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stenberg calls it, a piece of mosaic-work, leaning UPOll 

quotatiolls from the more ancient sacred scriptures, and 
comprising a description of Jehovah's appearance in judg­
ment against idolaters. Though Hengstenberg, influenced 
apparently by the same misapprehension about Heb. i. 6, 
endeavors to connect it, in some way, with Messianic hopcs, 
he i:! obliged to confess that "judgment alone is brought 
prominently forward in this Psalm;" and he has conclu­
sively shown, in our quotation from him above (p. 308), that 
it was idols and not angels (and we may add, Jehovah and 
Dot Jesus) to whom vs 7 refers. 

From what has been said, we think it will appear: 
First, that the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, whether 
correctly or not, did copy this proof-text from the Septu­
agint of Deut. xxxii. 43. 

Second, that there is no decisive evidence against his 
having done this consistently, and with the sanction of 
diviDe authority. 

ARTICLE V. 

THE OLD SCHOOL IN NEW ENGLAND THEOLOGY. 

BY REV. EDWARD A.. LAWRENCE, D.D., PROFE880R Ilf THBOLOGICAL Ilf8T., 

B.ulT WINDSOR, CONNECTICUT. 

WHE:'f age had ripened his judgment with rich experience, 
the Rev. Dr. Humphrey expressed the opinion that evan­
gelical writers diff~r more in their use of terms than in their 
views of truth. Many other good men, of every denomina­
tion, are finding that the principles that unite them are 
broader and stronger than those which separate them. 
Hence they are beginning to seek out and intensify their 
agreements, and let their divergenciell disappear in the back­
ground. The late Dr. William Nevins gave fine expression 

Digitized by Googi e 



312 The Old &hool in New Englmul '11ieology. [APRIL, 

to this beautiful catholic sentiment. "I don't belong, exactly, 
to either of the schools. 1 am something of an eclectic. 
There are many things about the Old school that 1 -like, 
and 1 am of opinion that it is none the worse for being old. 
There are some things about the New school that I don't 
greatly object to. 1 suspect, after all, that both the schools 
have the same Master, though in each some things are 
learned, as is apt to be the case, which the Master does not 
teach. 1 think the scholars of both schools ought to love 
one another ..•... Oh, I wish they would. I desire it for 
charity's sake. I desire it for truth's sake; for the way to 
think alike, is first to feel alike." 

It is, however, necessary to know what men think, in order 
to know how far they are united, and in what they differ. 
Hence the practical value of clear and exact theological 
statements. When discreetly made, they often subserve the 
ends of truth and charity much better than argument or 
exhortation. Men are much more likely to be drawn 
towards agreement, when they correctly and fully understand 
each other, than when they do not. And they are never 
more sure to miss truth, and descend to personalities and 
mutual repulsion, than when misunderstood and misrep­
resented. 

To present the Old school in New England theology as 
distinguished from the New school, from Hopkinsianism, 
and the Old school Presbyterians, is a difficult taz;k. And 
it is the more difficult because it requires us to define, in a 
degree, the systems from which it differs. We arc more 
confident of an honest purpose in the undertaking, than of 
entire success. 

By New England theology we mean the system of 
doctrines which, from the founding of the colonies, has 
been held by the Congregational churches of New Eugland. 
By the Old school is understood those who have accepted 
thi& system, for substance, as expressed in the Westminster 
Confession, adopted first, at Cambridge, in 1648, and after-
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wards re-adopted, in 1680, at Boston, and, in 1708, at Say­
brook. Edwards and Bellamy were the defenders of this 
type of doctrine, and leaders in tbis school, in the last 
century. Drs. Woods, Humphrey, and Tyler may be taken 
as fair exponents of it in the present. The doctrines are 
sometimes called" Old Calvinism," to distinguish them from 
Hopkinsianism, which was termed "New Calvinism." It 
came to be designated as the Old school because of its 
adberence to the old Puritan theology, as set forth in our 
coufessions and maintained by the elder Edwards, and to 
distinguish it from certain "improvements," called "new 
theology," of which Dr. Taylor wafl, at his death, the 
accredited and the ablest representative. 

ANTHROPOLOGICAL DOCTRINES. 

The Old school takes, as the basis of its anthropology, 
the tbree following facts: 

1st. Man was created, in God's image, a rational and a 
perfectly holy being. 

2<1. He fell from this normal state by transgressing the 
law of his Maker. 

3d. His posterity are born in that state of moral evil into 
which he fell, Jesus of Nazareth being the only exception. 

These facts preface and explain the anthropological 
doctrines of which they are the historical basis. 

1. Original Righteousness. 

God created man holy, morally as well as physically, 
a perfect being. The first holiness in him was that of 
his being, and concreated. It was an upright disposal or 
disposition of his moral nature, as really pleasing to God as 
the righteous volitions that followed from it. This was 
original righteousness in the strict sense. It was first in the 
ortler of time, and it was the origin of all that preceded the 
faiL As created being: preceded creature-action, facul­
ties, their exercise; so created holiness of being, in the first 
man, was the logical antecedent of his bolyactivities. Thus 
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the old doctrine of original righteousness connects itself with 
the ancient record, that God "created man in his own 
image." 

H. The Federal Headship. 

As a doctrine, this rests on the fact that Adam's off.'ipring are 
born in the state of sinfulness and misery into which he fell 
The peculiar fact proclaims and proves the peculiar doctrine, 
- a covenant connection, ethical as well as natural, of the 
first man with his descendants. The union is not the identity 
of persons, which some have imputed to the school, but an or­
ganic continuity in one human race and nature. Adam is 
no more the same person with Cain, than Cain is with Abel. 
Yet he is connected with them, and with all his posterity, 
representatively and by covenant, as no other father has been 
or can be with his children. Identity and federal represen­
tation are incompatible ideas. But though federal headship 
does not allow a personal, it does require a moral or legal, 
identity, as the members of a corporation are, in law, one 
with their agent. They are responsible for his transactions. 
Their fortunes are involved in his well or ill management. 
For all corporate purposes, to a certain extent, they are one 
legal person. So Adam, as the federal or corporate head 
of the race, for which he acts, as well as for himself, is 
sometimes spoken of by men of this school, as a" pu~lic 
person," - as the root, of which his descendants are the 
branches .. 

The Old school Presbyterians, some of them at least., 
have of late given up the" root theory," and thus diverged 
from 'l'urretin and the Assembly's Confession, as well as 
from the old New England theology. The New school 
recedes in the opposite direction, and drops altogether the 
covenant and the federal headship. Dr. Emmons resolves 
the whole into an absolute decree, according to which, if 
thc first man, who was created holy, should sin, all his 
descendants were, by direct divine efficiency, to be created 
sinners. 
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III. Ti,e Imputation of Adam's Sin. 

This doctrine faUs back on the moral or covenant unity of 
the race, aod is the complement of federal head!lhip. But 
the term, as employed by t.he school, needs explanation. 
The words" impute" and" imputation" have good usage in 
two quite distinct significations. One ascribes to a person 
the actions or qualities which are properly his own; as the 
guilt of murder is imputed to the criminal, because he is 
the guilty actor. The other use is, in reckoning to one's 
advantage or disadvantage, on the ground of some compact 
or connection, oatoml or moral, or both, certain actions of 
another, or their consequences, which are not properly his. 
This latter is the accredited use of the word to express the 
imputation of sin. The sinful agency of Adam, in his first 
tran~gression, as a personal act, was placed solely to his 
account. None of his descendants took part in it, for none 
were in existence. Bnt certain disastrous consequences of 
his act passed over to them, as really as they came upon 
him. It affected them, in certain respects, as it did him. 
On account of it, he bce.ame a sinful being, and subject to 
temporal and eternal death i and ~o do they. The first evil 
disposition, which led to the evil choice, was not only con­
firmed in him as an individual, but also as a quality of 
human nature, and it re-appears, successively, in each one of 
them. In short, it gave him a posterity, fallen like himself. 
Thus his sin is imputed to them. They, as well as he, 
!luffer the consequences of it,· but without the transfer of his 
actual guilt. And the effects or consequences of it came 
upon them in that want of original righteousness and 
corruption of nature which "is commonly calJed original 
sin" It is not a sin to be born sinful; but the sin with 
which men are born is, nevertheless, [linful. We are, strictly, 
guilty only for our own sin; but the sinfulness with which 
we are born is as really ours as if it originated in our act. 

The term" gailt," realm, is also employed, in this connec­
tion, in a secondary sense. Primarily it denotes ill·desert for 
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one's own acts. It also signifies a liability to penal evil on 
account of another's acts; as when the members of a corpo­
ration suffer from the ill management of itl:! agent. Tbere 
may be no participation with tbe offender in the fault,­
certainly no personal ident.ity. But there is always a corpo­
rate oneness where there is this common liability, this 
corporate guilt. Adam's guilt for bis offense was personal 
and literaJ. That of his descendants, on account of it, was 
federal and corporate, as, by a common liability, tbey are 
partakers of the evil consequences. Thus it is tbat by one 
man's disobedience many were made sinners; thus, and 
thus only, that they" sinned in him, and fell with him, in bis 
first transgression." 

