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THE WORKSOF JAMESARMINIUSVOL. 3

A Friendly Discussion Between JamesArminius& FrancisJunius, Concer ning Predestination,
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Theorigin of thisdiscussion isthus stated by the elder Brandt: " On the subject of Predestination,
he [Junius] endeavoured to defend the opinion of Calvin, by rendering it a little more palatable.
For he did not maintain that the divine predestination had respect to mankind either ANTECEDENT
TO THE DECREE OF THEIR CREATION, or SUBSEQUENT TO THEIR CREATION, ON A
FOREKNOWLEDGE OF THEIR FALL, but that it had respect only to MAN ALREADY
CREATED, sofar asBEING ENDOWED BY GOD WITH NATURAL GIFTS,HEWASCALLED
TO A SUPERNATURAL GOOD. On that account James Arminius, then one of the ministers of
the church at Amsterdam, entered into an epistolary conference with him, and tried to prove that
the opinion of Junius, aswell asthat of Calvin, inferred the NECESSITY OF SIN, and that he must
therefore, have recourse to athird opinion, which supposed man, not only AS CREATED but AS
FALLEN, to have been the object of predestination. Junius answered hisfirst letter with that good
temper, which was peculiar to him, but seemed to fabricate out of the various opinions concerning
predestination one of his own, which, Arminius thought contradicted all those which it was his
endeavour to defend. Arminius wasinduced to compose arejoinder to the answer of Junius, which
he transmitted to the Professor, who retained it full six years, to the time of his death, without
attempting to reply."

The letter of Arminius was divided by Junius into twenty-seven propositions in answering it,
and each of them is here presented, with the answer of Junius, and the reply of Arminius,
corresponding to it.

To The Most Distinguished Man, Francis Junius, D.D., A Brother In Christ, Worthy Of My
Most Profound Regard, James Arminius Wishes Y ou Health.
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MOST DISTINGUISHED AND VENERATED SIR:

They who do not give their assent to the sentiments of others, seem to themselves, and wish to
seem to others, to be, in this, under the influence of sound judgment; but sometimes, ignorance of
the sentiments of othersis the cause of this, which, nevertheless, they by no means acknowledge.
| have not hitherto been able to agree, in the full persuasion of my mind, with the views of some
learned men, both of our own and of former ages, concerning the decrees of predestination and of
reprobation.

Consciousness of my own lack of talents does not permit me to ascribe the cause of this
disagreement to sound judgment: that | should ascribeit to ignoranceis hardly allowed by my own
opinion, which seems to me to be based on an adequate knowledge of their sentiments. On this
account | have been till thistime in doubt; fearing to assent to an opinion of another, without afull
persuasion in my own mind; and not daring to affirm that which | consider more true, but not in
accordance with the sentiments of most learned men. | have, therefore, thought it necessary for the
tranquillity of my mind, to confer with learned men concerning that decree, that | might try whether
their erudite labours might be able to remove my doubt and ignorance, and produce in my mind
knowledge and certainty. | have already done thiswith some of my brethren; and with others, whose
opinions have authority, but thus far, (to confess the truth,) with aresult useless, or even injurious
tome. | thought that | must have recourseto you, who, partly from your published works, and partly
from the statements of others, | know to be a person such that | may, without fear, be permitted to
hope from you some certain result.

REPLY OF FRANCISJUNIUSTO THE MOST LEARNED MAN, AND MY VERY

DEAR BROTHER, JAMES ARMINIUS GREETING:

TERTULLIAN, On whose works, as you know, | have now been long engaged, has been the
cause of my long silence, respected brother. In the mean time, | placed your letter on ashelf plainly
in my view, that I might be reminded of my obligation to you, and might attend, at the earliest
possible opportunity, to your request. Y ou desire from me an explication of a question of atruly
grave character, in which thetruth isfully known to God: that which is sufficient He had expressed
in His written word, which we both consult with the divine help. Y ou may set forth openly what
you think and do not think. You desire that | should present my views, that from this mutual
interchange and communication of sentiments, we may illustrate the truth of divine grace. | will
do what | can according to the measure, which the L ord has admeasured to me; and whatever | may
perceive of this most august mystery, | will indicate it, whether | regard it as truth or as a merely
speculative opinion, that you with me may hold that which belongsto the Deity. Whatever pertains
to my opinion, if you have a more correct sentiment, you may, in a kind and brotherly manner,
unfold it, and by a salutary admonition recall me into the way of truth. | will here say nothing by
way of introduction, because | prefer to passat onceto the subject itself, which may rather be "good
to the use of edifying,” asthe apostle teaches. | judge that all desire the truth in righteousness: but
all do not therefore see the truth in righteousness. "We know in part, and we prophesy in part,” (1
Cor. xiii. 9,) and "when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth." (John xvi.
13.) We perceive a part of the truth: and present a part; the rest will be given in his own time, by
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the Spirit of truth to those who seek. May he therefore grant to both of us that we may receive and
may present the truth.

That we may both realize greater advantage from this brotherly discussion, and that nothing
may carelessly fall from me, | will follow the path marked out in your letters, writing word for
word, and distinguishing the topics of your discussion into propositions; and will subjoin to them,
in the same order, my own opinion concerning each point, that in reference to all things you may
be able to see clearly, and according to the Divine will, determine from the mode of my answer,
what | think and what | do not think. The following is your first proposition, in which you may
recognize yourself as speaking.

FIRST PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

| see, then, most renowned sir, that there are three views in reference to that subject,
[ predestination] which have their defenders among the doctors of our church. The first is that of
Calvin to Beza; the second that of Thomas Aquinas and his followers; the third that of Augustine
and those who agree with him. They al agreein this, that they alike hold that God, by an eternal
and immutabl e decree, determined to bestow upon certain men, the rest being passed by, supernatural
and eternal life, and those means which are the necessary and efficacious preparation for the
attainment of that life.

THE REPLY OF FRANCIS JUNIUS TO THE FIRST PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

If one should wish to accumulate a variety of opinions, he would in appearance have a large
number of them; but let these be the views of men to whom will readily be assigned the first place
in relation to this doctrine. But in reference to the points of agreement among them all, of which
you speak, there are, unless | am deceived, two things most worthy of explanation and notice. First,
that what you say isindeed true, that "God, by an eternal and immutabl e decree, determined to give
eternal, supernatural life to certain men;" but that eternal life is not here primarily, or per se the
work of that divine predestination, but rather in asecondary manner, and dependent, by consequence,
on adoption th~v uiJogesiav The apostle demonstrates thisin Ephes. i. 5.

"Having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ to himself, according
to the good pleasure of hiswill." And inverse 11, "which He hath purposed in Himself; that in the
dispensation of the fullness of time, He might gather together in one al thingsin Christ," &c.

Also, Romans viii. 17, "if children, then heirs; heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ," &c.
We must not, however, forget that if an effect is substituted for the distinguishing part of the essence
the definition of the thing is defective. Predestination, if we regard its peculiar and distinguishing
quality, is, according to the testimony of the Scripture, to filiation, (so to speak,) or the adoption
of children, the effect and sequence of which iseternal life. It isthus true that we are predestinated
tolife, but, accurately speaking, we are predestinated to adoption by the special grace of our heavenly
Father. He who proposes one, supposes the other; but it is necessary that the former should be
always set forth distinctly in the general discussion. Hence it seems that the arrangement of this
whole argument will be less encumbered, if we consider that saving decree of the divine
predestination in this order; that God has predestinated us to the adoption of children of God in
Christ "to himself," and that he has pre-arranged by his own eternal decree the way and the end of
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that adoption; the way of that grace, leading us in the discharge of duty, by our vocation and
justification, but its end, that of life, which we shall obtain when our glorification is perfected,
(Rom. 8,) which are the effects of that grace, and the most certain consequences of our adoption.
The statement that God has predestinated certain persons to life, is a general one; but it is not
sufficiently clear or convenient for the purpose of instruction, unless gratuitous adoption in Christ
is supposed, prior to justification and life and glory.

There is till another statement, made by you, which seems to me to need consideration, that
"God has bestowed on certain men those means which are the necessary and efficacious preparation
for the attainment of that life." For though that assertionistrue, yet it must be received with cautious
discrimination and religious scrupulousness. Our filiation is (so to speak) the work of the divine
predestination, because God isour father, and by His grace unitesusto himself as sons. But whatever
God has ordained for the consummation of thisadoptionin us, itis, in respect to that adoption, not
ameans but a necessary adjunct or consectary. That eternal life, bestowed on us, is a consectary
of our adoption "to himself." But in respect to the adjuncts and consequence, they may be called
mutually, the means one of another; ascalling is said to be the means of justification, and justification
of glorification, (Rom. 8.) Y et though they are means, most of them are necessary and efficacious
in certain respects, not per se and absolutely. For if they were, per se and absol utely necessary and
efficacious, they would be equally necessary and efficacious in all the pious and elect. Y et most
of them are not of this character; since even infants and they who come in their last hours, being
called by the Lord, will obtain eternal life without those means. These things have been said, the
opportunity being presented.

We agree generally in reference to the other matters.

THE REPLY OF JAMES ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER OF FRANCIS JUNIUS

To that most distinguished person, Doctor Francis Junius, and my brother in Christ, to be
regarded with due veneration.

REVEREND SIR:

| have read and reviewed your reply, and used all the diligence of which | was capable,
considering it according to the measure of my strength, that I might be able to judge with greater
certainty concerning the truth of the matter which is under discussion between us. But while |
consider everything in the light of my judgment, it seems to me that most of my propositions and
arguments are not answered in your reply. | venture, therefore, to take my pen and to make some
commentsin order to show wherein | perceive adeficiency in your answer, and to defend my own
arguments. | am fully persuaded that you will receive it with as much kindness as you received the
liberty used in my former letter, and if any thing shall seem to need correction and to be worthy of
refutation, you will indicate it to me with the same charity; that, by your faithful assistance, may
be able to understand the truth which | seek with ssmplicity of heart, and explain it to othersto the
glory of God and their salvation, as occasion shall demand. May that Spirit of truth be present with
me, and so direct my mind and hand, that it may in no respect err from the truth. If however any
thing should fall from me not in harmony with its meaning, | shall wish that it had been unsaid,
unwritten.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO HIS FIRST PROPOSITION

In my former letter | laid down three views held by our doctors in reference to the decree of
Predestination and Reprobation, diverse, not contrary. Others might perhaps have been adduced,
but not equally diverse among themselves or from others. For each of these are distinguished by
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marks which are manifest and have reference to the essence and nature of the subject itself, which
is under discussion.

First, they give the object of the decree (man) adifferent mode or form, since the first presents
him to the Deity as an object to be created, the second as created, the third as fallen.

Secondly, they adapt to that decree attributes of the Deity, either different or considered in a
different relation. For the first presents mercy and justice as preparing an object for themselves;
the third introduces the same attributes as finding their object prepared; the second places grace,
which holdstherelation of genusto mercy, over predestination; and liberty of grace over non-election
or the preparation of preterition, and justice over punishment.

Thirdly, they differ in certain acts. The first view attributes the act of creation to that decree,
and makesthefall of man subordinate to the same decree; the second and the third premises creation;
thethird also supposesthefall of man to be antecedent in the order of nature to the decree, regarding
the decree of election which flows from mercy and that of reprobation which is administered by
justice, as having no possible place except in reference to man considered as a sinner, and on that
account meriting misery.

It is hence apparent that | have not improperly separated those views which are themselves
separated and discriminated by some marked distinction. But you will perhaps persuade me that
our doctorsdiffer only in their mode of presenting the sametruth, more easily than you will persuade
them or their adherents. For Beza in many places sharply contends that God, when predestinating
and reprobating man, considers him, not as created, not asfallen, but asto be created, and he claims
that thisisindicated by the term "lump,” used in Rom. ix. 21, and he charges great absurdities on
those who hold different views. For example, he saysthat they "who present man as created to God
decreeing, consider the Deity asimprudent, creating man before he had his own mind arranged any
thing in reference to his final condition. He accuses those who present man as fallen, of denying,
divine providence, without the decree or arrangement of which sin entered into the world, according
to their view. But | can readily endure, indeed | can praise any one who may desire to harmonize
the views of the doctors, rather than to separate them morewidely, only let this be done by asuitable
explanation of views, apparently diverse, not by change in statement, or by any addition, differing
from the viewsthemselves. He, who acts otherwise, does not obtain the desired fruit of reconciliation,
and he gains the emolument of an erroneously stated sentiment, the displeasure of its authors.

As to those two respects in which you think that my explanation of the agreement of those
views needs animadversion, in the former | agree, in the latter | do not much disagree with you.
For Predestination is, immediately, to adoption, and, through it, to life; but when | propose the
sentiments of others, | do not think that they should be corrected by me. Yet | cheerfully receive
the correction; though | consider that it has little or nothing to do with this controversy. Indeed |
think that it tends to confirm my view. For adoption in Christ not only requires the supposition of
sin as a condition requisite in the object, but of a certain other thing also, of which | did not in my
former letter think it best to treat. That thing is faith in Jesus Christ, without which adoption isin
fact bestowed on no man, and, apart from the consideration of which, adoption is prepared for no
one by the divine predestination. (Johni. 12.) For they who believe are adopted, not they who are
adopted receive the gift of faith: adoption is prepared for those who shall believe, not faith is
prepared for those who are to be adopted, just as justification is prepared for believers, not faith is
prepared for thejustified. The Scripture demonstratesthat thisisthe order in innumerabl e passages.
But | do not fully understand in what sense you style vocation and justification the way of adoption.
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That may be called the way of adoption which will lead to adoption, and that also by which adoption
tendsto its own end. Y ou seem to me to understand the term way in the latter sense, from the fact
that you make justification subsequent to adoption, and you speak of the way of grace leading us
in the discharge of duty, by our vocation and justification. Here are two things not unworthy of
notice. The first is that you connect vocation with adoption as antecedent to it, which | think can
scarcely be said of vocation as a whole. For the vocation of sinners and unbelieversisto faith in
Christ; the vocation of believersisto conformity to Christ and to communion with him. The Scripture
makes the former antecedent to adoption. The latter is to adoption itself, which is included in
conformity and communion with Christ. The second isthat you made adoption prior to justification;
both of which | regard as bestowed on believers at the same time, while in the order of nature,
justification is prior to adoption. For the justified person is adopted, not the adopted person is
justified. Thisis proved by the order both of the attainment of those blessings made by Christ, and
that of theimputation of the same blessings made by God in Christ. For Christ obtained the remission
of sins, before he obtained adoption, before in the order of nature: and righteousness is imputed
before sonship. For "when we were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son,"
(Rev. v. 10,) but being reconciled, we are adopted as sons.

Let us consider also what are opposed to these, namely, imputation of sins and non-adoption.
From these it is clearly seen that such is the order. Sin is the cause of exclusion from filiation by
the mode of demerit. Imputation of sin is the cause of the same exclusion by the mode of justice,
punishing sin according to its demerit. In reference to your remarks concerning means, | observe
that thisterm is applied by the authorsto whose sentimentsl| refer, to those things which God makes
subordinate to the decree of Predestination, but antecedent to the execution of that decree, not those
by which or in respect to which Predestination itself is made, whether to adoption or to life. But |
think it may be most useful to consider whether these, either as adjuncts, or consectaries, or means,
or by whatever other name they may be called, are only effective to consummate the adoption
already ordained for certain individuals, or whether they were considered by the Deity in the very
act of predestination to sonship, as hecessary adjuncts of those to be predestinated.

SECOND PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

They differ in this, that the first presents men as not yet created, but to be created, to God,
electing and predestinating, also passing by and reprobating, (though, in the latter case, it does not
so clearly make the distinction): the second presents them created, but considered in anatural state,
to God electing and predestinating, "to be raised from that natural state above it; it presents them
to Him in the act of preterition, as considered in the same natural state, and to Him in that of
reprobation, asinvolved in sin by their own fault: the third presents them to Him both electing and
predestinating, and passing by and reprobating as fallen in Adam, and as lying in the mass of
corruption and perdition.

THE ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SECOND PROPOSITION

That, in this statement of views (which are apparently, not really, contradictory) you have, in
some manner, fallen into error, we shall, in its own place, demonstrate. | could wish that in this
case an ambiguity, in the verb reprobate, and the verbal reprobation, had been avoided. Thisword
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isused inthree ways; one general, two particular. The general useiswhen non-election, or preterition
and damnation, iscomprehended in the word, in which way Calvin and Beza frequently understood
it, yet so as to make some distinction. A particular mode or signification iswhen it is opposed to
election, and designates non-election or preterition (a Latin phrase derived from forensic use) in
which sensethe fathers used it according to the common use of the Latins. Thereisalso aparticular
use of the word, when reprobation is taken for damnation, as | perceive that it is used by you in
this whole letter. The first mode is synecdochical, the second common, the third metonymical; |
add that the third might properly be called catachrestic if we attend to the just distinction of these
members. | wholly approve the second meaning and shall adhere to it in this whole discussion.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE SECOND PROPOSITION

| have made a difference, not a contrariety between those views, and have aready explained
that difference according to my judgment. | do not, however, wish to be tedious in the proof of this
point. For, in this matter, it is my aim that of a number of positions, any one being established,
others, perhaps before unsettled, may be demonstrated.

The word reprobation may be sometimes used ambiguously, but it was not so used by me: and,
if it had been, blame for that thing ought not to be laid on me, who have used that word in the sense
and according to the use of those, whose views | presented, but especialy according to the sense
inwhich it has been used by yourself, with whom | have begun this discussion. For | had examined
various passages in your writings, and in them | found that the word was used by you in the last
sense, which you here call catachrestic. | will adduce some of those passages, from which you will
seethat | have used the word in accordance with your perpetual usage. In your Notes on Jude, (fol
27-6,) "The proper cause of reprobation is man himself; of hisown sin, dyingin sins." So in your
Sacred Axioms concerning Nature and Grace, prefaced to the Refutation of the Pamphlet of Puccius,
Axioms xliv, xlv, xlvi, xlvii, xlviii, and especialy xlix and |, the words of which | here gquote.
Axiom xlix, "Nor is preterition indeed the cause of reprobation or damnation, but only its antecedent.
But the peculiar and internal efficient cause of thisis the sin of the creature, while the accidental
and external cause is the justice of God." Axiom i, "Therefore Reprobation (that we may clearly
distinguish the matter) is understood either in a wider sense, or in one which is more narrow and
peculiar to itself. In awider sense, if you consider the whole subject of the divine counsel from
preterition, as the antecedent and commencement, to damnation, as the end and consequent, with
the intervention of the peculiar cause of damnation, namely, sin; in amore narrow and appropriate
sensg, if you consider only the effects of sin." We might add, also, what is said in the 51st axiom.
Of the theses concerning Predestination, discussed by Coddaeus under you, the 14th hasthisremark:

"Preterition isthe opposite of preparation of grace and reprobation or preparation of punishment
is the opposite of preparation of glory. But preparation of punishment is the act in which God
determines to punish his creatures, &c." In theses 17 and 18, "reprobate on account of sins, from
the necessity of justice." Here you seem to have wished to use those words properly: which you
also signify more plainly in the Theses concerning election discussed by the younger Trelcatius
under your direction. Thesis xii, "But if reprobation is made the opposite of election, (asit really
is,) it isafigurative expression, that is either by synecdoche, or by catachresis. By synecdoche, if
it refers to the whole series of acts opposed to Predestination; by catachresis, if it refers to
non-election. For non-election isthe first limit of the divine purpose, dependent on hiswill alone.
Reprobation isthe ultimate limit, next to the execution, dependent on the supposition of antecedent
causes." Hence it is apparent that | have used that word in the sense which you have styled
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"appropriate.” | will state, in afew words, what | think in reference to the same word, and its use.
| am wholly of the opinion that the word reprobation, according to the use of the Latin language,
properly signifies non-election, if election does not consist without reprobation. But | think that it
is never used in the Scripture for an act which is merely negative, and never for an act which has
reference to those who are not sinners. If at any time Augustine and others of the fathers use it for
preterition, non-election, or any negative act, they consider it as having referenceto areelectionin
sin, and in the mass of corruption, or for a purpose to withhold mercy, the latter term being used
for a deliverance from sin and actual misery. Calvin and Beza use it in almost every case, for the
mere preparation of punishment, or for both acts.

THIRD PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

The first theory isthis, that God determined from eternity to illustrate his own glory by mercy
and justice: and as these could be exercised in fact only in reference to sinners, that he decreed to
make man holy and innocent, that is, after his own images yet, good in such asense asto be liable
to a change in this condition, and able to fall and to commit sin: that he ordained also that man
should fall and become depraved, that He might thus prepare the way for the fulfillment of hisown
eternal counsels, that he might be able mercifully to save some and justly to condemn others,
according to hisown eternal purpose, to the declaration of hismercy in theformer, and of hisjustice
in the latter.

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE THIRD PROPOSITION

This view seems to have been stated not with sufficient fullness; for Calvin in his Institutes,
(lib. 3,) eloquently refers to the words of Paul in Ephes. i, "He predestinated us unto the adoption
of children by Jesus Christ to himself, &c.," and explains them, preserving the order which we
noticed under Proposition |I. God therefore from eternity determined to illustrate most wisely his
own glory by the adoption of these and the preterition or non-adoption of those with the introduction
also of mercy and justice. This being settled, that statement may be very well conceded, that "God
determined to illustrate his own glory by mercy and justice, if it isrightly understood. But thiswill
be hereafter explained in asummary manner. But it cannot be conceded, nor can | think that Calvin
or Beza would have said simply that "mercy and justice cannot in fact be exercised except in
referenceto sinners. For inthefirst place (that we may sooner or later explain these things), sinners
aresuchin act, in habit, or in capability. We are sinnersin act when the depravity of our nature has
carried out its own operations, we were sinners in habit in the womb and from the womb, before
wewrought the works of the flesh. Adam was such in capability in some sense beforethefall, when
he had the power to lay aside his holy habits of life, and make himself the bond-slave of sin. So
also they are miserable, in act, in habit, or in capability, who now endure miseries or have put on
the habit of them, are capable of falling into them. The latter, however, are sinners and miserable,
not absolutely but relatively; not fully but in a certain sense (kata ti) and only in a comparative
mode of speaking as Job iv. 18, "Behold He put no trust in his servants; and his angels he charged
withfolly." Augustinerefersto this(Lib. contra. Priscill et Origen, cap 10) concluding hisremarks
with this most elegant sentence: "for by participation in whom they are righteous, by comparison
with Him they are unrighteous.”
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But in the second place it is not true that "mercy cannot be exercised except in reference to
sinners,” for al creatures, even the angels from heaven, when compared, according to their own
nature, with the Deity, are wretched, since in comparison with Him they are not righteous, and
because, by their own nature, they can sink into misery, (whichiscertainly the capability of misery;
as, on the contrary, not to be capable of misery, is the highest happiness), they are miserable by
capability. Therefore, He who has freed them from possible misery by His own election, has
bestowed mercy on them; in reference to which they are called "elect angels* by Paul. (1 Tim. v.
21.) We may here merely refer to the fact that the word mercy (the Latin term misericordia being
used in amore contracted sense) does not necessarily suppose misery, aswill be seen by areference
to the origina languages, the Hebrew and Greek, in which the men of God wrote. The Hebrews
expressed that idea by two words dg and symjr neither of which had reference properly and
necessarily to misery €]leov of the Greeks does not necessarily suppose misery, if we regard the
common usage of the Scriptures; for parents exercise it towards their children, though happy and
free from misery. In the third place, it is by no means more true that "he can exercise justice only
inreferenceto sinners.” For hewho rendersto each hisdue, exercisesjustice: but God would clearly
not be just if he did not render their due to the righteous as well as to the unrighteous. For even
towards Adam, if he had remained righteous, God would have exercised justice both by the
bestowment of his own reward upon him, analogous to his righteousness, and by that supernatural
gift, analogous to his own power and grace, which He adumbrated to man by the symbol of the
tree of life. It was possible that God should exercise justice in reference even to those who were
not sinners. But concerning judgment to death, the case is different. From what has aready been
said, we readily conclude in reference to the rest. In reference to the word ordain, we shall speak
under the sixth proposition.

