ideal, Vesley showed no discrimination in the treatment of sin or
8ins, and confusion resulted as is to be expected when all kinds of
transgressions, trivial in charscter, arc placed inm the same class
with serious violations of the morzl law. FPeople in his classes
viewing this would despair of ever reaching the goal,  and the result was
that the standard had to be lowered to bring it within their reachs

Wesley's own viev on original sin and actual sin in relation to the

Christian who is striving for perfection is difficult to ascertain. His

11. Later Vhitefield split with Vesley. Whitefield remaincd a
Calvinist and Wesley remained an Aminian.
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oWn statements in goneral strees hereditary corruption but not heredi-
tary guilt, as we note from the followings

"eso man in his natural state, unaseisted by the grace of
God, that 'every imagination of the thoughts of his heart
is' still 'evil,' only evil, and that contimually." 12

“ss 80 long as mon remain in their natural blindness of
unﬂerat.anding, they are not sensibdle of their spiritual wants,
and of this in particular.” "We could no more perceive lim
by our natural underatanding, that we ocould see Him with
our eyes. " "... no man has naturally any delight in Geod.
In our natural states we cannot conceive how any one

should delight in Him. We take no pleasure in Him at

all; He is utterly tasteless to us.” "We have by nature,
not only no love, Lut no fear of God."13

Wesley thought of sin in two waysj one, as any falling short of the
divine idesl, which no one oan overcome in this life, and secondly,
@8 a voluntory transgression of a known law of God within a Ohristian's

Power to obey. Only in the latter sense can a Christian be free from

8in. Students of Wesley's life have never been able to harmonize
statements in iesley's sermons and writings about the distinction in-
volved in these two types of sins in reletion to perfectionism, It .
seoms that Wesley never entirely oleared up his own thinking concern-
ing the nature and ecope of sin.l4

In practise Wesley taught that the standard of perfection is
vi.thin.thc reach of the ordinery Christian. Aa?.ually, such an idea
lowers the standard of the Law, and it springs from an inadequate
analysis of the nature of sin. According to him sin is a voluntary
transgression of a known law, snd a substance m.' thing u!:loh may be
rooted out. However, !.u ocould not throw out the doctrine of original
8in entirely in his system of perfectionism . He had to retain the
teaching that corruption or "evil tendenoy" is hereditary, but tried

12. John Wesley, Sermons _og-g_mg; Ogcasions, p. 536.

15. Ihid.’ PPe
14, Re. N. Flew, The Idea of Perfeotion in Ohristisn Theology, p. 327.
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to shude taig down %o ~u. tencency which he said wao not ain; yet the
Yendency was reaily sinful, since it prevented absolute perfsction,
and even orought on contradictory stotements as to instantaneous
delivercnce from €very evil temper on the one hgnd, 1. e, conversion,
&nd & coaselesu meracing on the other.
Though Celvinium's materisl prineiple, divine sovereignty,

differo from lethodism's Christien experience, yet Wesley acoepted

the idoa that man's 11fo was rlenned throughout hy God, so that his

. soncept of freedom ¢id not mean thet man could defy God and wreck

the divine plans by thot defiance without disastrous consequence to

hmsnlfc

"iilesley beliaved in as stern a plan for the universe as
did Calvin. More than that, Wesley went a noticeable
distanco toward Calvinistic predestination. Fe was
hosplitably ineclined to the notion that God could and

Possibly did now end again predestine some souls to
lives of righteousnees."l5 "The difference between

Yesley end Calvin here seems to be that Calvin would
hold that such foreordination was the essence of his

system, while WVesley held it as only occasional and
exce; tion=1 ond on the side of foreordnined goodness."16

liethodism separates from Calvin on the doctrine of free will, =s
Vesley was willing to accept that God moves in a mysterious way nis
wonders to perform, but would not cell God's sending men to eternal
doom without moral fault of their own a mysterious divine decrees To
h:l.m' such decrees cdded nothing to any glory of o God worth worshipping,
and still he was very tolerant to sooiety members with Calvinistic

views, dropping ncmes from the list because of conduct rather than

difference of belief.

