ARMINIANISM

Suggestive Notes Concerning Arminianism, Embracing Some Account
of Alexander Campbell's Discussion with J, A. Waterman,
Together with Pertinent Observations.
By George Mark Elliott

INTRODUCTION

One day when I was taking work at the Winona Lake School of Theol

ogy, I was asked whether I was a Calvinist or an Arminian© I indicated
that I was neither.

I still occupy the same position; and before the

paper is concluded, I shall indicate some of the reasons why©
The aim of this study is to present a few suggestive notes con

cerning Arminianism. This will lead to giving some account of Alexander

Campbell's discussion with Jo A. Waterman, together with setting forth
certain pertinent observations.

It may be helpful at the outset to make

a few explanatory comments©

A prominent Arminian theologian well states the fact that the
Arminian doctrine does not embrace "the exact and comprehensive formula

tions of doctrine" as found, for example, in "other systems, as, for in

stance, the Lutheran and Reformed or Calvinistic." But he goes on to say
that "in other modes the leading doctrines of the system are set forth
with satisfactory clearness and fullness©"

Through the centuries Arminians of various denominational affilia
tions have disagreed with reference to many doctrinal issues©

A full dis

cussion of even the major differences would be beyond the ken of this pa

per as it would lead to a consideration of controversies which involve
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much confusion and contradiction.

As will be seen, even Arminius reversed

himself with reference to the idea of "native guilt and damnableness

through a participation in the sin of Adam."

And later Arminians held

that neither Arminius nor The Remonstrance represent "the true doctrine of
Arminianism"—Arminian doctrine in its purest and best form.

There is, however, a concentered substratum of doctrine in what is

freely called in historical theology "the Arminian system."
Arminians commonly hold that the Adaraic sin occasioned an ontic

change or flaw in human nature; that human nature was thus so vitiated as
to necessitate the metaphysical operation of grace in order that one may

come to saving faith©

And some would hold that, in harmony with Arminian

anthropology, a special supernatural aid of the Holy Spirit is necessary
to enable one to act in accordance with his faith and knowledge.

Other

views within the range of Arminianism bearing on such problems will be
discussed later.

It is even claimed that the disappearance of the idea of "native

depravity without demerit" would favor Pelagius or Socinius rather than
Arminius.

Such passages, for example, as Romans 5 and Romans 7 are used

in an effort to substantiate this position.

These matters, then, must receive some attention.

It may be helpful, however, to glimpse at least some of the his
tory beginning with Arminius©

This will be somewhat of a background for

a consideration of Alexander Campbell's rejection of both Calvinism and
Arminianism.
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All of this may help to bring into focus the relation between cer

tain struggles of restoration pioneers in these areas and some of the
unfortunate tendencies with which we are faced today©

I.

A.

ARMINIUS AND ARMINIANISM

JACOBUS HERMANDSZOON OR JACOB ARMINIUS

Arminius (1560-1609), a Dutch theologian, made valuable contribu
tions to the field of theology in the years of torrid disputations through

which he lived©

He "died, worn out by uncongenial controversy, before his

system had been elaborated into logical consistency it attained"
in the hands of Simon Episcopus,
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partially

his successor at Leyden but more so as

Jan Uztenbogaert led the followers of Arminius in setting forth their

views in 1610 "in five articles, Articuli Arminii sive Remonstrantiae.
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which gave them the name 'Remonstrants,'"

to which attention will soon be

called©

It would be far beyond the scope of this statement to trace the

protean developments of Arminian theology ["creeping Arminianism"] in the
centuries following 1610 in various countries of the world©

However,

some attention must be given to this matter.
Note well the statements of Arminius which follow:

A. M. Fairbairn, "Arminius," Encyclopaedia Britannica (ninth

edition), H, 3>5>2»
See ibid.

Otto Heick, The Encyclopedia of the Lutheran Church (1965), I,
104.
k

See Clarence Augustine Beckwith, The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclo
pedia of Religious Knowledge. I, 297; George Park Fisher, History of

Christian Doctrine (1913), PP. 337 ff«; Henneth J. Grider, "Arminianism,"

Wycliffe Bible Encyclopedia (1975)» I» 143-48; Heick, o£. cit©, pp. 104-5;
Gerald 0. McCulloh, Man's Faith and Freedom;

The Theological Influence

of Jacobus Arminius (1962); J. L. Neve, Churches and Sects of Christendom
(1940), pp. 391-92; Roger Nicole, "Arminianism," Baker's Dictionary of
Theology (i960), pp. 64-65; Frederic Piatt, "Arminianism," Encyclopaedia
of Religion and Ethics. I, 807-16; James Ward Smith and A. Leland Jamison

Teds.), Religion in American Life (1961), I, 195 ff»

On July 23, 1605, Arminius held another public disputation with

theses, "On the Free Will of Man and Its Powers" (no© 11 in the
Opera) © He spares nothing in describing the loss of free will in
the state of sin©

"In this state the free will of man towards the

true good is not only wounded, maimed, infirm, bent, and weakened,
but it is also imprisoned, destroyed, and lost." Its powers are not
only weakened, but "it has no power whatever except such as are ex
cited by divine grace." ...
The mature views of Arminius are represented in his Declaration of

Sentiments.

Here he holds, according to Bangs, that "man in sin is un

able to exercise his will to do any good at all except he be regenerated

and continually aided by grace©

The grace of God is gratuitous affection,
c

infusion of the gifts of the Spirit © . . "

£hese views of the nature of man and the nature of faith, not to
mention other positions which Arminius took, vitiated much of his theol

ogy*

The theology of Arminius will be discussed more at length later.

But come now to the Remonstrance©

B. THE REMONSTRANTS7'
Arminius died in 1609©

AND THE REMONSTRANCE

The year following, in response to the

invitation of the States of Holland of November 23» I608, supporters of

Carl Bangs, Arminius: A Study in the Dutch Reformation (1971)»
p© 269; see ibid., pp. 215-16, 262, 341, et passim. Permission received
to quote the items in this paper taken from ARMINIUS: A Study in the
Dutch Reformation, by Carl Bangs. Copyright 1971 by Abingdon Press©
c

Ibid., p. 313©
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The "followers" of Arminius "expressed their convictions in the
famous five articles which laid before the State, as their justification©
Called Remonstrants from these Remonstrantiae, they always refused to be

called Arminians" (Beckwith, op_. cit., pp. 296-97)*
Q

"Although the Remonstrant Brotherhood refused the name 'Arminiaii,'

yet their principles were clearly rooted in
(McCulloh, o£. cit., p. 6)0

Arminius*

theology**

Arminius drev/ up a "Remonstrance" in which their views were summarized in
five articles.

Article III reads as follows:

That man has not saving grace of himself, nor of the energy of his
free will, inasmuch as he, in the state of apostasy and sin, can of
and by himself neither think, will, nor do any thing that is truly

good (such as saving Faith eminently is); but that it is needful that
he be born again of God in Christ, through his Holy Spirit, and re
newed in understanding, inclination, or will, and all his powers, in
order that he may rightly understand, think, will, and effect what is
truly good according to the Word of Christ, John xv.5: 'Without me
ye can do nothing.'

Attention will be given to this article later, and it will be set
in the framework of Arminian anthropology©

C.

CONDITIONALLY, HUMAN FREEDOM, AND PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY

The development of Arminianism since the days of Arminius, through
the time it was a more or less separate theological system and then more

of an influence "suffusing itself through . • . the discussions of the

relation of God to man,"

presents a fascinating interplay of continuity

and discontinuity with Arminius' own position.
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^Article III, ARTICULI ARMINIANI SIVE REMONSTRANTIA (The Five
Arminian Articles© A.D. 1610), Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom,
with a History and Critical Notes, III [1966], 546-47). Permission re
ceived to use. this citation from The Creeds of Christendom, Vol. Ill, by

Philip Schaff, reprinted by the Baker Book House. [See Justo L. Gonzalez,
A History of Christian Thought (1975), pp. 254-62.]
Piatt, op. cit., p. 815©
See ibid©, et passim; H. Shelton Smith, Robert T. Handy, and

Lefferts A. Loetscher, American Christianity: An Historical Interpreta
tion With Representative Documents: Volume I: 1607-1820 (I960); Augustus

Hopkins Strong, Systematic Theology (1912), III, 601-6; Conrad Wright,
The Beginnings of Unitarianism in America (1955); references infra. [Schaff
refers to Arminianism as "an elastic, progressive, changing liberalism"

(Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (1919), I, 509*]
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Within the general framework of that which is recognized as Armin

ianism, there have been numerous and highly protean developments© Vari
ous and important contributions have been made by Arminian theologians
which cannot be discussed here.

It should be emphasized, frowever, that

those who were styled Arminian theologians stressed the doctrine of con

ditionally, human freedom, and personal responsibility. On the surface,
this accentuation might appear to be in contradiction not only to the

Article III just cited but also to many suchlike statements made by
Arminius and many Arminian theologians concerning the alleged depravity
or sinfulness of human nature.

A few examples follow:

In response to the question, "What is the power of free will in
fallen man to perform spiritual good?" Arminius answers:

In this state, the free will of man towards the true good is not

only wounded, maimed, infirm, bent, and weakened; but it is also im
prisoned, destroyed, and lost. And its powers are not only debili
tated and useless unless they be assisted by grace, but it has no

powers whatsoever except such as are excited by £jvije, grace© For
Christ has said, 'Without me ye can do nothing.'

'

After a definite statement of the personal sin of Adam and Eve, and

of its penal consequences to themselves, Arminius proceeds: "The
whole of this sin, however, is not peculiar to our first parents, but
is common to the entire race and to all their posterity • • . Where

fore, whatever punishment was brought down upon our first parents has
likewise pervaded and yet pursues all their posterity. So that all

men 'are by nature the children of wrath' (Eph. ii, 3), obnoxj^us to
condemnation and to temporal as well as eternal death ..."
This
is the doctrine of native guilt and damnableness through participation

12Bangs, o£. cit., p. 34l.

See ibid©, p. 342.

Arminius, Writings, I, 486, cited by John Miley, Systematic
Theology (1894), II, 505. [As already indicated, Arminius later changed

his view greatly with reference to native demerit.]
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in the sin of Adam. The sense of the passage is clear in its own
terms, and clear beyoncLauestion^when read in the light of what imme
diately precedes ...'
*
•
"Arminian Theory of Regeneration":

The Arminian anthropology also accepts the doctrine of the impo
tence to good of the apostate will, and states it is substantially
the same phraseology with that of the Lutheran and Calvinistic sym
bols; but it makes explanations and modifications that bring it into
conflict with some fundamental positions of the Reformers upon this
subject•
The Confession or Declaration of the Remonstrants makes the fol

lowing statement: "Man has not saving faith from himself, neither is
he regenerated or converted by the force of his own free will; since,
in the state of sin, he is not able, of and by himself, to think,
will, or do any good thing,—any good thing that is saving in its na
ture, particularly conversion and saving faith. But it is necessary
that he be regenerated, and wholly renewed by God in Christ, through
the truth of the Gospel and the added energy of the Holy Spirit,--in
intellect, affection, will, and all faculties,—so that he may be

15Ibid©
See infra with reference to the position that "Native Depravity
without Native Demerit" represents "THE TRUE ARMINIAN DOCTRINE."
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"Much of the Arminian treatment of original sin," says Miley,

"is unsatisfactory. Native desert of penal retribution cannot be recon
ciled with the determining principles of the Arminian system. Hence Armin

ians

who accept such a doctrine of original sin, as not a few have done,

are involved in confusion and contradiction in attempting its reconcilia
tion with their own system.

