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RANDALL BALMER

The term revival has had various connotations throughout modern
history. To cite two notorious examples on the American scene, the
redoubtable Jonathan Edwards believed that revival was “a surprising
work of God,” while Charles Grandison Finney declared emphatically
that revival was “a work of man.” Edwards dedicated his considerable
intellectual talents to understanding the gracious visitation of God
upon his congregation at Northampton, Massachusetts, while Finney,
believing that revivals came about through human agency rather
than divine, produced the first in a series of manuals aimed at sup-
plying a formula for the replication of revivals throughout antebellum
America.

Such broadly divergent understandings of revival render the task
of definition a difficult one.! Most Christian revivals have as their
object some sort of conversion or experience of grace in the individual.
Very often that experience is instantaneous and datable, after the
manner of such spectacular conversions as those of Saints Paul and
Augustine. Others are less spectacular, and some people prefer to see
their spiritual lives as pilgrimages. Modern revivalism, particularly
the strain that emphasizes pilgrimage over instantaneous conversion,
owes a great deal to pietism, with its emphasis on personal probity
and attention to the disciplines of spirituality.

Evangelicalism more generally, with its emphasis on the individ-
ual’s direct relationship with God, has nurtured revivals throughout
the modern period. Whereas Roman Catholicism and the high church
traditions teach that God's grace is communicated continually and
repeatedly through the sacraments, evangelical spirituality and sote-
riology is considerably more ephemeral. For most evangelicals the
process of establishing, sustaining, or renewing a direct relationship
with God is not so simple as being baptized, partaking of the Eucha-
rist, or going to confession. Instead, they have to conjure the requisite
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sentiments—sorrow for sin, humility before the Almighty, fear of
perdition—in order to atone for their spiritual indifference and amend
their lives. Revivalism, especially revival preaching, abets this pro-
cess. Evangelical revivalists, moreover, historically have understood
the importance of popular communications and group behavior to
touch both the intellect and the affections, and, as these essays indi-
cate, they have been remarkably adaptable to historical and social
circumstances. Indeed, the relative absence of ecclesiastical hierarchies
or liturgical rubrics among evangelicals has provided them greater
latitude to tailor their message to particular audiences.

The essential characteristic of revival (and one implied in the
term itself) is that it assumes some sort of decline, whether real or
imagined, out of which the faithful are called to new heights of
spiritual ardor and commitment. Finney, once again, was quite ex-
plicit. “A ‘Revival of Religion,” he wrote, “presupposes a declension.”
Revivals, then, often build upon a sense of loss and the need to
recover a former plateau of spirituality. There is an evocation of a
golden, halcyon past that serves as an implicit rebuke to the spiritual
languor of those who stand in need of revival.

Various revivals exhibit other characteristics as well. While indi-
vidual, private regenerations are not unheard of, most revivals are
communal events. A skilled and charismatic evangelist can whip a
revival gathering into a frenzy, full of passion and excitation. The
sheer force of group behavior in such an environment has a powerful
influence upon the behavior of individuals. That is not to deny the
workings of the Holy Spirit, but merely to suggest that such workings
are beyond the ken of human understanding and presumably manifest
themselves in particular circumstances.

The essays that follow, first delivered in 1989 at a conference
entitled “Modern Christian Revivalism: A Comparative Perspective”
at Wheaton College, provide a hint of the various forms that revivals
have taken in the modern period as well as the influences that have
animated them. In the opening essay, Randall Balmer charts the rise
and spread of pietism on both sides of the Atlantic. The eighteenth-
century revival of religion known to historians as the Great Awak-
ening, Balmer argues, was not so much the death rasp of Puritanism
as it was the confluence of New England Puritanism and the various
strains of Continental pietism already flourishing in the Middle Col-
onies. Balmer goes on to show the continuing influence of pietistic
impulses on the evangelical and revival tradition in America.

David Bebbington asserts that the Evangelical Revival in eighteenth-
century England was not so antithetical to the Enlightenment as his-
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torians have often supposed, an argument that wi!l seem e'minently
plausible to students of the Princeton theology in the nineteenth
century or fundamentalist theology in the twentxe'th. Educated evan-
gelicals,” Bebbington insists, “were part of an Enhghte:*nment cultur.al
milieu.” Indeed, they appropriated the Enlightenment's use of empir-
icism to understand their own spiritual experiences, an‘d their mil-
lennial notions mimicked the optimistic temper of the Enhghter}ment.
In addition, Bebbington contends that evangelicalism sha'red with the
Enlightenment an emphasis on popular educatior.l,‘the dgtles of m.orall-’
ity, latitudinarianism, and a common literary idiom. 'The ”revxval,
he asserts, “did not turn its adherents into ignorant bigots. .