REPLY OF ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER TO HIS THIRD PROPOSITION

| might show that the sentiments of Calvin and Beza were well and fully set forth by me in
those words, by many passages selected from their writings. For though sometimes, when they
make mention of adoption, and non-adoption, whichisitscontrary by logical division and opposition,
yet they do not set forth their views, as it was explained by you in answer to my first proposition,
and as you have just explained it in these words: "God, therefore, from eternity, determined to
illustrate most wisely his own glory by the adoption of these, and the preterition or non-adoption
of those, with the introduction of mercy and justice." For in two respects there is a departure in
those words from their sentiment.

Inthefirst place, because they do not consider that theillustration of the glory of God is effected
immediately by the adoption of these and the non-adoption or preterition of those, but by a
declaration of mercy and justice, which are unfolded in the acts of adoption or election, and of
non-adoption or reprobation. It seems proper, according to the rule of demonstration, that thisorder
should be preserved; the glory of God consists in the declaration of the attributes of God; the
attributes of God are illustrated by acts suitable to those attributes.

Secondly, mercy and justice are not said by them to be introduced into the decree of
predestination and reprobation. For those words signify that God, according to other attributes of
his nature, decreed the adoption of these and the non-adoption of those, to the illustration of his
own glory, inwhich deed he used also mercy and justice for the execution of that decree, and indeed
with the condition of achangein the object. But thiswas not their view, but it wasas| have already
set it forth, namely, " God determined from eternity toillustrate hisown glory by mercy and justice:
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since the glory of God can be neither acknowledged nor celebrated, unless it be declared by his
mercy and his justice. But they consider mercy the appropriate cause of adoption, but justice the
cause of non-adoption or reprobation, and they regard his purpose of illustrating both as the whole
cause of predestination, that is, of €l ection and reprobation; for they divide predestination into these
parts or species. Therefore in my statement less was ascribed to mercy and justice in that decree
than those authors think ought to be ascribed to those attributes, and than they do ascribe to them
in the explanation of their entire view. Nor isit with justice denied that it isa part of their sentiment
that mercy and justice can only be exercised in fact in reference to actual sinners. For they assert
this most clearly, not indeed restricting the word justice to punitive justice, which, indeed, is my
view, asis evident from my sixth proposition, and | think that this can be understood from them.
| will adduce a few passages from many.

Beza (adversus calumnias Nebulonis, ad art. 2) "God, having in view the creation of man, to
declare the glory both of hismercy and of hisjustice, as the result showed, made Adam in hisown
image, that is, holy and innocent; since as he is good, nothing depraved can be created by him. But
they must be depraved on whom he determines to have mercy, and they also whom he justly
determines to condemn.” From this passage | quoted the words in which | stated this view. The
same Beza again says (lib. 1, quest. et reap. fol. 126, in 8,) "Since God had decreed from eternity,
as can be learned from events, to manifest in the highest degree his own glory in the human race,
which manifestation might consist partly in the exercise of mercy, partly in the demonstration of
hatred against sin, he made a man inwardly and outwardly pure, and endowed with right
understanding and will, but susceptible of change. He, as supremely good, could not and would
not indeed create any evil thing, and yet unless evil had entered into the world, there would have
been no place for mercy or judgment.” He expresses himself, in the plainest manner possible, in
his conferencewith Mombelgartes; "L et us," says Beza"lay down these principles. God, an infinitely
wise architect, and whose wisdom is unlimited, when He determined to create the world, and
especially the human race had a certain proposed end, & c. For the eternal and immutable purpose
of God was antecedent to all causes, because He decreed in Himself from eternity to create all men
for His own glory. But the glory of God is neither acknowledged nor celebrated, unless his mercy
and justice isdeclared. Therefore, He made an eternal and immutable decree by which He destined
some particular individuals, of mere grace, to eternal life, and some, by an act of judgment, to
eternal damnation, that He might declare Hismercy inthe former, but Hisjusticein thelatter. Since
God had proposed this end to Himself in the creation of men, it was necessary that He should also
devise the way and the means by which He could attain that end, that His mercy and His justice
might be equally manifested. For since mercy presupposes misery, it can neither have place nor be
declared where misery does not exigt, it was then necessary that man should be created, that in him
there might be a place for the mercy of God. This could not be found without preceding misery.
So also, since justice presupposes crime, without which justice cannot be exercised, (for where
there is no crime, there justice has no place,) it was necessary that man should be so created that,
without the destruction of his nature, he might be a fit subject, that in him God might declare His
own justice. For He could not declare His own justice in man unless He should have destined him
to eternal damnation. Therefore, God proposed, & ¢." Thesethingswere published by James Andreas,
but acknowledged by Beza, for in his answer to that discussion he does not say that views, not his
own, are attributed to him. Y ou see, therefore, that | have adapted the proper object to those attributes
according to their opinion, which sentiment they without doubt think that they have derived from
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the Scripture; in which thisisfixed that God cannot justly punish one who is not asinner; in which
also the same author will deny that the word mercy is so used that, when attributed to God, it may
signify salvation from possible misery; since, in their view, it every where designates salvation
from the misery which the sinner has merited, and which either has been or can be justly inflicted
by the Deity. But | shall not wish to contend strenuously that it is not possible that mercy should
be exercised towards those not actually miserable, and | can easily assent to those things which
you have said concerning that subject, if they may have the meaning which I will give in my own
words, namely, that all creatures, even angels and men, when compared with God, are miserable,
misery being here taken for non felicity, not for that which is opposed to felicity in a privative
sense, but for that which is opposed to it in a contradictory sense; as nothing more is proved by the
reason from analogy. In comparison with God they are not just, therefore, in comparison with him
they are not happy. For there are three antecedents, each of which has its consequent; just, unjust,
not just; happy, unhappy or miserable, not happy. From justice results happiness, from injustice
misery, from non-justice non-felicity.

But creatures as such can be compared with God, both in relation of the limit whence they
proceed, and in relation to the limit to which they advanced by the Deity. In relation to the latter,
angels and men exist, are just, are happy; in relation to the former, they do not exist, are not just,
are not happy, since they come from nothing and can therefore be returned to nothing. But in this
relation they cannot be called unjust or unhappy, since the limit, from which they were brought
forward, is opposed, by contradiction, not by privation, to the limit to which they are borne by the
divine goodness, or more briefly, since they are brought from possibility to actuality, which
possibility and actuality are contradictory not privative, one of the other. Now, since they consist
of possibility and actuality, it is not possible that they, if deserted by divine support, should return
to nothing, but it is necessary that they, if thus deserted, should return to nothing. It is moreover
possiblethat, continuing to exist by the divine power, yet being left to themselves and having power
to decide their own course, they should, in their second action, not live according to the dictates of
justice, by which they were governed in their first action, but do something contrary to it, and by
this act become unrighteous and sinners, and, having become such, should put on the habit of
unrighteousness, the habit of righteousness having been removed, either as an effect or on the
ground of demerit, so that they would become miserablefirst by desert, next by act, and finally by
habit. But if God should hinder them from deserving that misery that isfrom sinning and becoming
actually miserable, | do not see why that act may not be ascribed to mercy sinceit originatesin the
desireto prevent misery, which desire pertainsto mercy. | concede, indeed, that thisis so, and that
it is not therefore absolutely true that mercy can only be exercised towards actual sinners. But |
wish that it should be observed that mercy isnot used, in that sense, by Calvin and Beza, and indeed
if mercy, thus understood, should be substituted for the same affection, asit is used by Calvin and
Beza, the whole relation and description of the decree would be changed. | remark also that mercy,
understood as you present it, does not come under consideration when the subject treated of isthe
predestination of men: for it is not exercised by God towards man, as one who has not been saved
from possible misery by the divine predestination. Finally, it should also be considered that the
relation between mercy understood in the latter, and mercy understood in the former senseis such
that both cannot concur to the salvation of a man. For if there be occasion for the mercy, which
saves from possible misery, there can be no place for that which delivers from actual misery, as
the opportunity for the exercise of its peculiar functionsistaken away, or, rather, precluded by the
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former; if on the contrary the mercy, which frees from actual misery, is necessary, the other does
not act, and so the former excludes the latter in the relation of both cause and effect, and the latter
consequently excludes the former, not succeeding after the fulfillment of its office, but existing by
the necessity of its own action, as the man has failed of the former.

We remark in reference to justice that it isindeed very true that it can have place, and can be
exercised towards those who are not sinners. For it isthe rewarder not only of sinful, but of righteous
conduct. But why may it not be deduced from these things, so considered by you, that the necessary
existence of sin cannot be inferred even from the necessary declaration of the mercy and justice of
God, since both, considered in a certain light, can be exercised towards those who are not sinners.
In this way the order of predestination established by Calvin and Beza is wholly overthrown. But
as mercy, saving from possible misery, and justice, rewarding virtue do not need the pre-existence
of actual misery and sin, yet it is certain that mercy, freeing from actual misery and justice, punishing
sin, can only be exercised towards the actually miserable and sinful. But Calvin and Beza every
where usetheterms, mercy and justice, in this sense, when they discussthe decree of predestination
and probation. Since, also, mercy and justice, understood in the former sense, have no place in the
predestination and reprobation of men, but only as they are received in the former signification,
mercy, saving from possible misery and justice, rewarding good deeds, might be properly omitted
in the discussion of the predestination and reprobation of men, though | do not deny that such a
consideration may have its appropriate and by no means small advantages. Since we have entered
on the consideration of mercy and justice, we may, if you haveleisure and are so disposed, continue
it for a short time, comparing each with the other, for the illustration of the subject which we now
discuss, in reference first to the object of both, then to the order in which each acts on its own
object.

Mercy and justice, the former saving from possible misery, the latter rewarding good conduct
can be exercised towards one and the same object, as is manifest in the case of the elect angels,
who are saved from possible misery, and have obtained from the divine goodness the reward of
right conduct. But that same mercy cannot be exercised in reference to the same object with punitive
justice. For whatever isworthy of the act of punitive justiceis not saved from possible misery. The
mercy, also which saves from actual misery is in this respect similar to the other kind of mercy,
that it cannot concur in respect to the same object with punitive justice; but it is to be considered
whether and how, like the other mercy, it can be exercised at the same time with the justice which
rewards goodness. We, indeed see, that in the Scriptures the reward of a good deed is promised to
those who have obtained mercy in Christ, and isin fact bestowed upon them, but the reward, though
it may beof justice, isyet not of justice, understood in that sensein which justiceisregarded, when
rewarding agood deed, according to the promise of the law, and of debt; for the former remuneration
is the grace of God in Jesus Christ, who is made unto us of God, righteousness, (justice) and
sanctification. Justice, in one case bestowing a remuneration of debt, may be called legal, but, in
the other, of grace, may not inappropriately be called evangelical, the union of which with the
mercy saving from actual misery has been effected in awonderful manner by God in Jesus Christ,
our High Priest, and expiatory sacrifice. The object, then, of punitive justice is essentially and
materially different from the object of mercy considered in either light, and of justice remunerating
right conduct.

But the object of mercy, saving from possible misery, is different in its formal relation from
the object of mercy, saving from actual misery, for theformer isacreature, righteous and considered
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in his state asit was by creation, but the latter isasinful creature, and fallen from his original state
into misery by transgression. Of those two classes both of mercy and justice, the former in each
case is to be excluded from the decree of the predestination and reprobation of men, namely,
mercy-saving from possible misery and justice, rewarding goodness from alegal promise, but the
latter, preside over that decree, namely, mercy-saving from actual misery, over predestination, and
punitivejustice over reprobation. Now let us examine the order, according to which each, compared
by themselves and among themselves, tendsto its own object. Mercy preventing misery and justice
rewarding goodness according to law, tending towards one subject, take this order, that mercy
should first perform its office, and then justice discharge its functions. For the prevention of sin,
and therefore of misery, precedes any good deed, and therefore precedes the reward of that good
deed, therefore, al so, the misery which savesfrom actual misery precedesthe justice which rewards
agood deed, of grace. For that mercy not only takes away the guilt and dominion of sin, but creates
in the believer a habit of righteousness, by which a good deed is produced, to be compensated of
grace by the reward. But concerning mercy-saving from actual misery, which isthe administration
of predestination, and punitive justice which is the cause of reprobation, what judgment shall we
form? We will say that both tend, at the same moment, to their own object, but we will [make]
consider the former as an antecedent in the order of nature. For though he, who elects, in the very
fact that he elects, reprobates also the non-elect, yet the act of election is antecedent in the order
of nature, just as an affirmative isin the order of nature prior to negation. From which weinfer (of
this we will speak hereafter) that the decree to leave man to the decision of his own destiny, and
to permit the fall, does not belong to the decree of reprobation, sinceit is prior to and more ancient
than the decree of predestination.

| wish that this order may be considered with somewhat more diligence and at greater length,
for it will open before usaway of knowing some other things, different from and yet by no means
wholly foreign to the subject now under discussion. If the mercy, which bestows grace and life,
holds the prior relation to this decree, and the justice, which denies grace and inflicts death, the
posterior relation in the order of nature, though not of time, then it is still more to be considered,
whether the object of this decree is adequately and with sufficient accuracy described by the term
sinner; or whether something else ought not also to be added, which may so limit the object, that
it may be made adequate to the decree which originated in such mercy and justice, and may bein
harmony with it, namely the nature of the object thus made adequate, and, in its own capability,
tending to its own peculiar and appropriate object. If any one thinks that the functions of justice
towards sin and the sinner are prior to those of mercy and that the rendering of it’ s due punishment
tosinisprior by nature to the remission of the sameto the sinner, | wish he would attend diligently
to two points.

Firgt, that atwo-fold action is attributed, by those who discuss this matter, to justice, so far as
it premises over the decree of reprobation, or preterition and predamnation, and this in harmony
with the nature of the subject; the former is negative, the latter affirmative, and in this order that
the negative precedes the affirmative. From thisit follows that if that negative act is posterior, in
the order of nature, to the affirmative act of predestination, as is the case, then the functions of
mercy must be prior; for from mercy originates the affirmative act of predestination, which is
antecedent to the negative act of reprobation. SECONDLY, that the punishment, due to sin, is by
this decree destined for no one, unless so asit is not removed by mercy; and in this respect, though
justice may in its own right claim the punishment of the sinner, yet it exacts that punishment,
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according to the decree of predomination which is made by justice, in view not of the fact that it
is due to the sinner, but of the fact that it has not been remitted to him of mercy; else all men
universally would be predamned, since they all have deserved punishment. Hence, this ought also
to be considered whether the justice, which is the administratrix of the decree of reprobation or
predamnation is revealed according to the Law or the Gospel, of legal rigor or softened by some
mercy and forbearance. If mercy, the administratrix of predestination is revealed according to the
Gospel, as is true, it seems from what has already been said, that justice the opposite of mercy,
which isprior to it, in the order of nature, should be also revealed according to the Gospel. If any
one thinks that these views are vain and useless, let him consider that what is said in the Scripture
concerning legal righteousness is not useless—

"The man which doeth those things shall live by them,” (Rom. x. 5,) and "cursed is every one
that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them.” (Gal. iii. 10.)

Let him also consider what is said concerning Evangelical righteousness, "He that believeth in
the Son hath everlasting life, (John iii. 36,) and "He that believeth not is condemned. (Johniiii. 18.)
| wish that these things may be considered thoroughly by the thoughtful, and | ask a suspension of
their decision until they have accurately weighed the matter.

FOURTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

The second theory isthis—God, from eternity, considering men intheir original native condition
determined to raise some to supernatural felicity and ordained for the same persons supernatural
means which are necessary, sufficient and efficacious to secure that felicity to them, to the praise
of hisgloriousgrace; and to pass by others, and to havethem in their natural state, and not to bestow
on them those supernatural and efficacious means, to declare the liberty of his own goodness; and
that he reprobated the same individual s, so passed by, whom he foresaw as not continuing in their
original condition, but falling from it of their own fault, that is, he prepared punishment for them
to the declaration of his own justice.

THE ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE FOURTH PROPOSITION

This theory is stated, in these words, not more nearly in accordance with the sentiment of its
authors than the preceding. For in the first place, | do not remember that | have read these words
in Thomas Aquinas, or others: in the second place, if any have used this phraseology, they have
not used it in that sense, as shall be proved under the sixth proposition. But in the phrase supernatural
felicity, understand th&It;n uiJogesian, the adoption of the sons of God with all its adjuncts and
consectaries. After the words "declare the liberty of his own goodness,” add, if you please, "and
the perfection of his manifold wisdom." The word reprobation is to be taken catachrestically, as
we have before observed. | should prefer that words should be varioudly distinguished in referring
to matters which are distinct.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE FOURTH PROPOSITION

If | have stated this second theory as nearly in accordance with the sentiments of its authors as
in the preceding case, it iswell; but | fear on this point since | do not, with equal confidence claim
aknowledge of the second. Yet | think that | have derived the explanation of this from the Theses
discussed under your direction in which | recognize your style and mode of discussion. Thus in
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Thesis 10 of those which were discussed, Coddaeus being the respondent, isthis statement. "Human
beings' (that is, one part of the material of predestination, as is stated in Thesis 7, of the same
disputation concerning predestination) "are creatures in a condition of nature (which can effect
nothing natural, nothing divine) to be exalted above nature, and to be transmitted to a participation
of divine things by the supernatural energy of the Deity." The same assertion isfound inthe Thesis
4 of your tenth theological disputation, in which the subject of the predestination of human beings
alone is discussed, as is the case with the first Thesis, that no one may think that things, said in
common concerning the predestination of angels and of men, ought to be expressed in general
terms. which might afterwards be attributed specially to each of these classes, according to their
different condition to the elect angels, an exaltation from that nature, in which they were created
by the Deity, but to elect human beings on elevation from their corrupt nature into which they fell,
of their own fault. If, however, this matter isthus understood, there is now no discrepancy between
us in this respect.

But | think that it is evident from those words of your Theses that human beings, considered in
their original condition are the material of predestination, or its adequate object. Human beings |
say intheir original condition, both in the fact that nothing supernatural or divine has been bestowed
upon them, and that they have not yet fallen into sin.

Considered in their original condition, | say again, in view of the fact that even if they have
either supernatural and divine gifts or sin, they are not considered with reference to these by Him
who determined to perform any certain act concerning them, which is equivalent to an assertion
that neither supernatural or divine gifts, nor sin, held, in the mind of Him who considered them the
position of aformal causein the object, From these words | deduce this conclusion: Human beings,
considered in their natural state which can admit nothing supernatural or divine, are the object or
material of predestination;-But human beings, considered in their natural condition, are here as
beings considered in that natural state, which can do nothing supernatural or divine, or rather they
arethe samein definition;- Therefore, human beingsin their natural state are the object and material
of predestination, that is, according to the views embraced in your Theses. The Mgjor Proposition
is contained in the Thesis. For if the will or decree of God in reference to the exaltation of men
from such a state of nature to a state above nature is predestination, then men, considered in that
natural state, are the true material of predestination; since the acts of God, both the internal, which
is the decree concerning the exaltation of certain human beings, and the external, which is the
exaltation itself, (asit ought to be, if we wish to consider the mere object) leave to us man in his
mere natural state which can do nothing supernatural or divine.

If it issaid that, in these words, the condition of sinisnot excluded, since even sinners may be
raised from their corrupt nature, | reply, in thefirst place, that this cannot be the meaning of those
words, both because it is not necessary that it should be said of such a nature that can do nothing
supernatural or divine, for this is understood from the qualifying term, when it is spoken of as
"corrupt,” and because, in the definition of preterition, Thesis 15, that act, by which the pure nature
of some creatures is not confirmed, is attributed to preterition, which preterition is the leaving of
some created beings in their natural condition. | reply, in the second place, that there is here an
equivocation in the definition, and that the decree is equivocal and only true on the condition of its
division, of which | will say more hereafter. The Minor istrue, for thisisevident from the reciprocal
and equivaent relation of the antecedent and consequent to each other. But what pertains to
predestination is enunciated in these words, "to be exalted above nature, and to be transferred to a
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participation of divine things by the supernatural energy of the Deity, which divine things pertain
to graceand glory," asin your Thesis 9. It isnot doubtful that my words, in which | have described
the second theory, are in harmony with these statements, but if any one thinks that there is a
discrepancy because, in your Theses, grace and glory are united, and that it can be understood from
my wordsthat | designed to indicate that glory first, and grace afterwards, are prepared for menin
predestination, | would inform him that | did not wish to indicate such an idea, but that | wished
to set forth, in those words, what the predestinate obtain from predestination.

| come now to the second part, which refersto preterition, and in reference to this, your Theses
makethis statement " Preterition isthe act of the divinewill, by which God, from eternity, determined
to leave some of hiscreaturesin their natural state, and not to communicate to them that supernatural
grace by which their nature might be preserved uncorrupt, or, having become corrupt, might be
restored to the declaration of the freedom of his own goodness.” Also in your theological axioms
Concerning Nature and Grace, axiom 44. "To this purpose of election in Christ is opposed the
eternal purpose of non-election or preterition, according to which some are passed by as to be left
in their own natural state." These are my words: "but he determined to pass by some and to leave
them in their natural state, and not to impart to them those supernatural and especially those
efficacious means, to declare the freedom of hisown goodness." He, who compares our statements,
will see that one and the same sentiment is expressed in different words. For "supernatural grace”
and "supernatural means® signify the same thing, "the grace by which nature, when uncorrupt,
might be strengthened, and when corrupt, might be restored,” iswhat | have described in the phrase
"efficacious means." For "efficacious means' either confirm nature when uncorrupt or restore it
when corrupt; as sufficient means are those which have the power to confirm or restore. Moreover
the end, which | have proposed, is expressed in your second Thesis, "to the praise of his glorious
grace," and again, in the second Thesis of the tenth disputation, "to the praise of his most glorious
grace," and in Thesis 15 of the disputation concerning predestination, in which Coddaeus is the
respondent, you have stated the end of preterition to be "the declaration of the freedom of thedivine
goodness, with no additional remark; yet | do not object to what you wish to add in this place, "the
perfection of his manifold wisdom." However, the freedom of goodness and the perfection of
wisdom cannot be at the same moment engaged in the acts of predestination and preterition. For
the office of wisdom takes precedence, in pointing out all possible methods of illustrating the glory
of God, and that which may especially conduceto the glory of God. But the freedom of hisgoodness
is subsequent in its operation, in making choice of the mode of illustration, and in carrying it out
into the action, in the exercise (so to speak) of power. In referenceto the third part, | make the same
remark, namely, concerning reprobation, or the preparation of punishment, that | have also explained
it correctly according to your view, for thusis reprobation or the preparation for punishment defined
in Thesis seventeen. "It is the act of the divine pleasure, by which God from eternity determined
for the declaration of his own justice to punish his creatures, who should not continue in their
original state, but should depart from God, the author of their origin, by their own deed and depravity.
But | have used the same words with only this addition, "the same individuals, so passed by," by
which addition | have only done that which was made requisite by the arrangement and distinction
in character which | have adopted; for those, for whom punishment is prepared, are not different
from those who are passed by, though punishment was prepared for them, not because they are
included in the latter class, the passed by, but because they were foreseen as those who would be
sinners.
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| cannot, therefore, yet persuade myself that this sentiment has been incorrectly set forth by
me. If | shall see it hereafter, | will freely acknowledge it, though this may not be of so much
importance.

Thisindeed | desire, that whether the first view, or the second, or any other view whatever be
presented, it may be clearly and strongly proved from the Scriptures, and be defended, with accuracy,
from all objections. In reference to the word "reprobate,” | have spoken before in reply to your
second answer, and | am prepared to use it hereafter according to your later explanation, as you
have given it in your last answer. | should perhaps have so used it, in my former letter, if | had
found it so used by yourself in your own writings, for | know that equivocal meaning has aways
been the mother of error, and that it ought to be carefully avoided in all serious discussions.

FIFTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Thethird theory isthat God determined of his grace to free some of the human race, fallen, and
lying in the "lump" (Rom. ix. 21 ) of perdition and corruption, to the declaration of his Mercy; but
to leave in the same "lump," or at least to damn, on account of final impenitence, others, to the
illustration both of the freedom of his gratuitous grace towards the vessels of glory and mercy, and
of his justice towards the vessels of dishonour and wrath. | do not state these views, that | may
instruct you in reference to them, but that you may see whether | have correctly understood them,
and may direct and guide me, if | am, in any respect, in error.