These facts call for a thorough review of the

Arminian treatment of original sin.

Such a review will be given in an

appendix to our second volume" (John Miley, Systematic Theology. I [1892],
521). The review referred to closes with a repudiation of any attempt "to
carry the Augustinian doctrine of demerit into the Arminian system" (Miley,
ibid.. II [1894], 524).
As far as this paper is concerned, so be it. The point pressed
here is that the "native depravity" as explained by Arminius, the Remon
strance, even Miley, and Arminians generally is of such a nature as to
necessitate for salvation the operation of a grace that is nowhere taught
or promised in the Bible.
18

Arminius, however, came to the position "that original sin will
condemn no one" because "the grace of a universal atonement • • . freely

cancels the guilt of Adamic sin" (Miley, ibid., p. 512).
cry, however, from yielding native depravity.

See infra©

This is a far

able (possit) rightly to perceive* mediate upon, will, and accomplish
that which is a saving good©"

*

*

Anthropology has been styled "the centre of gravity of the Arminian

system©"22

And the patent contradiction between the idea of condition

ally, human freedom, and personal responsibility in Arminianism and its
23

idea of "native depravity"

is allegedly harmonized in part on the basis

of "its great doctrine of prevenient grace":
of universal grace;
26

Holy Spirit;"

' °' ^

25

24

an assumed communication

''the universal diffusion of the influences of the
#27

"the communication of the energy of prevenient grace."^ '

The position seems to be maintained in large measure on a

misleading interpretation of certain statements in Romans 5 [especially

Confessio sive Declaratio, Chapter XVII, cited by William G. T.

Shedd, A History of Christian Doctrine (1869), II, 186-87.
20

See ibid., p© 187, re the nature or amount of grace regarded to

be sufficient©

HBoth Calvinism and Arminianism insist on the supernatural opera

tion of the Holy Spirit in connection with what is styled "the new birth"
to make possible one's being "a new creature" in Christ.

T>latt, pj3. cit©, p. 812; see A. M. Fairbairn, The Place of
Christ in Modern Theology (1900), pp. l69-71o
2'z

See Bangs, oj>© cit., pp. 215, 269, 340-41, et passim; John
Miley, Systematic Theology (1894), II, 505 ff.; William G. T© Shedd, A
History of Christian Doctrine (1869), II, 178 ff.; Richard Watson, Theo
logical Institutes (1857), II, 46 ff©

Piatt, o£© cit©, p« 810.
26Ibid.

^See ibid.
27Ibid©

*°See Miley, pjg© cit., II, 518-19*
29See

30,

Bangs, o£. cit., pp. 170, 212-16, et_ passim«

See Watson, op_© cit©, p© 59»

10

w. 12, 18, 19] and various other passages©

31

'

32

The quintessence of

Arminian theology with reference to the Fall involves an erroneous anthro

pology and an unscriptural view of grace based on certain alleged uni
versal benefits accruing from the work of the last Adam.

This dovetails

well with the Arminian doctrine of the metaphysical operation of the Holy
33

Spirit.

This matter will receive more attention later.
It is little wonder that the Arminian emphasis upon conditionally,

human freedom, and personal responsibility is often vitiated, in tradi
tional Arminianism, by concomitant questionable anthropology.

Certainly

this would aid and abet certain false views of the nature of faith.

D.

34

*

35

ARMINIUS ON GRACE

"The most complete ingredients of Arminius' doctrine of Grace,"

says Bangs, is to be found in his The Examination of Perkins' Pamphlet©

36

Some of the points emphasized are as follows:

31

See, e©g., Bangs, o£. cit., pp. 338 ff.; Miley, ojp© cit., II,

505 ff.; Watson, 0£. cit©. pp. 33 ff» [See Moses E. Lard, Commentary on
Paul's Letter to Romans (1892), pp. 182-90.]
32

See, e.g., I Corinthians 15:22©

See, e.g., Bangs, op_. cit©, p. 260; Piatt, op. cit.. pp. 809-10.
34

o
See Piatt, pj>. cit., p. 810.

•^See Arminius [Writings, I, 566] cited by Bangs, op_© cit., p© 262,
36

Bangs, op. cit., p© 209©
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l)

"' • . • evangelical grace has to do with man as sinner. ,,,37

2)

There is only one kind of grace; not two, e.g©: (1) common
grace, (2) peculiar or special grace© The distinction is
.rather between "salvation as sufficient and salvation as ap

plied.""5
3)

" © o . Perkins had accused the author who is under attack of
teaching that the will is capable of contrary choice© • • ©
Arminius asks in reply whether free will is not flexible to

either side even without grace, for it is the very meaning of
free will to be flexible© But, he adds, free will in man as
sinner is 'addicted to exil,' and 'it will not be bent to do
good except by grace.'"

4)

"Grace is a form which brings into actuality the potentiality
of the free will to goodness©

In a sinful man the free will

is sufficient for only evil choices© Thus Arminius says that
'grace is present with all men, by which their free will may

be actually bent to good; but that there is in all men such a. 0
will as is flexible to either side upon accession of grace.'"

5)

"In sinful man free will is addicted to evil, but upon acces
sion of grace of God that appears to all men it becomes flex
ible to either side©"

6)

Arminius affirmed that 'the ability to believe belongs to
nature; believing to grace©'

Thus it is incorrect to allege

of this position, as Perkins Jjad done, 'that nature and grace
are of equally wide extent.'"

The human race suffers certain consequences which result from the
sin of Adam.

However, without discussing here the fallacious notion that

personal guilt may be transmitted by the progenitive process, the question

may be raised as to whether or not man, because of the Fall, lost his

37

Ibid.

(Documentation for citations from Arminius will be found

in Bangs.)

5 Ibid., p© 212©
Ibid., pp. 215-16.
42
Ibid©

39Ibid.. p. 215©
^Ibid©
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ability to respond to God apart from the infusion of divine grace or from
what is often called prevenient grace?

Would man as a result of Adam's sin, apart from the supernatural

infusion of prevenient grace assumed as a benefit of the work of "the last

Adam" gratuitously averred from such passages as Romans 5*l8, 19—would
this man have "the power of examination," the ability to think, reason,

compare, judge, weigh, and examine evidences for divine revelation?
Would he, apart from the alleged canceling of certain potential or actual
alleged results of Adam's sin by the redemptive work of Christ, be cap
able of examining evidences, e.g., of the divine origin of the Bible and
of the facticity of the resurrection of Jesus from the grave?

Would he

be able, apart from the supernatural infusion of prevenient grace, be cap
able of such examination and on this basis come to the faith required for

salvation [Mark 16:16; Acts 2:30 ff©]?

would such a being really be MAN?

If not, then ontically speaking,

Would he still retain genuine man-

43

hood? ^

2.3

There is a "special Arminian view which holds that "a common

guilt on the ground of inherited depravity [NOT the guilt Adam's sin] is
covered by the canceling grace of Christ.

Thus it is held that "infants

are born in a regenerate state . . . " (Miley, pj>. cit., I, 526-27)© As
seen elsewhere the idea of such alleged canceling effects of Christ's re

demptive work comes from a misreading, for example, of Romans 5©
A related question has already been implied in the "Introduction":
Is human nature so vitiated ontically by the Adamic sin that, in order for

the will to be strengthened so that one may act in full accordance with

his faith, the metaphysical aid of the Holy Spirit is necessitated? Atten
tion will be given to the position that the effect of Adam's sin on the
human race [either with reference to guilt or depravity] which allegedly
exists hypothetically is removed by the death of Christ before birth©

13

E.

ARMINIANISM ON ACTION AND METAPHYSICAL EMPOWERMENT

1)

Native depravity and prevenient grace.

Miley, in his discus

sion of the "Arminian Treatment of Original Sin," examines varient posi-

tions taken by Arminian theologians©

44

He affirms that "there is doctrinal

confusion and contradiction ... in any case where it is attempted to

carry the Augustinian doctrine of native demerit into the Arminian sys45

tern." 7
Attention has already been called to the fact that Miley, however,

argues for "native depravity without demerit" as being "the true Arminian
doctrine©"

"We have ever held," says Miley, "the doctrine of a common

native depravity; that this depravity is in itself moral ruin; and that
there is no power in us by nature unto a good life."
discuss the "native depravity and universal grace."

46

He goes on to

This position is

commonplace no matter how divergent the theologians may be with reference

44

See Miley, op. cit., II, 505-24.
Ibid., p. 524.

46

Miley, oj>. cit., I, 533©

[Miley, argues at length in his attempt

to prove the actuality of "native depravity, with its characteristic evil

tendency" (see ibid., 446 ff.)].
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4?
to the doctrine of original sin©

Miley concludes his treatment of "The True Arminian Doctrine with
reference to native depravity with these words:
... We have ever held the doctrine of native depravity; that

this depravity is in itself a moral ruin; and that there is no power
in us by nature unto a good life© But through a universal atonement
there is a universal grace—the light and help of the Holy Spirit in

every soul© If we are born with a corrupt nature in descent from
Adam, we receive our existence under an economy of redemption, with
a measure of the grace of Christ. With such grace, which shall re
ceive increase on its proper use, we may turn unto the Lord and be
saved. With these doctrines of native depravity and universal grace
there is for every soul the profoundest lesson of personable respon

sibility for^gin, and of the need of Christ in order to salvation and
a good life©

Then in dealing with the subject, "Gracious Help for All," Miley
says that

There are two profound relationships of mankind's one, to the
Adamic fall; the other, to the atonement in Christ. As through the
one there is a universal corruption of human nature, so through the

47

It might be well to call attention here to (l) an article by J.

K. Grider on "Arminianism" in Wycliffe Bible Encyclopedia (1975), I, 14348; (2) H. Orton Wiley, Christian Theology (1967), II©
Grider gives a survey of Arminianism from its beginning to "the
present situation." It covers the range indicated in the first part of
this paper and includes a helpful bibliography© Grider regards Wiley as
"more idealistic in places than Arminius and Wesley," but he looks upon
Wiley's work as being "basically Arminian in the authentic sense." This,
of course, may be debated; but that would emphasize the protean character
of Arminianism to which attention has been called©

He closes his article

with the observation that in the future there may "be still more of a

convergence of the Arminian and Calvinistic theologies ..." Perhaps
more theologians will regard themselves as "Cal-minians."
Wiley argues at length for the necessity of prevenient grace.

At

tention will be called later to another emphasis he makes that ties in
with what the restoration pioneers faced and also that with which we are
faced today.
48

Ibid., p© 533©
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other there is gracious help for all.

It is only on the ground of

such a universal grace that the actual moral state of the race can ^
be placed in harmony with the accepted doctrine of native depravity©
"On this question [the moral state of the race]," he continues,
"Arminianism differs little from Augustinianism, so long as man is viewed
50

simply in his Adamic relation. . . • " '

51

'

52

*

53

^Miley, 0£. cit., II, 243.

Ibid.

^ See Piatt, o£. cit., p. 810©
jBoth the realistic and the representative view with reference to

the Adamic sin are espoused as well as rejected.