1B, T» Ja EGG_SMII. P_D_. Clt., P 143,

16 1Ibide., p. 143,
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Although Yesley wes not given much to argumentation, he did write
and speak ngainst the deninl of human freedom in Calvinism, mostly
because Calvinism is by nature a dootrine of privilege, and double
election did not solve in Vesley's mind why some are saved and others
not, since no one could know for sure in vhich direction he was
elected but could only be "led to indulge a hope,” as a thorough-
€oing Calvinist would say. Vesley put the reason with nen in that
they themselves are free to choose, and this again involves a denial
of total depravity, vhen it is 'brought to the ultimate conclusion.

Yesley insisted that guilt has to do with the will. If sin is
innate, then man is not responsible any more than he iIs to bleme for
Physical deformities with which he is born, but man is responsible
beceuse he has a free will, and can decide for groce, and in that
grace strive for perfesction through Christian experience——by perfec-
tion ke did not mean sinlessness, but freedom from intentional sin.

Fe furthermore believed that the state of rerfection could come
instantancously. "The possibility of receiving this blessing in the
twinkling of =n eye appealed to him most powerfully."l” Yet he never
taught ihat 211 tendency to evil could be removed, or that all inbred
8in, or every taint of corruption vould be taken aways It is even more
rémarikable ihat Le himself never laléd cleim o perfectione

"I% i8 a strenge situztion we confront here~-a nan preach-

ing through half a century an experience as the heart of

the :'ethodist belief and prastice, and yet never =laining

to have received the grace himself. At one time he en-

couraged his Tollowers to dear witness to this blessing,
and at others he urged virtusl silence cbout 1t,"18

T 17 Ibid;, p- 200.

18+ 1Ibid., ps 207.




Vhen he was onco asked whether Christiosn perfection msant the elimins-
tion of all inbred evil, he answered in the ufﬂrmntive., but when the
inquirer then asked if a child, born to parents from whom every trace

of inbred sin had been removed through perfection, was free from inbred
ain, he gave no answvera 1"erha._pa oa,= few cuotations from Wesley himself
will suffice to show that inconsistency did not keep Wesley from teach=
ing original sin on the one hand and entire sanctification or perfection
in the same hreaths He writes:

"fhe highest perfection vhich man can attain while the soul
dwellas in the body does not exclude ignorance snd error and
a thousand othér infirmities,”19 and then thisy "All ex~
berience, as well as Soripture, shows this salvation to be
both instantancous and graduale It begins the moment we are
Justified in the holy, humble, gentle, patient love of God
end man« It gradually increases from that moment, s.«till in
another inotant the hesrt is oleansed from all sin and filled
with pure love to God and man."®0 In a letter of lay 12, 1763
he vrotes "Absolute or infallible perfection I never con-
tended for. Sinless perfeation T do not contend for, seeing
it 1s not Soriptural. A perfection such as enables & person
to fulfill the whole law and so needs not the merits of
Christ-=I acknowledge no such perfection; I do now and always
did protest agzinst ite But 1s there no sin ian those who

are periect in love? I believe note But de that os it may,
they feel noneg no temper contrary to pure love, while they
rejoice, pray, and give thanks contimmally« And whether sin
15 guspended or extinsuished, I will not dispute."2l

Thus there is only an inexplainable degree of difference between
Viesley's concept of free will and the Arminian idea of free choice.
In this VWesley was = bit closer to Calvin, since Wesley hcld that free
will is a gift of anterior grance whereby a man is able to surrender
h}maalt to God through Christ by faith——this stems f£rom rredestination=,

while the Arminians had held it was an inherent and inherited power of

natural manes

~10. James judge, Heart Religion. (Selections from Vesley's
Works) ps 83 ey

20« Ib’.d.. Pa 92

21, R« N. Flew, Ope Cit., pp. 325-326s quoted in Yesley's
VWorks. xii, 257,
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In the finnl analysis Vesley did not differ much from the
<rminian deninl of toinl depravity, but he did succeed in putting the
Primary doctrines suszh as the atonement ivac!-: into people's conscious—
ness for a time, yet only to go the way of Arminian rationalism in
re-~denying them when his subjective emotionclism faded andé the social
8ospel with itc moterialistic this~worldly ideals were substituted in
modern lethodism, as we shzll see in the next chapter., By shading
the Scriptural teaching of original sin into a sin—i;;c::ndeney and by
preaching man's ability to overcome conscious sinning, he opened wide
the doors, which ushered in the denial of ell sin and substituted
heathenism for Christianitye 1t is true thet Vesley cemnot be accused
of insugurating the sociel goupel in fEngland, but he certainly prepared
fertile fields for it; for others arose who did not hrve his burning

love for Jesus as o personsl Savior from sin, but were only interectcd

in educating people to rectify their mistnkes and work out a hetter

happiness on this emrth, and in so doing work their way to heaven.