THE REPLY OF JUNIUS TO THE FIFTH PROPOSITION

Thistheory agreeswith thefirst and second in all respects, if you make this one exception, that,
in the latter case, the election and reprobation of menis said to have been made after the condition
of thefall and of our sin, inthe former case without reference to thefall, and to our sin. But neither
of them seems properly and absol utely to pertain altogether to the relation of el ection and reprobation
since all admit that the cause of election and reprobation is placed in the consent only of the Being,
who alone predestinates. For, whether it is affirmed that election and reprobation are made from
among human beingsin their original state, or from those, who are fallen and sinful, there was not
any cause in them, who, in either state, were equal in all respects, according to nature, but only in
thewill and liberty of God el ecting, who separated these from those, and adopted them unto himsel f
"of hisown will" boulhgeiv as James says (ch. 1, vers. 18,) or according to the counsel of hiswill.
But yet this circumstance is worthy of notice, and we will, hereafter in its own place, give our
opinion concerning it, according to the Scriptures, astherewill be an appropriate place for speaking
of this subject.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE FIFTH PROPOSITION

The circumstance of sin and of the fall is of very great importance in this whole subject, not
indeed as a cause but as a quality, requisite in the object, without a consideration of which | do not
think that election or reprobation was or could have been made by the Deity, which matter we will
hereafter more fully discuss. There are also many men learned, and not unversed in the sacred
Scriptures, who say that God could not be defended from the charge of sin, if he had not in that
decree, considered, man asasinful being. But | cannot, for atwo-fold reason, assent to your denial
that the formal cause of the object properly pertains to the subject of that decree, because all fully
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agree in admitting that the cause of the decreeis placed in Him, who predestinates. First, because
the formal cause of the object, and not the cause of the act only, is necessarily required for the
definition of that act. Secondly, because it is possible that the cause of the act may be of such a
nature, that, in its own act, it cannot exert influence on the object which is presented to it, unless
it be furnished with that formal relation, which | think isthefact in this case, and will proveit. Nor
is there any reason why it should be said that the freedom of God, in the act of predestination, is
limited though the circumstance of sin may be stated to be of necessity presupposed to that decree.

But since frequent mention has been made, in this whole discussion of divine freedom, it will
not be out of place to refer to it at somewhat greater length, and to affix to it its limits from the
Scripture, according to the declaration of God himself. The subject of freedom isthewill, its object
isan act. In respect to the former, it is an affection of the will, according to which it freely tends
towards its one object; in respect to the latter, it is the power and authority over its own act. This
freedomis, inthefirst place and chiefly, in God, and it isin rational creatures by acommunication
made by God. But freedom is limited, or, which isthe samething, it is effected that any act should
not be in the power of the agent in three ways, by natural and internal necessity, by external force
and coaction, and by the interposition of law. God can be compelled by no oneto an act, he can be
hindered by no onein an act, hence, thisfreedom isnot limited by that kind of restriction. Law also
cannot be imposed on God, as Heisthe highest, the Supreme Lawgiver. But He can limit Himself,
by Hisown act. There are, then, but two causes which effect that any act should not be in the power
of God; the former is the nature of God, and whatever is repugnant to it is absolutely impossible;
the latter is any previous act of God, to which another act is opposed. Examples of the former are
such as these; God cannot lie, because He is, by nature, true. He cannot sin or commit injustice,
because he is justice itself. Examples of the latter are these; God cannot effect that what has
previously occurred may not have occurred, for, by an antecedent act, he has effected that it should
be; if now can effect that it may not have been, He will destroy his own power and will. God could
not but grant to David that his seed should sit on his throne, for this was promised to David, and
confirmed by an oath. He cannot forget the labour of love, performed by the saints, so as not to
bestow upon it areward, for He has promised that reward. If, then, any one wishesto inquire whether
any act belongs to the free will and the power of God, he must see whether the nature of God may
restrict that act, and if it isnot so restricted, whether the freedom of God islimited by any antecedent
act, if he shall find that the act is not restricted in either mode, then he may conclude that the act
pertains to the divine power; but it is not to be immediately inferred that it has been or will be
performed by God, since any act which depends on His free will, can be suspended by Him, so as
not to be performed. It is also to be observed here that many things are possible for God, in respect
to this absolute power, which are not possible in respect to justice. It is possible in respect to His
power that He should punish one who has not sinned, for who could resist Him, but it isnot possible,
in respect to justice, for it would be at variance with the Divine justice. God can do whatever He
wills with His own, but He cannot will to do with His own that which he cannot do of right. For
His will is restricted by the limits of justice. Nor is the creature, in such a sense, in the power of
God, the Creator, that he can do, of right, in reference to it, whatever he might do of His absolute
power, for the power of God over the creature depends, not on the infinity of the Divine essence,
but on that communication by which he has communicated to us our limited essence. This permits
that God should deprive us of that being which he has given us without merit on our part, but does
not permit that He should inflict misery upon us without our demerit. For to be miserableisworse
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than not to be, as happiness is better than mere existence. And, therefore, there is not the same
liberty to inflict misery on the creature without demerit, as to take away being without previous
sin. God takes away that which He gave, and He can do as He wills, with His own, but He cannot
inflict misery, because the creature does not so far belong to God. The potter cannot, from the
unformed lump, make a man to dishonour and condemnation, unless the man has previously made
himself worthy of punishment and dishonour by his own transgression.

SIXTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

| am not pleased with the first theory because God could not, in his purpose of illustrating his
glory by mercy and punitive justice, have reference to man as not yet made, nor indeed to man as
made, and considered in his natural condition. In which sentiment | think that | have yourself as
my precedent, for, in discussing predestination, you no where make mention of mercy, but every
where of grace, which transcends mercy, as exercised towards creatures, continuing in their original,
natural state, while it coincides with mercy in being occupied with the sinner, but when you treat
of the passed by and the reprobate, you mention justice, and only in the case of such. Besides,
according to that opinion, God is, by necessary consequence, made the author of the fall of Adam
and of sin, from which imputation he is not freed by the distinctions of the act and the evil in the
act, of necessity and coaction, of the decree and its execution, of efficacious and permissive decree,
asthe latter is explained by the authors of this view, in harmony with it, nor a different relation of
the divine decree and of human nature, nor by the addition of the proposed end, namely that the
whole might redound to the divine glory, &c.

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SIXTH PROPOSITION

There are three things to be laid down in order, before | come to the argumentation itself. First,
in reference to the meaning of thefirst view; secondly, in referenceto its agreement with the second
and third; thirdly, in reference to a few fundamental principles necessary to the clearness of this
guestion. In the first place, then, if that view be fully examined, we shall perceive with certainty
that its authors did not regard man absolutely and only before his creation, &c., but in a general
view and with auniversal referenceto that and to all times. For though they make the act of election
and predestination, (as one which existsin the Deity,) as from eternity, in reference to the creation
of man, yet they teach that its object, namely mankind, was predestinated without discrimination,
and in common, and that God, in the act of predestination, considered the whole human race as
various parts inwrought by the eternal decree into its execution. Thus Beza, very clearly on Ephes.
i. 4, says, "Christ is presented to us as mediator. Therefore, the fall must, in the order of causes,
necessarily precede in the purpose of God, but previous to the fall there must be a creation in
righteousness and holiness." So afterwards, on ch. iv, 24, "As God has made for Himself a way
both for saving, by his mercy, those whom He had elected in Christ, and for justly punishing those
who, having been conceived in sin, should remain in their depravity,” &c.

This view he also learnedly presents in a note on verses 4 and 5. Thus those authors embrace
the first, and, at the same time, the second and third theories.

But this first theory has an agreement with the second and also with the third, indeed it is
altogether the stone, though in appearance it seems otherwise, if you attend to the various objects
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of these theories. For while the authors of the first regard man universaly, in the argument of
predestination, election and reprobation, the authors of the second have made a restriction to the
case of man before transgression only, and this with the design to show that, in predestination, the
cause of election and of reprobation was only in the being predestinating, which isvery true. When
they assert, therefore, that the election of man was made before his fall, they do not exclude the
idea of the eternity of that decree, but consider this to be sufficient if they may establish the fact
that eternal predestination, that is, election and reprobation, was made by God, without reference
to sin, which the apostle has demonstrated in the exampl e, by no means obscure, of Jacob and Esau.
(Rom. 9) The firgt, therefore, differs from the second less in substance than in the manner of
speaking. But those, who adhere to the third theory, have looked, properly speaking, not so much
to the cause of election and reprobation, as to the order of causes, of which damnation is the
consequence; which damnation, many in former times, confounding with reprobation, that is,
non-election or predestination, exclaimed that the doctrine of predestination was impious, and
accused the servants of God, asismost clearly evident from the writings of Augustine and Fulgentius.
Thelittle book of Augustine, which hewrotein answer to the twelve articlesfalsely charged against
him, most opportunely explains the matter. Neither those who favour the second theory, therefore,
nor those who favour the third, have attacked the first, but have rather presented in adifferent mode,
parts of the same argument, distinct in certain respects. It seems then that, as to the sum of the
whole matter, they do not differ so much as some suppose, but have attributed to parts of its
execution, (to all of which the decree has reference,) certain circumstances, not indeed ineptly in
respect to the decree.

L et usnow cometo certain fundamental principles necessary to thisdoctrine, by the application
of which its truth may be confirmed, and those things which seem to operate against it, may be
removed. These seem to me capable of being included under four heads, the essence of God, His
knowledge, His actions, and their causes, to each of which we will here briefly refer. We quote
first from Mal. iii. 6, "I am the Lord, | change not;" aso from James i. 17, "with whom is no
variableness, neither shadow of turning," and many similar passages. The truth of thisfundamental
principle is very certain; from it is deduced the inevitable necessity of this conclusion, that in the
Deity nothing is added, nothing istaken away, nothing is changed in fact or relation; for such have
philosophers themselves decided to be the nature of eternity; but God is eternal. Also that God is
destitute of all movement in His essence, because Heisimmortal; in His power because Heis pure
and simple action; and in intellect, because "all things are naked and opened unto His eyes," and
He sees all and each of them eternally, by a single glance; in His will and purpose, for He "is not
aman that he should lie, neither the son of a man that He should repent,” (Num. xxiii. 19,) but He
is always the same; and lastly in operation, for the things which vary are created, while the Lord
remainswithout Variation, and hasin Himself the form of immutable conception of all thosethings
which exist and are done mutably in time. The second fundamental principleisthat the knowledge
of the eternal, immutable and infinite mind is eternal, immutable and infinite and knows things to
be known as such, and those to be done as such, (gwstw~v) eternaly, immutably and infinitely.
God hasaknowledge practically (praktikw~v) of all evil asamatter of mere knowledge and finally
of all things of al classes, (which consist of things the highest, the intermediate, and the lowest of
things good and evil,) energetically (g nerghtikw~v) according to his own divine mode. Thereisa
three-fold relation in all science, if comparison is made with the thing known according to the
measure of the being who knows or takes cognizance of it; inferior, equal, and superior, or
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supereminent, which may be made clear by an illustration from sight. | see the sun, but the light of
my visionisinferior to itslight; | take cognizance of natural objects, but as owls do of the light of
the sun, as Aristotle says. Here is the inferior mode of knowledge, which never existsin God. In
him alone exists equal knowledge, and that knowledge which is supereminent after the divine mode,
for He has equal knowledge of Himself; He is that which He knows Himself to be, and he knows
adequately what Heis. All other things He knows in the supereminent mode, and has them present
to himself from eternity; if not, there would betwo very grievous absurdities, not to mention others;
one, that something might be added to the Deity, but that nothing can be added to eternity; the
other, that knowledge could not belong to God univocally asthe source of al knowledge. But nature
herself teachesthat in every class of objectsthere is some one thing which they call univocal, from
which are other things in an equivocal sense; as, for example, things which are hot, are made so
by fire. Here the fire is hot univocally, other things equivocally. God has knowledge univocally,
other beings equivocally; unless perhaps some may be so foolish asto place apossessor of knowledge
above the Deity, which would be blasphemy. The third point is that the actions of God in Himself
are eternal, whether they pertain to His knowledge or His essence, to His intellect, will or power,
and whatever el sethere may be of this nature; but from Himself they flow, asit were, out of himself
according to His own mode, or according to that of the creature according to his eternal decree, yet
in an order which is his own, but adapted to time. According to the mode of the Deity, action is
three-fold; that of creation, that of providence, so far asit isimmediate, and that of saving grace.

For many things proceed from the Deity without the work of the creature, but they are things
which He condescends to accomplish mediately in nature and in grace. He does, as a universal
principle according to the mode of the creature, and, as Augustine says, (lib. 7, de. civit. Dei. cap.
30) "He so administers all things which He has created, as to permit them also to exercise and to
perform their own motions." But "their own motions" pertain, some of them to nature and to natural
instinct and are directed invariably to one certain and destined end, and others to the will in the
rational nature, which are directed to various objects either good or evil, to those which are good,
by theinfluence of the Deity, to those which are evil by Hisinfluence only so far asthey are natural,
and by his permission so far asthey are voluntary. From which it can be established in the best and
most sacred manner that all effects and defectsin nature and in the will of al kinds, depend on the
providence of God; yet in such amanner that, as Plato says, the creatureisin fault asthe proximate
cause, and "God is wholly without blame.”

The fourth point is that the first and supreme cause is so far universal, that nothing else can be
supposed or devised to beits cause, sinceif it should depend on any other cause, it could be neither
the first nor the supreme cause, but there must be another, either prior or superior, or equal to it,
so that neither would be absolutely first or supreme. In the next place, all causes exist, either as
principles or derived from a principle; "as principles’ nature and the will exist; "from a principle"
are mediate causes, from nature, natural causes, and from the will voluntary causes. The mode of
the latter has been made two-fold by the Deity, necessary and contingent. The necessary mode is
that which cannot be otherwise, and thisis always good, in that it is necessary; but the contingent
is that which is as it happens to be, whether good or bad. But here a three-fold caution is to be
carefully observed; first, that we hold these modes of the causes to be from the things themselves
and inthemselves, according to the relation of the principlesfrom which they proceed, for we speak
now not of the immediate actions of God, which are above these principles, as we have before
noticed, the natural causes, naturally, and the voluntary causes, voluntarily; secondly, that we make
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both these modesto be from God, but not in God; for modein Godisonly divine, that is, it surpasses
the necessary and contingent in all their modes; since there can occur to the Deity neither necessity
from any source, nor any contingency, but al thingsin the Deity are essential, and in adivine mode;
thirdly, that we should consider those modes as flowing from God to created things, in such a
manner that none of them should be reciprocated, and, asit were, flow back to God. For God isthe
universal principle; and if any of these should flow back to Him, He would from that fact cease to
be the principle. The reason, indeed, of this is manifest from a comparison of natural examples,
since this whole thing proceeds not from natural power simply, in so far asit is natural, but from
the rational power of God. For it is a condition of natural power, that it aways produces one and
the samething initsown kind, and that if it should produce any thing, out of itself, it must produce
something like itself from the necessity of nature, or something unlike from contingency. A pear
tree produces a pear tree, a bull begets one of its own species, and a human being begets a human
being; that is, in accordance with the distinct form which exists in the nature of each thing.

But the operation of rational power, whichiscapable of all forms, isof al kinds; to which three
things must concur in the agent, knowledge, power, and will. But the mode of those things, which
rational power effects, is not constituted according to the mode of knowledge or power, but to the
mode of the will which actually forms the works, which virtually are formed in the knowledge and
power, asin aroot; and this from the freedom of the will and not from the necessity of nature. If
wewould illustrate this by an examplein divine things, let it be this: the person of the Father begat
the person of the Son by nature, not by the will; God begat his creatures by the will, not by nature.
Therefore, the Son is one with the Father, but created things are diverse from the Deity, and are of
all classes, degrees, and conditions, made by His rational power voluntarily to demonstrate His
manifold wisdom. It is indeed nothing new that those things which are of nature should be
reciprocated and refluent, since many of them are adequate, while many indeed are essential. But
itisanew ideathat those thingswhich are of the will should be either reciprocated or made adequate.
But if thisistruein nature, asit surely is, how much more must it be believed in reference to God,
if He be compared with created things. It was necessary that these should be laid down by me, my
brother, rather copioudly, that the sequence might be more easily determined by certain limits.

Y ou say that the first opinion does not please you, because you think that God cannot, in his
purposetoillustrate his glory by mercy and punitive justice, have had reference to the human race,
considered as not yet made. Y ou add, in amplifying the idea, that God did not have reference even
to the human race, considered as created, and in hisnatural condition. That we may each understand
the other, | remark that | understand by your phrase, "have reference to the human race," to have
man as the object or instead of the object of action. But let us consider, if you please, or rather,
because it does please you and you request it, how far your view is correct. Indeed, from the first
fundamental principle, which | have beforelaid down, (from which | trust that you do not dissent,)
| consider man as not yet created, as created, as fallen, and, in fine, man in general, in whatever
light he may be viewed, to be the object of the power, knowledge, will, mercy and justice of God;
forif thisisgranted, it will then be acompl ete sequence that there is something, aside from common
providence and the specia predestination of the sons of God, not an object of the action of the
Deity. Then there can be some addition to God, if something can be added to His power, knowledge,
will, &c., since the power, knowledge, will, &c., of God, is either God, or a divine, that is, an
infinite act. Whatever eternity looks upon, if it does not look upon it eternally, it ceases to be
eternity; it loses the nature of eternity. If infinity does not look on infinite things, in an infinite

24



Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

manner, if itislimited by parts, it ceasesto beinfinity. To God and His eternity, itisnot is, was or
shall be, but permanent and enduring being, al at once, and without bounds. The creature exists
indeed in time, but is present to God, in a peculiar, that is, a divine mode, which is above all
consideration of time, and from eternity to eternity; and thisis true not only of the creature itself,
but of all its feelings, whatever may be their origin. You will perhaps say that this principle is
acknowledged in the abstract, but that here, as it is considered in the concrete, it has a different
relation, in that it has reference to mercy and punishment, which can really be supposed only in
view of antecedent misery and sin. But these also, my brother, are present with God as really as
those; | do not say in the mode of nature, which isfleeting, but in that of the Deity, which iseternal,
and in all respects surpasses nature. They, who think differently, arein danger of denying the most
absolute and eternal essence of the Deity itself. We said also, under proposition three, that in created
things misery and sin may be considered in relation to the act, the habit, or the capability also in
an absolute and in arelative sense. But in God, (whom also Aristotle acknowledges to be "energy
in its most ssimple form," mercy and judgment exist by an eternal act, and not by a temporal one;
and contemplates the misery and sin of man in all their modes, previous to all time, and does not
merely take cognizance of them as they occur in time.

Lastly, that we may disclose the fountain of the matter, this whole idea originates in the fact
that the third fundamental principle which, we before laid down, has not been sufficiently regarded
by those who so think. For since all action is either internal or external, or both united together.
Theinterna isin God, as the maker: the external is in the creature in its own time and place, and
in the thing made just as the house is formed in the mind of the builder, beforeit isbuilt materially
(asitissaid). But when both acts are united and from them is produced awork, numerically a unit,
which they style aresult, then the internal act is the formal cause; the external act is the material
cause. Nothing in God istemporary; action in God is alone eternal, for it isinternal, it istherefore
not temporary; so, on the contrary, all things out of God are temporary, therefore the external act
istemporary, for it isout of God. "What, then, do you prove?' you will ask. "That God in hismercy
and punitive justice actswith reference to man as not yet created, or indeed as created, but considered
in his natural condition?' | indeed admit that whatever it may be, which can be predicated of man,
it can sacredly and in truth be predicated of him. Yet | see that two statements may be made of a
milder character, and in harmony with the words of Christ and the apostles, which are clearly
intimated, if not fully expressed by them; the former, that, in this question, we must consider, not
only the mode and the consequent event (which some call, catechrestically, the end), namely, mercy
and punitive justice, also life and eternal death, but the fountain and the genus from which these
result, and to which they hold the relation of species, namely, grace and non-grace, adoption or
filiation, and non-adoption, which is reprobation, as we have said above (Prop. 2), the latter, that,
in the argument of election, we must propose not any particular relation of the human race, but the
common or universal relation so that we may consider him as not yet created, as created, asfallen
&c., yet present in al respects in the conception of God, so that in this election, grace towards
mankind in the abstract, and mercy towards man as fallen and sinful, which is of grace, concur, but
in reprobation, the absence of the grace of adoption and the absence of mercy concur. If these
statements are correct, | do not see in what respect a pious mind can be offended. For Christ says
that they are blessed of God, the Father who "inherit the kingdom prepared for them from the
foundation of the world." (Matt. xxv. 34.)
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And Paul saysthat God "hath blessed uswith all spiritual blessingsin heavenly placesin Christ,
according as he hath chosen usin him, before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy
and without blame before him in love, having predestinated us unto the adoption of children by
Jesus Christ to himself, according to the good pleasure, to the praise, &c." (Ephes. i. 3-6.) "What
then? is there no special reference?’ | answer that properly in the argument of election and
reprobation (for the matter of damnation is a different one) there is no particular reference to men
asacause, but our separation from the reprobate is wholly of the mere will of God: in that God has
separated and made a distinction among men, whether not yet created, created or fallen, and indeed
among all things, present aliketo Him, yet equal in all respects by nature and condition, by electing
and predestinating some to the adoption of the sons of God, and by leaving others to themselves
and to their own nature, not calling them to the adoption of the sons of God, which is gratuitous
and can be ascribed only to grace. This grace, also, unique in itself only, may be two-fold in the
elect, for either it is grace simply, if you look even from eternity on man without reference to the
fall, which grace is communicated to the el ect, both angels and men, or it is grace joined to mercy,
or gracious mercy, when you come down to the special matter of the fall and of sin. God dealt with
the angels according to His grace, with us according to His grace and mercy, if you do not also
have reference to possible misery (of which we spoke, Prop. 3, and misery.) For in this sense mercy
is, and can, with propriety, be called a divine work of grace. But what is there here which can be
reprehended in God? What is there, which can be denied by us? God has bestowed human nature
on al; it isagood gift; on certain individuals he has bestowed mercy and the grace of adoption;
thisisabetter gift. He was not under obligation to bestow either; He bestowed both, the former on
all, the latter on some men. But it may perhaps be said that reprobation is one thing, and punitive
justice and damnation, which is under discussion, is another. Let that be conceded; then there is
agreement between usin reference to reprobation, let usthen consider punitive justice and damnation.
It is certain that, as the vessels of mercy which God has prepared for His glory that He might
demonstrate the riches of His glory, are from eternity fully present to Him in a divine and
incomprehensible manner, without any motion or change in Himself, so also "the vessels of wrath
fitted to destruction” that he might "show His wrath and make His power known," (Rom. ix. 22,)
are eternally presented to his eyes, according to the mode of Deity. Asvessels, therefore, they are
of God, for He is the maker of all things: as vessels of wrath, they are of themselves and of their
own sin, into which they rush of their own will, for we all are by this nature the children of wrath,
(Ephes. ii. 3,) but not in our original constitution. Moses affirmsin Gen. i. 31, that "God saw every
thing that He had made, and, behold, it was very good."

God, who is good, does not hate that which is good. All things, at their creation, were good,
therefore at their creation, God did not hate any one of all created things: He hates that which is
alien from Himself, but not that which is His own: He is angry with our fall and sin, not with His
own creation. By creation they are vessels; by the fal, they are vessels of wrath, and fitted to
destruction, as the most just consequence of the fall and of depravity: for "neither shall evil dwell
with God." (Psailm v. 4.) Asin the knowledge of God isthe good of the elect, with whom he deals
in mercy, so in the knowledge of God, as Isaiah says, chapter xlviii, 4 and 8, is the evil of others:
the latter He hated and damned from the period of His knowledge of it. But He knew and foreknew
from eternity; therefore, He hates and damns, and even pre-damns from eternity.