Various changes were

made in the view held by Arminius©

The Arminian theologian who holds to "a common nature damnableness,"
"a universal sinfulness in the Adamic connection of the race," may "sup

plement his doctrine with the balancing or canceling grace of a free jus

tification in Christ" (see Miley, 0£. cit., II, 512).
Some recognized Arminian theologians hold, on the basis of Romans

5:l8, that "a free justification in Christ ... covers the inheritance of
Adamic sin"; that this "justification cancels the guilt of original sin in

the case of all infants" (ibid., p. 513)©

We are told also, however, that

infants are not "born justified" but are "all born under the 'free gift'

which is given "in order to justification of life ..." (ibid., p. 51^)•
But what has Romans 5»l8 [which concerns the penalty of physical death]
have to do with canceling amenability to eternal death—amenability on ac

count of "a common Adamic sin" whereby "the guilt of his [Adam's] sin is
native to every soul" [a view "common in Arminian theology"] (ibid., p. 505)•
Whether, however, in the case of infants, the alleged guilt of orig
inal sin and the corruption of human nature is only potential or actual—

does this averment concede the Calvinistic view that a sufficient ground
of election and reprobation is found in the alleged fact of demerit and
damnableness adhering to iriginal sin? Arminians are thrown here in "Doc

trinal Confusion and Contradiction"; for if there is a universal justifi

cation from the guilt of original sin, doe^s not this presuppose the guilt,
either hypothetically or actually, and "that the innocence of childhood is

not its natural birthright" but rather "the result of its justification

from the guilt of original sin"? (ibid., p. £20).
This confusion and contradiction which has been barely glimpsed
here arises from the anthropology of Arminianism©
53

See Moses E. Lard, Commentary on Paul's Letter to the Romans

(1892), pp. 182-90.
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2)

"The power 'to will and to do.'"

Consider the same basic

problem from a somewhat different frame of reference.

Suppose, for example, that apart from prevenient grace, a man could
investigate the evidences for the divine origin of the Word of God; and
that through the Scriptures he was motivated to do what God required:

could this man, according to one John Miley styles "our own most honored
54
name in systematic theology,"
act apart from being empowered to do so by
the direct metaphysical operation of the Holy Spirit?
The answer comes in connection with the dilemma posed for the
Calvinist when he deals with the question of the impartation or nonimpartation of grace upon the unconverted©

55

Watson argues that "the power 'to will and to do,' is the sole
56
result of the working of God in man©"

Again:

... Here is no dispute; every good thought, desire, and tendency
of the heart, and all its power to turn these to practical account

by prayer, by faith, by use of the means og grace, through which new
power 'to will and to do,' new power to use grace, as well as new
grace, is communicated, is of God. Every good act, therefore, cis
the use of a communicated power which is given of grace ...
Watson has previously said:

... The Scripture treats all men to whom the Gospel is preached
as endowed with power, not indeed from themselves, but from the grace
of God, to 'turn at his reproof;1 to come at his 'call;' to embrace

54

J Miley, op. cit., II, 507©
For a discussion of said dilemma, see Watson, ojo. cit., II,
375-79; and context©

56Ibid., p© 379-

^7Ibid<
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his 'grace;' but they have no capacity for any of these acts, if
either of these opinions be true:

and thus the word of God is con

tradicted. ...

It follows, then, that the doctrine of the impartation of grace to
the unconverted, in a sufficient degree to embrace the Gospel must be
admitted.

Watson goes on to argue, among other things, that the metaphysical
operation of the Holy Spirit in the heart is necessary that a man may

have "a power of willing to come to Christ":

"a power of considering

their ways, and turning to the Lord"; "a power of praying, when they do

not pray"; "a power of believing, when they do not believe • . . the in,*«•,..

"60

fluence under which this is done is from the grace of God alone."

This doctrine of the absolute necessity of the metaphysical action

of the naked Holy Spirit on the naked heart of man is derogatory to the

dignity of human nature and a disparagement of the Word of the Holy
Spirit.

It is contravened by the history embraced in Acts of Apostles,

from the first Pentecost following the Crucifixion-Resurrection of Christ

and on through the book.

And the doctrine leaves the door ajar for the

...

.

x.

entrance of all sorts of mystical and subjective aberrations.

3)

A related view of willpower.

61

In passing, attention is

called here to a related view of will power discussed in the early days
of the restoration movement.

* (l) "The doctrine, that no grace is imparted before conversion";
(2) "the intentional restriction of that grace to a degree which is in

sufficient to dispose the subject to the acceptance of the Gospel ..."
(ibid©, p. 376).
5Q

•^Ibid., p. 377.

60t .

Ibid.

In this connection it might be well to read a series of articles

by Alexander Campbell on "Metaphysical Regeneration; or, Fullerism Ex

posed," beginning in the October, 1830, The Millennial Harbinger©
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Relation pioneers generally opposed the idea that in conver

sion 'the Holy Spirit operates immediately upon the human soul; that

there is adirect impact of the Spirit ... upon the spirit of man." 2
They contended that the "divine influence" of the Holy Spirit on the sin
ner "is not direct, but mediate; that the Spirit operates not by naked im

pact, but through the truth."63 In other words they believed the word of
the Holy Spirit given through the apostle Paul in Romans 1.16.
On the other hand, Logan points out in this same connection that

many hold that the Holy Spirit "works by adirect impact" on the spirit
in strengthening the saint,6" in strengthening the will of the Christian
n65

"by direct spiritual contact©"

McGarvey raises the question as to "whether the Holy Spirit which
dwells within exerts upon our spirits a direct, immediate influence, or

whether its influence is mediate, through the truth."66 He indicates
that some hold that the presence of the Spirit necessarily implies that
His influence operates directly upon our spirits. "But there is, un

doubtedly as clear a distinction between the presence of the Holy Spirit
62W. L. Logan, "The Presence of the Holy Spirit in Christians,"
Lard's Quarterly, II (1866), pp. 162-63.

63Ibid., p. 163.

^Attention will be given later to Campbell's view in this matter.
65Logan, op. cit., p. 175»

66J. W. McGarvey, The Millennial Harbinger (May, loW, p. 215.
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and [His] method of action," says McGarvey, "as there is between my pre
sence and my method of action."
The idea of the direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon the spir
it of man nestles comfortably in Arminian doctrine.
Said Logan:

. . . God works in the Christian 'to will and to do,' but in such

a way as to leave him free.

To do this the man's will must always

be consulted. A power exerted upon a man, or in him, by direct spir
itual contact, is necessarily exerted otherwise than through his
will. If a man's will has anything to do with any spiritual influ
ence of which he is the subject, that influence must come to him

through some thought or idea whieh the mind takes hold of voluntarily
and then voluntarily considers.

In this connection Logan raises the question concerning vice and
virtue:

tary.

"In order that an action be virtuous or vicious it must be volun

God will not overpower a man's will to save him; neither will he
69

permit the Devil to do it to lead him to perdition."

And if the direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon the spirit of
a Christian is necessary to make it possible for him to do that which he
well knows he should do, what about his free moral agency?

Does the pro

mise of I Corinthians 10:11-14 embrace as one of the means of grace the

asking and receiving of the direct supernatural operation of the Holy

Spirit upon the Christian's spirit to enable him to do or not to do?

If

so, is there here a degradation of the mediate work of the Holy Spirit?
Is there here a disparaging of the povrer of the Word and of what might be
called the ordinary means of grace of God which has wondrously given to
His children?

7Ibid.

9Ibid., p. 17^.

Logan, op_. cit., pp. 17^-75«
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if) The averred supernatural operation of the HolS gBirit J& ^e
souls of men in regeneration fsymbolized Si baptis^ and the supernatural

direct operation of the Hoi* ^2^ I* ^ ^

^ ^ 2* *^° ^

will not be taken here to expound the terms "regeneration" and the "new
birth." Attention is rather focused on the idea that at the time of
conversion [however that may be taken] there is necessitated an "efficient

operation" of the Holy Spirit—"a work wrought in the souls of men",
"wrought by the efficient agency of the Holy Spirit ... by the direct,
personal agency of the Spirit©"

70

One position is that there is no change in the "natural constitu
tion of man" but rather "in his moral and spiritual nature." Another

position is that this "'direct interposition on the part of the Deity"'
^ connexion with the inspired word" is necessary to effect "the renovation of the natural heart © . ©
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Said Campbell in his reply to Meredith:

I object, moreoever, to this theory of Mr. IMller, as detailed by

Mr. Meredith, because it makes the word of God of non-effect. In the

next paragraph he positively says, 'It is to the direct. acti|| of
this omnipotent Spirit, that the word, otherwise powerless, is indebLa^its trijmphs over the natural heart.' It is owing, then,
tfan indescribable something called direct divine interposition

[LrtdSh £0 uses the word "operatio^T^hich Mr. M. cannot define,

that the word is any better than an impotent dead letter. . . .

It is rather common in contemporary theology to find the idea

expressed that it is the direct operation of the Holy Spirit that produces
7°Wiley, o£© cit., p. ^18.
^Alexander Campbell citing Mr© Meredith, Millennial Harbinger
(January, 1836), pp. 20-21©
ibid©, p. 21©
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a spiritual change at the time of baptism; that baptism is not valid apart
from this direct operation or work of the Holy Spirit©
Faced with such a position, whether as held by Arminians or by
other theologians of whatever party, the early restoration leaders
stressed their conviction that the Gospel of Christ was "the power of God

unto salvation to every one that believeth ..."

They opposed the doc

trine that the power of God unto salvation was the Gospel of Christ plus
the direct operation of the Holy Spirit either without or "in connection
73 7^with the inspired word." *

More will be said in connection with Romans 1:16 when Campbell's
position is discussed in the material that follows©

Note a portion of a letter from John Davies to Alexander Campbell:
Mollington, Chester, England
March 25th 1836
Greatly esteemed Sir,

I ADDRESSED a letter to you about four months ago, to express the

gladness with which I and the friends connected with me, learned that you
and a large company in America were of the same mind and judgment with us
in following the faith and obedience of the first churches of Christ,
without regard to more recent inventions.****
As it regards what is termed "the work of the Holy Spirit in re
generation," or, more definitely, "the necessity of a divine influence to
give the word of God its proper effect in the conversion of a sinner,"

every sect here (however differing in other respects) holds this to be a
"fundamental doctrine."

For ourselves, I beg to say we are content to re

gard the Apostles* word as the speaking of the Holy Spirit through them
unto sinners,—testifying in them concerning Christ,—taking of Christ's
and showing it through them unto us,—and so by them leading us into all
truth. We also regard their word as being Jesus* drawing of all men, by
the varied persuasions of redeeming love, to come unto and believe in Him
to the saving of the soul. We desire ni higher distinction than "believ
ers in Him through their word," nor would we have any thing more at heart
than, according to our Lord's petition, to be one, in the Father and the
Son, with the Apostles and with all who so believe in and follow the

Leader and Commander as the first churches did. • • " (John Davies, The
Millennial Harbinger [August, I836], p. 3^9)©
Davies goes on to refute said "prevailing notion," calling special
attention to I Corinthians 3:6 by which, said Davies, "the necessity of
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F.

CONCLUDING NOTE

It may be well, even though it will involve some repetition, to
conclude this section of the paper with a few observations.

1)

The acceptance of the principle of conditionality, human free-

dom, and personal responsibility. The acceptance of the principle of
conditionality, human freedom, and personal responsibility does not make
one an Arminian.

a)

Conditionality.