In his essay on Puritan New England, Gerald E Moran .c1tes the
importance of clerical professionalization anc.l trarllsatlant_lc corre-
spondence as instrumental to the success of 'rev1vals in the eighteenth
century. Although the scope of the revival itself cau§ht many of the
clergy by surprise, they eventually rebqunded by. combining old
pastoral practices, which they used to guide the revival and counsel
their stricken parishioners, with fresh attitudes toward the proper
role of the people in the church and the propriety of. the pure c}lurch.
Moran also argues that the revival known to historlan.s as the C?reat
Awakening” was built upon the foundation of local, discrete revivals
in New England dating back to the seventeenth century. H.e concludes
that the Awakening attested to “the capacity of the Puritan system
for self-renewal.” .

In his essay on the Old South, John B. Boles outlines the char-
acteristics of religion during the Great Revival of the antebellum South
and the long shadow that evangelical revivals have. cast over Sf)uthern
culture, including such aspects as political rhetoric, family life, and
even child-rearing. Southern evangelicalism, he argues, was marked
by the lay control of the churches, by vernacular' preachxr}g, and by
an interior faith. Antebellum revivals were soc1a1’occa519ns punc-
tuated by ritualized conversions and "rededicatiqns.’ The picture that
emerges here is that southern religion was decidedly e‘nerge.tlc and
enthusiastic rather than contemplative. The Great Revival s'lgnaled
the triumph of evangelical denominations in the South‘, particularly
the Methodists, Baptists, and Presbyterians. Boles points qut what
he calls the evangelical churches’ “principled compromise” with slav-
ery, which he insists “was not simply a selling out to t}.\e ,florces of
black exploitation for the sake of courting planter‘popularlty. Rather,
the early antislavery ministers recognized that the1r~ freedom to .preach
in many areas of the South would be circumscribed by their abo-
litionist stance. In a provocative thesis, Boles also argues that the
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gradual Christianization of slaves made the entire institution of slav-
ery a good bit more benign and humane by the nineteenth century
than it had been previously. Beneath the roofs of many evangeli-
cal churches in the antebellum South, blacks even attained a kind of
equality with whites, if only for a few hours a week.

In the early decades of the nineteenth century, Richard Carwardine
argues, “the United States was not alone in experiencing a ‘reformation’
in popular religion.” In the juxtaposition of the Second Great Awak-
ening in both Britain and the United States, Carwardine finds several
common elements. Both cultures were trying to adjust to a new
economic order: the industrialization in Britain and the emerging
market economy in America. The evangelical theology on both sides
of the Atlantic moved dramatically in the direction of Arminianism—
witness the transatlantic appeal and influence of Charles Grandison
Finney and Methodism. “In both societies,” Carwardine writes, “revi-
vals were often the catalysts of progressive humanitarian and moral
reform, drawing on and reinforcing established strains of millennial
and perfectionist thought,” although Britain endured nothing akin to
the Civil War, “America’s Holy War.”

Frederick Hale uses a study of revivals in Norway to suggest the
inadequacy of stereotypes of religious life in state-church-dominated
cultures and the narrowness of the use of the term in the American
setting. The word revival as used by American scholars is problematic
when introduced into the Norwegian setting, raising as many ques-
tions as it answers. Hale focuses on personal spirituality rather than
on revival in the churches in order to show how various phenomena
usually associated with revival have contributed to the spiritual vital-
ity of Norwegians in ways that conventional religious practices appar-
ently did not.

Annual Keswick Conventions, held in England’s Lake District
since 1875, have had enormous influence on American evangelicalism.
David Bundy examines the origins of the “higher Christian life” spir-
ituality associated with Keswick, carefully documenting the interplay
of streams of piety rooted in continental European and British Prot-
estantism with American holiness teaching.

American pentecostalism emerged as a discrete movement at the
turn of the century. Its early adherents understood revival somewhat
differently than did most American Protestants, many of whom were
praying for revival. Pentecostals believed that the last days would
be marked by an intense revival that would issue in Christ's physical
return. They regarded pentecostalism as that revival, so they announced
the presence of long-awaited renewal and thought of themselves as
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the sign that revival had come. Edith Blt{mhof_er explores the early
pentecostal understanding of revival, which differs markedly ‘frc;;n
later pentecostal expectations that tended to be more typically
ical. .
9"31'%8::11; twentieth-century revivals in China, both under mi'sswnarly
auspices and under national leadership, are the chus of D:a.mel Bays's
chapter. “Within a few years after 1900, he writes, “revivals remi-
niscent in tone and size of those of Finney and M90dy were occurring
in China. A major reason for this was the dramatl.cally altered c_hmate
of receptivity to Christianity in China.” He raises the question _of
whether or not revivalism is a handy and effectl\fe means fc.or mdl'g-
enous Christian leaders to break free of domination by fo;elgn mis-
sionaries and concludes: “The tentative answer in'the Chmes.e case
is that, in the first part of the twentieth century, it was. This may
also indicate the long-term historical significance of the phenomenon
of revivalism in a global Christian context.”