The objection, that representation implies the consent of 
the represented, is ruled out by the nature of the case. Such 
consent was simply impossible. No man can cboose his own 
father, or wheth('r he shall have any father, and no one sees 
in this any injustice. It was not, either, necessary. God 
needed not to ask leave of his creatures to bring them into 
being, nor to get their consent to any of the links by which 
they are connected, or laws by which they are governed. 

Not a few who seem to have dissented from the school 
on this doctrine, have only somewhat emphatically agreed 
with it in di!lcarding some of the errors and absurdities 
which have been unfortunately associated with it; partly 
through its uncareful friends; but oftener by the miscon­
structions of its enemies. Of this class was Dr. Dwight. 
He repudiated the idea of personal identity, - of action 
before being, and the literal tranllfer of Adam's sin to his 
descendants. 'l'his, however, is little else than the standing 
repudiation of the school. 

Dr. Hopkins did not employ the word" impute" in reference 
to Adam's sin, though he did in respect t~ the righteousness 
of Christ. But no man maintained more strenuous!y than 
he the doctrine denoted by it. He earnestly defended the 
federal headship, - the trial of the race in the first parents 
on the ground of the covenant, and the transmisllion of a 
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momlly depraved nature. Dr. Emmons, with his sharp 
logic, cut tbe knot, and resolved imputation into absolute 
decree. He rejected all ideas of a covenant, of federal 
headship, of representation, and of hereditary or transmitted 
depmvity. God created the first man holy. Because be 
sinned he creates all the rest sinners. 

The Princeton school holds to immediate imputation, and 
makes less of the natural connection of Adam and his 
posterity than did Edwards and the old theology. The 
New England theory combines more the physical and the 
etbical- one as tbe medium of tbe otber. The moral 
constitution, logically the antecedent, is yet inseparable from 
the natural, and works itself out upon that, as its basis. 
The law violated by Adam as the covenant father, goes on 
to its penal consequences in tbe generations that proceed 
from him as tbe natural fatber. Thus original and imputed 
sin are, as Edwards says, not two SillS, one real and the 
other unreal, but one verum peccatum. 

The New school sets aside the whole doctrine of impu­
tation, both of sin and righteousness, as "a fiction," "a 
phantasm." It admits, indeed, a connection of the sins of 
his descendants with tbe first sin of Adam, and it calls 
theirs a consequence of his. But it is scarcely more than a 
Ifquence; certain, indeed, and necessary, in the sense that 
God could not preven't it. It was not a penal consequence 
from a legal relation, nor was it a moral consequence from 
a Cederal relation, nor according to auy hereditary or moral 
law. In this aspect, the Old scbool is broadly distinguished 
from the New. 

THE DOCTRINE OF S:N. 

As a general term, the word "sin" is employed by the 
achool to denote the status, and contrequent activities, into 
which man fell. In its essence it is the contradiction of God, 
and the opposite oC holiness. It includes the violation of 
known law. But it consists primarily in what lies deeper 
and more central, - in a wrong bias or bent of the will, 
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which becomes action in the violation of law. It has a 
negative and a positive side. Negatively, it is a want of the 
righteollsness in which the race commenced its existence. 
Positively, it is the moral d£'terioration or corruption of 
nature into which it fell. By the generally accepted defi­
nition, it is "a want of conformity unto, or a tranflgression 
of, the law of God." This presents its relations to the 
precepts of the law, and also to its prohibitions. It defines 
it as both debt and trespass, original and actual. It 
includes everything in the moral being not perfectly coinci­
dent with the moral law, whether by excess, deviation, or 
defect. The apostle gives the same double element in the 
two words a~apTla, aberration or violation of law, and 
aJloj.UlL, non-conformity to law. 

Some of the old writers, not very carefully, sp£'ak of sin 
as- a nature. The New England theology neither accepts 
the idea, 1I0r employs the language. The phrase "sin a 
nature," is capable of a Manichean construction, and is liable 
to mislead. But as used by Prof. Shedd and some others, 
it means only that sin pertains to fallen nature, as a super­
induced quality, or proprium. This is the old New England 
doctrine. The substance of the soul is not sin, nor are any 
of itll faculties. None of these constituted man's holiness 
before, neither do they constitute his !'lin since, the fall. But. 
as original righteousness belonged to his rational nature,­
the affections and will, - and consisted in a disposal of 
these in harmony with God's nature, so sin, by which mao 
lost that original disposition, belongs equally to his nature. 
The nature was not holiness in the one case, but it was 
lwly. Nor is it sin in the other, yet it is sinful. We say, 
therefore, that sin belongll to human nature, just as we say 
that it is a quality of a human being. 

There is a sense in which the school regards aU sin as 
voluntary. The effects of the fall reached to the centre of 
man's being, to the will-principle, the voluntas. All Sill, even 
original, is in this sense voluntary. It belongs to the volnn­
tary principle. The states of the will are, therefore, as really 
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voluntary and moral as its acts; but they cannot, in strict 
propriety, be called acts. 

The depravity of nature, the first sinfulness of the child, 
consists in this voluntary deflection of the will from God. 
It is not choice, for this implies antecedent knowledge of 
law, and a comparison of right and wrong; but it leads to 
choice, and is the generic moral force concreted aud deter­
mined in choice to a specific object. Hence we call a 
disposition to sin a sinful disposition. It is the primal 
force, the central dynamic oppugnancy to God which works 
itself out in all the actualities of evil. 

This abnormal condition ilf hereditary. It is transmitted 
Crom father to son and thus from the tirst of the race to t.he 
last. We are born in the image of fallen Adam. There is 
no cbarterless middle ground for us between sin and holi­
n~; no innocent depravity, or sinless disposition to sin. 
There are no first months of mere animal exitltence in 
human history, within which the child is no subject of moral 
government. The commencement of a rational soul and 
the ~ginning of subjection to moral governmt'nt are held to 
be simultaneous. Both these, ill the Old theology, are' 
natal. Man is a rat.ional and a moral being by birth. And 
at birth begins his need of forgiving love, of renewing and 
purifying grace. In this view of native rationality and 
depravity, the Old and the New Calvinistlf were ill essen­
tial agreement, the la.tter making original sin actual as well 
as voluntary. 

Some of the points by which the Old school is distin­
guished from the New, on the doctrine of sin, are as follows; 

1st. The Old predicates sinfulness of human nature. 
This the New denies. The nature is only the non-moral 
occasion of Kin, and is not sinful. 

2d. The Old affirms sin to be a wrong status, or bias of 
the will, as well as a violation of known law. The New 
oon6nes sin strictly to acts. "Guilt pertains' solely to the 
action of an agent who acts. There can be no other 'sin 
than actua!." 

Digitized by Googi e 

, __ I 



320 7le Old &11,001 in New England 7leologg. [APRIL, 

3d. The Old theology adheres to the doctrine of hereditary 
moral depravity. The New setlJ it aside as obsolete. Men 
are not born with moral depravity, but as free from any real 
sinfulness as Adam was at his creation. With an innocent 
constitutional desIre for happiness, prompting an act of the 
heart or will, they make themselves depraved as sooo as 
they are capable of violating known law. 

4th. It is a doctrine of the Old school that the disposition 
or subjective motive, in the de('cendants of Adam, which 
dictates their first sinful act, is discordant with the divine 
law, and, therefore sinful. The New pronounces tbis 
motive an impulse of self-love, not discordant with the law. 
All moral acts, holy as well as sinful, are prompted by the 
desire of one's happiness as their ultimate end. 

5th. 'rhe Old includes new-born iufants as human beings, 
and subjects of moral government; tbe New allows tbem no 
more subjection to moral government than doves and lambs. 
They are not morally depraved, aud are not capable of either 
sin or holiness. 

6th. It is the general belief of the Old school that tbose 
who die in infancy, before actual transgreSt!ion, are renewed 
and saved by the blood of Christ; that a great multitude 
of infant voices swell the choral anthems of heaven in praise 
to the Lamb. By the New, it is possible tbat those wbo die 
io infancy may have a future life; but if they should, it will 
be "in angel purity," having escaped both "the cllaracter 
and the doom of a sinful world"; but we cannot know 
what becomes of them. 1'hey may be annihilated. And it 
is only a "presumptuous curiosity" that asks what is their 
lltate. 

7tb. The Old includes temporal death as a part of the 
penalty for ('in. The ~ew postpones this penalty wholly to 
the future state, and limits it to eternal death. 

MORAL AGENCY. 