Conditionality as taught in the Bible is to

be espoused. But a conditionality that predicates the necessity of direct

supernatural aid to offset relevant limitations caused by alleged native
depravity is to be rejected. As already seen, this position leads to

theological contradictions that cannot be resolved on a Biblical basis©
And there remains the inevitable cul-de-sac.

b)

Human freedom. The doctrine of human freedom as presented in

Scripture must be accepted. However, there should be laid aside the idea
of human freedom that necessitates for its actuality a direct, out of the

word, supernatural operation of God on the souls of men; that presupposes

an ontic depravity such that man's will is "debilitated and useless" unless

assisted by special grace actualized by the invalidation, through Christ,
of certain alleged potential or actual results of the sin of Adam. If the
restoration said to be enjoyed at birth is occasioned by the cancellation

of the alleged "common Adamic sin," then is not the Calvinistic ground of
election and reprobation conceded? If the said restoration is from de

pravity [not guilt] then is there not an involvement in metaphysics with
out the support of Biblical grounds?
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c)

Personal responsibility.

responsibility is to be averred.

The Biblical teaching of personal

But should there not be set aside the

idea of personal responsibility that requires for "salvation . . . applied"
a flexibility of will made possible by direct supernatural aid?
2)

A Christian only.

While one holds to the Biblical doctrine of

conditionality, human freedom, and personal responsibility; one by the
same token may of necessity reject the doctrine of conditionality, human

freedom, and responsibility arrived at by way of Arminian theology as
commonly held©

3)

Why not be just a Christian?

A difficult stance.

Would it not be difficult to style as

Arminian the following positions, expressed definitively with reference
to certain per contra aspects of said view?

a)

The position

That holds that Adam's sin entails no ontic depravity in the
race that so affects the power of the will or reasoning fac
ulty that necessitates the operation of prevenient grace to
enable one to respond to the Word of God unto the salvation
proffered.

b)

That repudiates the idea that the justification of Romans
5:l8b is "a free justification in Christ" that "covers [the
assumed] inheritance of Adamic sin"; and that said justifi
cation is necessary to "the innocence of childhood."

c)

That denies the cancelation of either hypothetical or actual
alleged blockage of the freedom of the will by the justifi

cation mentioned in Romans 5*l8b—even though birth should
occur in said state of supposed cancelation©

d)

That denies a crippling of man's ontic being so that the
inherent deficiency thus averred must be absolved by the di
rect operation of grace, by whatever name it may be called,
before a man of his own free will can respond to God unto

salvation. [If it were a fact, would not such a work of
restoration be a supererogatory work?]

e)

That takes the position that Biblical doctrine does not teach
that Adam's sin resulted in man's inheritance of a sinful
nature•

Zk

« A^n,as aChristian onlv. As aChristian and aChristian
only, one is neither aCalvinist nor an Arminian. *he yofce of either
r«r too heavy for the restoration pioneers to bear, and

position was far too neavy

,. amatter of fact, as aChristian and aChristian only, with the Word
of cod as his guide, is not one under the obligation to repudiate such a
theological weight, More will be said concerning this matter.
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II. CAMPBELL'S REJECTION OF CALVINISM AND ARMINIANISM

A. CONVERTING POWER VERSUS OCCASIONS OF CONVERSIONS

Said Campbell: "If we are not Calvinists, certainly we are not
Arminians."

Campbell, when he replied to a communication from J. A. Waterman

in regard to "Special Providences and Spiritual Agency," averred that
between the Calvinist and the Arminian there is no difference, in

mY Sent, on the five points, worth ahard thought or an unkind

feeUnlHf they both agree that some sovereign, non-descript, ande-

~ndent spiritual or special agency is necessary to make the word of

SodcredSlefor to eSble any sinner to believ?6it. Agreeing on
this point, all the rest is but a war of words.

What bearing does this statement have on Campbell's view on such

matters as special divine providence, the angelic ministry, and the effi

cacy of prayer? To prevent amisconception of Campbell's view, it may be
well to set forth definitively some of the things which hindered the two
men from coming at once to, and remaining with, the one point at issue as
far as Campbell's averment is concerned; namely, "that all the converting

power which the Father, the Son, or the Holy. Spiri* now exercises upon
the human mind, is in the word©*'

77

Neither special divine providence, per se, nor the efficacy of
Christian prayer constitutes the point of issue ©

75Alexander Campbell, The Millennial Harbinger, VII (June, 1836),
p© 326.

76Campbell, ibid., IV (June, 1833), PPo 2*rf-*7. ^\fa^^T

boration, ibid., (October, 1833), PPo ^2-96; Bangs, lo^©c^.;McCulloh,

II cit. p7"28 Miley, op.© cit., I, p© 523; Rienhold Seeberg, Text-Book
^^g£^k^2^Tl305),
II, 422. CSee infea, "The Dilemma©'']

77Alexander Campbell, The Millennial Harbinger, IV (July, 1833),
p. 333o

26

1) Angelic influences and special divine providence.

Waterman:

You say that *ood and bad ^J^^^^J^Sof^t
Spirit is in the word," . . .
Campbell's response:

T *, not affirm it as my conviction that all "special providences,"

„= L£ are caSel are carried on exclusively by the ministry of an-

£.*^1do
S Sat much has been done, and still l-*"**
them* "They are all ministering spirits sent forth to attend the

heirs of salvation?7 We believe, I say, that much has been done by

££• and^eSdes, they seem to be just that sort of agents wanting
to preserve order in a system of general laws, both physical and
moral, operating on voluntary agents.

Concerning suggestions, impressions, ^"^"^^"Sat

aeencies.. little can be known with certainty, except the fact tnatBut

sSh suctions and impressions have been made on human minds. B
Sat "all the converting power of the Hoi* Spirit is i| the wo|d/
This pfttoStion I hold tobTof much importance in reference to

Z tSnfSa?^uch abelief is inconsistent with the proposition

Sis a^of mysticism and mystic influences; and, therefore, I dee

deem

it wortov of profound examination. Ton will please observe that

the promsitiln affirms no more than that all the moral power (argumentfmotive, or converting power) of the Holy Spirit is now in the
word. It is converting power, or that power of turning the mind of

man to love, admire, and deligh^ingQbjects before unknown and unappreciated, of which we speak.
In the following paragraph Campbell remarks:

78J. A. Waterman, ™* WTlmmial Harbinger, IV (June, 1833),
pp. 2^2-^3.

79Campbell, op.© cit© (June, l833)i P* 2M*©

80This and similar citations from Campbell will be read with dis-

• • D+^t

There are introduced here partially to make clear the pro££££*
SeU affirmed. The flowing articles must also be read
•^^•^•ri mi nation, but it may be profitable to read them in this parti

S£ra©S££"V?. Logan! "Thl Presence of the Holy Spirit in Chris
tians » Lard's Quarterly, III (January, 1866), pp. 162-77; JoTaaL.
SsonT^Thf Soly Spelt's Indwelling," Christian Standard, CVI (May
30, 1971), PP- 521-2*.
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. o and from these data I am constrained to conclude that
faith comes by hearing, and knowledge from communication of ideas
ti

by these proper representatives©"

He goes on to discuss angelic influences© And in the Harbinger for the
month following, Campbell discusses further "angelic aid [which, as

Campbell argues] is out of the word."81 He does this in connection with
the conversion of Cornelius, insisting that this "out of the word" power

is "not aconverting power";82 and goes on to illustrate the matter.
Campbell delineates the issue:

... I limit not human agency, nor angelic agency, nor divine

agency in the government of the world; in providence, general or spe
cial; nor in the power of circumstances to arrest the attention and
to fix the mind upon the arguments and motives which give to the

gospel its potency over the mind of man. Men, good and bad, evil
spirits, dreams, pestilences, earthquakes, sudden deaths, personal
and family afflictions, may become the occasions of conversions to
God; but they are neither conversion itself, nor God's converting
power [he goes on to illustrate] ...
But to finish my remarks for the present ... I would request
you to reconsider the testimony of Paul upon the power of the gos

pel. He says, "The gospel is the POWER OF GOD to salvation." Ro
mans 1:16. This is my text. ... I affirm ^aul's proposition when

I cry, "THE GOSPEL IS THE SAVING POWER OF GOD". ... The gospel is
the converting power of God, or the power of God to the conversion

of every one who believes it. Is not this fair, Mr© Waterman? Now
the controversy is reduced to very narrow limits. It is all reduced
to one question—Does the phrase "the gospel is the power of God to
salvation," or the saving or converting power of God, mean what it
says; or that it is. only a part of the saving and converting power
of God? . . . ^*

83Tbid. (July, 1833), P. 33^. [Read the full page.]

82Ibid.

83Ibid., P. 335o

82fSee also ibid© (August, 1833), P» *K>9; (September, 1833), P^56; et passim©
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2) Prayer. Biblical prayer, in its full scope, involves of

necessity special divine providences. This proposition Campbell not only
accepts but urges with force©

85

Waterman charged Campbell with limiting prayer to "its natural
»,86

influence •"

Campbell, in his discussion of "MR. LWS DISCOURSE ON SPIRITUAL
INFLUENCE," goes at some length in presenting his views with reference to

Christian prayer and how prayer may be answered.87 Campbell, in his dis
cussion with Waterman, distinguishes sharply between "prayins Christians"
and "unconverted persons" praying without faith.

88, 89

3) The Holy. Spirit and the Word© Said Campbell to Waterman:

"let us keep the flint and the steel together."90 This remark was oc
casioned by Waterman's diverging from Campbell's definition of "convert
ing power."

85See ibid© (September, 1833), PP» ^

ff.

See Waterman, 0£. cit., pp. ^8-^9•

87See Alexander Campbell, The Millennial Harbinger, IX (April,
1838), pp. l^-5^o

88Ibid©, IV (September, 1833), P- **&•
89The basic difference between special divine providence and exr™ss miracle is not that the supernatural is operative in the one but not

?n the other! ?he basic difference is that of evidential value. Hence,
£ iswellto maintain some reticence rather than to assume the position
of an infallible interpreter with reference to what one conceives of a

ll±Z brought about with the special employment of supernatural power (see

WilbuV F. Tillett, "PROVIDENCE," ISBE, IV, 2V76-85).

9°Alexander Campbell, Gfre Millennial Harbinger, IV (July, 1833),
p© 333.
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Said Campbell in this same paragraph:

"I have defined the phrase

in my last letter to you, and you have not objected to my definition of

what Imean by converting power."91' 92 Campbell, in this same letter,
further clarified his position.

My dear sir, when I talk of conversion I begin with a sinner, and
not with a saint. I apply not to a sinner what the Bible says of
those who are converted to God. Therefore, an angel strengthening a
good man in some deadly anguish, or the Lord's delivering a just
person from temptation, are cases not exactly in point.

91

7 See ibid*

92

Campbell's definition: "'You will please observe that the pro
position affirms no more than all the moral power [that is, the power of
argument and motive] of the Holy Spirit is now in the word. It is con

verging, power, or that power of turning the mind of man to love, admire,
delight in objects before unknown and unappreciated, of which we speak.'
To this definition you did not object" (ibid.).

93Ibid., p© 33^o
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If we do not "cut closer" than Waterman did, Campbell' s position with
reference to special divine providence, prayer, and the relation of the
Holy Spirit to the word may be quite misunderstood.
B.