Asthisistherelation of the former proposition, the relation of the other also, added by way of
amplification, "nor indeed to man as made and considered in his original condition,” is also the

26


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph.1.xml#Eph.1.3
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Rom.9.xml#Rom.9.22
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Eph.2.xml#Eph.2.3
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Gen.1.xml#Gen.1.31
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Ps.5.xml#Ps.5.4

Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

same. For the consequence is plainly deduced in the same mode, in reference to the latter asin
referenceto the former; and you are not ignorant that universal affirmationsfollow by fair deduction
from that which is general to that which is particular. God has reference from eternity in election
and reprobation to mankind in general; therefore He had reference to man as not created, created
and falen, and if thereisany other term, by which we can express our ideas. In the case of election,
and of reprobation, | say, He regarded man abstractly, with whatever relation you may invest him.
In the case of damnation, He regarded the sinner, whom He had not given to Christ in the election
of grace, and whom He from eternity saw asasinner. Those holy men, therefore rightly stated that
the election and reprobation of man was made from eternity: some considered them as having
reference to man, not yet created, others to man as not yet fallen, and yet others to man as fallen:
since in whatever condition you regard him, aman is elected or reprobated without consideration
of hisgood or evil deeds. Nor indeed can it be proved that they are at variance in this matter, unless
adenial of other conditionsisshownin plain terms. For such isthe common statement by universal
consent. Inwhich, if any one affirmsthat the supposition of oneinvolvesthe disavowal of the other
he opposes the truth of natural logic and common usage. But if such isthe relation of election and
reprobation in ageneral sense, it isacomplete sequence that they who say that men, as not created,
were elected, speak very truly, since God elected them by the internal act, before He did by the
external act; and that they who affirm that the election was of man, as created, have reference to
the principle of the external act; and so with therest. But all these things are not in referenceto His
act per se, but in reference to the condition of the act, which does not affect its substance. Y ou say
that in this opinion you have me as a precedent since, in the discussion of predestination, | "no
where make mention of mercy, but every where of grace, which transcends mercy.” Indeed, my
brother, | have never thought that | should seem to exclude the other parts when | might use the
term grace, nor do | see how that inference can be made from the phrase itself. Grace is the genus;
it does not exclude mercy, the species. Grace includes, so to speak, the path for all times; therefore
it includes that of mercy. Nor do they, who mention mercy, in presenting the species, exclude the
genus, nor, in presenting apart, do they exclude all which remains. And we, in presenting the genus,
do not deny the species, nor in presenting the whole, do we disavow a part. Both are found in the
Scriptures, which speak of gracein respect to thewhole and its single parts, and in acertain respect,
of mercy: but they take away neither by the affirmation of the other. | would demonstrate this by
guotations, did | not think that you with me, according to your skill and intelligence would
acknowledge this. Predestination is of grace: the same grace, which has effected the predestination
of the saints, also includes mercy: this| sufficiently declared alittle while since. | mentioned grace
simply, in the case of simple predestination, that is, predestination expressed in simple and universal
terms. | speak of mercy, also, in relation to a man who is miserable, spoken of absolutely, or
relatively. Y ou add that when | treat of the passed by and the reprobate, | mention justice, and only
in the case of such. Let us, if you please, remove the homonymy; then we shall expedite the matter
in afew words. We exposed the homonymy in the second proposition; we speak of the reprobate
either generally or particularly. If you understand it generally, the mention of justice is correctly
made, as we shall soon show. If particularly, either reprobates and those passed by refer to the
same, which isthe appropriate signification, or the term reprobate is applied to the damned, which
is catachrestic. | do not think that you understand it in the former sense, if you understand it in the
latter (as you do), what you say is certainly very true, that | spoke of justice only when treating of
the damned. However, | do not approve that you write copulatively of the passed by and the
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reprobate, that is, the damned. For although they are the same in subject, and all the passed by are
damned, and all the damned are passed by, yet their relation as passed by or reprobate is one thing,
and their relation as damned is another.

Preterition or reprobation is not without justice, but it is not of justice, asits cause: damnation
is with justice and of justice. Election and reprobation or preterition are the work of free will
according to the wisdom of God; but damnation is the work of necessary will according to the
justice of God; for God "cannot deny Himself" (2 Tim. ii. 13.) Asajust judge, it is necessary that
He should punish unrighteousness, and execute judgment. This, | say, isthe work of the manifold
wisdom of God, which in those creatures, in whom he has implanted the principle of their own
ways, namely, a free will, He might exhibit its two-fold use, good and bad, and the consequent
result of its use in both directions. Hence he has, in His own wisdom, ordained, both in angels and
in men, the way of both modes of its use, without any fault or sin on His own part. But it isawork
of justice to damn the unrighteous. Therefore also it is said truly that the passed by are damned by
the Deity, but because they were to be damned, not because they were passed by or reprobated.

Now | come to your argumentation, in which you affirm that, "according to that theory, God
is, by necessary consequence, made the author of thefall of Adam, and of sin&c." | do not, indeed,
perceive the argument from which this conclusion is necessarily deduced, if you correctly understand
that theory. Though | do not doubt that you had reference to your own words, used in stating the
first theory, "that he ordained also that man should fall and become depraved, that he might thus
prepare the way for the fulfillment of his own eternal counsels, that he might be able mercifully to
save some, &c." This, then, if | am not mistaken, isyour reasoning. He, who has ordained that man
should fall and become depraved, isthe author of thefall and of sin; God ordained that man should
fall and become depraved; therefore, God is the author of sin. But the Mgor of this syllogism is
denied, becauseit isambiguous; for the word ordain iscommonly, though in a catachrestical sense,
used to mean simply and absolutely to decree, the will determining and approving an act; which
catachresisisvery frequent in forensic use. But to us, who are bound to observe religioudly, in this
argument, the propriety of terms, to ordain is nothing else than to arrange the order in acts, and in
each thing according to its mode. It is one thing to decree acts absolutely, and another to decree
the order of acts, in each thing, according to its mode. The former is immediate, the latter, from
the beginning to the end, regards the means, which in all things, pertain to the order of events. In
the former signification, the Minor isdenied; for it isentirely at variance with the truth, since God
is never the author of evil (that is, of evil involving guilt). In the latter signification the Mgjor is
denied, for it is not according to the truth, nor is it necessary in any respect that the same person
who disposes the order of actions and, in each thing, according to its mode: should be the author
of those actions. The actor is one thing, the action is another,-and the arranger of the action is yet
another. He who performs an evil deed isthe author of evil. He, who disposes the order in the doer
and in the evil deed, is not the author of evil, but the disposer of an evil act to agood end. But that
this may be understood, let us use the fourth fundamental principle, which we have previously
stated, according to this, we shall circumscribe this whole case within this limit; every fault must
always be ascribed to the proximate, not to the remote or to the highest cause. In a chain, the link,
which breaks, isin fault; in amachine, the wheel, which deviatesfrom its proper course, isin fault,
not any superior or inferior one. But as all causes are either principles, or from principles, (in this
case, however, principles are like wheels, by which the causes, originating from the principles, are
moved), God isthe universal principle of al good, nature isthe principle of natural things, and the
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rational will, turning freely to good or evil, isthe principle of moral actions. These three principles,
in their own appropriate movement, perform their own actions, and produce mediate causes, act in
their own relations, and dispose them; God in adivine mode, nature in anatural mode, and the will
in an elective mode. God, in a divine mode, originates nature; nature, in its own mode, produces
man; the will, in its own appropriate mode, produces its own moral and voluntary actions. If, now,
the will produces a moral action, whether good or evil, it producesit, of its own energy, and this
cannot be attributed to nature itself as a cause, though nature may implant the will in man, since
the will, (though from nature) is the peculiar and special principle of moral actions, instituted by
the Deity in nature. But if the blame of this cannot be attributed to nature as a cause, by what right,
| pray, can it be attributed to God, who, by the mode and medium of nature, has placed the will in
man? | answer then, with Augustine, in his book against articles falsely imputed to him, artic. 10.

"The predestination of God neither excited, nor persuaded, nor impelled, the fall of those who
fell, or the iniquity of the wicked, or the evil passions of sinners, but it clearly predestinated His
own judgment, by which He should recompense each one according to his deeds, whether good or
bad, which judgment would not beinflicted, if men should sin by the will of God." He proceedsto
the same purpose in art. 11, remarking, "If it should be charged against the devil, that he was the
author of certain sins, and the inciter to them, | think he would be able to exonerate himself from
that odium in some way, and that he would convict the perpetrators of such sins from their own
will, since, although he might have been delighted in the madness of those sinners, yet he could
prove that he did not force them to crime. With what folly, what madness, then, is that referred to
the counsel of God, which cannot at all be ascribed to the devil, since he, in the sins of wicked men,
aids by enticements, but is not to be considered the director of their wills. Therefore God
predestinated none of these things that they should take place, nor did He prepare that soul, which
was about to live basely and in sin, that it should live in such a manner; but He was not ignorant
that such would be its character, and He foreknew that He should judge justly concerning a soul
of such character.”

But if this could be imputed neither to nature, nor to the devil, how much lessto God, the most
holy and wise Creator? God, (as St. Augustine says again, book 6) "does not predestinate all which
he foreknows. For He only foreknows evil. He does not predestinate it, but He both foreknows and
predestinates good." But it is a good, derived from God, that, in His own ordination, He disposes
the order in thingsgood and evil; if not, the providence of God would be, for the most part, indifferent
(may that be far from our thoughts). God does not will evil, but He wills, and preserves a certain
order evenin evil. Evil comesfrom thewill of man; from God isthe general and special arrangement
of His own providence, disposing and most wisely keeping in order even those things which are,
in the highest degree, evil.

Here atwo-fold question will perhaps be urged upon me:

first, how can these be said, in reference to the will, to be its own motions, when we acknowledge
that the will itself, that is, the fountain of voluntary motions, is from nature, and nature is from
God? Secondly, why did God place in human beings this will, constituted in the image of liberty?
| will reply to both in afew words. To thefirst; thewill is certainly from nature, and nature isfrom
God, but the will is not, on that account, the less to be called the principle of those motions, than
natureiscalled the principle of natural motions. Each isthe principle of its own action, though both
are from the supreme principle, God. It is one thing to describe the essence of a thing, another to
refer to its source. What is essential to nature and the will? That the former should be the principle
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of natural motions, the latter, of spontaneous motions. What is their source? God is the only and
universal source of all things. Nor is it absurd that a principle should be derived from another
principle: for although a principle, which originates in another, should not be called aprinciplein
the relation of origin or source, yet, in the relation of the act it does not on that account, cease to
be an essential principle. God is, per se, a principle. Nature and our wills are principles derived
fromaprinciple. Y et each of them hasits own appropriate motions. Nor isthere any reason, indeed,
why any should think that these are philosophical niceties. they are natural distinctions, and that,
which is of nature, is from God. But if we are unwilling to hear nature, let us listen to the truth of
God, to Christ speaking of the devil (John viii. 44), "when he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his
own: for heisaliar and the father of it." Here heis called "the father of alie," and is said "to speak
of hisown."

According to Christ’s words, then, we have the origin and the act of sin in the devil. For the
act has a resemblance to himself, for he speaks of his own. What, | pray, can be more conclusive
than these words? Hence Augustine, in the answer aready quoted, very properly deduces this
conclusion. "As God did not, in the angels who fell, induce that will, which they did not continue
in the truth; so he did not produce in men that inclination by which they imitate the devil. For he
speaketh alie of hisown; and he will not be free from that charge, unless the truth shall free him."
He indeed gave free will, namely, that essential power to Adam: but its motion is, in reference to
Adam, hisown, and, in referenceto all of us, our own. In what senseisit our own, whenitisgiven
to us by God? Whatever is bestowed on us by God, is either by the law of common right, or of
personal and private property. He gave the will to angels and men by the law of personal possession.
It is therefore, one’s own and its motion belong to the individual. "This," says Augustine, (lib. de
Genes. ad litt. in perf. cap. 5,) "He both makes and disposes species and natures themselves, but
the privations of species and the defects of natures he does not make, He only ordains." Therefore
God is aways righteous, but we are unrighteous.

To the second question, namely, why did God create in us thiswill, and with such a character?
| reply; -- it was the work of the highest goodness and wisdom in the universe. Why should we,
with our ungrateful minds, who have already made an ill use of those minds, obstruct the fountain
of goodness and wisdom? It was the work of goodness to impress his own image on both natures,
in the superior, on that of angels, and in the inferior, on that of men: since, while other thingsin
nature are moved by instinct, or feeling, aswith adim trace of the Deity, these aone, in the freedom
of their own will, have the principle of their own ways in their own power by the mere goodness
of God. It wasthework of wisdom to make these very species, endued with His own image, together
with so many other objects, and above the others, as the most perfect mirror of His own glory, so
far asis possible in created things. But why did he make them of such a character, with mutable
freedom? He made His own image, not himself.

The only essential image of God, the Father, is the Lord Jesus Christ, one God, eternal and
immutable, with the Father and the Holy Spirit. Whoever thou mayest be, who makest objections
to this, thou hearest the serpent whispering to thee, as he whispered once to Eve, to the ruin of our
race. Let it suffice thee that thou wast made in theimage of God, not possessing the divine perfection.
Immutability is peculiar to the divine perfection. This pertains by nature to God. The creature had
in himself Hisimage, communicated by God, and placed in hiswill: but he, whether angel or man,
whofell, rejected it of hisown will. Not to say more, thiswhol e question was presented by Marcion,
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and Tertullian, with the utmost fluency and vigour, discussed it initswhole extent, in aconsiderable
part of his second book against Marcion, the perusal of which will, | trust, be satisfactory to you.

You remark, finaly, that they are not freed from the necessity of that conclusion "by the
distinctions of the act, and the evil in the act, of necessity and creation, of the decree and its
execution, &c." Indeed, my brother, | think that, from those things, which have just been said, you
will sufficiently perceive in what respects your reasoning isfallacious. For God does not make, but
ordains the sinner, as | say, with Augustine, that is, He ordains the iniquity of the sinner not by
commanding or decreeing particularly and absolutely that he should commit sin, but by most wisely
vindicating His own order, and the right of His infinite providence, evenin evil which is peculiar
to the creature.

For it was necessary that the wisdom of God should triumph in this manner, when He exhibited
Hisown order in the peculiar and voluntary disorder of Hisown creature. Thisdisorder and alienation
from good the creature prepared for himself by the appropriate motion of free-will, not by the
impulse of the Deity. But that freedom of the will, says Tertullian against Marcion (lib. 2, cap. 9)
"does not fix the blame on Him by whom it was bestowed, but on him by whom it was not directed,
as it ought to have been." Since thisis so, it is not at all necessary that | should speak of those
particular distinctions, which, in their proper place, may perhaps be valid; they do not seem to me
to pertain properly to this argument, unless other arguments are introduced, which | cannot find in
your writings. Besides al those distinctions pertain generally to the subject of providence, not
particularly to thistopic. | am not pleased that the discussion should extend beyond its appropriate
range. But here some may perhaps say; " Therefore, the judgments of God depend on contingencies,
and are based on contingencies, if they have respect to man as a sinner, and to his sin." That
consequenceisdenied: for, on the contrary, those very things which are contingenciesto us, depend
on the ordination of God, according to their origin and action. To their origin, for God has established
the contingency equally with the necessity: To their action, for He actsin the case of that whichis
good, fails to act in that which is evil, in that it is evil, not in that it is ordained by His special
providence. They are not, therefore, contingencies to the Deity, whatever they may be to us; just
as those things, which are contingent to an inferior cause, can by no means be justly ascribed to a
superior cause. But | have aready stated this matter with sufficient clearness, in the discussion of
the fourth fundamental principle. Let us, therefore, pass to other matters.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE SIXTH PROPOSITION

The meaning of the first theory is that which | have set forth in the third proposition. But it is
of little importance to me, whether the object, generally and without distinction, or with a certain
distinction, and invested with certain circumstances, is presented to God, when predestinating and
reprobating, for that is not, now, the point before me. If, however, it may be proper to discuss this
alsoin afew words, | should say that it cannot seem to one who weighs this matter with accuracy,
that the object is considered in general and without any distinction by God, in the act of decreeing,
according to the sentiment of the authors of the first theory. For the object was considered by God,
in the act of decreeing, in the relation which it had at the time. when it had, as yet, been affected
by no external act of God, executing that decree; for this, in a pure and abstract sense, is an object,
free from every other consideration, which can pertain to an object, through the action of a cause
operating in referenceto it. But since, according to the authors of thefirst theory, the act of creation
pertainsto the execution of the decree, of which we now tredt, it is, therefore, most certainly evident,
that man, in that he was to be made, was the object of predestination and reprobation. If any one
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considers the various and manifold sets of that decree, it isnot doubtful that some of these must be
accommodated and applied to this and others to that condition of man, and in this sense, | would
admit the common and general consideration of the object. But all those acts, according to the
authors of that first theory, depend on one primary act, namely, that in which God determined to
declare, in one part of that unformed "lump," from which the human race wasto be made, the glory
of hismercy, and, in another part, the glory of hisjustice, and it isthis very thing which | stated to
be displeasing to meinthat first theory; nor can | yet persuade myself that there exists, in the whole
Scripture, any decree, by which God has determined to illustrate his own glory, in the salvation of
these and in the condemnation of those, apart from foresight of the fall.

The passage which you gquote from Beza, on Ephes. i. 4, plainly proves that | have done no
injustice to those authors in explaining their doctrine. He says, in that passage, that God, by the
creation and corruption of man, opened a way for himself to the execution of that which he had
before decreed.”

In reference to the harmony of those theories, | grant that all agree in this, that this decree of
God was made from eternity, before any actual existence of the object, whatever might be its
character, and however it might be considered. For "known unto God are al his works from the
beginning of the world." (Acts xv. 18.)

It is necessary also that all the internal acts of God should universally be eternal, unless we
wish to make God mutable; yet in such a sense that some are antecedent to others in order and
nature. | admit also that they agreein this, that there exists, in the predestinate or the reprobate, no
cause why the former should be predestinated, the latter reprobated; and that the cause exists only
in the mere will of God. But | affirm that some ascend to a greater height than others, and extend
the act of decree farther. For the advocates of the third theory deny that God, in any act of
predestination and reprobation, has reference to man, considered as not yet fallen, and those of the
second theory say that God, in the act of that decree, did not have reference to man as not yet
created. The advocates of the

first, however, openly assert and contend that God, in the first act of the decree, had reference
to man, not as created, but as to be created. I, therefore, distinguished those theories according to
their objects, as each one presented man to God, at the first moment of the act of predestination
and reprobation, as free from any divine act predestinating and reprobating, either internal, by
which he might decree something concerning man, or external, by which He might effect something
in man; this may be called pure object, having as yet received no relation from the act of God,
decreeing from eternity, and no form from the external act. But when it has received any relation
or form from any act of God, it isno longer pure object, but an object having some action of God
concerning it, or init, by which it is prepared for receiving some further action, as was also a short
time since affirmed. We will hereafter examine your ideathat they substantiate their theory by the
example of Jacob and Esau in Romans 9.

| may be permitted to make some observations or inquiries concerning what you lay down as
fundamental principles of thisdoctrine, and of your reply to my arguments. In referenceto thefirst,
concerning the essence of the Deity,

God is in such a sense immutable in essence, power, intellect, will, counsel and work, that,
nevertheless, if the creature is changed, he becomesto that creaturein will, the application of power,
and in work, another than that which he was to the same creature continuing in his primitive state;
bestowing upon a cause that which is due to it, but without any change in Himself. Again if God
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is immutable, He has, for that very reason, not circumscribed or determined to one direction, by
any decree, the motion of free-will, the enjoyment and use of which He has once freely bestowed
on man, so that it should incline, of necessity, to one direction, and should not be able, in fact, to
incline to another direction, while that decree remains. Thirdly, God has the form and an eternal
and immutable conception of all those things which are done mutably by men, but following, in
the order of nature, many other conceptions, which God has concerning those things which He
wills both to do Himself, and to permit to men.

In reference to the second, concerning the knowledge of God,;

| am most fully persuaded that the knowledge of God is eternal, immutable and infinite, and
that it extendsto all things, both necessary and contingent, to all things which He does of Himself,
either mediately or immediately, and which He permitsto be done by others. But | do not understand
the mode in which He knows future contingencies, and especially those which belong to the free-will
of creature, and which He has decreed to permit, but not to do of Himself, not, indeed, in that
measure, in which | think that it is understood by others more learned than myself. | know that
there are those who say that all things are, from eternity, presented to God, and that the mode, in
which God certainly and infallibly knows future contingencies, isthis, that those contingent events
coexist with God inthe Now of eternity, and thereforethey arein Him indivisibly, and in theinfinite
Now of eternity, which embraces al time. If thisis so, it is not difficult to understand how God
may certainly and infallibly know future contingent events. For contingencies are not opposed to
certainty of knowledge, except as they are future, but not as they are present. That reasoning,
however, does not exhaust all the difficultieswhich may arisein the consideration of these matters.
For God knows, also, those things which may happen, but never do happen, and consequently do
not co-exist with God in the Now of eternity, which would be events unless they should be hindered,
asisevident from 1 Samuel xxiii. 12, in referenceto the citizens of Keilah, who would have delivered
David into the hands of Saul, which event, nevertheless, did not happen. The knowledge, also, of
future events, which depend on contingent causes, seems to be certain, if those causes may be
complete and not hindered in their operation. But how shall the causes of those events, which
depend on the freedom of the will, be complete, among which, even at that very moment in which
it chose one, it was free not to choose it, or to choose another in preference to it? If indeed at any
time your leisure may permit, | could wish that you would accurately discuss, in your own manner,
these things and whatever else may pertain to that question. | know that this would be agreeable
and acceptable to many, and that the labour would not be useless.

The knowledge of God is called eternal, but not equally so in reference to all objects of
knowledge. For that knowledge of God is absolutely eternal, by which God knows Himself, and
in Himself all possible things. That, by which He knows beings which will exigt, is eternal indeed
as to duration, but, in nature, subsequent to some act of the divine will concerning them, and, in
some cases, even subsequent to some foreseen act of the human will. In general, the following
seemsto meto be the order of the divine knowledge, in referenceto its various objects. God knows

1. Himself what He, of Himself is able to do.

2. All things possible what can be done by those beings which He can make.

3. All things which shall exist by the act of creation.

4. All thingswhich shall exist by the act of creatures and especialy of rational creatures. Whether
moved by those actions of His creatures and
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5. What He Himself especially of Hisrational shall do. creatures; Or at |east receiving occasion
from them.

From this, it is apparent that the eternity of the knowledge of God is not denied by those, who
propose, as afoundation for that knowledge, something dependent on the human will, as foreseen.

But | do not understand in what way it can be true that, in every genus, there must be one thing
univocal, and from this, other things in an equivocal sense. | have hitherto supposed that those
things which are under the same genus are univocal or at least anal ogous; but, that things equivocal
are not comprehended with those which are univocal, under the same genus, either in logic, or
metaphysics, and till lessin physics. Then | have not thought that the univocal could be the cause
of the equivocal. For thereisno similarity between them. But if there existsasimilarity as between
cause and effect, they are no longer equivocal. Thus those things, which are heated by the fire as
| should say, are heated neither univocally, nor equivocally, but analogically. God existsunivocally,
we, analogically. This they admit, who state that certain attributes of the divine nature are
communicable to us according to analogy, among which they also mention knowledge.

In referenceto the third, concerning the actions of the Deity; the actions of God are, in Himself,
indeed eternal, but they preserve a certain order; some are prior to others by nature, and indeed
necessarily precede them, whether in the same order, in which they proceed from Him, | could not
easily say; but | know that there are those who have thus stated, among whom some mention George
Sohnius. Some also of the internal actionsin God, are subsequent in nature to the foresight of some
act dependent on the will of the creature. Thus the decree concerning the mission of His Son for
the redemption of the human race is subsequent to the foresight of the fall of man. For although
God might have arranged to prevent the fall, if he had not known that He could use an easy remedy
to effect arestoration, (as some think,) yet the sure decree for the introduction of aremedy for the
fall by the mission of His Son, was not effected by God except on the foresight of the disease,
namely, the fall.