A moral agent is one who has the POWf'1'S which qualify 
bim for moral acts, eitber good or eviL These powers, by 
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the analyses of the -schools, are commonly classed as affec­
tions, understanding, and will. The moral life:force is in 
the first; the perceptive orregulative in the second; and the 
determinative in the third. Together, they constitute a free 
moral agent - one who wills as he pleases, and acts as he 
chooses. This is the old doctrine of freedom, external and 
internal. It is what Edwards means when he says that no 
being. not even the Supreme, clln have more liberty than 
this. And this freedom is as complete in man since the fall 
as before. The change of moral status did not alter or 
weaken this essential law of his being. We do not mean 
that man since the fall is free from the influence of motives, 
or the law of choosing according to the greatest apparent 
good, or from the divine influence, or the certainty of events 
pre-established by the operation of moral causes. Nor was 
he free from these before the fall. Neither are the unfallen 
angels thus free. These, however, are not restraints upon 
liberty, but its conditions and wholesome regulations. 

The certainty of events, called sometimes metaphysical 
necessity, is charged with infringement of freedom. and with 
fatalism. But we believe it is not fairly open to this objec­
tion. Men choose to do, in their utmost freedom, what, 
from the operation of moral causes, in perfect harmony with 
their liberty, it was certain they would choose to do. The 
crucifixion of Jesus was the act of perfectly free moral agents. 
Yet it rested on as sure a ground of antecedent certainty as 
did the eclipse of the sun that attended it. The freedom of 
the actors took up into itself, as the woof of its evil web, 
causes and influences adapted to bring on just such a trial 
oC their character, in the fullest exercise of their liberty.· 
They bad all the liberty possible to any being, -liberty to 
do as they pleased, - all posaible "power for a. different 
volition instead," except a different disposition. They were 
Dot forced to the issue by any foregone certainty, but 
delighted in it from their own intense desire. They weI. 
eomed the providential coarse of events - the very decree 
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that conspired with their plans to deliver him into their 
power, and thus they gloried in their shame. 

Such is the harmony of metaphY8icai necessity and moral 
freedom - of God's purpose of good and man's intent of evil 
-in this central fact of Christian history. Thus remote, too, 
is the doctrine from fatalism. All the operations of mind 
are necessarily free, though not the less certain, or foreknown 
to Ood and connected with a pre-established order of the 
moral univer8e. The regularity of the divine admini8tration 
never infringes the flexibility of man's free will. In wo.king 
good, as in inflicting evil, the Creator keeps this inviolate. 

This freedom the school carefully distinguishes from what 
the Arminialls call the self-determining power of the will. 
The will, as distinguished from the mind, has no power. It 
is a power, a faculty, and cannot have as its property what it 
is in its essence. Edwards defines it as that by which the 
soul chooses or refuses anything. President Day and others 
view it in essentially the same light. It is not an agent, but 
an implement; not a determiner, but a something that is 
determined. By the self-determining power of the will is 
generally understood the power of determining its own 
volitions, and whether to act or not act, independently of an 
causes, motives, and influences. But this seenHI to involvf", 
fiT8t, an infinite series of volitions; and, secondly, a volition 
before the first; and, thirdly, it re!Jolves the will into an 
agent distinct from the mind, and independent of it. From 
thit', the Old theology dissents. The will cannot separate 
itself from the antecedent disposition or desire which moves 
it to a choice. It cannot will this inclining status or 
moving power into being, and it cannot will it out of being. 
Nor can it stand still in a dead indifferentism between two 
antipathetic impulses, not choosing or refusing either. In 
Ahort, the will is not an autocrat, as this self-det.ermining 
power would make it, but a subject of the mind and a 
servant among .its ~Ilow-faculties. The mind, the only 
agent, possesses all the autocracy of which our mental 
science takes any cognizance. It determines its volitions 
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freely and sovereignly. It wills and nills, loves and hates, 
as is most pleasing, and suffers no insurrectionary claimantd 
among its subordinates. 

The Old school distinguishes, also, this freedom from the 
power of contrary choice. It does not allow any such 
power. Choice is the preference of one of two or more 
objects. A contrary choice, as distinguished from simple 
choice, is the preference. of an object and the opposite of the 
one which is preferred. Or, in another form, choice is 
willing as one does, or otherwise. Contrary choice is 
willing as he does and otherwise, - choosing as he does 
and as he does not. This, in strictness of speech, is the 
only intelligible distinction between choice and contrary 
choice. If a man chooses simply as he does, though with a 
di8po~ition to choose differently, it is only choice. If he had 
chosen otherwise than he did, it would have been nothing 
bot choice - a later choice contrary to an earlier one. But 
if he !Should choose as he does, aud at the same time other­
wise, that is, as he does and as he does not, he would 
exercise the power of contrary choice in the only sense in 
which it is distinguishable from simple choice. The power 
of cOOice includes everything but this "idea of an opposite 
or double choice. For, to choose one thing at one time, and 
its contrary at another, is to exercise the power of choice. 
It is the ability for auy single mental act which the agent 
pleases to put forth. But this power of a contrary choice 
is the ability to put forth two acts at the same time; of 
cbootling as one does, and as he does not. This we regard 
lUI an impossibility. It is pure idealism. 

If the power of contrary choice be taken in the sense of 
choosing according to the least instead of the greatest appa­
rent good, - from a weaker against the force of a stronger 
motive, it is equally disallowed by the Old school. Men 
often choose against the greatest real good, but never against 
the greatest apparent good, or what, on the whole, is most 
agreeable. It is held as a law of the mind that choice 
follows the ruling disposition, or love. The mind always 
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wills as it pleases, and never the contrary, or as it does Dot 
please. 

Thus we hold that simple choice exhausts the potencies 
of the will. It is fuUy adequate to all the exigencies of 
moral freedom. The power of contrary choice is specula­
tive and impracticable. Mind is no more constructed to 
work in opposite directions at the same time, than a loco­
motive. It can sud(\enly reverse its operations, - change 
its choices a8 it will; but it has no power to move forwards 
and backwards at the same time, or to obey the weakest 
motive-force against the strongest. This view may explain 
the anRwer we give to Fletcher's question to Toplady. " 18 
the will at liberty to choose otherwise than it does, or is it 
not7" The man who affirms the first member ofthis ques­
tion, says Dr. Whedon, is bound to be an Arminian; the 
affirmant of the latter member, must, we suppose, logically 
be a Calvinist." Putting the question in a little more exact 
form - Is the moral agent at liberty to choose otherwise 
than he does 7 - the old New England theology affirms" the 
first member of this question." A man is at perfect liberty 
to choose otherwise than he does, if he wishes to. And 
when he has chosen, he can" put forth another act in its 
stead," though not another and the same at the same time. 
And this is something more than the power to wiJl as we 
will. It is the power to will as we wish to will- to choose 
what we like rather than what we dislike. It is the very 
essence of voJitional freedom. Even Whitby defines liberty 
as the power of doing what we will. 

ABILITY AND INABILITY. 

The powers of moral agency constitute what, in the Old 
school, is termed Natural Ability. This ability defines man's 
relation to God, as an accountable creature, and is the sub­
jective ground and the measure of his responsibility. 

Moral ability is, in addition to these natural faculties, a 
disposition which, as a motive-force, puts them in action, 
and determines the moral quality of the action. Natural 
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and moral ability together, furnish all the conditions of 
moral agency, and constitute power in the sense of efficiency, 
energy, or plenary ability. Power, in the proper sense, is 
therefore more than mere faculty. It is the force that en­
ergizes the faculty in action. There can be no moral action 
without both, and hence no adequate power for such action. 
Natural ability, as thus distinguished from moral, is often 
denoted in the school as "natural capacity," "capability," 
"powers," and "faculties." In the creed of the East 
Windsor Seminary it is called" natural strength," and in 
that of the Associate Founders at Andover, "corporeal 
strength." 

Natural inability is the incapacity for moral actions aris­
ing from the absence or derangement of the faculties of 
moral agency, as in idiots and maniacs, and is incompatible 
with obligation. 

Moral inability lies in the depravity of moral beings, and 
is in proportion to the fixedness and intensity of this de­
pravity. It is moral, because it is in the disposition, and it 
is voluntary, because it takes hold of the will. It is a real 
inability because the agent has no self-corrective or regen­
ef'dtillg efficiency. The natural powers are sufficient, as 
faculties, to this end, but 110t efficient. And yet the obliga­
tion is unimpaired by the inability because it is only moral, 
and consists in a fixed will- in opposition to good. The 
claim of the divine law is primarily for this elementary, 
central o~dience. It demands first this very dispositional 
ability, whose absence indicates the sinner's deep-rooted 
opposition to God. 