9^-

95

NAKED METAPHYSICAL POWER

Said Waterman:

Now, whether you agree with the Arminian that this power [power
or not, I presume you will agree with him that all men possess it . .

to believe] was lost in the fall, and restored by Christ's mediation,

However, lest my homely illustration should fail in giving you

and your readers a clear view of what I have always understood to be

the difference between the old school Calvinist and the old school
Arminian, I will give you in the words of the pious and ingenuous
Vicar of Madley, the vindicator of Wesley and Arminianism:—"Consider
once more the difference still remaining between us—from our mutual
concessions it is evident we agree-lst. That the will is always
free. 2d. That the will of man, considered as fallen in Adam, and
unassisted by the grace of God, is only free to do evil-free to
live in the element of sin, as the sea-fish is only free to live m

9S?he province of this paper hardly permits a discussion of

Campbell's view of these matters, but it might be well to call attention
to the fact that Campbell's stand with reference to the operation of the
Holy Spirit may be misunderstood because of the relative proposition,

wnich was at long last "finally agreed on," in The Campbell-Rice £|bate©

Se reason for the proposition, as well as Campbell's beliefs re the oper

ation of the Holy Spirit, is set forth succinctly by Knowles Shaw Archer
in an article captioned, "Alexander Campbell on 'The Influence of the
Holy Spirit': Selections from the Campbell-Rice Debate, 18^3" (Christian

Standard, LXI [January 16, 1926], pp. 52-53, 56). It might be helpful to
read material in the Debate found on the following pages: 613-15, ol7,
626; 6*f3-^; 689; 700; 722; 725; 733.

95In passing, it might be well to call attention to a few of the
innumerable things which are attributed to the Holy Spirit today. LSee
George Mark Elliott, "The Spirit and the Church," The Restoration Herjjd,
XLI (January 1967), PP. 5-?]. We have the God-breathed Scripture. And no
matter what naked power on the naked spirit of man is claimed, no matter
what is urged on the basis of the denominational alleged illumination, any
thing that is out of harmony with the result of the proper application of
the relevant laws of thought to the Word of God written is not from the Holy
Spirit. Let no man impinge on the absolute integrity of the Holy Spirit.
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salt water. And 3d. That when he is free to good, fr|| to choose
life, he has this freedom from redeeming grace. . . .
Again:

That Calvinists and Arminians agree that special and spiritual,

aid a^e ne^sstry in the work of salvation, I believe is known to all
Se w^rld© They agree that we must have a power^ assistance out
of the word, and accordingly pray for it. . . .

Waterman explains what he means by his Arminian special influence:
1st. I call it converting power because it is a power exerted by
God in direct relation to salvation . . ©

2d. Because this influence is efficient . . .

3d. Because such are my views of depravity of the human^heart^

that if it were not for this kind of influence, which i| out of the
word, but under the immediate direction of God, the written word-

iTenjoyment of the Holy Spirit would be of no great importance-

Its
2*S %?WCe> °r m°ral P°Wer' W°Uld
Christians. *

P^*lcal

Campbell insists that if "some sovereign, non-descript, indepen
dent spiritual agency is necessary to make the word of God credible, or

to enable any sinner to believe it";100 that even though it should em
brace all men who, though they "have the power to believe ... have not

power to exert that power, without special divine influence1I1";

101 .

.

he is

96J. A. Waterman, The Millennial Harbinger, IV (October, 1833),
p. 490.

97Ibid. (July, 1833), Po 331. [See Campbell, op. cit. (September,
1833), p. "Sfi+T f°r k*-8 comments on this kind of praymg.J
98Ibid. (September, 1833), P- ^50. [Considerable more is added
concerning-the" direct operation of the Holy Spirit.]
"waterman adds a fourth point (see ibid., pp. 450-51).

100Campbell, op., cit© (June, 1833), PP- 246-4?.
1C0Tbid© (August, 1833), P. ^10.
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not convinced "that there is aradical difference between the Calvinist
A . .

,,102, 103

and the Arminian."

With reference to the power under discussion, Waterman's position
is indicated in the following items:
104

1) The "power [power to believe] was lost in the fall ..."

2) This power wag5"r|g|ored by Christ's mediation [and] all men
possess it*"

'

3) "'The will is always free . . . the will of men considered as
fallen in Adam, and unassisted by the .grace of God, is only
free to do evil—free to live in the element o£0s,m, as the
sea-fish is only free to live in salt water."'

4) The freedom "'to choose life'" comes "'from redeeming grace
. . . God by his free grace restores to all mankind a talent

(of ftee will to do good) by whjgfc they are in a capacity of

choosing life or death . • • '"

5) The "depravity of human heart" is such "that if it were not

for" "an influence which is out of the word" and "under the
immediate direction of God, the written word . . . would be of

no great0importance," and it "would not make practical Chris
tians©" 9

1Q2Ibid., pp© 409-10© [See Waterman, op.© cit. (October, 1833),
p. 489, for his rejoinder.]
103Whether or not there is any "radical difference" will be dis
cussed later. The focus now is on Waterman's view of power©

10kJ. A. Waterman, The Millennial Harbinger, IV (October, 1833),
p. 490.

1Q5lbid.

106See elsewhere in this statement for a discussion of the antiBiblical anthropology involved in this Arminian claim.

107Ibid., p. 490.
108Ibid. [See remarks supra, on Romans 5:l8; also on Arminian
anthropology.]

109Ibid. (September, 1833), P- 450©

33

6)

"... That Calvinists and Arminians agree that special and
spiritual aid are necessary in the work of salvation, I be
lieve is known to all the world© They agree that we must

have a power or0assistance out of the word, and accordingly
pray for it©"

7)

*

The naked power of the Holy Spirit on the naked spirit of man
is "sometimes, at least," • • • "'prior to our praying for

it.'"1^
8)

This direct operation of the Holy Spirit, however, may not
'"be arbitrarily given. ... there may be good latent dis-

position ... [where] the spark only is wanting; but that
state of heart and mind upon which the effect was to be pro
duced, might still be the result of moral qualifications,
improvement, and voluntary endeavor; nevertheless, it may be
more ordinarily true that the gift of the Spirit is hoiden
out to the struggling, the endeavoring, the approaching Chris
tian. '"
'

110Ibid. (July, 1833), p. 331.
The doctrine of universality in Arminianism, as already seen,

is grounded in part on an erroneous anthropological doctrine. Much more,
however, is involved; for if the Arminian anthropological view indicated
in these citations is posited, together with the alleged universal avail
ability of the supernatural metaphysical operation of the Holy Spirit in

order to faith to those who pray for it, then what of Hebrews 11:6?
we not involved here in irreconcilable views of prayer?

Are

Are we asked to

be reconciled to the irreconcilable?

112Ibid. (July, 1833), p. 332.
115Ibid.
114

Note the impingement on the alleged universality of Arminian
ism: And if "all men are at all times in possession of a power to be
lieve—to co-operate with the system of grace in working out our salvation"

(ibid.), why must the metaphysical aid sometimes be given even before it
is asked or prayed for? And if the metaphysical aid is not arbitrarily
given but may be dependent upon certain qualities possessed by the man,
what happens to the great invitation of our Lord as recorded in Matthew

11:28-30 or the gracious invitation of Revelation 22:17:

"And the Spirit

and the bride say, Come© And he that heareth, let him say, Come© And he
that is athirst, let him come: he that will, let him take the water of
life freely"?
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9)

"But another objection is advanced ... It is said that if

the influence of the Spirit depends jfger all on our endeav

ors, the doctrine is nugatory."

'

10) It is conceivable and possible that this metaphysical ai/jLjQf

the Holy Spirit may co-operate "with our ability . . . "*^
11)

.

"You [Campbell] believe that men are converted by immersion;

118

but Arminians believe that this change is effected by the

Holy Spirit—and they pray for it©"
12)

"I have said that Arminians believe that by virtue of the redemial scheme of Christianity, all men have, at all times,

povrer to believe--that is, to read the word of God, and be
lieve it ... ""^

13)

"... or does it follow because God has given all men power
to believe the Bible to be a revelation from Heaven, that they

need no more special aid, is a simple belief thaj^hrjsjjian-

ity is true all that is necessary to salvation?""^ *
Waterman evidently would say "No."

14)

The following statement by Waterman indicates his belief that
"special aid" is needed in believing and praying: "But you
say, that I have him believing and praying without special
aid—that he can get along pretty well without it—that is
because a man has power to feel hieuwants and ask for aid, he
can get along without it. • • • "

n5ibid.
tafaterman substantiates the statement only by his flat averment.

117ibid.
This Campbell roundly refutes. See Campbell, op.© cit© (October,
1833), P. 494©

119Waterman, op.© cit, (October, 1833), Po 489.
120,
Ibid.
Ibid©

ifote, however, the implications embraced in the second part of
the question©

123ibid,
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15)

"When did I say so, or make any Arminian say, that God must
give him power to enable him to use the power he already has,
or he cannot believe the gospel to be true? My words are,
'that Arminians believe that all men always have power to be
lieve.' Arminians distinguish between a power and a will or
disposition to exert power. ... Power to believe, is the

gift of God; but a disposition to exert it, after it is given,

is our own—a thingpUnder our control, for which we are ac
countable to God."

[But he argues that in the whole pro

cess, out of the word aid is necessitated.]
C.

THE METAPHYSICAL POWER HODGEPODGE

Here are some of the things yielded by the citations just given:

1)

The power to believe was lost in the Fallo

2)

The power to believe was restored by Christ's mediation.

3)

All men at all times have the power to believe©

4)

Special metaphysical aid is necessary to saving faith.

5)

Special and spiritual aid, out of the word, is necessary to
salvation©

6)

A man should pray for a power out of the word©

7)

Even before prayer, there may be the operation of the naked
power of the Holy Spirit on the naked spirit of man©

8)

Special metaphysical aid is necessary for praying and believ
ing©

9)

The special metaphysical aid [aid out of the word] is not
given arbitrarily but to those selected because of certain

characteristics©

[Again, what happens to Matthew 11:28-30

and Revelation 22:17?]

10)

If it were not for special power, out of the word; the written
word would not be effective©

11)

Converting power is exerted directly from Godo

Ibid.

36

12) Conversion is effected by the Holy Spirit. For this a man
should pray. And for said praying metaphysical aid may be
given; not, however, arbitrarily.

Waterman becomes involved in the same "doctrinal confusion and

contradiction" that, as has already been seen, characterizes leading
Arminian theologians with reference to key doctrinal problems©
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D.

IS THERE ANY RADICAL DIFFERENCE?

Is there any radical difference between Calvinism and Arminian-

ism?125
Said Campbell:

You have as yet failed to convince me that there is a radical dif
ference between the Calvinist and the Arminian© I admit that there

is a prodigious war of words between them; but while they both con
tend for "assistance out of the word" as essential to what they call

"saving faith," and that this assistance is special, they are one at
the root, while they may differ as to the degree or amount of special
aid©

Certainly on this point, there is no radical difference between

them, as has been stressed in this statement. Campbell is masterly in
demolishing the friable facade of the alleged necessity of the direct

metaphysical operation of the Holy Spirit in conversion, whether it be
from the viewpoint of Calvinism or Arminianism.
Now note carefully this statement of Campbell:

Free grace and equal grace is the grace of Arminianism. Any

power out of the word, called spiritual aid, or £0,mmon grace, or what
any one pleases, is perfectly and exactly equal.
Those who obey
the gospel, and those who reject it, are equally the subjects of
Arminian favor, help, assistance, or the power out of the word© Now,
as only a minority of those subjects of this power out of the word
obey the gospel, and the majority disobey it, then some other reason
or cause than this spiritual aid is the causes of conversion. Hence,

12-*Dhis has to do with the Calvinism and Arminianism faced by
Alexander Campbell; as far as Arminianism is concerned, especially that
embraced by Waterman and those whom he cites. The positions taken by
numerous other Arminian theologians have already been dealt with in
some detail.