The rapid growth of evangelical and pentecostal movements
across Latin America in recent years is common knowledge. Several
important studies by social scientists have begun_ to ‘address both the
dimensions of the change and its social impllcatlon§. Everett A
Wilson examines the social orientation of Latin American evangc?ll-
cals. Despite allegations that these movements support oppressive
regimes and oppose revolutionary politics anfi social progres.swgm,
Wilson argues that “Latin American evangelicals are committe .to
taking control of their own destinies and are themselves effective

f social change.” ‘ .
ager}: aon overview ofgrevivalism in the past generation, Dijd Edv‘v1n
Harrell, Jr., offers a close look at several major pl'ayers. From Billy
Graham to Pat Robertson,” he notes, “we have W1tne§sed the south-
ernization of American revivalism and the Americanization of southern
rehgll:i):z;lly, in a highly personal account appropriate to the emo.tionag
and personal nature of revivals, George A. Rawlyk, who dellve're1
the keynote address to open the conference, reflects on the thgore.txca
models that have informed his own work on Canadxa_m revwa.hsm.
In addition, Rawlyk offers his thoughts on the professional perlls‘he
has faced within the Canadian academic communit_y 50{ challenglflg
what he calls “the compelling power of secular bias” in the main-
stream of Canadian historiography. Rawlyk cit.es the example ;nd
the support of religious historians in the United States—Nathan
Hatch, Mark Noll, and especially George Marsden, among othe.rs—
as critical in his own development as a historian of evangelical-
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ism in Canada. “If neo-Marxists can write neo-Marxist history,”
Rawlyk asks, “why should not evangelical Christian historians—like
Marsden—write from an evangelical Christian perspective?” In an
intriguing coda to his address, Rawlyk makes clear that, despite his
avowed religious sympathies, he is unwilling to remain uncritical of
North American evangelicalism. Drawing on the work of Douglas
Frank, Rawlyk adopts a Marxian critique of evangelicalism, which,
he believes, has so capitulated to consumerism—"the insidious antith-
esis of essential Christianity” —that it has lost its prophetic voice.

NOTES

1. The editors thank Russell E. Richey for the benefit of his reflections
on the nature and definition of revival.

2. Charles Grandison Finney, Lectures on Revivals of Religion, ed.
William G. McLoughlin (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1960), 9.
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Eschewing the “Routine of Religion”:
Eighteenth-Century Pietism and
the Revival Tradition in America

ol
L

RANDALL BALMER

THERE ARE OBSTACLES aplenty to appreciating pietism and the role it
has played in shaping religion in America. First, there is the question
of definition. The Oxford English Dictionary (1971 edition) defines
pietism as a movement begun by Philipp Jakob Spener at Frankfurt
am Main “for the revival and advancement of piety in the Lutheran
church” and characterized by a “devotion to religious feeling, or to
strictness of religious practice.” Such a definition rightly points out
the interiority of pietist faith, but it ignores the earlier development
of Reformed pietism (or “precisianism”) in the Netherlands.! It
also slights the institutional dimensions of pietism and fails to suggest
the ecumenical bias of the movement, a bias that only compounds
the difficulties of definition because pietism transcended confessional
boundaries and took different forms within different traditions.
Indeed, pietism covers the spectrum from conservative, orthodox,
liturgical members of state-church traditions to separatist groups who
reviled the “four dumb idols” of the state churches—baptismal font,
altar, pulpit, and (in Lutheran lands) confessional—to radical pro-
phetic groups alienated from both social and institutional church life.
What they held in common was an emphasis on spiritual discipline
and affective religion rather than mere intellectual assent, and a
bias against ecclesiastical hierarchies and religious pretensions. Pie-
tism, moreover, can also be viewed in the context of a larger revival
of religious fervor and revolt against formality, ceremonialism, scho-
lasticism, and moral laxity that (when defined broadly) encompassed
quietism among Roman Catholics in France, Spain, and Italy, Wes-
leyanism in England, and even Hasidism in eastern Europe.
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Another obstacle facing the student of pietism in the colonies is
the dearth of pietistic literary records, at least relative to the Puritans
of New England. In some instances the records are adequate, as in
the case of Heinrich Melchior Miihlenberg's Journals or the sermons
of Theodorus Jacobus Frelinghuysen.? Most of the extant literature,
moreover, from Johann Conrad Beissel’s mystical writings to Bernar-
dus Freeman’s “Mirror of Self-Knowledge,” displays familiar pietistic
themes: the call for experiential or “experimental” religion, the strong
sexual imagery, and the emphasis on mystical introspection, known
in the argot of eighteenth-century pietism as “self-knowledge.”* On
the other hand, such important pietists in the Middle Colonies as
Peter Henry Dorsius and Guiliam Bertholf bequeathed little or noth-
ing to historians, and the whole of John Henry Goetschius’s sole
published sermon has only recently been made available in English
translation.® Accounts of contemporaries offer tantalizing glimpses
of the lives and careers of Lars Tollstadius and Johann Bernhard van
Dieren, but we have nothing from their own pens with which to
render our judgments.s

The final obstacle is the general historiographical neglect of the
Middle Colonies and the rich fabric of ethnic diversity therein. We
are just now beginning to understand the variegated texture of ethnic
life in the mid-Atlantic colonies—the Scots, the Dutch, the Hugue-
nots, the Swedes, the Germans. It is becoming more and more appar-
ent that religion played an important role in shaping the responses
of these various ethnic groups to an eighteenth-century culture
defined increasingly by the English.e

Having cataloged the difficulties in coming to terms with this
subterranean world of eighteenth-century pietism, what are the ben-
efits of perseverance?