This distinction between natural and moral ability and 
inability, has been held by I!ome as of great practical value. 
Dr. Tyler so regarded it, and made free use of it. Dr. 
Woods was accustomed to use and explain it more cau­
tiously. Yet they agreed with each other and the scbool, 
and also with tbe earlier Hopkinsians, that fallen man bas 
polDers adequate to his duty, but that he is "morally inca­
pable of recovering the image of his Creator which was 
lost in Adam." 9-
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In this distinction the New England theology differs, in 
fOlm at least, from the old school Presbyterians, and from 
the old Dutch and Scotch divines. These generally do not 
allow the distinction, though it is found essentially in 
Calvin, Augustine, and all the old theology. The Princeton 
school admitted it thirty years ago as substantially correct. 
It regards it now with disfavor, as ascribing too much to 
man, and leading to Pelagianism. 

The New school diverges from the Old towards the other 
extreme. It emphasizes natural ability in order to secure 
responsibility, and so loosens moral inability, if it does not 
let it slide altogether. It adopts as an axiom, that POWl"l, 
in the sense of plenary ability, is necessary to obligation. 
It holds that, over and above the powers and opportunity 
of right action, unregenerate men have a power at any 
moment to commence using their powers in right action­
a natural ability to remove their moral inability; that they 
can successfully resist all God's recovering influences, can 
sin in defiance of all possible hindrances, and repent des­
pite all obstacles. 

Dr. Stephen West, and some other Hopkinsians, adopted 
similar sentiments, but viewed from the point of divine effi­
ciency, rather than human ability. Dr. Emmons, who carried 
the exercise scheme to the fullest extent, says that men are 
as able to embrace the gospel as to drink, to do right as 
wrong. But it was because doing right and wrong are 
simply the creations of God; hence man, as man, can no 
more do one than the other. .AB such, he has no ability, no 
will or character or nature or being, except what consists 
in these divinely crea1ed exercises, and he is nothing else. 
Thus the scheme entirely ignores the psychology of the 
Old school, and attenuates its anthropology to a mere con­
tinuity of created exercises, each one of which is purely 
good or entirely evil. 

The relation of the old theology on this subject to the 
Arminian or Methodist view is scarcely less peculiar. In 
respect to man's primitive holiness, the federal headship of 
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Adam, the faU, and original sin as a positive and hereditary 
corruption of nature, the two schemes are essentially Au­
gustinian. Edwards and Wesley occupied common ground 
in their simul1:aneous and noble defense of these catholic 
doctrin~ against Dr. John Taylor. On the inability of 
man to good works, the Articles of tbe Metbodist Episcopal 
Chnrcb are as explicit and full 8S the Westminster Confes­
Bion. But the two theologies differ. 

1st. On tbe nature of inability. The inability to good 
held by the old, is in the fixedness of man's indisposition 
to good, which yet implies a perfect obligation to it, and 
responsibility for evil. The Arminian doctrine admits the 
indillposition, but implies that it is incompatible with obli­
gation, and that it destroys responsibility. This difterence 
is occasioned by the axiom in Methodist theology that 
power to the cont.rary underlies all responsible action. 

2<1. There is an equal diversity on the question of nat­
ural ability. 'fhe New England tbeology regards natural 
ability - the powers of moral agency - as constituting a 
perfect obligation to right action, and blameworthiness for 
wrong. But Arminianism entirely discards natural ability 
in fallen man as a ground of responsibility. The fixedness 
of his natural repugnance to good cancels his obligation to 
it, aDd tbestrength of bis disposition to evil destroys the 
guilt of his evil • 
. 3d. There is a further difference in respect to wbat Ar­

miniaDism calls a gracious ability. This ability consists 
in some redemptivc provision or appliance, and constitutes 
man a responsible agent. He was organically free before, 
bot not responsible. The New England theology allows 
no need of any such ability for such a purpose. Man needs 
not grace to become what he already is by nature - as free 
to cboose good as evil if he pleases, and hence blameworthy 
(or tbe evil whicb pleases bim, and bound to the good 
wbich does 110t please him. A child, by the old view, 
needs only growth to make him guilty of actual sin. But 
by tbis be needs growth and grace too. 
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Just how much, and what, is meant by this gracious 
ability is not perfectly clear to us. Does it include ol1ly an 
objective provision of salvation? It seems not. For tbils 
does not remove the inability of will, the disinclination to 
salvation. It gives, it is true, another object of choice, an 
external motive, but no power of a cboice to the contrary, 
and hence no responsibility. 

It may be, then, that this gracious ability is subjective, 
and identical with what is called the power of contrary 
cboice - a disposition to good, conjoined by grace with a 
disposition to evil, placing the will in equilibrio, between 
two opposite forces. 'fhis counter disposition removes the 
inability, and, on the theory, creates the obligation to good 
by imparting an inclination to it. Without this disposition, 
this gracious ability, or power to the contrary, man is, prop­
erly, neither sinful nor holy i nor is be capable of becoming 
either one or the other. He chooses evil spontaneously, and 
has no disposition to the contrary, hence no power to the 
C',ontrary, and hence no blameworthiness Cor not choosing 
the contrary. 

By thc Ualvinian philosophy, redemption presupposes a 
really sinful subject needing to be redeemed. By the Ar­
mini an, a proper sin in the subject presupposes the antece­
dent provision of redemption. The one s[a;rts with the idea 
of sin, in a reference to the divine law and to man's powers 
of moral agency, and proceeds from it to the grace that pro­
vides salvation. The other, denying responsibility to the 
power of choice, and also sin to all volitions of the fallen 
in a non-redemptive dispensation, starts with grace as a 
factor, and responsible sin as the product. According to 
the one we are saved by grace. According to the other, we 
first become really sinners by· grace, and then may be 
saved by it. 

REGENERATION. 

There are a few points in relation to this doctrine, which 
are generally accepted as settJed by this school: 
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1st. Regeneration (Tm'Jvtyywerrla) is the act of God. He 
is the sole agent in it. The immediate effect of this act is a 
new and holy principle of action in man, leading to repent­
ance, or conversion, as the first holy act of the regenerate. 

2d. It is instantaneous, that is, there is no point of time 
at which the subject is neither regenerate nor unregenerate, 
in which the new life is neither commenced nor uncom­
menced. Sanctification is the continuance and completion 
of what is beguA in regeneration. This is progressive, and 
by the use of means. 

3d. The subject of regeneration is passive, but only in 
respect to the act by which be is regenerated, on the prin­
ciple that a child cannot co-operate in his own generation­
cannot act before be exists. Beyond this, the school affirms 
no passivity. There is no creation of new faculties, nor 
change in the substance of the old. There is no suspen­
mon of rational, responsible activity, no infringement of 
freedom, no sudden shock; but the sil~nt in-breathing of 
a new and governing moral life. "The grace of regenera­
tion," says t.he Synod of Dort, "does not act upon men 
like stocks and trees, nor take away the properties of the 
!Oul, nor violently compel it while unwilling, but it spirit­
ually quickens, heals, corrects, and sweetly, and at the same 
time powerfully, inclines it. " The will is drawn," as Char­
nock felicitously expresses it, "as if it would not come, and 
then it comes as if it were not drawn." 

4th. The divine agency in regeneration is invincible. 
Some have been accustomed to speak of it as irresistible. 
It is not, however, implied, that the sinner opposes no 
resistance, for it is plain that be does. This resistance 
makes the conflict. But in regeneration, God, the stronger 
will, prevails; man, the weaker, submits, and the contest 
ends. The divine free-will so magnetically touches the 
buman free-will, renewing and effectually persuading it, 
that it lovts to yield. But this only shows the sovereign 
invincibility and conquering power or God's will over man's, 
where they come into the fullest opposition. 

VOL. XX. No. 78.. 42 
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" Irresistible grace" does not accurately express the idea, 
for grace is resistible and is resisted, and by some, to its 
final rejection. Unless carefully defined, the phrase may be 
perplexing. Nor does invincibility express 8;11 the truth. It 
conveys only the idea that God's will cannot be conquere.d 
by man's, but not the further and peculiar truth of his sov­
ereign power to subjugate to his will the free-will of his 
su bject-creatures. 

5th. The principle of holiness introduced in regeneration 
looks directly to infinite excellence - as the ultimate end 
of all holy nction. It does not exclude a regard to happi­
ness, but excludes it as the ultimate end. It does not, either, 
require one to be willing to be lost, in order to be saved. 
It seeks holiness, the moral good, as the ultimate and chief 
end, and happiness, the merely natural good, as subordinate. 

6th. Infants are capable of regeneration, and need it for a 
positive sinfulness, though not for actual sin. Upon all 
these leading features of the subject, the Hopkinsians and 
the Old schogl are, we believe, in essential harmony. 