The mode in which God, as the universal principle, is said to flow into His creatures, and
especialy hisrational creatures, and concurs with their nature and will, in reference to an action,
has my approbation, whatever it may be, if it does not bring in a determination of the will of the
creature to one or two things which are contrary, or contradictory. If any mode introduces such a
determination, | do not see how it can be consistent with the declaration of Augustine, quoted by
yourself, that God so governs al things which He has created as also "to permit them to exercise
and put forth their own motions,” or with the saying of Plato, in which God is declared to be free
from al blame.

| could wish that it might be plainly and decisively explained how all effects and defects in
nature, and the will, of all kindsuniversally, are of the providence of God, and yet God isfreefrom
fault, the whole fault, (if any exists,) residing in the proximate cause. If any one thinksthat God is
exempted from fault because He is the remote cause, but that the creature, as the proximate cause,
isculpable, (if thereisany sin,) he does not seem to me to present a correct reason why any cause
may beinfault, or free from fault, but, concerning thisalso, | will hereafter speak at greater length.
In reference to the fourth, concerning the causes of the actions of God; the universal cause has no
cause aboveitself, and thefirst and supreme cause does not depend on any other cause, for the very
terms include that idea; but it is possible that there may be afforded to the universal, first and
supreme cause, by another cause, an occasion for the production of some certain effect, which,
without that occasion, the first cause would neither propose to be produced in itself, nor in fact
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produce out of itself, and indeed could neither produce nor propose or decree to be produced. Such
is the decree to damn certain persons, and their damnation according to that decree.

| readily assent to what you have said in reference to the modes of necessary and contingent
causes, as a so those thingswhich you have remarked in reference to the distinction between natural
and rational power. | am, however, certain that nothing can be deduced from them against my
opinion, or against those things, which have been presented by me for the refutation of the first
theory.

Having made these remarks, | come to the consideration of your answer to my arguments. In
my former argument, | denied that man, considered as not yet created, isthe object of mercy rescuing
from sin and misery, and of punitive justice, and | persist in that sentiment; for | do not see that
any thing has been presented, which overthrowsit, or drives me from that position. For man isnot,
by that consideration, removed from under the common providence or the special predestination
of God, but providence must, in this case, be considered as according to mercy and justice thus
administered, and predestination, as decreed according to them. But the reasoning from therelative
to the absolute is not valid; and the removal, in this case, is from under the providence of God,
considered relatively, not absolutely; so also with predestination. Y ou foresaw that | would make
this reply, and consequently you have presented a three-fold answer; but, in no respect, injurious
to my reasoning. For asto thefirst, | admit that sin and misery were, in the most complete sense,
present with God from eternity, and, as they were present, so also there was, in reference to them,
aplace for mercy and justice. But the theory, which | oppose, does not make them, (as foreseen,)
present to mercy and justice, but, according to the decree for illustrating mercy and justice, it
presents a necessity for the existence of sin and misery, as, in their actual existence, there could be
in fact, aplace, for the decree, made according to mercy and justice. Asto the second, | grant also
that there could be, in one who wasin fact neither asinner, nor miserable, a place for mercy saving
from sin and possible misery, but we are not here treating of mercy so considered: and it is certain
that mercy and judgment exist in the Deity, by an eternal act, but it isin the first action of those
attributes. In asecond act, God cannot exercise those attributes, understood according to the mind
of the authors of that theory, except in reference to a sinful and actually miserable being. Lastly,
what you say concerning the internal, and external action of the Deity, and these conjoined, does
not disturb, in any greater degree, my argument. For neither theinternal action, which isthe decree
of God in reference to theillustration of his glory, by mercy and punitive justice, nor the external
action, which is the actual declaration of that same glory through mercy and justice, nor both
conjoined can have any place in reference to a man who is neither sinful, nor miserable. | know,
indeed, that, to those who advocate this theory, there is so much difference between internal and
external action, that is, as they say, between the decree and its execution, that God may decree
salvation according to mercy and death according to justice to a person who is not a sinner, but
may not really save, according to mercy, any one, unless, He is a sinner, or damn, according to
justice, any except sinners. But | deny that distinction; indeed | say that God, can neither will nor
decree, by internal act, that which He cannot do, by external act, and thus the object of internal and
external action is the same, and invested with the same circumstances. whether it be present to
God, in respect to hiseternal intelligence and be the object of Hisdecree, or be, infact, initsactual
existence, present to Him and the object of the execution of the decree. Hence, | cannot yet decide
otherwise concerning that theory, than that it cannot be approved by those, who think and desire
to speak according to the Scriptures.
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The "two statements" which you think "may be made, of a milder character, and in harmony
with thewords of Christ and the apostles,” do not serveto explain that first theory, but are additions,
by which it is very much changed, and which its advocates would by no means acknowledge, as,
in my opinion, was made sufficiently manifest in my statement of the same theory in reply to your
third answer, and may be, at thistime, again demonstrated in a single word. For those very things,
which you make the mode and the consequent event of predestination and reprobation, are styled,
by the authors of that first theory, the cause, and the principle of that same decree, and also the end,
though not thefinal one, which, they affirm, ishisglory, to be declared by mercy and justice. Again
they acknowledge no grace in predestination which is not mercy, and correctly so, for the grace,
which istowards man considered absolutely, is not of election: also they do not acknowledge any
non-grace, or non-mercy, which isnot comprehended in punitive justice. Here| do not argue against
that theory thus explained, not because | approve it in all respects, but because | have, this time,
undertaken to examine what | affirm to be the view of Calvin and Beza; other matters will be
hereafter considered. | will notice separately what things are here brought forward, agreeing with
that view, thus explained. The passages of Scripture quoted from Matthew 25, and Ephesians 1, in
which it is taught that "God, from all eternity, of the good pleasure of his will, elected some to
adoption, sanctification, and a participation of his kingdom," so far fail to prove the common view
that on the contrary there may be inferred from them a reference to sin, as a condition requisite in
the object of benediction and el ection. In the former passage, the blessed are called to a participation
of the kingdom, which God has prepared for them from eternity; but in whom and by whom? Is it
not in Christ and by Christ? Certainly; then it was prepared for sinners, not for men considered in
general, and apart from any respect to sin. For "thou shall call his name Jesus; for he shall save his
people from their sins." (Matt. i. 2.)

The passage from Ephesians 1, much more plainly affirms the same thing, as will be hereafter
proved in a more extended manner, when | shall use that passage, avowedly to sustain the theory
which makes sin a condition requisite in the object. | did not present a particular reference to men,
asacause, which | wished to have kept in mind, but according to acondition, requisitein the object,
namely, misery and sin. This | still require. The distinction, which you make between grace and
mercy, is according to fact and the signification of terms, but in this place is unnecessary. For no
grace, bestowed upon man, originates in predestination, as there is no grace, previous to
predestination, not joined with mercy. God deals with angels according to grace, not according to
mercy saving from sin and misery. He deals with us according to mercy, not according to gracein
contradistinction to mercy. | speak here of predestination. According to that mercy, also, is our
adoption; itisnot, then, of men, considered in their original state, but of sinners. Thisisalso apparent
from the phraseology of the apostle, who calls the elect and the reprobate "vessels,” not of grace
and non-grace but of "mercy" and "wrath." The relation of "vessels' they have equally and in
common from their divine creation, sustainment, and government. That they are vessels worthy of
wrath, deserving it, and the "children of wrath," (Ephes. ii. 3), in this also there is no distinction
among them. But that some are "vessels of wrath,” that is, destined to wrath, of their own merit,
indeed, but also of the righteous judgment of God, which determines to bring wrath upon them;
while others are "vessels' not "of wrath" but "of mercy" according to the grace of God, which
determines to pardon their sin, and to spare them, though worthy of wrath, this is of the will of
God, making a distinction between the two classes; which discrimination has its beginning after
the act of sin, whether we consider the internal or the external act of God. From thisit is apparent
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that they are not on this account vessels of wrath because they have become depraved, the just
consequence of which is wrath, if the will of God did not intervene, which determines that this,
which would be ajust consequencein respect to all the depraved, should be anecessary consequence
in respect to those, whom alone He refuses to pardon, as He can justly punish all and had decreed
to pardon some. That whichis"added by way of amplification” is confirmed by the same arguments.
For there is no place for punitive justice except in reference to the sinner; there can be no act of
that mercy, of which we treat, except towards the miserable. But man, considered in his natural
condition isneither sinful nor miserable, therefore that justice and mercy have no placein reference
to him. Hence, you, my brother, will see that the object of predestination, made according to those
attributes and so understood, cannot be man, considered in general, since it requires, in its object,
the circumstance of sin and misery, by which circumstance man is restricted to a determinate
condition, and is separated from a general consideration. | know, indeed, that, if the general
consideration is admitted, no one of those particular considerationsis excluded, but you also know
that if any particular relation is precisely laid down, that universal relation is excluded. | do not
think that it is to be altogether conceded that, in the case of election and reprobation, there is no
consideration of well-doing or of sin. There is no consideration of well-doing, it is true, for there
isnoneto be considered; thereisno consideration of sin asacause why one, and not another, should
be reprobated, but there is a consideration of sin as a meritorious cause of the possibility of the
reprobation of any individual, and as a condition requisite in the object, as | have often remarked,
and shall, hereafter, often remark, as occasion may require. In what respects, those theories differ
was briefly noticed in reply to your first answer. When God is said to have elected persons, as not
created, as created but not fallen, or as fallen, al know that it is understood, not that they are in
fact such, but that they are considered as such, for all admit that God elected human beings from
eternity, before they were created, that is, by the internal act; but no one says, that man was el ected
by the external act before he was created; therefore areconciliation of those theorieswas unnecessary,
since the object of both actsis one and the same, and considered in the same manner. Besides the
guestions, when the el ection was made, and in what sense it was considered, are different. | wished
to confirm my words by the authority of your consent; whether ignorantly, will be proved from
these statements. Y ou make man, considered asasinner, the subject of the preparation of punishment
according tojustice, which I, agreeably to your Theses, have called reprobation, and you, according
to your opinion, presuppose sin in him; but, in the first theory, they make sin subordinate to that
same decree. The preterition, which the same theory attributes to punitive justice, you attribute to
the freedom of the divine goodness, and you exclude punitive justice from it, when you make man,
not yet asinner, the subject of preterition. Predestination, which the first theory ascribesto mercy,
in contra-distinction to grace, your Theses, already cited (answers 2 and 4) assign to grace, spoken
of absolutely, since they consider man in the state of nature in which he was created; but you make
man, as a sinner, the subject of grace, as conjoined with mercy, and you presuppose sin. That first
theory, on the other hand, makes sin subordinate to that predestination, both of which cannot, at
the same time, be true, therefore, in this you seem to agree with me, as you ascribe election to
mercy, only so far as man is considered miserable, and preparation of punishment to justice, only
so far as man is considered sinful. You reply, that, when grace is presented, as the genus, mercy,
as the species, is not excluded, and mercy being presented, as the species, grace, as the genus, is
not excluded. | grant it, but affirm, first, that grace cannot be supposed here asthe genus, for grace,
spoken of generally, cannot be supposed to be the cause of any act, that is, any special act, such as
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predestination. Again, the relation of grace and mercy in this case, is different from that of genus
and species: for they are spoken of, in an opposite manner, as two different species of grace, the
term grace, having the same appellation with that of the genus, referring to that grace which regards
man as created, the term mercy, receiving its appellation from its object, referring to that grace
which regards man as sinful and miserable. If man is said to be predestinated according to the
former, the latter can have no place; if according to the latter, then it is certain that the former can
have no place, otherwise the latter would be unnecessary. Predestination cannot be said to have
been made conjointly according to both. My conclusion was, therefore, correct, when | excluded
one species by the supposition of the other. If man is to be exalted to supernatural glory from a
natural state, this work belongs to grace, ssmply considered, and in contra-distinction to mercy; if
from a corrupt state, it belongs to grace conjoined with mercy, that is, it is the appropriate work of
mercy. Grace, simply considered and opposed to mercy, cannot effect the latter, mercy is not
necessary for the former. But predestination is of such grace asis both able and necessary to effect
that which is proposed in predestination.

What | wrote copulatively, in reference to the passed by and the reprobate, was written thus,
because they are one subject. But that they are not the samein relation, isadmitted: and | expressed
thiswhen | remarked that you referred to justice only in the case of the latter, namely, the reprobate,
that is, the damned. In my second proposition, however, | signified that, according to the view of
those to whom | ascribed the second theory, the relation of preterition was different from that of
predamnation, which | there called reprobation. The homonymy of the term reprobation is explained
in my second answer, and all fault is removed from me, who have used that word every where
according to your own idea. But it is very apparent, from what follows, that you dissent from the
authors of the first theory. For you assert that "predestination is of justice,” but that preterition or
reprobation is according to justice, but not "of justice;" while the authors of thefirst theory ascribe
to justice the cause of reprobation, however understood, whether synecdochically, or properly, or
catachrestically, that is, they affirm that both preterition and predamnation are of justice.

But how are election and preterition "the work of flee-will according to the wisdom of God and
damnation, the work of necessary will according to the justice of God? | have hitherto thought,
with our theol ogians, that thiswhole decree wasinstituted by God, in the exercise of most complete
freedom of will, and | yet think that the same ideaistrue, according to the declaration, "I will have
mercy on whom | will have mercy," and "He hath mercy on whom He will have mercy, and whom
He will He hardeneth.” (Rom. ix. 15, 18.)

In each of these acts God exercises equal freedom. For, if God necessarily willsin any case to
punish sin, how isit that He does not punish it in al sinners? If he punishes it in some, but not in
others, how is that the act of necessary will? Who, indeed, does not ascribe the distinction which
is made among persons, equally meriting the punishment, to the freewill of God? Justice may
demand punishment on account of sin, but it demandsit equally in reference to all sinners without
distinction; and, if thereisany discrimination, it is of free-will, demanding punishment asto these,
but remitting sinto those. But it was necessary that punishment should be at | east inflicted on some.
If 1 should deny that thiswas so after the satisfaction made by Christ, how will it be proved? | know
that Aquinas, and other of the School-men, affirm that the relation of the divine goodness and
providence demands that some should be elected to life, and that others should be permitted to fall
into sin and then to suffer the punishment of eternal death, and that God wasfreeto decreeto whom
life, and to whom death should appertain, according to his will, but their arguments seem to me
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susceptible of refutation from their own statements, el sewhere made concerning the price of our
redemption paid by Christ. For they say the price was sufficient for thesins of all, but if the necessity
of divine justice demands that some sinners should be damned, then the price was not sufficient
for al. For if justice, in him who receives that price, necessarily demands that some should be
destitute of redemption, then it must have been offered by the redeemer with the condition that
there must always remain to the necessity of justice, some satisfaction, to be sought elsewhere and
to berendered by others. Let no onethink that the last affirmation of the school-men (that concerning
the sufficiency of the price), which, however, they borrowed from the fathers, isto be rejected, for
it could be proved, if necessary, by plain and express testimonies from the Scripture.

L et us now cometo my second argument, which wasthis. A theory, by which God is necessarily
made the author of sin, isto be repudiated by all Christians, and indeed by al men; for no man
thinks that the being, whom he considers divine, is evil; -- But according to the theory of Calvin
and Beza God is necessarily made the author of sin; -- Therefore it isto be repudiated. The proof
of the Minor, is evident from these words, in which they say that "God ordained that man should
fall and become corrupt, that in this way he might open away for His eternal counsels." For he,
who ordains that man should fall and sin, is the author of sin This, my argument, isfirm, nor isit
weakened by your answer. Theword ordain isindeed ambiguous, for it properly signifiesto arrange
the order of events or deeds, and in each thing according to its own mode, in which senseit isamost
always used by the school-men. But it is also applied to a ssmple and absolute decree of the will
determining an action. What then? Doesit follow, because | have used aword, which isambiguous
and susceptible of various meanings that | am chargeable with ambiguity? | think not; unlessit is
proved that, in my argument, | have used that word in different senses. Otherwise sound reasoning
would be exceedingly rare, since, on account of the multitude of things and the paucity of words,
we are very frequently compelled to use words, which have avariety of meanings. Ambiguity may
be charged when aword is used in different sensesin the same argument. But | used that word, in
the same sense in the Magjor and in the Minor, and so my argument is free from ambiguity. | affirm
that thisis evident from the argument itself. For the added phrase "that man should fall" signifies
that the word ordain, in both propositions, is to be applied to the simple decree in reference to an
action, or rather to a simple decree that something should be done. It cannot, on account of that
phrase, be referred to a decree disposing the order of actions.

Let us now state the syllogism in a few words, that we may be able to compare your answer
with the argument.

He who ordained that man should fall and become depraved, isthe author of thefall and of sin;
God ordained that man should fall and become depraved; Therefore, God is the author of sin.

You deny the Mgor, if the word ordain is understood to mean the disposal of the order of
actions. You deny the Minor if the same word is used to mean a simple decree as to actions, or
thingsto be done. Thisistrue, and, init, | agree with you. But what if the same word in the Minor
signifiesasimple decree, & c.? Then, indeed, even by your own admission, the Major will be true.
Else your distinction in the word is uselessly made, if the Mgjor is false, however the word may
be understood. But that the word is used in the Major in this sense, is proved by the phraseology,
"He who ordained that man should fall." Then you say that the Minor isfalseif the word is used
in the same sense in which we have shown that it is used in the Major, and so the conclusion does
not follow. | reply, that the question between usis not whether that Minor istrue or false, the word
ordain being used for the decreeing of things to be done, but whether they affirm it, to whom the
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first theory isattributed. If, then, they affirm this, and the Mgjor istrue, then it follows (and in this
you agree with me,) that God is the author of sin. For you admit that he is the author of sin, who,
by the simple decree and determination of the will, ordainsthat sin shall be committed. Calvin and
Beza assert thisin plain and most manifest declarations, needing no explanation, and by no means
admitting that explanation of the word ordain, which, as you say and | acknowledge, is proper. |
wish also that it might be shown in what way the necessity of the commission of sin, can depend
on the ordination and decree of God otherwise than by the mode of cause, either efficient or deficient,
which deficiency isreduced to efficiency, when the efficiency of that which isdeficient isnecessary
to the avoidance of sin. Beza himself concedes that it is incomprehensible how God can be free
from and man be obnoxious to guilt, if man fell by the ordination of God, and of necessity.

This, then, was to be done: their theory was to be freed from the consequence of that absurdity,
which, in my argument, | ascribeto it. It was not, however, necessary to show how God ordained
sin, and that He is not indeed the author of sin. | agree with you, both in the explanation of that
ordination, and in the assertion that God is not the author of sin. Calvin himself, and Beza also,
openly deny that God isthe author of sin, although they define ordination aswe have seen, but they
do not show how these two things can be reconciled. | wish, then, that it might be shown plainly,
and with perspicuity, that God is not made the author of sin by that decree, or that the theory might
be changed, since it is a stumbling block to many, indeed to some a cause of separating from us,
and to very many acause of not uniting with us. But | am altogether persuaded that you a so perceive
that consequence, but prefer to free the theory of those men from an absurd and blasphemous
consequence, by afit explanation, than to charge that consequence to it. Thisis certainly the part
of candour and good will, but used to no good purpose, since the gloss, as they say, is contrary to
the text, which is manifest to any one who examines and compares the text with the gloss. Those
two questions, which you present to yourself, do not affect my argument, when the matter is thus
explained.

Yet | am delighted with your beautiful and elegant discussion of those questions. But | would
ask, in opposition to the theory of Calvin and Beza, "How can these movements of thewill be called
its own and free, when the act of the will is determined to one direction by the decree of God?"
Then, "Why did God place the will in man, if He was unwilling that he should enjoy the liberty of
its use?' For these questions are necessarily to be answered by those authors, if they do not wish
to leave their theory without defense. It is therefore, apparent from these things that my argument
does not fail, but remains firm and unmoved, since all things which you have adduced, are aside
from that argument, which did not seek to conclude, as my own views, that God is the author of
sin (far from me be even the thought of that abominable blasphemy), but to prove that thisis a
necessary conseguence of the theory of Calvin and Beza: which (I confidently say) has not been
confuted by you: nor can it be at al confuted, since you use the word ordain in a sense different
from that in which they use it, and from that sense, according to which if God should be said to
have ordained sin, nothing less could be inferred than that He is the author of sin.

| said, moreover, that the theory of Calvin and Beza, in which they state that God ordained that
man should fall and become depraved, could not be explained so that God should not be made by
it the author of sin, by the distinctions of the act, and the evil in the act, of necessity and coaction,
of the decree and its execution, of efficacious and permissive decree, as the latter is explained by
the authors of that theory agreeably to it, nor by the different relation of the divine decree and of
human nature or of man, nor by the addition of the end, namely, that the whole ordination was
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designed for theillustration of the glory of God. Y ou seem to me, reverend sir, not to have perceived
for what purpose | presented these things, for | did not wish to present any new course of reasoning
against that first theory, but to confirm my previous objection by a refutation of those answers,
which are usually presented by the defenders of that theory, to the objection which | made, that,
by it, God is made the author of sin. For they, in order to repel the charge from their theory, never
make the reply which has been presented by you, for, should they do this, they would necessarily
depart from their own theory, which iswholly changed, if theword ordain, which they use, signifies
not to decree that sin should be committed, but to arrange the order of its commission, as you
explain that word. But to show that it does not follow from their theory, that God is the author of
sin, they adduce the distinctions to which | have referred, and have diligently gathered from their
variouswritings, which ought to be done before that accusation should be made against their theory.
For, if | could find any explanation of that theory, any distinction, by which it could be relieved of
that charge, it would have pertained to my conscience, not to place upon it the load of such a
consequence. Y our distinction in the word ordain indeed removes the difficulty, but, in such away,
that, by one and the same effort, it removes the theory from which | proved that the difficulty
followed. Prove that the authors of that theory assert that God ordained sin in no other sense than
that, in which you have shown that the word is properly used, and | shall obtain that which | wish,
and | will concede that those distinctions were unnecessary for the defense of that theory. For the
word ordain used in your sense, presupposes the perpetration of sin; in their sense, it precedes and
proposes its perpetration, for "God ordained that man should fall and become depraved,” not that
from a being, fallen and depraved, He should make whatever the order of the divine wisdom,
goodness, and justice might demand.

Thereis here, then, no wandering beyond the appropriate range of the discussion. Y ou say that
all those distinctions pertain in common to the question of providence, and therefore the ordination
of sin pertainsin common to the question of providence. If, however, the authors of the first theory
have ascribed the ordination of sin to the divine predestination, why should it cause surprise, that
those distinctions should also be referred to the same predestination? There is, in this case, then,
no blame to be attached to me, that | have mentioned these distinctions. On the contrary, | should
have been in fault, if, omitting reference to those distinctions, | should have made an accusation
against their theory, which they are accustomed to defend against this accusation by means of those
distinctions. But since you do not, by your explanation, relieve their theory from that objection,
and | have said that those distinctions do not avail for its relief and defense, it will not be useless
that | should prove my assertion, not for your sake, but for the sake of those, who hold that opinion,
since they think that it can be suitably defended by these distinctions.