First, an appreciation of pietism has implications for our under-
standing of the eighteenth-century revival of religion generally known
as the Great Awakening. Even if you are not prepared, with Jon
Butler, to dispense with the term Great Awakening, the revival of
religion, at least in the Middle Colonies, looks more like an eruption
of longer-term pietistic impulses than the last gasp of Puritanism.”
Even a cursory examination of the extant pietist literature, much of
it published in the decades before the Awakening, reveals some recur-
rent themes generally associated with the revival—the necessity of
spiritual rebirth, for instance, or insistent calls for probity. The pietist
view of the world, moreover, had been sustained in America since
the late seventeenth century by irregular preaching and mostly unac-
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companied hymn singing, which directed pietist expressions of faith
into nonformal, nontraditional channels and thus helped to propel
the movement toward acceptance of itinerant preachers an(Ii’ lay Iead;
ership. At the same time that Solomon Stoddgrd reporte'd harvests
in the Connecticut Valley, Guiliam Bertholf enjoyed considerable suc-
cess in organizing pietistic congregations in nort‘hem New ]ersey, and
Lars Tollstadius created schisms among Swedish Lutherans in the
Delaware Valley because of his pietistic preaching.® .

Indeed, a whole range of pietists tapped into popular dls‘c.ontent
among the rural peoples of the Middle Colonies. .I.n addition to
Bertholf and Tollstadius, the list includes Freer.nan, Miihlenberg, and
Frelinghuysen, but also such lesser-known figures as Peter Henry
Dorsius, Cornelius Van Santvoord, and Samuel \./eljbryck, among
many others. Even Gilbert Tennent, schooled in p1et1§m at the .feet
of Frelinghuysen when the two men were colleagues in th.e Ralrltan
Valley, must be included in this camp——witne.ss his evangelical ngof_-’]
his emphasis on a warmhearted piety, and h}s.assault on the settle
clergy in The Danger of an Unconverted Ministry.®

Tennent's liaison with Frelinghuysen underscores ar.mther chargo.j-
teristic of pietism, namely its ecumenical character. This cross-fertili-
zation was certainly present in the Old Wor!d: The works of such
English Puritans as William Perkins and Wllham' Ames had been
translated into Dutch; Perkins, in turn, had been influenced by the
ideas of Willem Teelinck, Godfridus Cornelisz Udemans, anq Gys-
bertus Voetius.™ In New Jersey, Tennent openly acknowlec.lged his debt
to Frelinghuysen, and the two men regularly traded pulpits and oftgn
officiated jointly. Both George Whitefield anc{ Jonathan Eclwarl s
praised Frelinghuysen's efforts in New Jersey. I\/’Iuhlenjtaerg frequent z
preached in Dutch churches, and Frelinghuysen’s partisans supporte
Lutheran evangelicals in the Middle Colonies. By the 17._505 the dis-
tinction between pietistic Dutch and New Light Presbyterians was so
slight that William Livingston, publisher of the Indepen.der?t Refle.ctf)n
remarked that “the different languages are the only criteria to distin-
guish them from each other/"* Even that barrier eroded as_the Gre}e:t
Awakening pushed Dutch pietists into the r.nainstream of gxg‘hteent ci
century evangelicalism. Henceforth, the line between pietism Zn
evangelicalism in American religion becomes considerably blurre .

Pietism in the eighteenth century was very much a transatlantic
movement. Unlike the Puritans, whose settlement in New England—h
despite their protestations about remaining membgrs 9f t.he Churlc_
of England—represented a break with Old W(\)rld institutions, co ot
nial pietists maintained ties with their confréres on the Continen
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well into the eighteenth century. The Dutch Labadists, for instance,
followers of a radical separatist named Jean de Labadie, sought to
establish a colony in the New World; many among the colonial Dutch
admired Jacobus Koelman, a sometime disciple, back in the Neth-
erlands, of Labadie. When Frelinghuysen, who acknowledged his
theological indebtedness to Koelman, sailed across the Atlantic
toward his assignment in Raritan, New Jersey, he boasted that after
he had worked “to secure a following” in America, “immediately
many more would come from Holland to his support,” as indeed they
did.> Among German pietists, Halle supplied pastors to Pennsylvania
under the loose supervision of Miihlenberg, while Wiirttemberg
emigrés created the congregations. The Moravians maintained a pres-
ence in both worlds. :

American pietism, then, was not an indigenous movement.
Instead, it had deep roots in the Old World and continued to draw
its inspiration from those sources until New World pietists were able
to develop indigenous leadership through individual tutorials, small
“kitchen seminaries” like that of Peter Henry Dorsius in Bucks
County, Pennsylvania, and, eventually, pietistically inspired institu-
tions such as the Dutch Reformed Coetus (1747) and Queen’s College
(1766) in New Brunswick.