Upon the following positions, the Old school is broadly 
distinguished from the New: 

lst. That regeneration, in the theological sense, is the act 
of man, "a simple act," "the sinner's act," "the ultimate act," 
an "intelligent, free, voluntary, mental act." In the popular 
use of the term, it is "a complete act." This definition grows 
out of the philosophy of the school respecting the autocracy 
of the will. Man makes himself morally depraved when 
he is old enough, by an act of the will, and he reverses his 
state by a counter act. It ill allowed, indeed, that God 
produces this act of the will, but not that God's act is the 
regenerating one, or that anything is, except the act of the 
regenerated. The Old school emphasizes the distinction 
between regeneration and conversion, which the New oon­
founds. The one is purely God's act, the other, as purely 
man's. God does not repent for man. Nor does he create the 
turning act in man, but the new life-motive which prompts 
it. By ~ law of secondary causation~ man is the dependent 
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autbor of his own act in conversion, for he wills it from the 
holy principle, antetedently implanted in regeneration. 
But God is the independent, absolute author of his own 
act in regeneraJ:ion. Thus the two definitiol)s are not only 
different, but antagonistic. They mutually exclude, each 
what the other makes the sole agent. Yet it should be 
said, that the new philosophy recognizes fully the divine 
power in connection with regeneration, direct as well as 
indirect. But it is not the regenerating power. 

2d. The ultimate end of this human act which consti­
tutes regeneration, is self-love, or the desire of happiness. 
This is its " primary reason and cause." Right, and its syno­
oymes, virtue aud holiness, have no value either to God or 
man, except as means to happiness. Wrong, or viet', is evil 
ooly as a means of misery, and would be as good as virtue 
it it produced as much happiness. Virtue and vice are 
good and evil ministerially, or relatively. Nothing is good 
but happiness, and the means of it, and nothing evil but 
unhappiness and the means of it. Hence, nothing is abso­
lutely good but happiness, nor absolutely evil but misery. 
Benevolence and selfishness respect simply the mode, or 
means, by which the desire of happinesl", as the ultimate 
end of all moral action, is gratified. A benevolent act is 
worth to other beings just the value of its fitness to produce 
their highest happiness; and this act and this happiness of 
other beings are worth to the agent just the value of their 
use in promoting his highest happiness. 

3d. Regeneration is mediated, as well as prompted, by 
self-lovE', The suspension of the selfish principle is sup­
posed to take place be/ore regeneration. The acts which 
precede this suspens,ion, are sinful, and not means of regen­
eration. Those which follow it, and precede the regenera­
uye act, are dictated by self-love, and are morally pure, and 
a means of regeneration. This feature grows out of the 
ceotral ~dea at regeneration as man's act, and as prompted 
by !!elf-love, and harmonizes with it. By the old doctrine, 
the selfish principle continues to operate and to rule till it is 
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displaced by the benevolent principle, and the first holy 
act is prompted by this holy principle, and not by a c0n­

stitutional desire of happiness. There is no logical or 
chronological interval which admits of an'y such sinlees 
self-love and irresponsible agency. 

4th. That the act of regeneration is impossible to infants ; 
"as impossible as that of calculating an eclipse." This 
view harmonizes with the non-moral being of infant&. 
Thus, according to this definition and doctrine of regene­
ration, man is its author and happiness its final end. Ii 
begins, continues, and ends in self-love. By the Old 
doctrine, it begins and centres in God. The common view 
includes the human family, each in the first moment of his 
being, as capable of this change, and as needing it. And it 
is the general belief that those who die before actual am 
do become the subjects of it. This, we admit, was not 
Calvin's view. But it is a point to which his principles of 
interpretation and theology led the way • 

. ATONEMENT AND JU!!TIFICATION. 

The Old theology finds the primary 00'"6 of the redemp­
tive work in love. God was not moved to be merciful by 
the atonement, but the atonement is his marvellous device 
in behalf of the miserable and guilty. This is the view of 
the Augustinian and Calvinistic school, though exactly the 
opposite is often ascribed to it. Augustine says: "We 
must 110t think of the reconciliation of man as if God 
required blood in' order to forgive, but that his love was 
the very cause of his sending his Son into the world." 
Calvin says, love" holds the first place as the supreme and. 
original eause" of atonement and justification. While the 
love of God is thus clearly the ground of redemption, the 
Necessity for providing it by the atonement is found in his 
justice. Both the gro1}nd and the neceasity are in the 
ethical nature of God. 

The atonement is taken, primarily, as a provilio1&. It 
consists, essentially, in tbe life and death of Christ, - a 
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perfect conformity to the law, and the endurance of its 
penalty. II There is the very same need," says Edwards, 
.. of Chrhlt's obeying the law in our stead in order to the 
reward, as of his suffering the penalty of t.he law in our 
stead in order to our escaping the penalty." Justification is 
DOt, therefore, simply an act of sovereignty, but the result of 
a judicial process, which combines thc exercise of love and 
justict', and satisfies perfectly the demands of both. The 
Holy One, from a dictate of love and justice, came and 
stood in the law-place of man, a servant and a sufferer. 
These two elements of the atonement, SUbstitutionary obe­
dience and sufiering, constitute vicariousness - its disti n­
grushing peculiarity - and furnish the ground of the two 
correspondent parts of justification, acquittal and acceptance. 
In each the virtue of his two natures was blended; and in 
each the Son of God was equaUy voluntary. The obJi­
gation to obey the law was not such as resU! on all mere 
men, but assumed and gratuitous. Nevertheless, his obe­
dience was a real substitution, and his death a real penalty; 
not the very lame due to the guilty, but a substitute. A 
thing cannot be the same with that for which it is a sub­
stitute. But it should' be an equivalent, and answer the 
88lDe end, or a better one. Christ could not suO'er the 
remorse and eternal pain due to the guilty. But he did 
lIuffer what, as a substitute, satisfied the justice of God, or a 
j1l8t God, as weU, and honored equally the divine law. 
The Old theology, therefore, speaks freely of Christ, in the 
style of the sacred writers, as "suffering the penalty of the 
law," as "paying onr debts." But it never implies that he 
was a sinner, suffering demerits, but always that he was 
spotless and divine, even while" being made a curse for us." 
"Our guilt and punishment," says Calvin, "being as it were 
transferred to him." Edwards says: "he suffered as though 
guiIt,l." Hopkins calls Christ's sufferings "a complete f'quiv­
alent for the penalty." Dr. Woods says, Christ suffered the 
penalty" virtually," that which had" a like value in God's 
moral government." It was "as though the curse of the 
law had been endured literally." 
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Incidental to the atonement, in the active obedience of 
Christ, are a perfect example and provision for divine sym­
pathy. Possessing a veritable human sou ,I in union with 
the divine soul, he laid his whole moral being open to the 
assaults of temptation, from circumference to centre, but 
without one leaning towards assent. Had there been, at 
any point in his history, a yielding instead of a resistauce, 
a single taint or stain of evil, hereditary or actual, he would 
not have been either a perfect model, or have made atone­
ment. He who needs salvation cannot be a saviour. 

As a provision, the atonement is commensurate with the 
moral necessities of the race. The recovery provided by the 
Second Adam is generally believed, by the 8Choo~ to be c0-

extensive with the ruin caused by the first. In this respect 
it makes a distinction between the atonemf'!nt and redemp­
tion, - its sufficiency and its efficiency. It is sufficient for 
all. It is, or may be, offered to all i but it will not be made 
effectual in all. Calvin, in his commentary on the passage: 
" God so loved the world" (John iii. 26), is explicit as to tbe 
extent of the atonement. "Tametsi enim in mundo nihil 
reperietur Dei favore dignum, se tamen toti mundo propi. 
tium ostendit quum sine exceptione' omnes ad fidem Christi 
vocat, quae nibil aliud est quam ingressus in vitam." Also 
on the text: " This is my blood which is shed for many for 
the remission of sins (Matt. xxvi. 28), he says: " Caeterum 
sub multorum nomine, non partem mundi tantum designat, 
sed totum humanum genus." The language of President 
Edwards is to the same effect, that" Christ, in some sense, 
may be said to die for all, and to redeem all visible Chri..~ 
tians, yea, and the whole world, by his death." The limi­
tation relates, not to the atonement (as a provision), but to 
its application. And this is wbat Edwards means by 
"something particular in the design of his deatb, with 
respect to such as he intended should be actually saved 
thereby." 

If this is all the Old school Presbyterians intend by 
limited atonement,-that one general design was to pro-
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ride salvation for all, rendering it objectively possible to all; 
and another, more specific, to secure the actual salvation of 
his people; the difference between them and the Old school 
oC New England theologians is only nominal. With some 
oC them, doubtless, tbis is all the difference. With other~, 
the atonement is commensurate only with its application. 
It was provided for the elect, and had no relation, as a 
provision, to any others. In this view, the difference be­
tween the two systems is radical and important. 

The atonement is made available, in justification, by faith. 
This faith is called justifying or saving, because it is an 
act by which the sinner receives Christ, and relies on him 
alone for pardon and eternal life. It is so far a condition 
oC salvation, that no one can be saved without it. It is a 
positive Christian virtue, but has no quality that can claim 
pardon and life as a right or recompense. It receives 
these altogether on the ground of Cbrist's obedience and 
death. 