They use thefirst distinction thus: "In sin there are two things, the act and its sinfulness." God,
by his own ordination, is the author of the act, not of the sinfulness in the act. | will first consider
the distinction, then the answer which they deduce fromit. Thisdistinction isvery commonly made,
and seems to have some truth, but to one examining, with diligence, its falsity, in most respects,
will be apparent. For it is not, in general or universally, applicable to all sin. All sins, especially,
which are committed against prohibitory laws, styled sins of commission, reject this distinction.
For the acts themselves are forbidden by the law, and therefore, if perpetrated, they are sins. This
isthe formal relation of sin, that it is something done contrary to law. It istrue that the act in that
itissuch, would not be sin, if the law had not been enacted, but then it is not an act, having evil or
sinfulness. Let the law be absent, the act is naturally good: introduce the law, and the act itself is
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evil, as forbidden, not that there is any thing in the act which can be called unlawfulness or sin. |
will make the matter clear by an example. The eating of the forbidden fruit, if it had been permitted
to the human will as right, would, in no way, be sin, nor any part of sin, it would not contain any
element of sin; but the same act, forbidden by law, could not be otherwise than sinful, if perpetrated;
| refer to the act itself, and not to any thing in the act to which the term evil can be applied. For that
act was ssimply made illicit by the enactment of the law. | shall have attained my object herein a
single word, by simply asking that the sinfulness in that act may be shown separately from the act
itself. That distinction, however, had a place in acts which are performed according to a perceptive
law, but not according to a due mode, order, or motive. Thus he, who gives alms, that he may be
praised doesagood act badly, and thereis, in that deed both the act and the evil of the act according
to which it is called sin. But the sin which man perpetrated at the beginning, of the ordination of
God, was a sin of commission; it therefore affords no place for that distinction. This fundamental
principle having been established, the answer, deduced from that distinction, isat once refuted. Y et
let uslook at it. "God," they say, "is, by ordination, the author of the act, not of the evil in the act.”
| affirm, on the contrary, that God ordained that act, not asan act, but asit isan evil act. He ordained
that the glory of Hismercy and justice should beillustrated, of hispardoning mercy, and His punitive
justice; but that glory isillustrated not by the act as such, but asit is sinful, and as an evil act. For
the act needs remission, not as such, but as evil; it deserves punishment, not as such, but as evil.
The declaration, then, of Hisglory by mercy and justice, isby the act asitisevil, not asitisan act;
therefore that ordination which had its end, the illustration of that glory, was not of the act as such,
but as evil, and of sin, as sin and transgression. That distinction, therefore, is useless in repelling
the objection, which | have urged against that theory. | add, for the elucidation of the subject, that
if God efficaciously determinesthe will to the material of sin, or to depraved objects, though it may
be affirmed that He does not determine the will to an evil decision, in respect to the evil, He is still
made the author of sin, since man himself does not will the evil in respect to the evil and the devil
does not solicit to evil in respect to the evil, but in respect to that which is delectable, and yet heis
said to induce personsto sin.

The second distinction is that of necessity and coaction. They use it in thisway. If the decree
of God, in which he ordained that man should fall, compelled him to sin, then would God, by that
decree, become the author of sin, and man would be free from guilt: but that decree did not compel
man. It only imposed a necessity upon him so that he could not but sin; which necessity does not
take away his liberty. Therefore, man, since he sins freely, the decree being in force, is the cause
of hisown fall, and God is free from the responsibility. Let us now consider this distinction, and
the use made of it.

Necessity and coaction differ as genus and species. For necessity comprehends coaction in
itself. Necessity also is twofold, one from an internal, the other from an external cause; the one,
natural, the other, violent. Necessity, from an external cause and violent, is also called coaction,
whether it be used contrary to nature, or against the will, aswhen a stoneis projected upwards, and
a strong man makes use of the hand of aweaker person to strike athird person. The former hasthe
name of the genus, necessity, but is referred to a specific idea, by a contraction of the mental
conception. Thereis, then, between these two species, some agreement, as they belong to the same
genus, and some discrepancy, since each hasits own form. But it is now to be considered whether
they so differ that coaction alone, and not that other species of necessity, is contrary to freedom;
and whether he who compels to sin is the cause of sin, and not he who necessitates without
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compulsion. They indeed affirm this, who use this distinction. First, in reference to freedom; it is
opposed directly to necessity, considered in general, whether natural or compulsive, for each of
these species causes the inevitability of the act. For a cause acts freely when it has the power to
suspend its action. Some say that freedom is fully consistent with natural necessity, and refer to
the example of the Deity, who is, by nature and freely, good. But is God freely good? Such an
affirmation is not very far from blasphemy. His own goodness exists in God, naturally and most
intimately; it does not then exist in Him freely. | know that a kind of freedom of complacency is
spoken of by the School-men, but contrary to the very nature and definition of freedom. We say,
in reference to sin, that he is the cause of sin, who necessitates to the commission of sin, by any
act whatever of necessitation, whether internal or external, whether by internal suasion, motion, or
leading, which the will necessarily obeys, or by an application of external violence, which the will
isnot able, though it may desire, to resist; though, in that case, the act would not be voluntary. He,
indeed sins more grievously, who uses the former act, than he, who uses the latter. For the former
has this effect, that the will may consent to the sin, but the latter has no such effect, though that
consent is not according to the mode of free-will, but according to that of nature, in which mode
only, God can so move the will, that it may be moved necessarily, that is, that it cannot but be
moved. And in this relation, the will, as it consents by nature to sin, is free from guilt; for sin, as
such, is of free-will, and tend towards its object, according to the mode of its own freedom. The
law is enacted not for nature but for the will, for the will as it acts not according to the mode of
nature, but according to the mode of freedom. That distinction is, therefore, vain, and does not
relievethefirst theory from the objection made against it. If any one wishes, with greater pertinacity,
still to defend theidea, that one and the same act can be performed freely and necessarily, in different
respects, necessarily in respect to the first cause, which ordainsit, but freely and contingently in
respect to the second cause, let him consider that contingency and necessity differ not in certain
respects, but in their entire essence, and that they divide the whole extent of being, and cannot,
therefore, be coincident. That is necessary which cannot fail to be done; that is contingent which
canfail to be done. These are contradictions which canin no way be attributed to the same act. The
will tends freely to its own object, when it is not determined, to a single direction, by a superior
power; but, when that determination is made by any decree of God, it can no longer be said to tend
freely to its own object; for it is no longer a principle, having dominion and power over its own
acts. Did it not pertain to the nature of the bones of Christ, (which they present as an example,) to
be broken? Y et they could not be broken on account of the decree of God. | reply, that the divine
determination being removed, they could be broken; but, that determination, being presented by
the decree of God, they could not at all be broken, that is, it was necessary, not contingent, that
they should remain unbroken. Did God, therefore, change the nature of the bones? That was not
necessary. He only prevented the act of breaking the bones, which were liable by their nature to be
broken, which act could have been performed, and would have been, if God had not anticipated it
by His decree, and by an act according to that decree. For our Lord gave up the ghost when the
soldiers were approaching the cross to break his bones, and were about to use the breaking of his
legs to accelerate his death. That | may not be tedious, | will not refute all the objections; but | am
persuaded, from what has been presented, that they are all susceptible of refutation. The third
distinction isthat of the decree and its execution. They use it thus; though God may have decreed
from eternity to devote certain persons to death, and, that this may be possible, may have ordained
that they should fall into sin, yet he does not execute that decree, by their actual condemnation,
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until after the persons themselves have become sinful by their own act, and, therefore, He is free
from responsibility. | answer that the fact that the execution of the decree is subsequent to the act
of sin, does not free from responsibility him, who, by his own decree, has ordained that sin should
occur, that he might afterwards punish it; indeed he, who has ordained and decreed that sin should
be committed, cannot justly punish sin after its commission; he cannot justly punish a deed, the
doing of which he has ordained; he cannot be the ordai ner of the punishment, who was the ordainer
of the crime. Augustine rightly says, "God can ordain the punishment of crimes, not the crimes
themselves,” that is, He can ordain that they should take place. | have already demonstrated that
man does not become depraved of hisown fault, if God has ordained that he should fall and become
depraved.

The fourth distinction is that of efficacious and permissive decree: which distinction, rightly
explained, removes the whole difficulty, but it removes also the theory, by which God is affirmed
to have ordained that sin should take place. The authors, however, of the first theory endeavour to
sustain that theory by reference to permissive decree. They affirm that God does not effect, but
decrees and ordains sin, and that thisis done not by an efficacious, but by a permissive decree; and
they so explain apermissive decree, that it coincideswith one, which isefficacious. For they explain
permission to be an act of the divine will, by which God does not bestow, on a rational creature,
that grace, which is necessary for the avoidance of sin. This action, joined with the enactment of a
law, embracesinitself the whole cause of sin. For he, who imposes alaw which cannot be observed
without grace, and denies grace to him, on whom the law is imposed, is the cause of sin by the
removal of the necessary hindrance. But more on this point hereafter.

Onthe contrary, if permissive decree berightly explained, it is certain that he, who has decreed
to permit sin, is by no means the cause of sin; for the action of his will has reference to its own
permission, not to sin. Nor are these two things, God, in the exercise of Hiswill, permitssin, and,
God wills sin, equivalent. For, the object of thewill is, in the former case, permission, in the latter,
sin. On the contrary rather, the conclusion, God permits, therefore, He does not will, a sinful act,
isvalid, for he who wills any thing does not permit the same thing. Permission isasign of want of
action in the will. That distinction, then, does not relieve the first theory. The fifth distinction is
that of the divine decree and human nature, which they use thus: -- sin, if you consider the divine
decree, is necessary; but if you have reference to human nature, which is equally free and flexible
in every direction, it isfreely and contingently committed; and, therefore, the whole responsibility
is to be placed on human nature, as the proximate cause. We have discussed this, previoudly, in
reference to the second distinction, and have sufficiently refuted it. They make another use of the
same distinction, by adiverse respect of the ends, which God has proposed to Himself in His decree,
and which are proposed to man in the commission of sin. "For," they say, "God intends, in His
decree, toillustrate His own glory, but man intendsto gratify his own desire; and though man does
the very thing, which is divinely decreed, he does not do it because it is decreed, but because his
will so inclines him. | reply, first; agood end does not approve, or make good, an action which is
unlawful in itself; for "we are not to do evil that good may come;" but it is evil to ordain that sin
shall be committed. Secondly, that man, to satisfy his own desire, should do that which God has
forbidden, also results from the decree of God, and, therefore, man is relieved from responsibility.
Thirdly, though the fulfillment of the divine decree is not the end which moves man to the
commission of sin, yet that same thing is the cause which, by a gentle, silent, and imperceptible,
yet efficacious, movement effects that man should sin, or, rather, commit that act which God had
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decreed should be committed, which, then, in respect to man, cannot be called sin. Finally, the last
defense consists in a reference to the end, of which they make this use: "We are accustomed to
state the decree of God, not in these terms, that * God has determined to adjudge some men to eternal
death and condemnation,” but weadd, * that Hisjustice may beillustrated to the glory of hisname.”"

| answer, that the addition does not deny the previous statement, (for thisis confirmed by the
rendering of the cause,) and the addition, even of the best end, does not justify an action whichis
not in itself formally good, as has before been stated. From these things, then, it is apparent, that
these grounds of defense are insufficient, and avail nothing for the defense of that theory which
states that God ordained that men should fall and become depraved, in order to open to Himself,
in that manner, away for the execution of the decree which He had, from eternity, determined and
proposed to Himself, for the illustration of His own glory by mercy and justice. If any one may
think that any other distinction or explanation can be presented, by which that theory may be
defended and vindicated, | shall be, in the highest degree, pleased, if thisis done. But let him be
cautious not to change the theory or add to it any thing inconsistent with it. You mention, at the
end of your sixth answer, an objection to your view; -- "Then the judgments of God depend on
contingency, and are based on things contingent, if they have reference to man as a sinner, and to
hissin." | must examine this with diligence, since it also lies against my view, in that | think that
sin must be presupposed in the object of the divine decree. It is most manifest, from the Scriptures,
that many of the judgments of God are based on sin, which, yet, cannot be said, to depend on sin.
It is one thing to make sin the object and occasion of the divine judgments, and another to make it
the cause of the same. The judgment, which God pronounces in reference to sin, He pronounces
freely, nor does this depend on sin, for He can suspend it, or substitute another in its place; yet it
is based on sin, because, apart from sin, He could not thus judge. But sin is contingent, or
contingently committed.

Therefore, the judgments of God are based on things contingent. | deny the consequence. The
judgments of God are based on sin, not as it is committed contingently, but asit is certainly and
infallibly foreseen by God. Therefore, the sight of God intervenes between sin and judgment, and
thus, judgment is based on the certain and infallible vision of God. Then that which exists, so far
as it exists, is necessary. But the judgments of God are based on sin, already committed and in
existence. In your answer, however, | could wish that it might be explained to me how those things,
which are contingent, depend on the ordination of God, whether according to the source or the act,
the word ordination having reference to adecree that certain things shall be done, not to the disposal
of the order in which they shall be done, for so the word is to be understood in this place. For,
though God has appointed the mode of contingency in nature, yet it does not follow from this that
contingencies have their source in the ordination of God. For a cause, which is free and governs
its own action, can suspend or carry forward a contingent act, according to itsown will; so asoin
reference to the act. | do not, therefore, understand in what way contingencies, which are such in
themselves, are not contingencies to God, from the fact that He has established the mode of
contingency in nature. Sinisnot, in any mode and in respect to anything, necessary. Therefore, sin
isalso contingent to God, that is, it isconsidered by God as done contingently, though in Hiscertain
and infallible sight, on account of the infinity of the divine knowledge. Nor isit the sameidea, that
athing should be really contingent to the supreme cause, and that athing, truly contingent in itself,
should be considered as contingent by that supreme cause. For it is understood that nothing can be
accidental or contingent to God, for Heisimmutable, He is entirely uncompounded, and, as Being
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and Essence, belongs to Himself alone. But the knowledge of God considers things as they are,
though with vision far exceeding the nature of all things.

SEVENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

| will not now adduce other reasons why that theory is not satisfactory to me, since | perceive
that you treat it in a mode and respect different from mine. I come then to the theory of Thomas
Aquinas, to which, | think, you also gave your assent, and presented proofs from the Scriptures,
and | will openly state that, of which | complain. | would pray you not to be displeased with the
liberty, which | take, if your good will towards me was not most manifest.

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE SEVENTH PROPOSITION

| should prefer that those "other reasons,” whatever they might be, had been presented, that |
might dispose of the whole matter, (if possible,) at the same time, for | desire that my opinion
should be known to you without any dissimulation, and that your expectation should be satisfied.
Nevertheless, | hope, that, in your wisdom, you will perceive, from what | have already said, and
shall yet say, either what my opinion is concerning those reasons, or what there may be, according
to my view, in which your mind may rest, (which may the Lord grant). The theory of Thomas
Aquinas | unite with the other, | do not follow it. But | will, briefly and in a few words, explain
what | shall state in this argument, and in what mode, from the word of God, and what does not
please me in that theory, noticing the words of your writing in the same order.

REPLY OF ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER TO THE SEVENTH PROPOSITION

If 1 thought, indeed, that you considered that first theory, asit is explained by its authors, to be
in accordance with the Scriptures, | would, in every way, attempt to divest you of that idea, but |
see that you so explain it, as greatly to change it; on which account | am persuaded that you judge
that, unlessit be explained according to your interpretation, it is, by no means, in accordance with
the Scriptures. Y ou will also allow me, my brother, to repeat, that, in your entire answer, you have
not relieved that theory from any objection. For it remains valid, that "God is made the author of
sin, if Heis said to have ordained that man should fall and become depraved that He might open
to Himself away for the declaration of Hisown glory, in theway in which He had already determined
by eternal decree." Y et, that no one may think that my promise was vain, | will attempt by other
arguments also the refutation of that theory, which presents, as an object to God, in the act of
predestination, man not yet created or to be created. | used two arguments, one a priore, the other,
aposteriore or by absurdity of consequence. The argument apriore was asfollows; -- Predestination
isthewill of God in referenceto theillustration of His glory by mercy and justice; but that will has
no opportunity for exercise in a being not yet created. The argument a posteriore was as follows,
If God ordained that man should fall and become depraved, that He might open to Himself away
for the execution of that purpose of His will (predestination,) then it follows that He is the author
of sin by that ordination. These arguments have been already dwelt upon at sufficient length.

| adduce my third argument. Predestination isapart of providence, administering and governing
the human race; therefore, it was subsequent to the act of creation or to the purpose of creating
man. If it issubsequent to the act of creation, or to the purpose of creating man, then man, considered
as not yet created, is not the object of predestination. | will add a fourth. Predestination is a
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preparation of supernatural benefits, it is, therefore, preceded by the communication of natural
gifts, and, therefore, by creation, in nature, or act, or in the decree of God. Also a fifth. The
illustration of the wisdom of God in creation, is prior to that illustration of the wisdom of God,
whichisthe business of predestination. (1 Cor. i. 21.) Therefore, creation is prior to predestination,
in the purpose of God. If creation is prior, man is considered by God, in the act of predestination,
as existing, not as to be created.

So aso in reference to goodness and mercy, the former of which, in the act of creation, was
illustrated in reference to Nothing, the latter, in the act of predestination, concerning that which
was subsequent to Nothing. To the same purpose can all the arguments be used, by which it was
proved that "sin is a condition requisite in the object of predestination.”

EIGHTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

| shall, therefore, consider three things in that theory.

1. Did God €elect from eternity, of human beings, considered in their natural condition, some
to supernatural felicity and glory, and non elect or pass by others?

2. Did God prepare for those whom He elected, that is, for human beings to be raised from a
natural to a supernatural state, and to be translated to a participation of divine things, according to
the purpose of e ection, those meanswhich are necessary, sufficient, and efficaciousto the attainment
of that supernatural felicity, but passed by others, that is, determine not to communi cate those means
to them, but to leave them in their natural state?

3. Did God, foreseeing that those persons, thus passed by, would fall into sin, reprobate them,
that is, decree to subject them to eternal punishment?

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE EIGHTH PROPOSITION

Let this be the rule which shall guide usin our future discussion. If any use the term, "in their
natural condition,” they do not exclude supernatural endowments, which God communicated to
Adam, but useit in opposition to sin, (which afterwards supervened,) and to native depravity. They,
who use these words otherwise, seem to me to be deceived by a diversity of relation. The word
reprobation is here used, (as we have before observed,) in its third signification, which we have
called catachrestic; but sufficient on that point. We will come to those three pointsin their order.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE EIGHTH PROPOSITION

Natural condition | have opposed both to supernatural endowments, and to sin and native
depravity, for | have supposed the former term to be used, to the exclusion of the latter; -- not
incorrectly, whether we consider the force of the termsthemselves, or their use by the school-men.
Natural condition has arelation to supernatural endowments, which they exclude as transcending
it, and to sin and depravity which they, in like manner, exclude, as corrupting it. Though | have
used the term reprobation in the sense in which it is used in your Theses and other writings, yet |
shall desist from it hereafter, (if 1 can keep this in my mind,) and use, in its place, the words
preterition and non-election, except when | wish to include both acts, by Synecdoche, in one word.
For the term reprobation, as it is used by me, | will substitute preparation of punishment or
predamnation.
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NINTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

In the first question, | do not present as a matter of doubt, the fact that God has elected some
to salvation, and not elected or passed by othersfor | think that thisis certain from the plain words
of Scripture; but | place the emphasis on the subject of election and non election; -- Did God, in
electing and not electing, have reference to men, considered in their natural condition. | have not
been able hitherto to receive this astruth.

THE ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE NINTH PROPOSITION

We remarked, in the sixth proposition, that, though the mode of regarding man can and ought
to be distinguished by certain respects or relations, yet the authors of the first theory have stated
that mankind was considered in common by the Deity in the case of election and reprobation; but
the authors of the second have not excluded that common relation of the human race, which they
havereferred to aspecia relation; but they have only desired that the contemplation of supervenient
sin should not affect the case of election and reprobation, according to the declaration of the apostle,
"neither having done any good or evil,” (Rom. ix. 11,) and according to those words "natural
condition," mean only the exclusion of any reference to supervenient sin from the case of election.
If this observation is correct, the latter state of the question, properly considered, will not be at
variance with the former. For he, who states that man, as not yet created, as not yet fallen, and as
fallen, was considered by the Deity in the case of election and reprobation, he certainly affirmsthe
latter, and both the former. The question, therefore, is, properly, not whether God, in electing and
in passing by or reprobating, had reference to men in their natural condition, that is, apart from the
contemplation of sin, as sin, but the question should be, whether God had reference, in this case,
to man, apart from any contemplation of sin asacause. We deny this, on time authority of theword
of God. Nor did Augustine, to whom the third theory is ascribed, mean any thing else, as he has
most abundantly set forth (lib. 1, quaes. ad Simplicianum), for what he asserts concerning Jacob
and Esau is either to be understood, in the same manner, in the ease of Adam and Eve, or the rule
of election and reprobation will be different in different cases, which is certainly absurd. Before,
then, Adam and Eve were made, or had any thing good or evil, the Divine election, as we have
plainly stated in the same argument, was already made according to the purpose of grace, which
election preceded both persons, and all causes originating from, or situated in, persons. The truth
of thisis proved from authority, reason, and example. From authority, in Romans 9, Ephesians 1,
and elsewhere. From reason; for, in the first place, election is made in Christ, not in the creatures,
or in any condition in them; secondly, it is admitted by all, (which you afterwards acknowledge in
part, though in a different sense,) that predestination and reprobation suppose nothing in the
predestinate or the reprobate, but only in Him who predestinates, as the apostle affirms "not of
works, but of Him that calleth." (Rom. ix. 11.) Augustine presents a most luminous exposition of
that passage, showing, from the reasoning of the apostle, that neither works, nor faith, nor will, was
foreseen in the case. The procreation of the child depends, in nature, on the parent only; much more
does the adoption of His children originate in God aone (to whom it peculiarly pertains to be the
cause and principle of all good), not in any consideration of them. Finally the example of angels
demonstrates the same thing, of whom some are called elect, others are non-elect. Of the angels,
the elect were such apart from any consideration of their works, and those, who are non-elect,
passed-by; or reprobate, are non-elect, apart from the consideration of their works. For, as Augustine
conclusively argues in reference to men, "if, because God foresaw that the works of Esau would
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be evil, He, therefore, predestinated him to serve the younger, and, because God foresaw that the
works of Jacob would be good, He, therefore, predestinated him to have rule over the elder, that
which is affirmed by the apostle, would be false, ‘not of works,”" &c. The state of the case is the
samein reference to angels. For God provided against the possible misery of these, by the blessing
of election; He did not provide against the possible misery of those, in the work of reprobation and
preterition. But how? by predestinating the elect angels, to the adoption of sons, who are so styled
inJob 1, 2 & 38, and not predestinating the others. God begat them as sons, not by nature, but by
will, which will is eternal, and preceded from eternity their existence, which belongsto time. What
does the child contribute towards his procreation? He does not indeed exist. What does an angel
contribute towards his sonship? If nothing, what does man contribute? In reply to both these,
Augustine, in the place already cited, surely with equal justice, thunders forth that inquiry of St.
Paul, "who maketh thee to differ from another? and what hast thou that thou didst not receive?’
&c. (1 Cor.iv.7.)