That is not to say, however, that pietism on the western shores of
the Atlantic was identical to that back on the Continent. The pos-
sibility of keeping “orthodox” doctrinal churches and pietist renewal
groups together was difficult enough in the European context, but
once disparate groups of immigrants arrived in America the spectrum
of pietism tilted sharply toward a more radical version of the move-
ment, witness, for example, Johann Conrad Beissel's Ephrata Com-
munity in Pennsylvania, which combined pietistic impulses with a
sort of Catholic mysticism and monasticism, or Samuel Verbryck’s
insistence on dispensing with the forms of prayer and preaching a
sermon on the crucifixion for Easter Sunday in order to demonstrate
his disregard for ecclesiastical holidays.** Some pietists, like Miihlen-
berg among the Lutherans, continued to insist on a balance between
orthodox doctrine and pietist renewal. More often than not, however,
what would have been regarded as somewhat daring in a European
context was more or less unexceptional in the American setting, where

radicalism of a sort almost nowhere tolerated in Europe took root and
flourished.

Eighteenth-century pietism’s most profound effect was certainly
on the inner life of believers, who found religious renewal and assur- .
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ance amidst the ferment of revival. For historians, howeve.zr, especTJ}ly
at a remove of more than two centuries, those effe.cts are incalcula fe.
We can point to certain heroic individual‘s—'—Gflbert Tennefnt, d?r
instance, or John Wesley—whose lives and mlr_ustnes were profoun hy
influenced by pietistic ideals, or we can identify congregations in the
throes of revival, but we shall never knc1>w the full effects of pietism
ives of individual “ordinary” colonists. .

v txehd: know, however, that pietism profoundly mflu(?nced the
institutional life of eighteenth-century Amerisa,' although its effects
were oddly divergent because, once again, pietism, l:fy 1ts.n}$tur§.fa
very elastic movement, took on various charactt?rxstxcs within dif-
ferent traditions. Among the Dutch and the New Light Presbyterlans;i
pietistic impulses reshaped colonial ecclesiastical structures and sler\ée.d
as an almost iconoclastic movement. Pietism, however, generally ld
not serve the same radical function among the Germans, Reformed
or Lutheran, as it did among the Dutch. There are only scattere

references to the disruptions of pietism among the Germans. In 1?09,
for instance, the Governor’s Council in New York l‘earned tl},'lat mneci
teen of the forty-seven Palatines along the Hudson River had chang;:1

their religion become pietists and withdrawn tht?mselves frorr,r:4 the
Communion of the Minister and ye Rest of ye said Germans.

On the whole, however, pietism among the Qermans was a sm;lrc.e
of unity, not division, and when the Lutherans finally organized I_t{ ?llr
ministerium (or synod) in 1748, that body was c?ntrolled by ahe
Pietists.’s For the Lutherans, the influence of Miihlenberg an.d t ;
Halle connection may have been critical. This influence dor‘ne':stlcate
pietism and made it both vibrant and a source for organizing c}cs)n;
gregations and promoting a deep personal ar.1d communal p1et3i. tl'lc
at the same time it was respectable and sustained by. the transatlan lh
charities and pastoral supply at Halle that were disbursed thr?jl'lgl
London. Those connections were hardly calculated to produce radica

inst prevailing norms.
pmt?rt::cr;gagta}?e Gcla)rman Rfformed, pietist ten.dencies seem nevle;r to
have been very pronounced, with the exception, p.erhaps, of etex;
Henry Dorsius. The German Reformed were sustained by suppor
from the Swiss and the Dutch and, unlike the.e Lutherans, never
enjoyed the money or the clerical density of their fell.ow Germants(;
Moreover, there were so many free church and sectarian groups ;
their left that German pietists had little inclinatiog or reason to be
associated with those sorts of people. Moravians in particular rlere
regarded with disdain, especially by the Lutherar‘ls, and tho}ie fee 121gs
were reciprocated. Furthermore, since the Moravians were thoroughly
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steeped in an emotional pietism, the Lutherans and Reformed had
ample cause to maintain their distance.

Unlike the Dutch, moreover, the Germans had an entire spectrum
of ethnic religious options available to them to accommodate theological
and ecclesiastical differences—the Amish, Mennonites, Schwenck-
felders, Moravians, Lutherans, Reformed—whereas the pietistic Dutch,
locked within the confining orbit of the orthodox Dutch Reformed
Church, had fewer choices. Fither they would join forces with the
Presbyterians (as many threatened to do) or they would recast the
Dutch Reformed Church in their own image. As their numbers and
influence increased, the latter option grew more and more attractive.