Vesley wished to bring about social righteousness by Christianizing
the individusl, which 18 a correct goel, but his premise was wrong. Te
tried to show the most wicked that his soul was worth saving, but he
appealed to something in the mon which was not there-—an incrained or
implanted goode For a time the emotional appeal to that man raised him
out of his sunken level, e. gs» through organisations of class leader-
ship, leaders did develop which contributed to the rise of leadership
in trade unions in the first half of the nineteenth century. It was
an attempt to make society better, but this emphasis became so pro=

nounced thet the man forgot nll about his emotional religion, because
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his old flesh cagt it out and made him a materialist to the nth degree;
today that conditioned mon of several generations thinks it's the busi=-
ness of rsligion tec bLring to the surface the ingrained good thet is in
him, and 1f this iz not done too thoroughly, his attitude is: ™vell,
1obody 1s perfect, o it doesn't make much difference.” His main con-
ceran io to get es ruch ont of 11fe for hirself asm he can, so his
thinking ifs bound up only in materizl interests such as labor, property,
politics, ond money. In our next chapter we shall gee how this holds
true in connsetion with the doctrine of original sin in contemporary
Arminian theologye

Tc one can deny thet Wesley stressed social righteousness, for
he wes chiefly concerned with a personal messege to the individual and
also the individual's 1ife. To nohieve'thi he would have furnished
mon with jobs if he could haves cConnell says that some writers
hold that he simply utilized the theological conceptions of his day
as inotruments for better human 1ife and would have utilized the
agnostic and atheintic notions of today for the same purpose, had
he lived in the present.2® This seems a 1ittle unfair to us, es-
pecinlly 4n view of the fine earnest Christian hymns he wrote, in
addition to hi= own firm conviction of a personsl Zavior. If this
charze is untrue concerning Wesley, it certainly is true with his

present doy followers, not oll of them, but moat of them.

mﬂmn. 20 _o_’;!_.. Pe 241,
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CHAPTER I1I

Arminisn theology was transplented to America with the introduction
of Methodism. Ite growth at first was very slow, since Cslvinism had
already established a firm foothold in the colonies. i However, the
Hethodiet movement soon made itlelr felt, so that as early as 1734,
Jonathen Edwards, viewing the growing tendenoy toward Arminisnism with
alerm, resolved to recharge the barren Calvinistie orthodoxy.of his day.
People were oraving personal warn-hearted religion, and Methodiem with
its doctrines of free grace and free will satisfied that oraving. The
oold, intellectual, impersonal decrees of Calvinism did not appeal to
People pushing back the frontier. Edwards established a middle course
between Calvinisa ond Arminianism by teaching that man has some respon-
eibility for his nalvat_:l.on becsuse of his ability to make a ofnoin of
action.2

During the Revolutionary war the American Methodists were under

suspicion, esince they were still a part of the Church of England and,

l. Oalvinism was the state-religion of the colonies of liassachu-
setts, Connecticut, New Hampshire, andjother New England colonies. Theo=
cratic atates similar to Calvin's city-state of Geneva were set up, and
Quakers and other "heretics" were kept out.