This is wbat our catechism calls" the righteousness of 
Christ imputed to us, and received by faith alone.'" It is 
not by an infusion of t;ighteousness, but by a remission of 
the penalty. It is not a transfer of his personal acts to 
believers as theirs, but a reckoning of them to tbeir account; 
so tbat they have acquittal from the charge of guilt, and 
acceptance with God as innocent. "Christ's perfect obe­
dience," says Edwards, "shall be reckoned to our account; 
so that we shall have the benefit of it, as though we had 
performed it ourselves." According to Calvin, justification 
denotes "the legal state of one acquitted of crime by the 
favor of tbe judge, as though his innocence had been 
proved." There is a covenant union between Christ and the 
believer, and a oneness from sympathy j but no oneness of 
substance or personality. 

When it is said that justification is by "faith alone," 
without the deeds of the law, the idea is simply that 
obedience to the law is not the ground of Justification. It is 
by faith alone, because this is the receptive principle of the 
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soul. It is that by which the atonement passes from a mere 
historical fact, into the human consciousness, as a principle 
of life and peace. It receives Christ, not only as a sacrifice, 
but as the great High Priest; not a passive redemption, 
but a living Redeemer. Such a faith is never alone, but 
always holds Christ, and is accompanied by love and good 
work!'. It is "as impossible to separate good works from 
faith, as heat and light from fire." "It cannot be idle." 
"It must bring forth good works." So teach our old Pro­
testant symbols. Luther says: " We must certainly hold 
1 hat where there is no faith there can be no good works; 
nnd on the other hand, there i" no faith where there are no 
good works.1t "The whole life of a Christian man con .. 
sisteth, inwardly, in faith towards God; and, outwardly, in 
charity and good works towards our neighbor." Calvin 
writes: "True faith and repentance, though they may be 
distinguished, cannot be separated." Edwards:" True love 
is an ingredient in true and living faith, and is what is most 
distinguishing in it." So manifest is the misrepresenta .. 
tion that the old theology, excludes charity from a justifying 
faith. 

111 the Arminian system, the atonement holds the place 
of a "compensation," a recompense for losses sustained by 
8il1. Man is not obliged to obey the law, or to repent of sin, 
nntil its provisions meet him. "If he had not come, they 
would not have known responsible sin," but would have 
been only" imputative," "irresponsible sinners." 

Here Calvinism and Arminianism part.. But not 80 

widely as some imagine. It is indeed "a disgrace to 
Christian theology, and a dishonor to the human intellect," 
to teach, "that it is divinely just to create one being bad, or 
a race bad, and then damn them for being bad." But who 
has endorsed this dark caricature of the divine government? 
Certainly not "the Old schoo)," which is charged with it. 
It ignores and abjures it as cordially as do our Methodist 
hrethren. Its distinguishing doctrine of creation is, that 
God created all things" good," and man" very good;" that 

Digitized by Googi e 



1863.] 7le Old &/,001 in New England TI,eology. 337 

be never created any being or race, bad, morally or physi­
cally; that he condemns men only for the evil which they 
were free in producing, and are free in perpetuating. God 
simply does not annul the constitutional law of continuity 
in the race, that each should bring forth "after his kind." 
When it had fallen, he did not annihilate it. But this is very 
(ar from creati'llg' it bad. Nor was the alternative, as a 
matter of justice, the extinction of the race, or provision for 
its recovery. For what could justice demand the atoning 
provisions as " a compensation" to man 1 For not being 
annihilated? God was under no obligation to destroy his 
last and best work because it had perverted itself. This 
might have been just, but it was not implied in the threat­
ened penalty. Nor could the atonement be due to the race, 
or to any part of it, as a compensation for their sin. Service 
is the correlate of compensation. Sin is the moral opposite 
of this, and its correlate is penalty, and not pay. The Old 
tbeology admits sinful man's need of gracious ability - an 
atonement, and a disposition to accept it. This he needs as 
800n as he is born. But it denies that he is, for any reason 
or in any sense, entitled to it. It insists that man could 
not be saved without both the objective provision and the 
subjective renewal; but it also insists that neither of these 
possesses the slightest ingredient of "compensation," or the 
least power to constitute free-agency OJ: obligation to 
repentance and a holy life. 

Perhaps this chief difference between the Calvinistic. and 
Arminian theories is occasioped by a different view of 
justice. The latter confounds it with benevolence. The 
former makes k broad distinction between them. Arminian­
ism places a gracious ability to the account of justice, as a 
debt. Calvinism puts it entirely to the account of benevo­
lence, as a donation, and on a principle of mediatorial inter­
position, that answers all the ends of justice as well as they 
could have been answered by the exact penalty, and thos~ 
of love far better. 

Dr. Hopkins was in essential agreement upon this subject 
VOL. Xx. No. 78. 43 10. 
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with the old theology. But his speculative habit led him to 
start some trains of thought, which otheri! have carried oot 
i.nto distinct dogmas. In his sharp definition, he restricts 
the atonement to a provision for pardon, and confines it to 
the death of Christ, as the penalty of the law. In logical 
consistency, he was obliged to limit justifi('.ation to for­
giveness. But he allows that pardon is "only one part of 
just.ification," and that it leaves men" without any title to 
eternal life" or capacity to enjoy positive happiness. "It 
was, therefore, necessary that Christ should obey the pre­
cepts of the law for mall, and in his stead." 

Another of his speculative notions is, that those who have 
once sinned, though pardoned, remain as criminal as ever, 
and can never cease to deserve eternal destruction. This 
was little else, we think, than the astute metaphysician's 
emphatic way of saying that forgiveness iii undeserved, and 
that it can never be true of one who has sinned, that he bas 
not sinned and deserved punishment. In this it is not 
discrepant with the Old theology. 

Still another peculiarity is, that the full penalty of sin, if 
it could be endured by the sinner, would alter his moral 
character, so that he would stand right in law, and on the 
principle of equation, have no need of a pardon. These 
speculations of Dr. Hopkins were held in check by his deep 
piety, and the strong evangelical character of his general 
teachings. But they led the way to more important devia­
tiontl from the Old theology by the New. 

Among these are the following: 
1st. The atonement satisfied the general justice of God, 

but not his particular or distributive Justice. • 
2<1. It satisfied the honor of God as lawgiver and ruler, 

but did not answer the penal demands of the law iUe/f 
upon the offender. 

3d. The active obedience of Christ was not performed as 
a substitution, nor imputed to believel'8 as satisfying the 
claims of the law upon them for a perfect obedience. 

4th. Nothing can be imputed but one's own personal 

Digitized by Googi e 



1863.] The Old &1&001 in New England Theology. 339 

attribute or act. All imputation, both of sin and righteous­
ness, in any other sense, is impossible. 

5th. Christ did not either obey the iaw for believers, or 
Buffer its penalty. The penalty for transgression, in respect 
to the forgiven, is not, in any sense, executed. Neither the 
law nor the lawgiver can' be satisfied with any substitute 
or equivalent for obedience in the subject. 

6th. The atonement is not an equivalent for the objects 
of the law which is violated, though it is sufficient to main­
tain the right of the lawgiver. It does not accompli~h these 
objects, Rnd nothing can do it. The kingdom and blessed. 
ness of God suffer a loss by sin, for which there can be no 
adequate redress or remedy. The final objects of his 
goverllment, including his own highest blessedness, he is 
obliged, hopelessly and forever, to abandon. 

By the Old theology, the work of Christ, as the second 
Adam, is an adequate redress for the evils introduced by 
the first. The objects of the lawgiver will be more fully 
accomplished through the law and gospel, than any mere 
process of law would secure. The government of God as a 
Redeemer, is not a lapse from his original and ultimate end 
as a lawgiver to a restricted good, by a loss to the kingdom 
and his infinite blessedness; not a defeat, but a majestic 
Idvance, a more full, though mysterious, unfoldment of his 
eternal, unbroken plan, in a far greater general good than 
any mere law administration would ha,'e secured. 

DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY. 

The terms Creator, Lord, and Redeemer imply not only 
government, but lovereigntg. God, as the author of the 
realm of matter and of mind, is its sovereign. Infinite 
rectitude is the distinguishing property of his being. The 
ground of all moral distinctions is in the completeness of his 
moral nature, which is the standard of goodness and of all 
right government There can be no foundation or source 
or these outside of God, either above or below him. His 
will is the exponent of these distinctions, and a perfect rule 
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of right and duty to his creatures. The chief end of 
creation is the manifested excellence and glory of the 
Creator, and the highest good of the intelligent universe. 
This end was prompted by the infinite benevolenee of the 
sovereign, planned by his wisdom, and achieved by his 
power. These are taken as the elements of divine 80\'e­

reignty, benevolence, wisdom, and power. And as these are 
infinite, they exclude the possibility of mistake or failure. 
They alRo bar out everything arbitrary, in the sense of 
reasonle!ls or tyrannical, and constitute the most desirable 
moral ruler. 