Among the Dutch, then, pietism functioned as a theology of the
people, a protest against the clerical establishment. Although pietism
certainly had its own positive agenda—revitalization of liturgy and
worship, closer attention to personal probity—it also represented a
challenge to the ecclesiastical hierarchy. Pietists first organized them-
selves into conventicles, which, like John Wesley’s “methodist” gath-
erings, sought the infusion of spiritual ardor into religious traditions
that had grown stuffy and cold. In the Netherlands, pietists had
challenged the corruptions of wealth attending the growth of Holland’s
commercial empire and the arid scholasticism into which seventeenth-
century Reformed theologians had fallen. Indeed, pietism among the
Dutch both in the Netherlands and in the New World issued in a
rural protest against the urban elite and the urban clergy as well as
the ecclesiastical hierarchy of the Dutch Reformed Church.’ The
Classes of Middleburg, Schieland, and Lingen, for instance, were
pietistic, whereas the Classis of Amsterdam sought to frustrate the
spread of pietism on both sides of the Atlantic. The universities of
Utrecht and Groningen turned out pietists, who then very often
clashed with graduates of the University of Leiden.

Frustrated in their attempts to dislodge the traditionalist clergy,
who opposed the pietist renewal, Dutch pietists unleashed an attack
against the ecclesiastical hierarchy in New York and especially against
the Classis of Amsterdam, which sought to thwart the spread of
pietism in the New World. Indeed, Dutch pietists regarded Amsterdam
as the mortal enemy of true religion. Guiliam Bertholf, a cooper from
New Jersey and a lay reader for some of the fledgling Dutch con-
gregations on the frontier, knew that the Classis of Amsterdam would
never pass on his ordination because of his pietistic leanings and his
lack of formal education, so he circumvented Amsterdam completely
and was ordained by the Classis of Middleburg. Upon his return to

Eschewing the “Routine of Religion” 7

New Jersey in 1694, Bertholf worfked tFire117essly to organize pietistic
i New Jersey frontier. .
cong};:f::r?lzss (I)‘?eete}r:an, an(])therypietist, also nursed a grudge against
the Classis of Amsterdam. When the Du.tch church at Albany n;ed}?_c:
a new minister in 1699, Freeman, a tailor })y .trade, subrlmite:i % :n
name. The Classis, however, denied his application ?nd be'htt (; 1d
as someone “who had only just come down from his cutting oa}r1 ;
and who had neither ability for his own _craft, much less for tt a_
demanded of a pastor.”® With the help of Willem Bancker, an Amster
dam merchant and patron to pietists in the 'Netherllands, Fcrleerqag
sought and received ordination from the Classis of Lingen an Z]al elS
for the New World to claim the pastorate at Albany Amste.r a'm1
candidate, Johannes Lydius, prevailed in that initial ecclesmshca1
skirmish, but Freeman took the church in nearby Schenectac%y; .sevetra:i
years later, through a series of perfidious maneuvers, he msxg;la(i
himself into the Dutch churches on Long Island. Freeman stea ast‘ly
refused to submit to the Classis of Amstefdam,.and hg summarily
dismissed those consistories that opposed him. His obstinacy prec1pci
itated a bitter schism that lasted the better p,art .of a decad? an
markedly diminished the Classis of Amsterdam’s grip on the colony’s
19
Churlilhte}:c.)ugh Theodorus Jacobus Frelinghuysen came to the l\}ew
World with Amsterdam’s formal approbation, he made no secret atter
his arrival of his intention to flout his independer}ce from t_he AmIs\ger-
dam ecclesiastical authorities. Within days of dlsemb.a'rkmg' m1 ew
York, Frelinghuysen insulted—and alienated—t}}e tradxtlpnallst c ergﬁ
in New York, declared his disdain for the Classis of Amste-:rdan.l, an
announced his intention to flood the Middle Colonies xj\nth p_1et1st1c
clergy. His clerical career in New Jersey was marked by bitter disputes
between his evangelical followers and his generally more prosperous
detractors both in New Jersey and New York. Beclause of Amsterd;lms
suspicions about pietism, morever, Frelinghuyse?ns agen.da .forlthe eV\Z
World implied a circumvention of Am§terdams ecclesiastica prext‘;)lgr
atives. He eagerly took that step. Frelmghgysen,.moreover, togett i
with Bertholf and Freeman, supported the incursion ?f otl.1er 'pletls s
in the Middle Colonies, once again over Amste_:rdams. ob]ectlor::ls.h
Dutch pietists in general and Frelingh_uysen in Rartlcular uz‘e : ht ii
language of piety to assail the ecclesiastical estabhshmer}t ag :r_
theological opponents. Frelinghuysen regularl}r ta'unted' his ahverlf1
ies. He restricted access to Holy Communion in his Raritan ¢ ur? §§,
excommunicated dissenters, and angered the more affluent 1o li
auditors when he suggested that “it has been very true that the larges
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portion of the faithful have been poor and of little account in the
world.® Despite debilitating bouts of mental illness and unrefuted
allegations of homosexuality, Frelinghuysen persisted in his attacks
on the Classis of Amsterdam and the non-pietist Dutch ministers.
When disaffected members of his congregations drafted a bill of
particulars against him and took their case to the New York clergy,
Frelinghuysen and his consistory became defiant; they resolved unan-
imously “that we will never suffer any church or pastor in the land
to assume dominion over us.”?