126Alexander Campbell, The Millennial Harbinger, IV (August, 1833),
pp© 409-10.
See infra, "The Dilemma©"
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although considered, it is not converting power:

for of the mul

titude subjected to it, only a few are converted to God. Now if

you make this power special, and suppose that without it thj2gospel

would be inefficient, then you stand upon Calvinian ground©

With reference to the necessity of the direct metaphysical opera

tion of the Holy Spirit involved somewhere along the line, Waterman cer

tainly stood on Calvinian ground with reference to this particular facet.
However, Waterman maintained strongly in these discussions that the spe
cial aid was not given arbitrarily and that it could be rejected. It was
not irresistible.

To say that according to divine appointment A is saved

and B is damned is hardly to be equated with the position that both A

and B can, if they so desire, have the metaphysical and necessary faith
to salvation.

While the latter position is anti-Biblical, there is a

basic difference between the two points of view.
both views.

We, of course, reject

But is the position that the Arminian B is lost because he

resists the proffered grace to be equated with the Calvinian B who is
one of the nonelect? However, in the light of the context of these dis

cussions, it would have suited Campbell as well to have said in the third
sentence of the above citation:

"Those who obey the gospel and those who

reject it, are equally the subjects [or potential subjects] of Arminian
favor ..." And, as will be soon seen, this may be his meaning; espe

cially in the light of the clear proposition Campbell averred and de
fended with such ski^l.

This matter will be elaborated in that which

immediately follows.

128Campbell, o£. cit. (October, 1833), p. 493.
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E.

THE DILEMMA

The dilemma then, in which you are placed, is this: If you affirm
that God does anything out of the word for A, which he does not for
B, then you are a Calvinist; and if you say that he does nothing for
A more than B, then the salvation of A is not to be ascribed to any

power out ofpthe word, but to something else, whatever we may please
to call it©

l)

The first horn©

In considering this horn of the dilemma pro

posed by Campbell, it would be well to keep in mind two things in partic
ular:

gether";

a)

Campbell's insistence on keeping "the flint and steel to-

1*50

on confining himself "to the point, the capital point which

we [Campbell, and Waterman] have selected";
his stated text, Romans 1:16© 135

'

*

'

namely,

"I differ from all who aim at producing

faith, or effecting conversion to God, by any other means than producing
136

the testimony of God."

ss myself
myself thus of the
"... I would express

two systems, as it respects the point before us©1„137, 138

129Ibid., p. 494.
13°Ibid© (July, 1833), p. 333.
131Ibid> (August, 1833), p. 411.
132

See Waterman, op., cit. (September, 1833), p. 448.

133

See Campbell, op.© cit© (September, 1833), p© 454©

15 Ibid©, p© 458.
135See ibid© (July, 1833), p. 335.
15 Ibid. (September, 1833), p© 458.
137Ibid. (October, 1833), p. 493.
138

See also ibid., p. 492.
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b)

Campbell, in this particular discussion, to a great extent

prescinds from (1) the anthropological and ontological differentiation
between Calvinism and Arminianism which have already been discussed;

(2) as to whether or not both A and B desire redemption; (3) the affir
mation that, according to Waterman, the alleged metaphysical special aid
out of the word is not bestowed arbitrarily;
ular

(4) the place and partic

circumstance under which, in Waterman's Arminianism, this special

aid out of the word is actually given; (5) the fact that the said neces

sary metaphysical aid out of the word in Calvinism and Arminianism is
exercised in different frameworks©

The difference between the power to believe and the will to exert

that power1 '

' 2*

does not infringe on Campbell's main point©

Campbell said that he had "no desire to make you [Waterman] a
Calvinist, or to prove that your [Waterman's] theory and that of John of
144

Geneva are radically one©"

Campbell makes it crystal clear that he had no desire to deal
definitively with all of the differences between Arminianism and

1^9See Paley cited by Waterman, pj>© cit© (July, 1833), p. 333.
See Campbell, op., cit. (August, 1833), P« 410.
See Waterman, op., cit. (October, 1833), P<> 489.

Waterman held that metaphysical aid was necessary in order that

one might have the will to exert the will to believe (ibido)©
^This is a prominent point in Arminianism. [See Richard Watson,
Theological Institutes (1857), H, 379-]

1 Campbell, op., cit© (October, 1833), p. 493.
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Calvinism in his discussion with Waterman; that he had no intention of

replying to all of these matters because to do so would swell the correspondence into a volume©

145

While Campbell knew that Arminianism and Calvinism were not "radi

cally one,'^"

he contended that Waterman could not clear himself "of a
l47

radical identity with the great reformer [John Calvin of Geneva]."

What this "radical identity" was is clear throughout the discus

sion; namely "that both agree that some sovereign, non-descript, indepen

dent spiritual or special agency is necessary to make the Word of God
credible or to enable any sinner to believe it" [that is, to believe it
148

savingly]."

"Agreeing in this point," said Campbell, "all the rest is
149

but a war of words."

Does this not make clear the reason why Campbell prescinds from
the differences between Arminianism and Calvinism as mentioned above

when he argued that the "special influence out of the word" of the one

and the "special call out of the word" of the other were "radically,
150

essentially, virtually, and cordially one©"

While the two systems

were, according to Campbell, radically different, they were radically
one at this point in bare fact—not in the alleged ground or attending

circumstances.

In other words he was pressing the "brute fact" [the

expression is used advisedly in its proper connotation] that both

lZf5Ibid. (October, 1833), p. 492.

1^Ibid.. p. 493«»

147

148

1 9Ibid., p. 247.

15°Ibid. (August, 1833), p. 410©

'ibid©

Ibid* (June, 1833), pp. 246-47.
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systems required for saving faith a metaphysical special aid out of the
word, irrespective of conditionality, nonconditionality, or any other of
the protean features.

All of this Campbell put over against the glorious truth expressed
in Romans 1:16, which alone was in harmony with true Biblical anthropo

logy, ontology, and doctrine—and in perfect harmony with a proper inter

pretation of Romans 5*12 and Romans 5:l8.
Waterman heartily agreed with the aforesaid radical oneness©
Waterman:

Said

"That Calvinists and Arminians agree that special and spiri

tual aid are necessary in the work of salvation, I believe is known to
all the world."

Waterman then goes on to explain certain points

where he feels they differ.

Hence in the first horn of the dilemma, is it not clear that this
radical oneness, within radical differences, is what Campbell means when
he refers to Waterman as "a Calvinist" if he so heldo

152

This seems all

the more evident when he had just said he had no desire to prove that
Arminianism and Calvinism were radically one but rather that there was
153

"a radical identity©"

This "radical identity," admitted by Waterman,
154

is what Campbell called "Calvinian ground"

by the use of the word "Calvinist©"

and meant, in the dilemma,

This certainly is not a euphemism,

^waterman, op., cit. (July, 1833), P* 331©
152

See Campbell, op., cit. (October, 1833), p© 494©

153Ibid©, p. 493©

X^Ibid,
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and it explains what Campbell meant when he said that "now the sons of
155

John Calvin and John Wesley are fighting with the same weapons©"

It might be well to stress again the fact that Waterman and

Campbell were rather in harmony with reference to the actuality of meta

physical special influences out of the word but clashed when Waterman
called them "converting power©"
sible occasions of conversions.

Campbell referred to them as being pos156

'

157

Both contended, of course, for

155Ibid. (September, 1833), Po 458.

15 See Waterman, op., cit© (July, 1833), PP» 330-31; (September,
1833), pp© 449-50, 52, and discussion supra©

157See Campbell, op., cit© (July, 1833), pp. 334-35, and discussion
supra©
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the operation of special divine providences in the life of Christians,
although they differed greatly in regard to the attending metaphysics.
2)

dilemma©

The second horn©

158

'

159

Consider briefly now the other horn of the

" © . . and if you say that he does nothing for A more than B,

then the salvation of A is not to be ascribed to any power out of the
l60

word, but to something else, whatever we please to call it."

Waterman, as already seen, does not deny that God does more for A
than he does for B©

This, however, is in the Arminian rather than the

-^In passing, attention might be called to Campbell's remark that
Waterman's use of Paley "only weakens [Waterman's] cause, for his

[Paley's] logic terminates here.

'The Doctrine is mysterious'" (see

ibid. [August, 1833], p. 4ll).
Campbell, however, while I believe he does not use the word myster
ious with reference to certain supernatural factors involved in special

divine providence, uses language that is virtually tantamount.

This is

done in connection with his strong averment that the Christian is aided

by out of the word divine influence. "Concerning suggestions, impres
sions, and motives by spiritual agencies, little can be known with cer
tainty, except the fact that such suggestions and impressions have been

made on human minds. • • • How, then, can they [good and evil angels]
influence us to good or evil?

Still it is possible 1 By assuming a form

of some sort ... I might advance farther, and say it is certain; for

it has been done" (ibid. [June, 1833], pp. 244-45).

This "angelic aid," Campbell contends, "is out of the word" (ibid.,
[July, 1833], p. 334). Here seems to be the reason why Campbell strongly

urges that they should "keep the flint and steel together" (ibid., p. 333)
and not deviate from the proposition agreed upon© Campbell wa,s objecting,
and very rightfully so, against the idea of the necessity of metaphysical
aid out of the word in conversion. He strongly espoused the supernatural

angelic aid for Christians (and see ibid© [September, 1833], p. 454)© [See
supra, n. 79, P* 26©]
159

^ It would be interesting to pursue the discussion between
Campbell and Waterman concerning "possibility" and "factuality" in rela
tion to the apologetic question as to the possibility of the Biblical

miracle (see The Millennial Harbinger, IV [June, 1833], p. 245; [July,

1833], PP. 331-32; [August, 1833], p. 408; [October, 1833], pp. 487, 491).
•I Cjr\

Ibid© (October, 1833), p. 494©
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Calvinistic framework©

But it is precisely at this point that Waterman

must stand as already explained on "Calvinian ground©"
While there are numerous inextricable dilemmas in Arminian stand

points, and also theological cul-de-sacs, Campbell's stand is sufficient
for the pressing of his main point; namely, "that all the converting
•power which the Father, the Son, or the Holy Spirit now exercises upon
the human mind, is in the word©"

This main point to which Campbell hangs stands over against the
fallaciousness of the need of metaphysical special aid out of the word

l6lIbid© (July, 1833), p. 333.
1 Campbell's statement that he repudiated the idea that "in the
conversion of sinners it was all Word and no Spirit" (Millennial Harbinger

[September, 1842], p. 4l6), if taken out of context might at first glance
seem to contradict the position taken in his discussion with Waterman©

But if you read the context in which the statement stands ["MR. CAMPBELL
TO MR. PECK—No. v"] you will find no inconsistency. It would be quite
helpful to read all of the items in the series of exchanges between
Campbell and Pecko
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in order to saving faith, whether it lies in the Arminian or the Calvin
ist ic structure©

'

Campbell defends his stand on this pivotal theological issue with

skill and effectiveness as he reasons according to the Scripture©

Waterman is very clear in asserting his view that the "power
to will" was lost in the fall of Adam; that the corresponding depravity
is no phantom that never saw reality because it was removed by the work
of Christ before it was actualized©

Waterman agrees with the Vicar of Madley's statement "'that the
will of men, considered as fallen in Adam, and unassisted by the grace of
God, is only free to do evil—free to live in the element of sin, as the

sea-fish is only free to live in salt water'" (Vicar of Madley cited by
Waterman, op.© cit. [October, 1833], P© 490)©
Again, "because such are my views of the depravity of the human
heart, that if it were not for this kind of influence, which is out of
the word, but under the immediate direction of God, the written word—
the enjoyment of the Holy Spirit would be of no great importance—its
native influence, or moral power, would not make practical Christians"

(Waterman, op.© cit© [September, 1833], p© 450).
In this context, Waterman affirms that the lost power is restored
by Christ's mediation. He makes no attempt to prove this as other Armi
nians do on the basis of a false interpretation of such passages as
Romans 5.