2. L. P. Qualben, A History of the Qhristian Church, p. 455.
Edwards and his sesooiates tried to modify Calvinism in a way which
would retain human responsibility. They liberalized Calvinism not
through theology, since that would lead to inconsistency, but through
philosophy. "Edwards and his successors, notably Joseph Bellexy, Sam-
uel Hopkins, Jonathan Edwards, Jr., liberalized Oslviniem, not in the
direotion of Soriptural theology, but toward a philosophicsl, liberal,
and in part mystioal theology." F. E. Mayer, "The Rise of Libersl
Thezlogy in Congregationalism,” Qoncordia Theological Monthly, 1944,
pPs 651,
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Consequently, identified with the Tory Camse, but at the close of the
war they rapidly recovered, and thon formed a national organization.
Their gospel of free grace and man's ability to apply himself to thig
grace freely of his own accord f£it in well with the spirit of the new
democracy. Along the frontier where 1life was herd, drab, and dangerous,
the liethodistic Revival found fertile ground, and as Nethodist circuit
riders followed the frontier and brought their religion to the people,
the liethodist Church grew into the mecond largest Frotestant denomination
in America. "The }ethodists emphasiszed free grace, frec will, and
individunl reaimnuib:lls.ty for salvation, This personal, expericntial
note mnde o peculi&r eppeal."d

We have shouvn that a denial of total depravity leads to perfecetionism.
When men believe that they hove e free will to accept salvation, they
will nlso believe that they can hecome better and better, that they
are capnble of bocoming perfect. In 1ts movement toward perfectionism
lothodism thrived on a shallow conception of sin, 3Because of its
legnliem the stress hes been centered upon individual sins instead of
sinfulness as a functioning condition of the heart. irior to 1870, the
main emphasis of fimerican churches was on the salvation of the 1n&:lvidu=-.1.
but after 1870, & new social order developeds Its purpose was to =pply
Christianity to institutions and make the whole sooial order Christian, E
The liethodist Clmurch took the lead in this soofal awakening and backed
the temperance movement and the fight for the abolition of child labor,
Thue the Methodist Church is primarily interested in battling against

5. L. Ps Qualben, ﬂr_o_!.!_o. Ps 537 in the footnotes
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actual sin, especinlly such oin as is particularly in evidence in
disturbing the social order, and it has only 2 socondary interest in
natural depravity as the fuasctioning source of sin.

Since the liethodists are mostly concerned with individual sins,
their preschments concern the bette;'nent of society and not the indi-
vidual sinner. They desire to improve society with their social
gospel; and in thet wey perfesct the individual. Their Church's businecss
1s to save society by bringing the kingdom of God to this world.

"According to the Social Creed of liethodism, published in

1907, and reeta-.tea'me"ma"r¥ ine of 1944, it is the

Guty oif the Church to solve man's social, cconomic, indus-

trial, and moral problems, to abolish child laobor,'economic

insecurity, race tensions, the liquor traffic, war,
industrial strife.” "Christian theology has given way to

politica, sociology, chilosophy, economicse."

This gocial message 19 essentially the message of Liberal “heology,
‘and ia bnsed on the same premises, for it teaches that man can work
out his own socinl salvation by following the example of Christ through
the means of his own ability. Liberal Theology itself was an outgrowth
of sclence and democracy worship. It was deemed theologiocal to use
"seientific methods” to obtain truth, which in turn threw out the 3ible
as an infallible anthority in matters of truth, The purposec of this
theology 1s to make man self-sufficient and at the same time remove
him fron the central position of individual worth in which the 3ible

Places him and make him an evolutionary puppet in a unniverse reduced
t0 a set of mechanical laws.> By incorporating this so-czlled science,

Liberal Theology taqaht thet man's biologlenl end puychological progress
is a law of nature, a mechanical absolute, Nan therefore, is destined

4, . B, layer, American Churches Beliefs and Fractices, p. 42.
Be Yo BEa Hmr: "Tiberal Theolocy and the Heformed oo,"

Concordia Theological Monthly, 1944, pe 795s
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to progress biolog_ically and intellectually, conquerinsz the forces of
environment impeding his prograa;:, until £inally he will attain a
high standard of socisl, economic, and religious ethicss

Democracy, too, became a shibboleth with the liderals, especially
the tr_teological sociologist who envisioned the kingdom of God on earth
through industrial demooracy. Basing their exegesis on higher criticiem

id religious empiricism, these liberals made demooritized social

gospel the theological message for all mankind, and any Church which
taught it, was weleomed ?Jith. open arms, irrespective of any creed.