When his mental incapacities finally disabled him, Frelinghuysen’s
struggle against the ecclesiastical establishment was taken up by an
entire cohort of younger men, including his sons and John Henry
Goetschius, who became minister on Long Island, over the strenuous
objections of the Dutch Reformed establishment. Once installed there,
Goetschius vigorously assailed his ecclesiastical adversaries. On 22
August 1742, he preached a sermon entitled “The Unknown God,”
in the course of which he reviled the mere practice of religion, which
he contrasted with true spirituality, and he warned his adversaries
that “you will experience your religion in hell, and not in heaven,
as you had hoped.” When called before the New York ministers to
account for his attacks, Goetschius remarked that his opponents “were
plainly godless people” and that were it not for the Netherlands church
authorities, “this country had long ago been filled with pious min-
isters.’2

As the number of pietistic clergy increased, these desultory attacks
on the ecclesiastical establishment evolved into an orchestrated assault
on the Classis of Amsterdam in the Netherlands and the traditionalist
clergy in New York. Freeman, Frelinghuysen, Goetschius, and other
Dutch pietists openly defied the Classis of Amsterdam on matters of
ordination, church polity, and ecclesiastical discipline. In the 1740s,
amidst the fervor of the Great Awakening, they began agitating for
an independent, indigenous ecclesiastical body, a coetus, that would
govern the American churches. When gavelled to order on 8 Sep-
tember 1747, the Coetus consisted almost entirely of pietist clergy,
all of whom were eager to distance themselves from the Classis of
Amsterdam. Within a very few years, members of the Coetus cir-
culated proposals for the formation of an American classis and an

American academy for the training of pietistic clergy, and after the
American Revolution they declared their formal independence from
the Netherlands church authorities.?

This protest against the religious establishment among the Dutch
soon took on political overtones, as contemporaries recognized. After
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the pietists had banded together to fo;m theilr.Coit(t)x‘su1ra\n;7t4}11i7;1 gor:)
i-pieti i t if “we should complain 2 :
anti-pietist predicted tha o aloted
i Dutch churches wer .
the Classis or the Synod, that our e L e s
hes of the Fatherland, it W Z
after the manner of the churc ‘ St
their churches in their 2
‘Oh, the people of Holland govern e
, i i . and we govern our chu ’
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o longer under obligations to give acc .
n’\ee;\rs’ nOtheri detected that “a spirit of mdependerI\‘ce 1;;1:3;11};
mani;est” in the pietists’ machinations. In the 17.5125, wt enf ! e dore
Frelinghuysen of Albany proposed the establishmen ;)l = e;; o
American seminary independent of the Netherlands a\’{t g : ,ainst
conservative opponents asked if his next step was to "Tebe€ ag
the king."**

Indeed, not long after the pietistic clergy in the Middle Colonies

. e
asserted their ecclesiastical independence from the Clas:‘sinci)sfte?s—
sterdam by forming the Coetus, many of thc‘:se. sam}f i
notably Theodore Frelinghuysen, Archibalfl Laidlie, }{0 annel]in yfoxl'
Dirck Romeyn, and Eilardus Westerlo—jl?me}? the cf ci;\:s Sctaa mpgAct
itical i 11. During the throes ©. '

e e, e 7 d what at least one auditor con-
crisis, for instance, Laidlie preached wha ne au -
sidered a “sed[i]t[iouls sermon’ for the purpos'e (;f”l'e};(c:?r}’gaﬁedotphe
to Reb[e]ll[io]n."> The rhetoric about ecclesiastical ‘b€ y e
aversion to “subordination” that saturated the ple(tilsts :}?;n e
tions with the Netherlands very easily transferred to p

sphere.?

i i the dis-
Even among more conservative German congregations,

y ici ti es
i i i i nd Ssus 1c1ons ab ut the moft1v
cussions about eCCleSIaStlcal llbert a p , (o) :

wealthy and learned people, lay and .clerlcg‘ '
(1)§50s anc{ early 1760s, just as the ir'npenal. crisis was iborssal:fncg}{uljg}x;
these congregations, steeped in a pietist tradition, suspic plinks -
authorities, and controlled by the laity, the lgr}guage o dpfor iy
its anti-authoritarian overtones served as a training igrtocirlx v
ing in political term;/l—;le:i lfirs(t: almc?ng a;hl:rrlge?; z;;r)toi c1 u1late (113 R e

jetism in the Middle Colonies, ) ‘ ‘

alierz:f:d in some way from the religious est‘abhshmetnt, Spr;)i;z:t:lerili
radical critique of eighteenth-century authopt.y' struc ur; a, it
gious and then political. The exercise of lay 1n1't1at}11ve gntist vy
of clerical prerogative were deeply imbecf'lded_ in th e lpxe_ sy
and words like liberty and subordination in t eh e?u::ists hiv
became highly charged after mid-century. For DutF {ne. a]ll s
the assertion of ecclesiastical independer}ce led quite ogI;(‘:eti Syr,n mos
seamlessly, to the assertion of political mdepemzlenlce. lvidesla nev;
the earliest harbinger of eighteenth-century revival, pro
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paradigm for understanding both ecclesiastical and political activism
in the Middle Colonies of the eighteenth century.