The school makes a distinction between God's knowl· 
edge and foreknowledge. The one relates to principles and 
the possibility of things, without necessary reference to 
succession or actuality. The other relates to facts or event&, 
and takes in the element of time. It is before the event, 
but after the divine purpose which makes it certain. There 
is also a difference between foreknowledge and decree. The 
decree comes, in the order of nature, after the knowledge 
which is its preparation, or the material on which it acts, 
and precedes the foreknowledge which is its logical coo­
sequence. 

This relation of God's knowledge and foreknowledge to 
his purpose is important to a just conception of bis sove­
reignty. God could not foreknow an event which was 
dependent on bis positive or permissive will until he bad 
purposed to accomplish or permit it. He knew the possi­
bility of a created universe, in the order of nature, before be 
decreed its existence, or before be foreknew that existence as 
certain. 

Divine fore-ordination respects, primarily, God's acts, but 
is inclusive of his permission and disposal to his ends of 
the acts of his creatures. This is the import of the Cate­
chism, where it says God "hath fore-ordained whatsoever 
comes to pass." Fore-ordination in respect to God's works 
of creation, providence, and redemption, fixes them ~ 
tivelg, and makes him the immediate author. In respect to 
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man's !wly acts, as repentance and faith, it involves a medi­
ate causation, as these follow freely from the holy disposition 
implanted by God's act of regeneration. But, the fore­
ordination of man's evil acts, as Adam's first sin, or the 
betrayal of Judas, conveys no proper idea of divine causa­
tion or authorship. Tbe ordination here was non-preventive 
and negative, though the purpose 110t to prevent was posi­
tivt". Man was the author of his own evil deed. His 
agency not only excluded, but even perverted, the divine 
agency. God fore-ordained man to be holy, and created 
him such; but he turned from that ordination, and made 
himself sinful. He created the garden, and placed Adam in 
it to keep it. He set aside a certain tree, under a prohi­
bition, to develop and strengthen his virtue. by trial. He 
endowed him with noble powers of knowledge, and aspi­
mtions after improvement. These are all God's causative 
fore-ordinations. They stand close to man's sin; they are 
the very conditions without which the sin could not have DC­

eorred. God, further, fore-ordained what disposal he would 
make of the sin. But in causative agency, these fore­
ordinations of God are entirely distinct from the sin of man, 
and ethically opposite. Sin, in every instance, ilJ in its 
nature counter to all the decrees of God, except his purpose 
not to prevent it, and to dispose of it in furtherance of the 
ultimate ends of his wise and perfect administration. 

There iii a sense in which God's acts and man's are con­
ti1lg'ent. They are acts of choice; and all man's agency is a 
dq>endent agency. The framers of our Confession employ 
the term in this sense, wben they speak of the "liberty, or 
contingency of secondary causes," as not being taken away, 
but rather established, by God's "ordaining whatsoever 
comes to pass." But it is a principle of the Old school, that 
no event under the government of God, free or unfree, itt 
contingent as being uncertain or unordained. All conceiv­
able events are divisible into three classes: the impossible, 
the po8Mle, and the certain. The first cannot be regarded 
U contingent, for they "'ill not occur. The third class is 
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excluded from contingency, for they either have taken place, 
or certainly will. The other class, the possible events, is 
made up of those which may and will take place, and of 
those which might, but will not. The former are not contin· 
gent, because they certainly will happen. The latter are 
not, for it is equally certain they will not happen. Thus 
contingency, in the sense of uncertainty, according to the 
Old doctrine, is excluded. All things are certain, either 
to be, or not to be. There is nothing between. They 
cannot be both certain and uncertain, for this is a contra· 
diction. 

Further, God's foreknowledge extends to everything that 
is to occur. But foreknowledge implies antecedent eel'-­

tainty as its ground. God cannot foreknow an event as 
doubtful, for this would necessitate ignorance and doubt in 
him. And when it should be decided, he would pass from 
doubt to certainty, and to an increase of knowledge. Bllt 
God cannot be in doubt respecting anythiug, - no more ill 
respect to free acts than phyeical operations. This is one 
point of difference between the Old theology and Armini­
anism. The latter affirms contingency respecting the acta 
of free agents, and the former denies it. 

Another point of difference relates to the gr01lM of 
moral certainty. Arminianism places this in foreknowledge. 
God's foreknowledge precedes his predeterminations, 88 all 
"cause must precede its effect." "God, as foreknowing, 
must be viewed as preceding God as predetermining." 

The Old order is just the reverse: God, as predetermining, 
precedes God as foreknowing, and for the same reason, i. e. 
that the cause precedes the effect. God did not first fore­
know that he should create man, and then, as the effect 
of this foreknowledge, determine that he would do it. Be 
decided to do it, and then foreknew it as certain to be dODe. 
80 of all things that depend on his positive or permissive wilL 
This seems a fixed law of the human, perhaps we may say 
also of the divine, mind. Every skilful architect first decides 
what he wishes to do, and then does it. God is the only 

Digitized by Googi e 



1863.] 7le Old Sclwolln New England Theology. 343 

perfect architect. In the order of nature, he was first 
acquainted with all possibilities and materials, with all 
means and ends. Then he predetermined what it was best 
to do, and, in due time, did it. 

The standing objection to this view oC divine sovereignty 
is, that it destroys free.agency. To this the. system bas its 
answers: 

1st. Fore-ordination, in respect to man's holy acts, is 
causation only in that mediate sense which perfectly harm~ 
Dizes with his freedom. And jn respect to his evil acts, it is 
Dot causation, but simple permission and di~posaL 

2d. Fore-ordination is accomplished by mea7U of the free­
agency of man. The first sin oC the first man, which God 
bad predetermined to permit, was as absolutely free as were 
any of his antecedent acts of holiness, in which God was 
equally predetermined to preserve him for a time. He had 
all the power for a different choice that he had while he did 
choose differently, except a disposition. 

3d. The freedom of moral agents is one of the things 
most especially fixed by God's predetermination. Surely 
that which secures moral freedom cannot destroy it. 

5th. The certainty which foreknowledge implies is open 
to this objection as really as is fore-ordination. It limits 
moral agents to " some one way, and no other, in which all 
free volitions will be put forth," that is, it makes them 
eerl4in. Fore-ordination does no more. "Foreknowledge 
does not cause the free act to be unfree," nor "prove" it 
to be so. Neither does fore-ordination. So far as there is 
causation at all, it only makes man's free acts more free, by 
bringing them under the" perfect law of liberty." 'I'bere 
is a kind of necessity, a moral must be, in what God fore­
knows will take place, as also in his fore-ordination; but 
no infringement of freedom in either. For, if it is not 
perfectly certain to be, his foreknowledge would not be 
"sure of verification," and he might be "deceived." 
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THEODICY. 

A moral system may be defined as the government of a 
moral being over moral beings. Among the theodicic prin­
ciples of the Old theology, the following, we believe, are 

. generally accepted: 
1st. All possible systems were open to the divine mind, 

and optional to him, - those ill which holiness and happi­
ness are universal; those in which sin and misery are 
universal; and those in which they mingle. Of these, God 
chose the last. 

2d. This choice was prompted by infinite love, which 
would be satisfied with no other system than the best. It 
was planned by infinite wisdom, and executed by absolute, 
creat.ive, and governmental power. 

3d. Sin, which comes by man's free act, and agaioat 
GOd'd prohibitory law, yet exists by bis voluntary non­
prevention. 

4th. This permission of moral evil, combining the joint 
action of love and wisdom, was chosen rather than the 
prevention of it, as resulting in a higher good to the 
universe, and hence in greater glory to the Supreme Ruler. 

5th. Sin is no less sinful on account of its being made the 
occasion of a greater good. It is evil, and only evil, in its en­
tire nature and all its tendencies. It is not chosen as, in itself, 
"better than holiness in its place," for it is nowhere better, 
but always bad per ,e. Hence God's treatment of it by 
prohibition and penalty is a stigma according to its nature, 
and a means of securing the good of its permission. Par­
don by a vicarious atonement., making the stigma still more 
emphatic, ill another means to the same end. The over­
ruling of sin, against its nature, as an occasion of good, 110 

more alters that nature than its permisllion sanctions it. It 
is not, properly, a means of good, although God's permission 
and overruling of it are good. 