I64m

The fourteen installments of the exchange between Campbell and

Waterman [including the relevant controversy with the Western Christian

Advocate], found in The Millennial Harbinger, V (1834), add nothing new
that is significantly relevant to the exchanges in the previous volume©
Waterman indicates that he will submit to Campbell "a closing number on
'Converting Power and Spiritual Influence *" (The Millennial Harbinger.

V [June, 1834], p. 250). At this writing I have not found this article©
Waterman dealt so thoroughly with this subject in the previous volume of
The Millennial Harbinger that I doubt if there would be major fresh lines
of thought if the article had been submitted to The Millennial Harbinger©

These exchanges just mentioned, however, certainly contain a con
siderable wealth of material from Campbell'6 skillful pen which is vi
tally relevant to various problems with which we are faced as a people
today© I should like to deal with these items, but this would not be in
the province of the present study©
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F.

"THE DARLING MYSTERY OF METAPHYSICAL REGENERATION"

Alexander Campbell, in a series of articles in The Millennial
Harbinger in v/hich he exposed the fallacy of "Fullerism and Sandemanian-

ism," cites Fuller:

"A CHANGE OF HEART MUSE OF NECESSITY PRECEDE SPI

RITUAL PERCEPTION AND FAITH." ^ This, Campbell states, "is the darling
mystery of metaphysical regeneration."

166

Within the genre of Fuller's position lies that of Waterman when
he argued for the need of some special influence out of the word to en

able man to come to a "saving faith"; that conversion is effected by

^Andrew Fuller, cited by Alexander Campbell, The Millennial
Harbinger, I (October, 1830), p© 455.
166

Campbell, ibid<
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the Holy Spirit; and that one should pray for the metaphysical aid, out
of the word, which might be given©

167, 168
' •

167

See supra, with reference to Waterman's insistence all along

the way on the necessity of metaphysical aid out of the word©
168

In the last of Campbell's series mentioned above (see The
Millennial Harbinger, I (December, I83O), pp© 568-71), he tells of tedious
road trip from Zanesville to New Lancaster, Ohio© He "beguiled the tediousness" of the trip by reading "Fuller's Structures on Sandemanianism a
second time and refers to theologians" who seemed to agree to differ with
one another in a matter in which they are so well agreed that their

greatest embarrassment is to explain the difference in their respective
systems ..."
He mentions "Messrs. Archibald McClean, Ecking, Sandeman, and

Fuller © . . " Without going into the subtle minutiae here, the thrust
of the agreement was the necessity of some supernatural influence out of
the word in order to saving faith or regeneration© McClean: "'It is
not pleaded that any truth or sentiment is communicated to the mind by
the Spirit, besides what is already revealed in the word © . . '" But in
order to one's "actively believing in Christ for salvation," there must
be some sort of antecedent "'spiritual illumination'"; some infusion
"superadded to the preached gospel"; "a quickening influence" communi
cated by the direct act of God; "'a divine supernatural influence • • ©
superadded to the word'"; "'a sense of the heart of the supreme beauty
and sweetness of the holiness, or moral perfection of divine things © • • '"
The idea that one is "born again in order to faith" is heavily
pressed in the most conservative Evangelical theological circles today

[see my article, "Why I Reject Evangelical Theology"].
Campbell: "If, then, the natural, and unregenerated, and polluted
mind of man is capacitated to receive the transforming impress of the

Spirit of Holiness without the intervention of any means, why is it in
congruous to suppose it capacitated to receive the testimony of God, or
as a fit subject for the word as for the power of God to operate upon?
And may we ask, is not God's word as well fitted, and as powerful to
create the mind anew, as it was to cause light to shine out of the dark
ness at first? I trust I need not prove that light itself, natural and

sensible light, was created by God-'s word."
Thus we have the lamentable intermeshing of Calvinism, Arminian

ism, Evangelical theology, the charismatic movement© and other aberrations
in a subjectivity that is devastating to the preaching of the Gospel which
in the heart of man "is the power of God unto salvation to every one that

believeth ..." (Romans 1:16)© And right here may lie the most gravid
crisis faced by the restoration movement since the incursion of infidelity
and sectarianism in the latter part of the nineteenth century©
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Calvinism and Arminianism differ in attempting to explain the
ground of God's action in the bestowal of special supernatural aid©

Now while Calvinism and Arminianism differ, for example, in at
tempting to explain the ground of God's alleged action in the bestowal
of supernatural aid; there is some intermeshing of Calvinism and the
Arminianism faced by restoration pioneers.

This is also true of Calvin

ism and Arminianism, with its versification, as presented in historical
theology.

In presenting the items which follow that indicate some of the

intermeshing, no attempt is made to differentiate between the Arminian
ism faced in the early days of the restoration and various stances of

traditional Arminianism as presented extensively in historical theology.1'''0
1) The necessity of metaphysical aid, out of the word, in order
that man might come to a "saving faith."

2)

The derogation of the power of the written Word of God unaided
supernaturally by an invisible agent.

3) The virtual denial of the sublime fact that the Gospel as God
made it is adapted to man as God made him.

4) The anthropological doctrine which impinges upon certain abi
lities and powers with which man is endowed by his Creator.

5)

The confusing of precious souls for whom Christ died with reference to the life-and-death question:

"What must I do to be

saved?"

169A ...
Arminianism does not hold, of course, to "an irresistible act

of divine power, or [to conversion] being brought about in consequence of
a divine decree" (J. Specke cited by Waterman, The Millennial Harbinger.
IV [September, 1833], p. 452).
£u~

See discussion supra concerning the alleged ontic depravity
and the alleged sinful nature of man.
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6)

The hindering of the salvation of many who might respond to
the presentation of the Gospel message as was done by faithful
preachers in the apostolic age©

7)

The forestalling of the unity of believers for which our Lord
prayed as recorded in John 17:20, 21©

8)

The facticity [even though undersigned] of countering the
teaching of the Holy Spirit with reference to the way to faith
and salvation.

III.

A.

SELECTED CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

STANCE OF RESTORATION LEADERS

From the beginning, restoration leaders pressed vigorously the

idea that "faith is produced by testimony"; that the Scriptures are a

means of producing faith; that "faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by
the word of God©"

Restoration literature is profusely rich in the presentation of
this view as over against the idea that an out of the word aid is neces-

sary to the eventuation of saving faith.

171

And neither do the Scrip

tures affirm that the direct metaphysical operation of the naked Holy
Spirit on the naked human spirit in necessary to enable one to act in

accordance with one's faith and knowledge.

As already seen, the Arminian

concept of "native depravity" may demand such metaphysical aid, but the
a^rerment is not Biblically grounded.

171

An excellent, well documented account of these early struggles

will be found in a series of articles in the Christian Standard:

William

J. Richardson, "The Means of Conversion," Christian Standard, LXXXII

(series beginning November 30, 1946)©
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B.

REFORMATION THEOLOGY

Any full discussion of "Arminianism, together with my statement on
"Some Reasons Why I Reject Evangelical Theology," would require a much
fuller handling of the syncrhonization of the two statements than can be

given here©

It might be well, however, to make a few remarks here©

Bangs says concerning the position of Arminius, "the Reformation
principle of sola gratia, sola fidei is maintained."

172

And Bernard L.

Ramm affirms that "Evangelical Theology Belongs to Reformation Theo

logy."173
174

The subjectivity involved in the theology of Arminius
iiic

Reformation theology

and in

176

*

begets a climate conducive to the mushroom

ing of all sorts of theologies as well as the claims of the current char
ismatic movementSo

The contemporary trend to subjectivism might be called in terms

of another [though dealing with a more extensive range], "the sentimentalizafcion of Christianity" that may lead to "the 'toppling of castles

in the 'Sandbox of Subjectivity©'"

Someone recently said:

"... in a

discussion or argument, so many people justify their statements by

Dangs, op. cit., p. 354©

"Bernard L. Ramm, The Evangelical Heritage (1973), p© 23©
174

See, e.g.., Bangs, 0£. cit., p© 313, et passim©

175

See, e©£., Edward John Carnell, An Introduction to Christian

Apologetics (1970), pp. 65 ff.; Bernard L. Ramm, The Witness of the
Spirit (1959).
176

See supra, last paragraph of n. 143©
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saying:
think.

'I feel it in here,'" thus reverting to Rousseau's maxim, "Don't
It hurtsi

Just feel!"

of which closes with the words:

How often the song is sung, the refrain
'You ask me how I know He lives:

He

lives within my heart."
Not only this, but Reformation theology constitutes one of the

greatest barriers to the evangelization of the world to Jesus Christ©

What an unspeakable glorious day it would be if the "Evangelical clergy"

as a whole would renounce the "faith only" doctrine, obey the glorious
Gospel of Christ, and faithfully execute the Great Commission:

telling

man what they must do to be saved and teaching those who obey the Gospel

the things which Christ commanded!

We are not saying that all have not

obeyed the Gospel; but so many have not, one reason being that they still
cling to Reformation or Evangelical theology.
It would be well to read again the statement of Alexander Campbell

written in 1835*

While philosophy, mysticism, and politics drove the parties to
every question into antipodal extremes; while justification by
metaphysical faith alone; while the forms and ceremonies of all
sects begat the "Spirit alone" in the mind of George Fox; while the
Calvinian five points generated the Arminian five points; and while
the Westminster Creed, though unsubscribed by its makers, begat a
hundred others,—not until within the present generation did any
sect or party in Christendom unite and build upon the Bible alone©
Since that time, the first effort known to us to abandon the
whole controversy about creeds and reformations, and to restore
primitive Christianity, or to build alone upon the Apostles and
Prophets, Jesus Christ himself the chief corner-stone, has been made©
Tired of new creeds and new parties in religion, and of the numer
ous abortive efforts to reform the reformation; convinced from the

Holy Scriptures, from observation and experience, that the union of
the disciples of Christ is essential to the conversion of the world,
and that the correction and improvement of no creed, or partisan es

tablishment in Christendom, could ever become the basis of such a
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union, communion, and co-operation, as would restore peace to a church
militant against itself, or triumph to the common salvation; a few
individuals, about the commencement of the present century, began to
reflect upon the ways and means to restore primitive Christianity©

This led to a careful, most conscientious, and prayerful examina
tion of the grounds and reasons of the present state of things in all

the Protestant sectso

On examination of the history of all the plat

forms and constitutions of all these sects, it appeared evident as

mathematical demonstration itself, that neither the Augsburg articles
of faith and opinion, nor the Westminster, nor the Wesleyan, nor
those of any state creed or dissenting establishment, could ever im
prove the condition of things, restore union to-the church, peace to
the world, or success to the gospel of Christ©

C.