What happened to pietism in America? Along about the middle
of the eighteenth century the trail turns cold and we begin to lose
the scent. Aside from enclaves of intentionally insular Germans and
the periodic influx of pietistic immigrants from Scandinavia and the
Netherlands, Continental pietism largely disappears into the main-
stream of American religious life, much the way that the Mohawk
River flows into the Hudson or the Schuylkill into the Delaware.

These examples are not random. What we know today as evan-
gelicalism in America traces its origins to the confluence of Conti-
nental pietism and New England Puritanism in the eighteenth century.
This combustion (to shift the metaphor once more) erupted spectac-
ularly in what historians have come to call the Great Awakening.
The Middle Colonies, moreover, served as the tinder box for this new
religious expression. Frelinghuysen's machinations in the Raritan Val-
ley had produced both revival and reaction in the 1720s, and his
friendship with Gilbert Tennent introduced the Presbyterian minister
to pietistic traditions, disciplines, and techniques. Tennent then car-
ried the message throughout the Middle Colonies and to New England
during his several missionary sorties there.?® The influences were
reciprocal. Pietist congregations in the Middle Colonies welcomed
Tennent and George Whitefield, and when Theodore Frelinghuysen
of Albany, son of the redoubtable New Jersey pietist, preached a

sermon to New England troops during the French and Indian War,
it sounded for all the world like a Puritan jeremiad, full of lamen-
tations and apocalyptic warnings.

The Great Awakening, together with a number of circumstances
and cultural changes thereafter, conspired to obfuscate the influence
of Continental pietism on American religion. For the Dutch, internal
conflicts, the desire to enjoy the commercial advantages of assimi-
lation, and the general desuetude of the Dutch language combined
to drive them away from their hereditary culture toward either Angli-
canism or Presbyterianism, depending on their previous disposition
toward pietism. Later, and on a larger scale, the importation and
rapid success of Methodism in America largely co-opted pietistic ex-
pressions of faith (with the exception, once again, of the Germans).
John Wesley himself had been influenced by such Continental pietists
as Johann Albrecht Bengel, and he greatly admired the Moravians
for their “faith and love and holy conversation in Christ Jesus "3
Methodist itinerants in America, moreover, had come into contact

Eschewing the “Routine of Religion” 11
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and never know the experience of conversion. When Frelinghuysen
implored, “O Sinner! abandon your Way which seemeth so right unto
you, your careless and secure Tranquility, your own Righteousness,
your Sins and Lusts, your own Thoughts and turn to the Lord,” he
might have been writing a script for Finney, Moody, Graham, Swag-
gart, or any one of a thousand other evangelists.®® The devotional
literature of both nineteenth- and twentieth-century evangelicalism
also echoes the introspective mode of eighteenth-century pietistic
treatises. The potent sexual imagery of Beissel or Frelinghuysen rever-
berates in such staples of the evangelical hymnal as “Blessed Assur-
ance,” “Jesus, Lover of My Soul,” “Just as I Am,” and “Rock of Ages,
Cleft for Me.”

In America, moreover, evangelicals continue to use the argot of
piety as a protest against ecclesiastical establishments. The funda-
mentalist-modernist controversy of the 1920s comes to mind, as does
Carl Mclntire’s rhetoric directed against the “godless” Federal Council
of Churches. Fundamentalists, frustrated in their attempts to reverse
the drift toward modernism in mainline denominations, abandoned
those institutions and built their own denominations, Bible institutes,
colleges, and seminaries. Those actions would not be at all alien to
the eighteenth-century progenitors of New Side Presbyterianism, the
Dutch Coetus, Queen’s College, or the College of New Jersey, nor
would it surprise leaders of the Cumberland Presbyterians or the
holiness movement. Throughout its history, evangelicalism, with its
roots in pietism, has mounted strident—and quite effective—attacks
on recalcitrant and unresponsive ecclesiastical bureaucracies.

Those attacks, very often, have been personal, directed against
“unconverted” or “liberal” clergy. In that way, the rhetoric of McIntire
or Billy Sunday or J. Gresham Machen recalls Gilbert Tennent's
Danger of an Unconverted Ministry, Frelinghuysen's relentless verbal
assaults on his clerical adversaries (as when he criticized them as
“unprofitable sickmaking Physicians”), and John Henry Goetschius's
The Unknown God, which lambasted the opponents of true piety as
those who impose “their old, rotten, and stinking routine of religion.”

In its various guises, pietism in America, from the eighteenth
century to the present, has assiduously sought to avoid the “routine
of religion,” preferring instead a vibrant, experiential piety. That char-
acteristic, in turn, has meant that pietistic impulses almost by defi-
nition transcend institutional, confessional, and ethnic boundaries.
Just as Frelinghuysen and Gilbert Tennent crossed those boundaries
in the eighteenth century (much to the scandal of their antirevivalist

e

LRI

BRIk

Eschewing the “Routine of Religion” 13

temporaries), so too have evangelicals managed at varx.o.lts ;;cfn:\}::
e thei ph' tory to submerge their differences. The ecumenicity he
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that attends Billy Graham crusades.
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Billy Graham could not have said it better.
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