Some of the Hopkinsians, putting the occasion for the 
means, have spoken of it as a "necessary means of the 
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greatest good." Dr. Stephen West pl't'sents it in this light. 
So do Drs. Emmons and Hopkins. The language of the 
lallt of these acute divines, is very strong: "No evil hall 
taken .place in the universe," he say II, " nor ever will, which 
is Dot the occasion of an overbalao~iDg good, so that, on the 
wbol£', there is more good than if there had been no evil;. 
aDd in this sense all evil is tnrned into good, that is, it is 00 

the wbole, all tbings considered, not evil but good." Drs. 
Burton and Strong adopted a similar phraseology. But it 
was only a byper-Calvinifltic way of stating the simple 
truth, that sin is the occasion of, or is over-ruled for, more 
good than would have followed its prevention. Edwards 
aDd Bellamy did not employ the language. Nor did Dr. 
Woods or Dr. Tyler, though they held fast to tbe Old 
doctrine, that God's permission was good, and that sin was 
made the occasion of a greater good than ",;ould have 
followed its absence. We believe the phraseology is not 
Dowapproved by any who may be classed as Hopkinsians, 
altbough the doctrine is held by the New Calvinists and tbe 
Old. 

6th. God is • possesfled of adequate power to have pre­
vented sin, if he had chosen to do so. The idea of permission 
implies the power of prevention. It would be preposterous 
to speak of God's permitting what be was not able to 
prevent. ADd we boM it to be equally peculiar to speak 
of· God's permitting sin in a moral system, if he had no 
other way of preventing it, than by preventing the moral ay'­
te.-; as tbe watch-maker can prevent friction in the wear of 
a watch only by not making the watch. We concede, also, 
tbat if Bin were, in its nature and tendency, "a necessary 
meaDS of good," there would be an equal impropriety in 
saying that God permitted it. It would, in that C88f', hold 
its place in the system by appointment, and not by mere 
sufferance and subjugation. 

7th. The ultimate end of God, as a moral governor, is the 
maDifestation of his infinite excellence aDd glory in the 
production of the highest good of the moral universe. By 
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the mingling of good and evil in the system ch08en by God, 
this end is more perfectly st'ICured than it would otberwille 
be. It brings out the gospel, as well as law, side of the 
divine nature,-a more complete dt:velopment, so to tlpeak, 
of God and man. Had there been no l'in, there could have 

. been no Saviour. If there had been no misery, there would 
have been no mercy; no experience of evil, no capability 
of that ineffable participation with the God-man in good, 
which flows from bilt incarnate love, and ill which the 
redeemed are eternally confirmed. To bring good out of 
good, is only the law that. "like produces like." But to 
make evil produce good - so to treat all the sin in tbe 
world, through the incarnation of God, by mingled law and 
gospel, love and justice, that the retOult shaU be a valltly 
greater sum total· of good t.han if sin bad not entt-red it- is 
an achievement possible only to infinite administrative skill 
It is equally honorable to the goodness, wil!idom, and power 
of God, and brings them all into exercise and the fullest 
exhibition. 

Thus the conflict between good and evil is not a dnwn 
battle, in which the combatants gain only partial victories 
and sustain about equal losses. Christ is more than a 
match for Satan. The seed of the woman will bruil'e the 
serpent's hflld. God is perfect master of tbe field, and of' aU 
the fol'Ct's, and is directing the evil and the good, more 
and more, to the higbest weal of the uni¥el't'e. 

With these leading tbeodicic principles of the Old school, 
in New England theology, the Presbyterian, Hopkinsian, 
and Methodist teaching is in substantial agreement. The 
theodicyof the New school dl'parts from them, somewbat 
eS8t>ntially, in the following particulars: 

1st. 'l'he chief and ultimate end of God in the govern­
Il'lMt of the universe, is happiness, and the means to it is 
holines!'. 

2<1. This chief end of moral government., by the best 
meanR, i~ not secured in the present flystem. 

3d. The system which would have produced the most 
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peorfE'Ct results, - a system witllout moral evil, - was not 
optional with God. It is conceivable, and cannot be 
IUItIUIUed as an "impossibility." Yet it was impossible 
to God. • 

4th. Every system possible to God was conditioned on 
the necessity of sin. The evils that are in the world" arise 
from tbe nature of a moral universe itself." A moral system 
"necessarily, in the nature of thin~, involves moral evil." 
" In respect to divine prevention, it is incidental to a moral 
lIystem," which is " not only better than no system, but the 
best post'ible to God." 

6tb. Hence, in deciding 011 a plan of government, the 
alternative was, a system with sin, or no moral ""iVers6. In 
reducing an unavoidable evil to tbe Jeast possible limits, 
Gild shows that " he prefel'l1, not the exiKtence of sin to its 
DOD-existence, but simply its existence to the non-existence 
of a moral kingdom"; he sbowiJ "a pnrpose to permit its 
~istence rather than to have no moral kingdom." No 
reason can be given wby God does not prevent aU sin 
onder a moral government," except tbat he cannot without 
destroying moral agency." 

6tb. 1'be impossibility to God of securing the best end 
of moral government by the best means, is absolute. God 
II introdnced redemption into a universe from which sin 
oould not by any providence be excluded." It is as impos­
Bible as to have a watoh without friction in the wheels, or a 
oIock witbout expansibility in the rod. The impossibility 
is as absolute as "to make a part equal to the whole"; as 
II that two and two should be five" or "the diameter of a 
circle be equal to its circumference." 

71h. God ca.nnot prevent any more sin than he doe, 
Jl"'vent, nor secure any more holiness than he does secure. 
"Wbatever a benevoleut God does in any given instance, 
mORt bt-, not only better than to do nothing, bot the best 
thing which he can do in tbat instance," -" all the good 
po&<ible to him." 

The root of tbese differences between the Old theology 
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and the New, lies in the essentially different view of the 
nature of a moral sYtltem. By the philosophy of the New, 
sin is essential to free-agency, - to the nature of a moral 
system. By the Old, it is only the possibility of' sin that is 
thus necessary. Hence the alternative is not with the Old, 
as with the New - sin, or no moral universe; but the capa­
bility of sin, or no moral universe. The possibility, however, 
neither necessitates, nor· makes ceriain, its actual existence. 
Beings who can sin if they will, are equally able to re­
fuse to sin; and they may so refuse, and remain holy, in 
defiance of all possible influences to prevent. 

The theory of a divine inability to prevent sin, was at 
first presented in the New school as "a possible alternative," 
an " hypothesis," which might solve the problem of evil more 
satisfactorily than the Old one did. But it soon fell into 
the dogmatics of the Ilchool, and was categorically affirmed; 
the old being denied as incapable of proof, - as false, dis­
honorable to God, and tending to infidelity. It was held as 
the ouly rational ground for the exercise of humiliation and 
repentance in man, and for defending tbe sincerity and be­
nevolence of God. "Either he can prevent sin in the case, 
or he cannot. If be cannot, then he may be sincere in the 
prohibition of it in his law. But if he can, and does not, 
he cannot be sincere in itl! prohibition in any case in which 
sin takes place. Disobedience in the subject is decitlive of 
insincerity in the lawgiver." 

This is explicit, and, with unmistakable clearness, defines 
the difference between the schools. It shows that the hypo­
thetical divergence has become a radical antagonism. On 
the Old doctrinE', by this tbeory, God is neither benevolent, 
nor sincere in prohibiting any sins which he does not pre­
vent; that is, in prohibiting allY sin which exists. And he is 
malevolent for punishing it. According to the New, God 
does the best be can in every instance, and therefore is sin­
cere and benevolent. But he cannot do as well as be 
would. His governmental power falls short of his benevo­
lence, by tbe 8um-total of the Bin and Buffering which are 
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in the world, but whicb it was an absolute impossibility for 
him to prevent, if. he created moral beings, and which he 
cannot even attempt to dimini~h witbout danger of in­
creasing it. 

The New theology claims to be an improvement upon 
the Old, and the Old to find its substantive doctrines in the 
Old and New Testaments, whicb cannot be improved. It 
counts no human creeds or compendiums perfect, and uses 
them only as help"'. Welcoming all forms of expre88ioa 
tbat canvl'y essential gospel tmth, and finding the funda­
mental Christian doctrine in all the evangelical denomina­
tions, it holdlJ fast to the catholic connsel of the elders at 
Saybrook: "to account notbing ancient that will Qat stand 
by this rule - the Old and New Testaments, - and 
nothing new that wilL" 

ARTICLE VI. 

THE CHURCH AND CHURCHES. 

BT "v. DANIEL P. J(OTEB, NEW TORI[ CITY. 

THERE are few sentences which furnish a more fmitful 
theme of meditation than tbat which fell from the lip~ of 
Paul on Mars Hill: "in Him we live, and move, and have 
our being"; "We are His offtlpring." But more wonderful 
are those words of onr Lord: " He dwelleth with you, and 
I!hall be in you." "That they all may be one; as thOD, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they al90 may be one 
in Oil." 

What, to the ancients, was an uncertain theory, to us is • 
reality: co Now are we the sons of God." Despite the 
broken ties, there is yet a family of God on earth, made up 
of those within whom he dwells, and who have begun to be 

11-
Digitized by Googi e 