This liberal theology found a fertile ground in Methodiesm. We
have seen that Wesley himself was an enthusiast. He put remson on a
par with Seripture,and vhen reason dictated a departure from clear
Seripture paaaae,'e. he was ready to follow as in the case of denying
the bondage of the will and original guilte

TFurthermore, we have also noted Wesley's over—emphasis on life
in relation to dosctrine, This made him & unionist, in fact he per-
mitted a wide interpretation of the Twenty~Five Articles which he

had drawn up s a confession or creeds His only qualification was

that one had to lead wvhaot he termed a "holy 1ife" in order to be
worthy of the neme, brother. Both he and the liberals ory, "deeds,

not creeds,."”
In adéition VWesley's theology was not Christo-centric but anthro=—

pocentric. Xikewise liberalism or modernism, though it removed man's
individuality end lost him in socicty, yet it placed mon on the
middle rung of the evolutionary ladder with the prospect of climbing
further by teaching him to use his own hands and legs to reach the
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dext rung which is mnde easier and of shorter distance by the rest

of society climbing with him. Wesley held that man's responsibility
i3 only measured by his ability to make use of opportunities for

grace and holiness, and that all will be oaved unless one deliberately
refuses grace and wilfully sine against a known laws The hecthen also
who has heard nothing of Christ ie able of himself to reach 2 relative
porfection in accordonce with the natural knowledge he has and makes
use of.

In denying total depravity lodernism accelerates Aminianism®s
tendenoy theory, which holds that original sin is not really sin but
only e tendency towards sin. Wesley still believed the history of
Genesis and the truth of man's fall, but Modernism treats the story
of the fell as a myth containing only a kernel of truth. Ve are told
that the Pall myth hes its roots in the myths of Sumer and Bebylon——
in the epic of Gilgamesh and the Babylonian stories of creation. The
Liberal, Steward }McDowell, writes,

"The writer of Genesis simply took what once had been a

familiar folk tale...and so modified it that it came to

enshrine a truth which is true for all time, that sin is

the setting of the humen will ageinst the will of God."6
This writer continues the thought by saying thnt wrong has its origin
in the mind and ;being conscious or sin's existence, man tried fto make
atonement with sacrifices in order to be reinstated in the god's good
gracese. In pondering the thought of wrong's origin, primitive man,
McDowell says, asked himself, how did sin come into the world? Then
as he looked around and saw that his fellows sinned, he deduced that

the whole race is tainted, and since sin is personal, primitive man

e __h Sin Our Fault, p. 240+
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trgued vithin himself thet the taint is due to the ancestor vwho first

offonded the personnl god and trancmitted it hio descendants.

%o
FeDowell 15 an evolutionist end would rather go alongs with a modified
Darwiniun than aceopt the Biblical account. :nthusiastic rationaliom
marks Modarniom as it marked the theology of Aminius and Vesley.
Fany modernistic liethodists in accepting Derwin's theory rather then
the account in Genesis consider mankind as the beginning of an ever
Progressive evolution; amccordingly, nothing 1ike the fable of original
8in cen hold men back, for men has the free capacity to make use of
every opportunity to raise himeelf to & higher plains Religion's role
is oimply to point out end bring about such opportunities.

Because of his irminianism, Wesley denied total depravity; ascrib-
ing epiritunl povers to men which are aided by grace, so that man can
proceed from the lower to higher levels of Christian 1ifes The
modernist does the very same thing znd goes farther in teaching an
evolutionistic Christianity as the climax of present world religious
development. By educating mankind in such religious ideals as is
expregsed through the new law of Christ, man can raise himself to
newer and higher heizhts, to new and higher perfections

"The modernistic lethodist 1s«s..following the basic lines

of Venley when he substitutes a gospel of social perfec—

tion for Vesley's message of individual perfections Y¥hen

the modern 2ethodist minister devotes his pastoral energies

toward improving the comrmunity and the nation politicnl'l';

and socielly, he is a very consistent Methodist indesd.