A HISTORIC NOTE IN THE HISTORY OF OUR SCHOOL

For many years a large number of barriers stood in the way of

The Cincinnati Bible Seminary [The Bible College] receiving accredita
tion by the Accrediting Association of Bible Colleges©
last there was only one barrier©

The obstacle:

At long, long

the faculty [full pro

fessors] refused to sign Article Number 4 of the AABC Statement of Faith.
One of the expressions to which objection was raised read as follows:
"the exceeding sinfulness of human nature."

The basic reason for said objection had to do with what seemed to

be Calvinistic implications involved in the statement. This was amply
verified by rather extensive correspondence carried on by the Academic
Dean of the Bible College©
expressions

The nature of the replies, in their doctrinal

would also involve Arminianism.
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Alexander Campbell, "Preface," The Christian System (1835),

p. ix©
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See Annual Report of the Academic Dean to the President of The

Cincinnati Bible Seminary. Friday, May 14, I965, p© 17©
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The AABC finally permitted our school to make its own statement
in lieu of their Article Number 4.

Our statement reads as follows:

We believe that man was created in the image of God; that he was
tempted by Satan and fell; that man, when he has sinned, is saved by
grace through the blood of Christ in his submission to the will of

God; and that the Holy-Spirit works through the Word of God in the
salvation of sinners©

Thus The Bible College of The Cincinnati Bible Seminary became
accredited by the Accrediting Association of Bible Colleges without com

promising Biblical doctrine.

D.

CHRISTIANS ONLY

The rejection of the idea that, for example, one must choose be
tween Calvinism and Arminianism would be characteristic of the position

taken by pioneer restoration leaders.

As a Christian only, I can have all

the good there may be in either Calvinism and Arminianism and at the same

time reject whatever may be contrary to the sacred Scriptures©

I do believe in Biblical conditionality, human freedom, and per
sonal responsibility; but not as presented in Arminian framework which
has been discussed at some length.

If I should say that the "Christian

only" position is not relevant here, would I not be hoist with my own
petard?
The restoration movement today is vigorously alive—praise be to
God through Jesus Christ our Lord and Saviour!

179Ibid©, p. 18,

There are certain
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tendencies and trends, however, that could, if not countered, produce

theologically what is called in political circles an attempt to "try to
arrange a transfer of pov/er"—a euphemistic term which could be used for
compromise leading to surrender.
cally

and theologically,

Some of these trends, both apologeti-

are either openly advocated or aided and

abetted by some who are prominent in conservative forces©

E„

CONCLUDING WORD

This is not the time for a dilution or minimalization of the basic

principles for which the restoration pioneers contended, in the Lord, so
vigorously and gloriously to the furtherance of the Gospel of Christ to
the praise and glory of Almighty God©

There never will be such a time

even to the crack of doom©

This is no time to adjust by any compromise whatsoever of the

once-for-all-delivered faith to "the temper of the times©"
This is a time for the followers of the Marvelous One who is

FIRST "King of righteousness, and then ... King of peace," to "be
strong in the Lord and in the power of his might"; to "put on the whole

armor of God" and "fight the good fight of faith"; "to contend earnestly
for the faith which was once for all delivered unto the saints"; to

180„
For example, there is the current infringement on the author
ity of the word of God in the name of Biblical hermeneutics. Whether so
designed or undesigned, the rejection of the full and final written au

thority, while affirming the authority of the word of God, is nothing new
in our history. It was integral in the falling away which began at the

close of last century and culminated in the Disciples of Christ apos
tasy. This aberrant divisive wedge is being driven today, and it pre
sents a gravidly dangerous trend.

181,

See supra©
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build according to the divine constitution for the church revealed by the
Holy Spirit in the sacred Scriptures and sealed by the precious blood of

the spotless Lamb of God; to restore the ancient apostolic order, seeking
the "wisdom that is from above [which] is first pure, then peaceable"; to

promulge and defend the glorious Gospel of the glorious Christ, "speaking
truth in love" to the salvation of lost souls and the building up of saints

on the most holy faith. Lead on 0 King Eternal©182
Lead on, 0 King Eternal,
We follow, not with fears,

For gladness breaks like morning
Where'er Thy face appears.

Thy cross is lifted o'er us;
We journey in its light;
The crown awaits the conquest;
Lead on, 0 God of might©

1 Rp

See Micah 2:12, 13,

TENTATIVE SUGGESTIONS WITH REFERENCE TO THE IDEA OF THE DIRECT
OPERATION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT ON THE HUMAN SPIRIT
1

TO ENABIE THE CHRISTIAN TO DO RIGHT

1) ChrJ-sfr and personal sin© The absoluteness of the sinlessness
of Christ stands in the face of the most in-depth scrutiny (see e.g.,

Hilarin Felder, Christ and the Critics ll&k), H> 1U2-210).
&) Jesus Christ was God-Man© "The divine and human reality
united in the...one person of the God-Man—that is the Christ of faith©"
"Neither in its historical reality nor in our consideration of it
can the divinity of Jesus be separated from his humanity©n

b) Jesus was actually tempted. "But how is it possible for a
perfect sinless being to be tempted? The incitement comes within
the bflmnds and incites to go beyond. Not until there is a disposition
to respond in there sin."1

c) Wha'k of the idea that Jesus Christ could not sin?

What do

you mean by "could not" ?
»

d) The force of temptation© No other man has ever livdd who

felt the force of temptation as Jesus did. ^Sympathy with the
sinner in his*~trial does not depend on the expereinee of sin, but
on .the experience of the strength of the temptation to sin, which
only the sinless can know in its full intensity© He who falls, yields
before the last strain©"

e) How about the direct operation of the Spirit? If in order
that He might not yield in the time of that "last strain,'" it was
necessary iter the naked Spirit to operate on His naked Spirit to
enable Him to resist and to do what was right—if this were neceaasry,

how could Jesus be our perfect Examplar? (Unless

©)

2) The Christian and temptation©
a) An amazing promise. "There hath no temptation taken you but
such as man can bear: but God is faithful, who will not suffer you to
be tempted above that ye are able; but will with the temptation make

also the way of escape, that ye may be able to endure it" (I Corinthians
10:13).

b) The sobering context of said promise©

The context of this

promise is amazing in the way it reaches back into Old Testament

histpry (see also Romans U:23-25j 13>:lj.$ et passim through the New
Testament). What of the gravid bearing of this principle? And

note also I Corinthians 10:lU ff©

c) Special divine providence© Special divine providence cannot
be gainsaid. The facticity thereof is irrefrangible. Its interpretation
is dealt with elsewhere© The modus operandi embraced in special divine
providence cannot, of course, be comprehended by the human mind. We
know that angels are "ministering spirits, sent forth to do service for
thesake of them that shall inherit salvation" (hebrews lilh). Our
belief in the providential ministry of angels does not necessitate that
we hold with Campbell that angels make suggestions upon our minds. How

ever, before- discarding the view, it would be well to note carefully
the context of Campbell*s argument and see what he is getting at in this

argument (see MH fl8333, pp. 21^-^)© Even here Campbell is not indicating
that the naked Holy Spirit operates directly in the naked human spirit.
Not this at alii A confluence of circumstances brought about by special
divine providence might act as a means of grace.

But would this be

tantamount to the spuematural strengthening of the human will by the
mysterious and direct operation of the divine Spirit on -the human spirit?
d) Means of grace not the efficient causation of the act© When
the Christian takes advantage of the means of grace, even embracing
those which may be caused by special divine providence, said means of
grace do not constitute the efficient causation of the consequent act.
HLs will has undergone no immediate and direct energizing or strength
ening byfche Holy Spirit operating apart from a "conductor" om that
will. There is nothing that even momentarily changes the ontic nature
of the will. With Christ as his perfect Exemplar, he uses his native
powers in the Lord to resist Satan and to do what Jesus would have him

to do to the glory of God«

And note in all of this there is no dispar

aging of the Christian's will power or of the means of grace or of the
promise of God recorded in I Corinthians 10.

«THE GOSPEL IS THE POWER OF GOD UNTO SALVATION" (RCMANS 1:16)
r.

GHMPSE OF NT VIEW WITH PATTICUIAK REFERENCE TO BAPTIS*
EAPTIZED

[No logical sequence her©]
into Christ

1) Baptism—remission of sins <£

into the death of Christ
into the body of Christ

2) According to this view, those!

[trans. 3 into the kingdom

represented below affirm that |

of th© Son of His,love

the Gospel plus is the power

of God unto salvation.

[the gift of the Holy Spiritlogically sequential]

He 'SCME VIEWS THAT INFRINGE ON ROHAN5 l«l6

"~m"..

1) The view commonly held in ths denominational world to the
effect that in the new birth "a redical change Is wrought

[in the hearts of ciea] by the efficient agency of the Holy
Spirit" i that a basic change is brought about in the very
nature of man; that said basic change in the innermost being
can bo accomplished only by the direct operation of the Holy
Spirit on the spirit of. man? and that the Holy Spirit thus

operating "in baptism, works a spiritual change [and] produces
& new spiritual life©*

2) The view that assumes that when a man is baptized in water foir
the remission of sins, Christ personally baptizes him in the
Holy Spirit; that r Corinthians 12:13 affirms this second

baptism; that said second baptism [baptism in the Holy Spirit]
logically precedes entrance into the body—church membership5
and that no interpretation of the "one baptism" of Ephesians

lu5>> e. g., can be accepted if it excludes this alleged second
baptism in the Holy Spirit administered personally by Christ.
NOTE:

Those who hold to the- views indicated in "H" above may
affirm that said work of the Holy Spirit [in the relevant

case] ia inherently, intrinsically, and indivisibly
embraced in the. Gospel of Christ$ and, therefore, there
is in the relevant view no infringement upon the propo
sition affirmed in Romans 1:16. However, I believe that
this assumption in either case has no validity, and that
both of these stances do infringe upon the averment made
in Romans Is 16. [See my article on HA.EMINIANISM" [the

latest edition] and also that entitled "NOTATIONS,'1'
together with related supplements.)

hmt

FOCUSING A HNE OF THOUGHT THAT RUNS THROUGH "NOTATIONS"

Suggested Only as a Point of Departure

THE INDWELLING OF
THE HOLY SPIRIT

"immediate influence in addi
tion to the word." "an influ
ence other than the word." "A

divine stimulus • . . imparted
to the soul." -The impartation
of moral strength ... a
strengthening of willpower
together with other suchlike

^aids "without a conductor."

Spirit on spirit

ENTAIITNG

1) Immediacy and the supernatural, apart from which the position
runs into a cul-de-sac.

A. B. Jones (1879), who advocates

this immediate influence view, says:

"It devolves upon the

man who affirms another medium to define it and prove it."

2) A quickening by an immediate "divine afflatus."

3) A direct^ Spirit on spirit influence differentiated from the
operations of special divine providence.

h) A supernatural working of the Holy Spirit which at bottom is
of one piece with that which results in the ability to speak
in tongues and to heal but more gravid because it entails an

alleged moral influence, even strengthening the will to do
that which otherwise could not be done. (The supernaturalness can hardly be negated by nomenclatural denials. : ftnd

apart from immediacy and supernaturalness, would this not be
a supererogatory work?)
AND RAISIMG CERTAIN QUESTIONS

1) What about the divine promise given in I Corinthians 10:13 (see
entire context).

2) What of the adaptability of the very remarkable range of means of
grace which God has so graciously provided for His children in
their .every need?

3) What of the implied derogation of native abilities possesed by
man because he was r.ade in the image of God?
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