God, therefore, regards man in general; He does not find any cause in man; for the cause of
that adoption or filiation is from His sole will and grace. But if any one should say that sinisthe
cause of reprobation or preterition, He will not establish that point. For, in the first place, the
reasoning of Augustine, which we have just adduced, remains unshaken, based on a comparison
of works foreknown; in the second place, since we are, by nature, equally sinners before God, one
of these three things must be true; -- either all are rejected on account of sin, asa common reason,
or it isremitted to all, or a cause must be found elsewhere than in sin, as we have found it. Lastly,
"who makesusto differ," if it be not God, according to the purpose of Hisown election? Therefore,
the affirmation stands, that God, in the case of election and reprobation made from eternity,
considered man in general, so that He has in Himself, not in man, the cause of both acts. Y et let us
accurately weigh the arguments, which are advanced here, though, properly, they are not opposed
to thistheory.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER TO THE NINTH PROPOSITION

| think it is sufficiently evident how the authors of the first theory considered man, from what
was said in reply to your answer to Prop. 6. But that the authors of the second theory, by the addition
of that specia relation, did not exclude the universal relation, seems hardly probable to me. For
he, who saysthat sin supervened to election and preterition originating in their own causes, excluding
sin not only from the cause of election and preterition, but from the subject and the condition
requisitein it, he denies that man, universally, considered asfallen, is presented to him who elects
and passes by, and if he denies this, he denies also that man is considered in general, by God, in
the act of decree. In other respects | assent to what you affirm. Sinis not the cause of election and
preterition, yet this statement must be rightly understood, as | think that it is here understood,
namely, that sinisnot the cause that God should elect some, and pass by others: let it be only stated
that sin is the cause that God may be able to pass by some individuals of the human race made in
His own image. In the former statement there is agreement between us, in the latter we disagree,
if at all. Itisnot, then, the question, "Did God have reference, in His own decree, to men apart from
any consideration of sin, asacause, that is, asacause that He should el ect these, and pass by those."
For this is admitted even by Augustine, who, nevertheless, presupposes to that decree sin, as a
requisite condition in its object. But the question isthis; "Is sin a condition requisite in the object,
which God has reference in the acts of election and preterition, or not?' This is apparent by the
arguments presented by myself, which prove, not that sin isacause of that decree, but a condition,
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requisite in the object. Augustine affirmsthis, and | agree with him. Let uslook at some passages
from his works. In Book 1, to Simplicianus, he excludes sin as a cause that God should €elect or
reprobate, but includes it as a cause that He might have the power to pass by or reprobate, or asa
condition requisite in the object of election and reprobation. The latter, | prove by his own words,
(thereis no necessity of proof asto the former, for in reference to that, there is agreement between
us). "God did not hate Esau, the man, but He did hate Esau, the sinner," and again, "Was not Jacab,
therefore, a sinner, because God loved him? He loved in him not sin, of which he was guilty, but
the grace which Himself had bestowed, & c., and again, "God hatesiniquity, therefore He punishes
it in some by damnation, and removesit from othersby justification." Again, "Thewhole racefrom
Adam is one mass of sinful and wicked being, among whom both Jews and Gentiles, apart from
the grace of God, belong to onelump.” If you say that Augustine was here discussing, not preterition,
but predamnation, | reply that Augustine knew no preterition which was not predamnation, for he
prefixesto preterition hatred asits cause, as he prefixesloveto election. Then, | conclude, according
to thetheory of Augustine, that what is affirmed in the case of Esau and Jacob, is not to be understood
in that of Adam and Eve, and it does not, hence, follow that there would be a diverse mode of
election and reprobation, unlessit be first proved that God, in election, had reference to Adam and
Eve, considered in their primitive state, which, throughout this discussion, | wholly deny. But there
isamanifest difference between Esau and Jacob, and Adam and Eve. For the former, though not
yet born, could be considered as sinners, for both had been already conceived in sin; if they had
not been created, they could not be considered as such, for they were such in no possible sense;
not even when they had been created by God, and remained yet in their original integrity. It cannot
beinferred fromthis, that "persons, and all causes originating from, or situated in persons’ preceded
the act of election. For sin, in which Jacob and Esau were then already conceived, did not precede.
Yet | admit that sin was not the cause that God should love one and hate the other, should elect one
and reprobate the other, but it was a condition requisitein the object of that decree. Those arguments,
however, which you present, do not injure my case. For they do not exclude sin from the object of
that decree as a requisite condition, nor as a cause without which that decree could not be made,
but only as a cause, on account of which oneis reprobated, another elected.

Thisis apparent from Romans 9. For Esau had been conceived in sin when those words were
addressed by God to Rebecca. In the same chapter also, the elect and the reprobate are said to be
"vessels of mercy” and "of wrath,” which terms could not be applied to them apart from a
consideration of sin. | will not now affirm, as | might do with truth, that Jacob and Esau are to be
considered, not in themselves, but astypes, the former being the type of the children of the promise,
who seek the righteousness which is of faith in Christ, the latter, the type of the children of the
flesh, who followed after the righteousness of the law, which subject requires a more extended
explanation, but here not so necessary. The first chapter to the Ephesians clearly affirms the same
thing, asit asserts that the election is made in Christ, because it is of the grace, by which we have
redemption in the blood of Christ, &c.

Y our arguments "from reason” do not militate against the position, which | have assumed, they
rather strengthenit. For in thefirst place, "the electionismadein Christ,” therefore, it is of sinners,
as will be hereafter proved at greater length. Secondly, "predestination and reprobation suppose
nothing in their subject.” Therefore, whatever character the subject may have, which receives grace,
for such a character, and considered in the same relation, is the grace prepared. But the sinner
receives, and he only, the grace prepared in predestination. Therefore, also for the sinner alone, is
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grace prepared in predestination, but of this, also, more largely hereafter. Thirdly, men are the sons
of God, not by generation, but by regeneration; the latter, presupposes sin, therefore, adoption is
made from sinners.

The example of angelsin this case proves nothing. Their election and reprobation and those of
men are unlike, as you in many places acknowledge, for their salvation is secured by the grace of
preservation and confirmation, that of men by the grace of restoration. He begat angels, as sonsto
Himself, according to the former grace; He regenerated men as sons to Himself by the latter grace.
Therefore, God regarded man not in general, but assinful, in reference to which point isthis question
between us, though he might find in man no cause that He should adopt one and pass by another,
in reference to which we have no controversy. The question then remains between us, did God, in
Hisdecree of predestination and reprobation, have reference to man considered in hisnatural purity,
or to man considered as in his sins? | assert the latter, and deny the former, and | have presented
many arguments in support of my opinion; but I will now consider, in their order, those things,
which you have presented against it.

TENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS.

First, in general. 1. Since no man was ever created by God in a merely natural state; whence
also no man could ever be considered in the decree of God, since that, which existsin the mind, is
the material of action and exists in the relation of capability of action, but takes its form from the
will and decree by which God determined actually to exert His power, at any time, in reference to
man. Hence, whatever distinction may be made, in the mind, between nature, and a supernatural
gift, bestowed on man at the creation, that is not to be considered in this place. For the creation of
the first man, and, in him, of all men, wasin the image of God, which image of God in man is not
nature, but supernatural grace, having reference not to natural felicity, but to supernatural life. It
is evident, from the description of the image of God, that supernatural grace in man isthat divine
image. For, according to the Scripture, it is"knowledge after the image of Him that created him,"
(Col. iii. 10,) and "righteousness and true holiness" pertaining to the new man which is created
after" (according to) "God." (Ephes. iv. 24.) In addition to this, all the fathers, seem, without
exception, to be of the sentiment that man was created in a gracious state. So, also, our Catechism,
gues. 62. Since there is found, in the Scriptures, no reference to the love of God according to
election, no divinevolition and no act of God concerning men, referring to them in different respects,
until after the entrance of sin into the world, or after it was considered as having entered.

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE TENTH PROPOSITION

Before | refer to arguments, an ambiguity must be removed, which is introduced here, and
whichwill be frequently introduced whenever referenceismadeto a"merely natural state." Things
are called natural from the term "nature.” But nature is two-fold, therefore, natural things are also
two-fold. | affirm that nature istwo-fold, asit is considered, first in relation to this physical world,
situated nearer and lower in elementary and material things, which is described by Philosophersin
the science of Physics, secondly, in relation to that spiritual world, namely, that which is more
remote and higher, consisting in spiritual and immaterial things, which istreated of in Metaphysics,
rightly so called. From the former nature we have our bodies, and by it we are animals; from the
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latter, we have our spirits, and by it we arerational beings, whichis also observed by Aristotle (lib.
2, de gener. animalium cap. 3) in his statement that the mind alone "enters from without" into the
natural body, and is alone divine; for there is no communion between its action and that of the
body. Hence, it is, that natural things must, in general, be considered in three modes; physically,
in relation to the body according to its essence, capability, actions and passions; metaphysically,
in relation to the intelligent mind, according to its essence and being; and conjointly in relation to
that personal union, which existsin man, as a being composed of both natures. But particularly, a
distinction must be made in these same natural things, in respect to nature as pure and as corrupt.
Therefore, al those things, which pertain to the nature of man in these different modes, are said to
belong to the mere natural state of man, sin being excluded.

Now, | cometo the particular members of your Proposition. First, you affirm, "that no man was
ever created in a merely natural state." If you mean that he was created without supernatural
endowments, | do not see how this can be proved, (though many makethisassertion). The Scripture
does not any where make this statement. But you are not ignorant that it is said in the schools, that
anegative argument from authority, as, "it isnot written, therefore, itisnot true" isnot valid. Again,
the order of creation, in a certain respect, proves the contrary, since the body was first made from
the dust, and afterwards the soul was breathed into it. Which, then, is more probable, that the soul
was, at the moment of its creation, endowed with supernatural gifts, or that they were superadded
after its creation? | would rather affirm that, as the soul was added to the body, so the supernatural
endowments were added to the soul. If God did this in relation to nature, why may He not have
done it, in the case of grace, which is more peculiar. Lastly, | do not think that it follows, if man
was hot made in a merely natural state, but with supernatural endowments, that grace, therefore,
pertains to creation, and also that supernatural gifts would therefore, pertain, in common, to the
whole race. That this consequence is false, is proved by the definition of nature, and the relation
of supernatural things. For what else is nature than the principle of motion and rest, ordained by
God? If, then, supernatural things are ordained on this principle, they cease to be supernatural and
become natural. Besides the relation of supernatural thingsis such that they are not natural, asthey
are not common; for those things which are common to all men belong to nature, but supernatural
things are personal, and do not passto heirs. | acknowledge that Adam and Eve received supernatural
gifts, but for themselves not for their heirs; nor could they transmit them to their heirs, except by
agenera arrangement or specia grace. If thisbe so, then man iswithout supernatural endowments,
though, asyou claim, thefirst man may not have been made without them; and heisjustly considered
by us as not possessing them, and much more would he have been so considered by the Deity.
Indeed, my brother, God contemplated man, in amerely natural state, and determined in His own
decree to bestow upon him supernatural endowments. He could then be so considered in the decree
of God. He contemplated nature, on which He would bestow grace; the natural man, on whom He
would bestow, by His own decree, supernatural gifts. Was it not, indeed, a special act of the will,
to create man, and another specia act of the will to endow Him with supernatural gifts? Which
acts, even though they might have occurred at the same time (which does not seem to me necessary,
for the reasons which have been just advanced) cannot be together in the order of nature, since one
may be styled natural, and the other supernatural. | know that you afterwards speak of the image
of God, but we shall soon see that this has no bearing, (as you think), on this case. Meanwhile, |
wish that you would always keep in view the fact, that, though all these things should be true, yet
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they are not opposed to that doctrine which asserts that in this decree, God considered man in
general.

| will leave without discussion those subsequent remarks on the material and theformal relation
of the decree of God, since the force of the argument does not depend on them, and pass to the
proof. "The creation of the first man," you affirm, "and, in him, of all men, was in the image of
God," (I concede and believeit,) "which image of God in man is not nature but supernatural grace,
having reference not to natural felicity but to supernatural life." What is this, your statement, my
brother? Origen formerly affirmed the same thing, and on this account received the reprehension
of the ancient church in its constant testimony and harmonious declarations, as is attested by
Epiphanius, Jerome and other witnesses. | do not, however, believe that you agree in sentiment
with Origen, in opposition to the united and wise declaration of that church, but some ambiguity,
which you have not observed, has led you into this mistake. Let us then expose and free from its
obscurity this subject, by the light of truth.

The first ambiguity is in the word nature, the second in the term supernatural. We have just
spoken in reference to the former, affirming that thisterm may refer to the lower nature of elementary
bodies, or to that higher nature of spiritual beings, or finally to our human nature, composed of
both naturesin one compound subject; and that thislatter natureisitself two-fold, pure and depraved.

The latter ambiguity consists in the fact, that the term supernatural is applied, at one time, to
those thingswhich are abovethisinferior nature, and pertain to the superior, spiritual, or metaphysical
nature; at another, to those things which are above even that higher and metaphysical nature, that
is, to those which are properly and immediately divine; and at another, to those things which are
above the condition of this our corrupt nature, as they are bestowed upon us only of supernatural
grace, though they might have pertained to that pure nature. The body, for example, is of thislower
nature, and in comparison with it, the soul is supernatural. Again, our souls are of the higher nature,
which pertainsto angels. In reference to both the soul and the body, all divine things are supernatural
asthey are superior to all corporeal and mental nature. How you say that "the image of God in man
isnot nature but supernatural grace;" that is, as| think, it is not of nature, but of grace, or not from
nature, but from grace. Here consider, my brother, the former ambiguity. "The image of God is not
of nature,” if the lower or corporeal natureisreferred to, isatrue statement, but if the higher nature
isreferred to, it is not atrue statement. For what is nature? It is the principle, ordained of God, of
motion and rest in its own natural subject, according to its own mode. Place before your mind the
kinds of motion, which occur in the lower nature, generation, corruption, increase, diminution,
alteration, local transition, which they stylefora&c. You will find this difference, that the subjects
of thislower nature experience these motions according to their own essence and all other matters,
that is, according to their material, form, and accidents, but the subjects of that higher nature are
moved by no means according to their essence, but only according to their being; but that divine
things surpass both natures, in an infinite and divine mode, becausethey are, in all respects, destitute
of all motion. The body is mortal; whence, if not from this inferior nature? The soul isimmortal;
whence, if not from that superior nature? But both natures are ordained of God, and so perform
their work, immediately, that God performs, by both mediately, al things which pertain to nature.
But theimage of God isfrom that superior nature, by which God performs mediately in the children
of Adam, as He instituted our common nature in Adam, our first parent. It is indeed true, that it
was supernatural grace by which God impressed His own image on Adam; just as he also performed
the work of creation by the same grace. God bestowed its principle not on nature, of nature, but of
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Himself; but when nature has received its existence, that which existed by nature, was produced
by nature in the species and individuals. Though, in itsfirst origin, it is of grace, yet it isnow, in
its own essence, of nature, and is to be called natural. But the image of God is produced, in the
species and in the individuals, by nature. Therefore, it must be called natural We shall hereafter
consider itsdefinition, for it is necessary first to elucidate the statement that "the image of God has
reference, not to felicity, but to supernatural life." Let us remove the ambiguity, as we shall thus
speak more correctly of these matters. Natural felicity pertains either to the nature from which we
have the body, or to that from which we have the spirit, or to both natures united in a compound
being. To thislatter felicity theimage of God has, naturally, its reference; to that of the body asits
essential and intimately associated instrument; to that of the spirit, as its essential subject; to that
of the man, as the entire personal subject. If you deny this, what is there, | pray you, in al nature,
which does not seek its own good? But, to every thing, itsown good isitsfelicity. If, in thislower
nature, a stone, the herds, an animal, and, in that higher nature, spiritsand intelligent forms do this,
surely it cannot be justly denied to man, and to the image of God in man. You add that "it has
referenceto supernatural life." This, however, isalife dependent on grace, asal the adjuncts show.
If you understand that it has reference to that life only, we deny such exclusive reference. If to this
(natural) life, and to that life conjointly, we indeed affirm this, and assent to your assertion that the
image of God in man has respect to both kinds of felicity, both natural and supernatural; by means
of nature, in anatural mode, and of grace, in a supernatural mode.

| would now explain this, in a more extended manner, if it was not necessary that a statement
should first be made of the subject under discussion. Perceiving this very clearly, you pass to a
definition of that image, in proof of your sentiment. "It is evident,” you say, "from the description
of the image of God, that supernatural grace, in man, isthat divine image." Y ou will permit me to
deny this, since you ask not my opinion. You add, "According to the Scripture, it is ‘knowledge
after theimage of Him that created him,” (Col. iii. 10,) and righteousness and true holiness pertaining
‘tothe new manwhichiscreated after God.” (Ephes. v. 25)". | acknowledgethat these arethewords
of the apostle, and | believe them, but | fear my brother, that you wander from his words and
sentiment.

In the former passage, he does not assert that the image of God is "knowledge after the image
etc,” but that the "new man is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that created him." The
subject of the proposition isman, one in substance, but once"old,” now "new." In this subject there
was old knowledge, there is new knowledge. According to the subject, the knowledge is one, but
it differs in mode; for the old man and the new man understand with the same intellect, in the
previous case asthe old, afterwards asthe new man. What, therefore, isthe mode of that knowledge!
"After the image of God." This is the mode of our knowledge and intelligence. The former (that
whichisold) according to theimage of the first Adam who "begat ason in hisown likeness;" (Gen.
v. 3;) thelatter according to the image of the second Adam, Christ and God, our Creator. Theimage
of God is not said to be knowledge, but knowledge is said to be renewed in us after the image of
God. What, then, is knowledge? An act of the image of God. What is the image of God? The
fountain and principle of action, fashioning in a formal manner, the action, or the habit of that
image. The mode, in which this may be understood, is a matter of no interest to me. Consider, |
pray you, and | appeal to yourself asajudge, whether thiscan bejustly called asuitable description;
-- "Theimage of God isknowledge according to theimage of God." Thisdescription, indeed, denies
that the image of God is either one thing or another; either knowledge or the image of God, if,
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indeed, knowledge is according to the image of God. Y ou will, however, understand these things
better, from your own skill, than they can be stated by me in writing. | now consider the other
passage. "Theimageof Godis* righteousness and true holiness’ pertaining ‘to the new man, which
is created after God."” Here you affirm something more than in the previous case, yet without
sufficient truth. That knowledge, of which you had previously spoken, is a part of truth, for it is
the truth, as it exists in our minds. Here you state that it is truth, and righteousness and holiness.
But let us examine the words of the apostle. He asserts, indeed, that the new man is one "which
after God is created in righteousness and true holiness." | will not plead the fact that many explain
the phrase "after God," as though the apostle would say "by the power of God working in us." |
assent to your opinion that the words kata& It; Qeon mean simply the same as would be implied in
the phrase "to the image," or "according to the image of God." Y et do you not perceive that the
same order, which we have just indicated, is preserved by Paul; and that the subject, the principle,
and the acts or habits, thereby inwrought, are most suitably distinguished? The subject is man, who
is the same person, whether as the old; or the new man. The principle is the image of God, which
is the same, whether old or new, and purified from corruption. The acts or habits, inwrought by
that principle, are righteousness, holiness, and truth. Righteousness, holiness, and truth are not the
image, but pertain to the image. Let us return, if you please, to that principle, which the Fathers
laid down "natural things are corrupt, supernatural thingsare removed.” Y ou may certainly, hence,
deduce with ease this conclusion; -- righteousness, holiness and truth are not removed, therefore,
they are not supernatural. Again, they have become corrupt, therefore, they are natural. If they had
been removed, none of their elementary principles would exist in us by nature. But they do exist;
therefore, they are by nature, and are themselves corrupt, and, with them, whatever originates in
them. The same is the fact with the image of God. The image of God is not removed; it is not,
therefore, supernatural; and, on the other hand, it has become corrupt; it is, therefore, natural. For
it isnowhere, in the Scriptures, said to be bestowed, but only to be renewed. | shall offer proof, on
this point, from the Scriptures, when | have made a single remark. Righteousness, holiness, truth,
exist only in the image of God; thereis, in man, some righteousness, holiness and truth; therefore,
there isin man somewhat of the image of God. Moses, in Genesis 1, certainly relates nothing else
than thefirst constitution of nature, as madein reference to every subject and species. But herelates
that man was made in the image of God. This, then, was the constitution of human nature. But, if
it is of nature, then the image of God pertains universally to the human race, since natural things
differ from personal thingsinthis, that they are common. The sameisevident from Gen. v. 3. Adam
begat Seth "in his own likeness," in his own image; but Adam was made in the image of God;
therefore he begat Seth in the image of God. It may be said, however, that the image of God, and
the image of Adam differ, and that a distinction is made between them by Moses. They indeed
differ, but in mode, not in their essence; for the image of God in Adam was uncorrupted, in Seth
it was corrupted through Adam; yet in both cases it was the image. In the same respect, thisimage,
intherest of the human race, is called according to its corruption, theimage of the earthy, according
to its renewal, the image of the heavenly. But since the image of God is diverse in mode only, and
not in essence, it is said to be renewed, and restored, and not to beimplanted or created, aswe have
before observed, as that which differs not in essence, but in mode or degree. The same thing is
taught in Gen. ix. 6. "Whoso sheddeth man’ sblood, by man shall hisblood be shed: for intheimage
of God made he man." If theimage of God did not exist in the descendants of Adam, who aredain,
the argument of Moses would be impertinent and absurd. But the argument, either of Moses or of
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God, isjust and conclusive; for if you say, -- "The slayer of him, whom God has made in His own
image, ought to be slain by man; God made the man who is slain in his own image; therefore, let
the murderer be slain by man.” the argument isvalid. For since man was made in the image of God,
it isjust that his murderer should be slain, and indeed that he should be slain by man. But if you
explain the passage "for in the image of God made He man,” so that "He" shall refer to man, my
interpretation of the argument will be even more confirmed. | do not, however, remember that it
is affirmed any where in the Scriptures that man made man, nor can it be proved to me. These
things, | think will be sufficient that you may see, my brother, that the image of God is naturally
in man.

What, then, istheimage of God? For it isnow time that we pass from destructive to constructive
reasoning. | will state it, in the words of the orthodox Fathers. Let Tertullian, of the Latins, first
speak (lib. 2 advers. Marcion, cap. 9.) "Thedistinction is especially to be noticed, which the Greek
Scriptures make, when they speak of the afflatus, not of the Spirit, (pnohn non pneu~ma) for some,
trandating from the Greek, not considering the difference or regarding the proper use of words,
substitute Spirit for afflatus, and afford heretics an occasion of charging fault on the Spirit of God,
that is, on God Himself; and it is even now a vexed question. Observe, then, that the afflatusis
inferior to the Spirit, though it comes from the Spirit, as its breath, yet it is not the Spirit. For the
breeze is lighter than the wind, and if the breeze is of the wind, the wind is not therefore, of the
breeze. It is usual also, to cal the afflatus the image of the Spirit; for thus also, man is the image
of God, that is of the Spirit, for God is Spirit, therefore, the image of the Spirit is the afflatus.
Moreover the image will never in al respects equal the reality; for to be according to the truth is
one thing, to be the truth itself is another. Thus, also, the afflatus cannot, in such a sense, be equal
to the Spirit, that, because the truth—that is the Spirit, or God—iswithout sin, therefore the image,
of truth also, must be without sin. In this respect the image will be inferior to the truth, and the
afflatus will be inferior to the Spirit, having some lineaments of the Deity, in the fact that the soul
isimmortal, free, capable of choice, prescient to a considerable degree, rational, and capable of
understanding and knowledge. Y et, in these particulars, it isonly an image, and does not extend to
the full power of divinity, and so, likewise, it does not extend to sinlessintegrity, since this belongs
alone to God, that is to truth, and can not pertain to the mere image; for as the image, while it
expresses all the lineaments and outlines of the truth, yet is destitute of force, not having motion,
so the soul, theimage of the Spirit, isnot ableto exhibit itsfull power, that is, thefelicity of freedom
from sin, otherwise it would be not the soul, but the Spirit, not man, endowed with mind, but God,
&c." Ambrose (hexaemeri lib. 6, cap. 7), after many arguments, concludes in this way; "for ‘what
will aman give in exchange for his soul? in which thereis, not merely asmall portion of himself,
but the substance of the entire human race. It is this by which thou hast dominion over other living
creatures, whether beasts or birds. Thisistheimage of God, but the body isin the likeness of beasts;
in onethereisthe sacred mark of divine resemblance, inthe other the vile fellowship with the herds
and wild beasts, &c." Also, in Psalm 118, sermon 10, "Likeness to the image of God consists, not
in the body, or in the material parts of our nature, but in the rational soul; in respect to which man
was made after the likeness and image of God, and in which the form of righteousness, wisdom,
and every virtueis found."

To the same purpose are the words of Augustine, in hisfirst Book "De Genes. contraManich,"
chap. 17th, and in many other places. | mention also Jerome, because he evidently has the same
view, and, in writing against Origen, he uses the same argument with that of Epiphanius and the
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Greek Fathers. | would refer to Basil, if you did not know that Ambrose quotes from him. Why
should | speak of Chrysostom, the two Gregories, Cyril, Theodouret? Damascenus, an epitomist
of all those writers, presents this subject, with the greatest accuracy, in the book which he has
inscribed " Concerning the respect in which we were made in the image of God." Also, in another,
which has reference to "The two willsin Christ,” in which he uses the following words, "as to the
rational, and intellectual, and voluntary powers, they belong to the mind at birth, and the Spirit is
superadded, as having princely prerogative, and in these respects both angels and men are after the
image of God, and this is abundantly true of men, &c.," in which passage he has, with the utmost
diligence, introduced those things which are essential and those which are adjunct.

| conclude with a single argument from Augustine against the Manichees. "Those men,” he
says, "do not know that it is not possible that nature should use any action, or produce any effect,
the faculty for which has not been received according to nature. For example, no bird can fly, unless
it has received the faculty of flying, according to nature, and no beast of the earth can walk, unless
it has received the faculty of walking, according to nature. So, likewise, man cannot act or will,
unless he has received, according to nature, that faculty, which is called the "voluntary,” and the
"energetic;" and he cannot understand if he has not received from nature the intellectual faculty,
and he cannot see, or perform any other action, and, therefore, in every kind of nature, natural
actions find place, and they exist at once and together, but those which depend on the will and
activity, do not exist together." From which reasoning he infers that man understands, reasons,
wills, and, above other creatures, does many things which savour of divinity; therefore, many
faculties exist in man, in respect to which he is said, in the Scriptures, to have been made in the
image and likeness of God.