The rationzlism and enthusiasm of modernism are in accord with the
theological principles of Methodism, Wesley's subjective enthusiasm,

his "universal and sure" salvation based on experience furnishes

Vs V. B War, "Liboral Theology and the Reformed Churches,"
Soncordia Theological lMonthly, 1944, ps 805.
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Support for the modernistic lNethodist who will accept no truth as
authoritative from the Bible, but instead depends on religious
eémpiricism. If the heathen is capable by his free will to attain
salvation, ns Viesley said, there is no absolute standerd and no need
of an ebsolute body of truth concerning God and His plan of Salvation
for men. f'he modernist says just that, and holds ythen,thet religious
truth is only relative, since man attains more and more of truth
through the process of his development. Wesley and the other Arminians
before him gave man that scme cepacity by aseribing to him free will
and the ability to reach out for his own salvation, to reach out for
a perfection in living. This ecertainly puts man on a pinnacle; but
the philosophizing modernistic Kethodist goes even farther and puts
man in heaven by making him a godt Such "theology" finds God by
gsecking what 1s the best composite picture of the highest in the
human ;yarsonality_.

Ve have seen that Vesley's Arminianism prepared the way for the
liberalism which took hold of the Xethodist Church through the intro-

duction of the social gospel.

"The Methodlst Church was the first denomination officially

to zdopt the social gospel. This is not surprising, for

Wesley's 'free salvation' by denying total depravity and

ascribing to mon inherent spiritusl powers actuslly pre=

pares the foundation of the *gzospel' of Modernism."8
Wesley's message of "full salvation™ has become Nodernism's messa:e
of sociel gospel, going even farther than Vesley's insistence on
correcting sccial evils. The leaders of the Ilethodist Church today
are only concerncd with making Christ's kingdom of Cod into & kingdon
of man, By improing man's environment they hope to remove the cause

Be F. E, Nayer, "Liberal Theology and the Reformed Ohurches,™
Concordia Theological lMonthly, 1944, pe« 807.
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for man's evil tendency and thereby improve the man himself. They
deny that man hos a totally depraved nature which causes him to sing
they deny that original sin is the fountainhead of actusl sing thoy
deny that Christ's redemption takes away the guilt of original sin and
implants a new man into the human personality; they deny that Christ
changes men morally; and they deny that Chriat's atonement changes
the depraved individusl and thereby betters societye Instead they
teach that original sin does not exist as real sin, but only as a
tendency towards sinninge Their futile hope is to improve socliety to
get rid of the ‘l:.endency and thus get rid of the ceuse for man's
fallures, vhich are not really damning in God*s sight, but only a slow
proceas of falling forward to higher development.

Samne of the I‘ethodist clergy, however, saw what modernism was
doing to gemine ethodism, and they did not keep silent, but wrote
and spoke against the influx of rationalistic liberzlism vwhich nearly
wrecked their Churche There is much opposition between the conserva=-
tive and the radicel elements in liethodism. Haxim Piette writes

concerning this battle,

"i¥e prefer, however, to stress the fact,...that a serious
effort Las been made by the better elements to return to
their founder's ideals. ¥4ll they succeed in stemming
the tide? Will they overcome the current which is surely
but imperceptibly dregging their mumbers--religious groups
without any definite confession of faith, without any
living standards of teaching or authoritative seat of
decision-—=almost inevitably towards Rationalism und
Fragmatism? We will content ourselves with the observa=
tion that at the present time modern ideas-—-modernist,
rather, if you will--count many partisans among the
ministers of the Vesleyan Reaction. It is scarcely
possible to give any precise summary of their religious
convictions."?

9. 0Op. a’.t.. Pe 461,

e B
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Other lMethodists already at the end of the ninsteonth century
were convinced that rationalism and worldliness had stifled the old-
fashioned religlon of V:sley, especially his emphasis on holiness, and
8o they left ths Methodist Church and orgenized 1ittle bands of
"panctified"” believers. Later they were organized under such names
. @B Holiness Church, Iloliness Ohristian Church, Pilgrim ¥Foliness Church,
The Church of God, the Christian and ¥ilitary Alliance, Weslecyan
Methodist Connoction, Free Methodist Church, and othersi®

5411l another group, the rentecostals, have much in common with
the Holiness bodies, particularly with regard to the doctrine of entire
sanctification. Their anthropology is also Arminian, since they
believe in free will, z2nd "full salvation,” that is, Cod because of
Christ's redemption not only decclerss men righteous, but also mekes
men periectly and entirely holy in conversion, hence all guilt of
8in is removed as well as every inclination to sin. They only con-
sider transgressions which are performed knowingly and veluntarily as
truly sinful, because, as they say, one cannot be held responsible for
gins which he does not want to dos The believer then can will to lead
a holy life, which, though it is not absolutely perfect, is satisfactory
to Cod, for He is sctisfied with an imperfect "perfection,” that is, a
degree of perfection in accordance with the capacity a person has for
rem'lering holincss. They argue that this is logical, because God would
not demend holiness without glving men the power to be holy.}l

The reader ccn readily recognize ﬁnt there is very little difference

between Wesley's perfectionism and the entire sanctification of thesc

ﬁo I:» Ps Qualben, 92- Cites, P 548,
1ls Y. Es Mayer, american Churches Beliefs and I'ractices, p. 48.
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Holiness groups. Vesley taught that a believer could decome perfect,
because his evil inclinctions are involuntery and not sin ber se,
while the Holiness Bodies make porfectioniom possible after a second
cleansing following the belicver's regenerations For this latter
group entire sanctification is not human perfection or the helievers
growth in good works, but God's act of cleansing the belicver. This
cleansing is a complete deliverance from all inbred sin. Before the
believer is "sanctified" man's evil will must be corrected through
regeneration. The evil will or tendency to evil does not involve
guilt until the tendency is voluntarily acted outs The voluntary sins
are forgiven in justifieation,and senctifiontion removes the inelinae-
tion to sin in the future. Thus original sin does not involve
hereditary guilt but only a hereditary tendency which lcads to "unlovely
fruits® or voluntary sins. The "unlovely fruits™ are covered by
Justi ficntion end the tendency or moral disease ia destroyed by the
sscond cleansing-m

Wesley and these perfectionists thought thcy could remove actuesl
oin by annihilating orizinal sin f£irsts Their reiionalistic enthusiasm
led them to depart from the Biblical concepiion and feachin;: on original
sin. Their teachinz on free will ultimately leads to carnal security
or desyair; either men are deceived to think they can become virtually
ginless and, therefore, necd no more forgiveness, or else a troubled
conscience shows them that they carnnot accept grace by their own power
and become & cooperating ceuse for their salvation; instead, they can

only desire to sin without any control over those desires.

"12. Theo. hngelder and others, Ope Oite, pe 336.
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The hisiory and development of such a heterdox view of orisinel
8in exhibits man's depraved nature strugzling against the holiness of
God, Following the sugrestion of Satan, our first parents, idam and
Eve, thought they could bocome gods by pitting themselves cgainst
their Creator. Their f_leshly ambition still remains with all their
children, and it repudiates the only means of removing carnal pride,
nemely, faith in Jesus Christ who washed eway our original guilt and
glves fils believers the power to resist and overcome the depi'avad
nature within mane All that is required is contrition and faith,
yet men continues to fight against God in his attempt to put himself
in God's place, in his attempt to explain away his totally depraved
nature, in his attempt to get along without God, and Satan cunningly
tells mon that this is Christiant It is quite a thread which the
Devil wove in the lew Testament Era, beginning with Felagianienm,
Romanien, Zwingllanism, Calvinism, Arminfianism, Hethodism, and now
reachinz a new crescendo in iodernism and in the movement of entire
sanctification.

llodern man, finding himself heir to such theologicel thinking,
is hardly awaere of the voice within him which attempts to tell him
what he really is. Eis religious background teaches him that he is
essentially good and so does not need the Ohurch and its Christian
messaze. In fact, he believes that he is just as good a Christian as
those who still attend services and keep their names on the rolls.
The decalogue does not bother him, because he has been trained to

believe that he can 1ive an imperfect "perfection,™ and hence has
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Just os zood a chance to reach what he thinks is heaven as the next
fellow. &Zven a war cannot jolt him to think differently; only the
gospel, the message of Ohrist's redemption from sin, original and

aotual, can change him as an individual; it alone eQn drive out

the sinful pride prevailing in kis heart, the pride which tries to
belittle origzinal sinj it alone can defeat the cunning of the Evil
One, who tries to "Ohristisnize" unholief; And the gates of hell

shall not prevaill

|
1
=
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