Here then is that image of God, in our soul; its essential parts not only show, of themselves,
some resemblance, by nature, to divinity, but are, by nature and grace together, adapted to the
perception of supernatural grace, aswe shall soon show. Y ou add that "all the fathers, seem, without
exception, to be of the sentiment that man was created in a gracious state. So also our Catechism,
gues. 6." | have, indeed, known no one among orthodox divines, who holds any different opinion;
nor is there any other correct explanation of our catechism.

But you seem to fall into an error from a statement, which is susceptible of a two-fold
interpretation, and to unite things really distinct. For it is not meant that the first man was created
with grace, that is, that he received, in the act of creation, nature and supernatural grace; but this
is their meaning: the man who was first created, received grace, that is, supernatural grace, as an
additional gift—which idea we have before presented in this answer. What then? Did he not have
supernatural grace in creation? If you understand, by grace, the good will of God, he had grace; if
you understand supernatural gifts, bestowed upon him, then he did not have those things, which
are supernatural, from creation, or by the force of creation, since creation isthe principle of nature,
or itsfirst term, but supernatural things entirely differ from it; but he had them in creation, that is,
in that first state of creation in which Adam was until he fell into sin. That you may more easily
understand the subject, let us use the illustration of the sun and moon, to explain the divine image.
The moon has an essential image, and onewhich isrelative and accidental. Asitsimageisessential,
it hasitsown light in some degree; yet it would be darkened, unlessit should ook towards the sun;
asitsimageisrelative, it has light borrowed from the sun, whileiit islooked upon by it, and looks
to it. So, there was, in man, a two-fold relation of the image of God, even from the creation. For
man had his own essential light fixed in the soul, which shines as the image of God among created
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things, he had also arelative light, as he was looked upon by God, and looked back to God. The
essential image is natural; the relative image was, so to speak, supernatural, for it looked to God,
through nature joined to grace, by a peculiar and free motion of the will; God looked upon it, of
grace, (for, what action of God towards us is natural?) We have that essential light, corrupted by
sin; it is plain that we have not lost it. We have lost the relative light; but Christ restores this, that
we may be renewed, after God, in hisown image, and that the essential light may be purified, since
natural things are corrupted, the supernatural are lost, as we have previously said.

Y our second argument is stated thus. "Since there is found, in the Scriptures, no reference to
the love of God according to election, no divine volition, and no act of God, concerning men,
referring to them in different respects, until after the entrance of sin into the world, or after it was
considered as having entered.” If | should concede this, yet the sentiment of those, who say that
man is considered, in general, by the Deity, would not, therefore, be confuted, as we have before
shown. But | may, perhaps, be able to disprove this assertion by authority, by reason, and by
example. You have authority in Romans ix. 11-13. "For the children being not yet born, neither
having done any good or evil, that the purpose of God, according to election, might stand, not of
works, but of Him that calleth; it was said unto her, The elder shall servetheyounger; asitiswritten,
Jacob havel loved, but Esau have | hated." What do those three phrasesindicate "the children being
not yet born;" again, "neither having done any good or evil;" and "according to election, not of
works, but of Him that calleth." Y ou will say, "these expressions are according to truth; but they
have reference to fallen and sinful nature." But they exclude, with the utmost care, all referenceto
sin and refer al blessing to the sole vocation of God, who calleth, as even yourself, my brother, if
you are willing to observe it, (and you certainly are thus willing,) may easily deduce from that
proposition. To this authority you will certainly submit every semblance of reasoning. (Ephes. i.
4, 5,) "He hath chosen us in Him before the foundation of the world, having predestinated us unto
the adoption of children, by Jesus Christ to Himself."

Election originatesin special love; and when Heis said to have chosen usin Christ, al reference
to ourselves is excluded; predestination also precedes both persons and cases relating to them.
Indeed this is indicated by the words "foreknow" and "predestinate,” (Rom. 8). Christ himself
attributes to the blessing of the Father only that they were made possessors of the kingdom, "from
the foundation of the world,” (Matt. 30). In sin, or previous to sin? In view of sin, or without
reference to it? Why should the former be true, | ask, rather than the latter? Why indeed, should
not the latter rather, since al things are said to depend on God, who calleth? To these, let the
following considerations be added:

1. Whatever absurdity may be connected with this subject, you will perceive, (if you examine
it closely,) that it pertains as much to the former interpretation, and rather more to it than to the
latter. This absurdity is not to be passed by, but rather to be religiously and suitably removed.

2. | deny that areferenceto sin belongsto the matter of filial adoption. | call nature asawitness:
Does not a father beget sons, before he investigates or observes what shall be their condition? But
this generation, (namely that of the children of God), is of will and not of nature. True: yet it is
attributed to the will of God alone, not to any condition in us. Every condition in us is excluded,
even that of sin; the will of God, alone, His purpose, alone, is considered in the matter. God
distinguishes by Hismerewill among those equal in nature, equal in sin; whom, considered in their
natural condition simply, not in that of sin, but generally in Christ, He adopts as His children. As
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in nature, children are begotten without referenceto their future condition, so God, of Hisown will,
adopted from eternity His own children.

3. Whatever is more consistent with the wisdom and grace of God, would be performed by the
Deity, and isto be believed by us, rather than that which isless consistent. But it ismore consistent
with His wisdom and grace that He should adopt unto Himself children without any consideration
of character, than that He should do so on the supposition of such consideration; otherwise nature
would act more perfectly than God, as according to nature, fathers beget children, without such
consideration. Therefore, the former view is more consistent with the character of God, and rather
to be received with faith by us.

Asan example, for the confirmation of this matter, wewill take, if you please, that of the Angels.
Whoever are the sons of God, are sons by election. Angels are the sons of God, (Job 1, 2, & 37,)
therefore, they are such by election, as Paul affirms (1 Tim. v. 21,) when he calls them "the elect.”
But they are elect without consideration of their sins, as they did not sin, but remained in their
original condition.

Therefore, the love of God iswith election, without

reference to sin, or consideration of it, which you seem to

deny inyour assertion. Perhaps you will say that your assertion had reference only to men. But
| reply, that love and election are spoken of in relation both to angels and men, and in the same
manner, since God placed, in both, his own image, in reference to which election is made. The
most decisive proof of this is found in the principle that, if any act which apparently exists in
reference to two things, which have the same relation, does not really exist in reference to one, it
does not exist in reference to the other. In the election of Angels, there is no reference to their
condition or their works; therefore, in the el ection of men thereisno such reference. If the condition
of Angelsand of menis, in some respects, different, it does not follow that the mode of their election
isdifferent; especially when the relation of that thing, in reference to which they are chosen, isthe
same in both cases. Thisis the image of God, which, preserved or restored according to His own
will, he has called and united to Himsalf, which will remainimmutably in Christ, " gathering together
inone al things," (Ephes. i. 10,) and which he had placed on the common basis of his own nature,
from which, those, who were to be damned according to His judgment, fell of their own will.

It isnot possible to adduce any other example; because all other things are created in adifferent
relation. For they are destitute of theimage of God, in which consists, with suitable limitations, the
object of election. Therefore, the nature of the divine election, made concerning men, can be
illustrated by the example of angels, and by no other example. But the divine election was such,
not that it separated, at first, the Angels who sinned from those who did not sin, but that, of His
own will and grace, he distinguished those who were not about to sin, as previously elected and
predestinated to adoption, from others who were about to sin of their own free will. What reason,
then, is there that we should think that another mode of the divine election must be devised in
reference to men?

REPLY OF ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER TO THE TENTH PROPOSITION

| apply the term natural to whatever pertains to the substance and existence of man, without
which man cannot exist. Such are the soul and the body, and the whole system compounded of
them, with all natural attributes, affections, passions, &c. | apply the term supernatural to whatever
God has bestowed on man above and in addition to those natural characteristics, which indeed
pertain to the perfection of man, not in respect to his animal nature, but in respect to his spiritual
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nature, to the acquisition not of natural, but of supernatural good. | apply the phrase"merely natural,"
in this place, to that which has nothing supernatural added to it. The sense then of my wordsis that
man is not made in amerely natural state, without supernatural endowments.

| do not here contend, with much strenuousness, whether he has those supernatural endowments
from the act of creation or from another act of superinfusion, but leave this without decision, as
neither useful or injuriousto my cause. But | decidedly state and affirm, that God decreed to make
man such by nature, asheinfact did make him; but such, that He might add to him some supernatural
endowments, as He not only wished that he might be such as he was by nature, but He wished also
to advance him further to a happier state, namely, to a participation of Himself, to which he could
not attain, unless endowed with supernatural gifts. But when | deny that man was madein amerely
natural state, and, therefore, was created with supernatural gifts, | wish not to indicate that the act,
by which supernatural endowments are communicated, was creation, (for in my 26th proposition
| have called that act superinfused Grace,) but that God was unwilling to cease from the act of
communicating His blessing to that part of primitive matter or Nothing from which He created
man, and that of His own decree, until he should also have bestowed those supernatural gifts upon
him. | thought that | ought to observe the mode of expression, used in the Scripture, which declares
that man was created "in the image and likeness of God," which image and likeness of God
comprehendsin itself also supernatural gifts. If thisistrue, as| contend, then man was created with
supernatural endowments. For he was madein theimage of God, and theword "made" is attributed,
without distinction, to all parts of the image, without separating that, in the image, which is natural
from that which is supernatural to man. | am glad to quote here the words of Jerome Zanchius,
who, in hisfirst book concerning the creation of man, chapter 1, speaks concerning this same matter
intheseterms;" | am pleased with the sentiment of those, who say that with the inbreathing of life,
there was also inbreathed and infused by the Deity whatever Adam possessed of celestial light,
wisdom, rectitude, and other heavenly gifts; in which he reflects the Deity, as His true image. For
he was created such as the Scripture teaches, affirming that he was made in the image of God, and
Solomon in Eccl. vii. 29, "God made man upright.” But he was not such when his body only was
formed. When, with asoul placed in him, he became aliving soul, that isaliving man, that he was
made upright, just, &c., and thus, at the same time with his soul, rays also of divine wisdom,
righteousness, and goodness wereinfused.” Thus Zanchius, who clearly decideswhat | left without
decision in either direction, and this for a twofold reason; | knew that it was a matter of dispute
among the learned, and | perceived that nothing could be deduced from it either of advantage or
disadvantage to my cause.

Those supernatural gifts, which were bestowed on man, he received for transmission to posterity,
on the terms, on which he received them, namely, of grace, not as this word denotes the principle
of natural endowments, for from grace, understood in its widest sense, we have received even our
nature, as that to which we had no claim, but asit is used in contra-distinction to nature, and as it
is the principle of supernatural gifts. | can then concede that God had reference to man in nature,
asthe subject of grace, the natural man asthe subject of supernatural gifts; but that He had reference
to him, contemplated in the administrative decree of creation, not in the decree of predestination,
which we have now under discussion; as the subject of grace sufficient for supernatural felicity,
not of effectual grace, of which we now dispute; asthe subject of supernatura gifts, to betransmitted
to his posterity, without exception, according to the arrangement of grace, and without any condition,
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not of such gifts asare peculiar to those, who are predestinated, and to be bestowed, with certainty
and infalibly, upon them, in reference to which is the controversy between us.

Hence, these things are not opposed to my sentiment, for in them thefallacy of ignoratio elenchi
iscommitted. | wish, however, that you would always remember that | speak constantly concerning
the grace, prepared in the decree of predestination, and in no other decree. But | have proved that
man was not made in amerely natural state, in the sense, as | have already stated, of a destitution
of supernatural endowments, whether he is said to have them by the act of creation, or by the act
of superinfusion; and | have proved it by an argument, deduced from the image and likeness of
God in which man was created. Which argument is valid, whether the image of God signifies only
supernatural gifts, bestowed on man by the Deity, as our Catechism and Confession, and some of
our theologians affirm in reference to the image of God, or nature itself, together with those
supernatural gifts, which is my opinion; according to which | wish that my affirmation, that "the
image of God in man is not nature, but supernatural grace," should be understood, that is, that it is
not nature alone, apart from supernatural endowments, which is sufficient for any argument. For
the question is not concerning natural qualities, and therefore, the decision of the point whether
they belong to the image of God, according to my opinion, or not, does not affect the subject of
inquiry. Let supernatural qualities be embraced in the definition of the image of God, in which man
was made, and | have obtained what | desire.

| also wish that my subsequent remarks should be understood in the same manner, namely, that
the image of God, has respect, not to natural felicity only, but to supernatural, and if that is true,
asyou seem to concede, | have attained my object. | did not wish to define with accuracy theimage
of God in which man was made, since this was not necessary to my purpose: it was sufficient to
have shown that "knowledge, righteousness, and holiness" pertained also to the image of God,
whether that image consisted wholly or only in part in them. For either of these statements would
be equally availablefor my purpose, as| had undertaken to prove that man was not created without
supernatural endowments, and therefore that he could not have been considered, in the decree of
predestination, as created in amerely natural state, without supernatural endowments. But, before
| come to the defense of my argument on this point, | must speak, at somewhat greater length, of
three things, in considering which, a considerable part of your answer is occupied. First. | will
explain more fully than | have before done, what | call natural, and what, supernatural qualities.
Secondly. | will speak of the image of God, and what things, whether natural or supernatural, are
embraced in it, and in itsdefinition. Thirdly, by what action of the Deity, man has both the former,
and the latter qualities.

First; | call those qualities natural which pertain to the nature of man, without which man cannot
be man, and which have their source in the principles of nature, and are prepared, by their own
nature, for natural felicity, astheir end and limit: such are the body, the soul, the union of both, and
that which ismade up of both, and their natural attributes, affections, functions, and passions; under
which | also comprehend moral feelings, which are sometimes spoken of in contradistinction to
those which are natural. | call those qualities supernatural which are not a part of man, and do not
originatein natural principles, but are superadded to natural principles, for theincrease and perfection
of nature, designed for supernatural felicity, and for a supernatural communion with God, our
Creator, in which that felicity consists.

Between these, exists a natural relation of this character, that natural qualities may receive the
addition of supernatural, by the arrangement of God, and that supernatural qualities are adapted
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for adding to, adorning and perfecting nature, and are therefore ordained for exalting it aboveitself.
Hence, without ambiguity, under the term natural, | have comprehended nature both corporeal and
spiritual, and that which is composed of both. It is, however, to be carefully observed—that
ambiguities of words are to be noticed and explained, in adiscussion, when, if taken in one sense,
they favour any view, and, if in the other, they do not, when, according to one sense, a statement
is true, and, according to the other, is false. But when the statement is true, and pertinent to the
subject, in whatever sense a word is taken, there is no need of an explanation of the ambiguity.
Thus, in this case, you observe that | understand, by natural qualities, both those which pertain to
the inferior nature, that is, to the body, and those which pertain to the superior nature, that is, to the
soul, and in whatever mode you takeit, my argument isequally strong and valid. We shall hereafter
notice examples of equally unnecessary reference to ambiguity.

Secondly; two things must be considered in reference to the image of God in man, in what
things does it consist, and which of them may be called material, and which supernatural ?

| affirm that the image of God in man embraces all those things which represent in man any
thing of the divine nature, which are partly essential: yet God did not wish that the images of all
of them should be essential to man, whom He wished to create, in such a condition, not only that
he might be that which he was, but that he might have the capability of becoming that which he
was not, and of failing to be that which he was. | call essential the soul, and in it the intellect, and
will, and the freedom of the will, and other affections, actions, and passions, which necessarily
result from them. | call accidental both the moral virtues, and the knowledge of God, righteousness
and true holiness, and whatever other attributes of the Deity exist, to be considered in Him as
essential to hisown nature, but in man as an expressimage, of which under theterm "divine nature,”
Peter says, that believersare"partakers.” 2. | do not think that all these things can be comprehended
under theterm natural, but | think that "knowledge, righteousness and true holiness," are supernatural,
and are to be called by that name. | am in doubt whether | have your assent to this affirmation. For
in one part of your answer, you say that those are natural qualities, and present argumentsin support
of that view, and in another place, in the same answer, you acknowledge that Adam had supernatural
gifts though not from the act of creation: by which supernatural qualities, I know not what you can
understand, except those things which are mentioned by the apostle in Colossians 3, and Ephesians

4. Yet you seem to set forth under the term reflexive image, those very things which you
acknowledge to be supernatural. But, whether | rightly understand your sentiment or not, | will
speak of those things which, | think, tend to confirm my sentiment, and to refute your view, as |
understand it.

| prove, then, that those qualities are supernatural. First, from Colossians 3, and Ephesians 4.
Whatever things we have, from regeneration, by the spirit of Christ, are supernatural. But we have,
from regeneration, by the Spirit of Christ, "the knowledge of God, righteousness and true holiness."
Therefore, they are supernatural. If any one says that we do not have them, in substance, from
regeneration, but only arenewal of the same qualities, which had previously been made corrupt, |
do not see how that assertion can be proved. For the phrases of the apostle teach another doctrine.
For he who must "put on the new man," is not clothed with the"new man," or with any part of him.
But to the new man, pertain "righteousness and true holiness.” Then, in the case of him, who must
be"renewed in knowledge," it isnot hisknowledge which has become corrupt and must be renewed,
but hisintelligence, which must be enlightened with new knowledge, which has been utterly expelled
by the darkness of the old man. | designed this, only, in my argument, and not to define the image
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of God in man. But | cannot see that | differ from the view of the apostle in my explanation. For
the knowledge of God, in the passage quoted by me, is the "image of God" itself, and "after the
image of God." Nor are these expressions at variance with each other, nor are they so absurd as
you wish them to appear. Y ou say "the image of God is knowledge, according to the image of God,
therefore, theimage of God is denied to be either knowledge or image.” | deny this sequence if the
definition is rightly understood, namely, in the following manner. The image of God, renewed in
us by the regenerating Spirit, is the knowledge of God, according to the image of God, in which,
at the beginning, we were created. Thisimage has atwo-fold relation, in that it is created anew in
us by the Spirit of Christ, and that it wasformerly created in us by the Spirit of God. That knowledge
differs not only in mode, but in its whole nature, from the knowledge of the old man: nor isit said
to be renewed, but the man is said to be renewed init. But | confessthat | cannot understand how
knowledge is an act of the image of God, and how that image is the fountain or principle of that
act, that is of knowledge. For | have hitherto thought that man was said to be created in or to the
image of God, that is, because, in mind, will, knowledge of God, righteousness and finally holiness,
herefersto God Himself, asthe archetype. In the other passage from Ephesians 4, | do not find the
three characteristics, "truth, righteousness and holiness," but only two, righteousness and holiness,
to which is ascribed truth, that is, sincerity, purity, ssmplicity. Knowledge, also, is not a member
or portion of that truth, but a gift, created in the intellect or mind of man, as righteousness and
holiness are ingenerated in the will, or rather the affections of man.

Secondly, | prove that the same qualities are supernatural in thisway. Those things, according
to which we are, and are said to be, partakers of the divine nature, and the children of God, are
supernatural: but we are, and are said to be partakers of the divine nature, and children of God,
according to knowledge, righteousness and holiness; therefore, these are supernatural. The Mgjor
does not need proof. The Minor is evident from a comparison of thefirst, second, third, and fourth
verses of 2 Peter 1. Thirdly, those things which have their limit in supernatural felicity, are
supernatural; but the knowledge of God, righteousness and holiness are such; therefore, they are
supernatural .

Fourthly, the immediate causes of supernatural acts are supernatural. But the knowledge of
God, righteousness and holiness, are the immediate causes of supernatural acts. therefore they are
supernatural. | now come to your arguments, in which you attempt to show that the image of God
in man is natural, and that those qualities, knowledge, righteousness and holiness, are natural, not
supernatural .

Y our first argument isthis. Supernatural qualitieswereremoved, natural qualitieswere corrupted.
But truth, righteousness, holiness, were not removed, they were corrupted; therefore, they are not
supernatural, but natural. Y our first argument isthis. Supernatural qualities were removed, natural
gualitieswere corrupted. But truth, righteousness, holiness, were not removed, they were corrupted;
therefore, they are not supernatural, but natural. Y our Minor is defended thus. The principles of
these qualities are in us by nature; they would not be, if they had been removed. | reply—that |
admit the Mgjor; but the Minor does not seem at all probable to me, not even by the addition of
that reason. For, | affirm that the knowledge which is according to piety, the righteousness and the
holiness, of which the apostle speaks, were not corrupted, but removed, and that none of the
principles of those qualities remain in us after the fall. | acknowledge that the principles and seeds
of the moral virtues, which have some analogy and resemblance to those spiritual virtues, and that,
even those moral virtues themselves, though corrupted by sin, remained in us after the fall. It is
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possible that this resemblance may mislead him who does not accurately discriminate between
these moral and those spiritual virtues. In support of this sentiment, in which | state that those gifts
were taken away, | have the declaration of the Catechism, in the answer to question nine, in these
words:

"Man deprived himself and all his posterity, of those divine gifts." But an explanation of the
nature of those divine giftsis given in the sixth question, namely, "righteousness and holiness." |
know not but that | have the support of your own declaration on this point. For in the eighteenth
of your Theses, Concerning Original Sin, discussed in 1594, are these words: "For, asin Adam the
form of human integrity was original righteousness, in which he was made by God, so the form of
corruption, or rather of deformity, was a deprivation of that righteousness.”

In the nineteenth Thesis, " The Scripture callsthe form, first mentioned, the image and likeness
of God." In the twentieth Thesis, "The Scripture calls the latter form, the image and likeness of
Adam." If | rightly understand these expressions, | think that it plainly follows from them that
original righteousness was removed, and that it is, therefore, supernatural, according to the rule
"supernatural qualities were removed; natural qualities were corrupted.” | have also, in my favour,
most, perhaps al, of the Fathers. Ambrose, in reference to Elijah and his fasting, chap. 4th, says,
"Adam was clothed with a vesture of virtues before his transgression, but, asif denuded by sin, he
saw himself naked, because the clothing, which he previously had, was lost," and again in the
seventh book of his commentary on the 10th chapter of that gospel, marking, more clearly, the
distinction between the loss of supernatural qualities and the corruption of natural ones, he speaks
thus: "Who are thieves if not the angels of night and of darkness? They first despoil us of the
garments of spiritual grace, and then inflict on us wounds." Augustine, (De Trinitate, lib. 14, cap.
16,) says, "Man, by sinning, lost righteousness and true holiness, on which account, this image
became deformed and discoloured; he receives them again when he is reformed and renewed.”
Again, (Decivit. Del. lib. 14, cap. 11) he affirms that "free-will waslost." To conclude this part of
the discussion, | ask what were those spiritual qualities, which were renewed or lost, if not the
knowledge of God, righteousness and holiness.

Another argument, adduced by you, is this: "Whatever belongs to the species is natural; But
the image of God belongs to the species; Therefore it is natural.” | answer, the Mgjor is not, in
every case, true. For aquality may pertain to the species either by a communication through nature
or natural principles, or by an arrangement of grace. That, which, in the former, not in the latter,
pertainsto the species, is natural. In reference to the Minor, | affirm that the image of God pertains
to the species, partly through nature, partly of grace; therefore the image of God in man is partly
through nature, partly of grace; therefore, the image of God in man is partly natural, partly
supernatural. If you make any other inference, you deduce a general conclusion from a particular
proposition, which is not valid. If an addition be made to your Mgjor, so that, in its full form, it
should stand thus:

"Whatever is produced in the species, and itsindividuals, by nature, is natural,” | will admit it
as awhole. But in that case, the Minor would not be wholly true. For the image of God is not
promised in uswholly by nature, for that part of it which isin truth and righteousness, and holiness,
is produced in us by nature, but is communicated by an act of grace, according to the arrangement
of grace. But it isobjected that the image cannot be common, if it isnot natural. For natural qualities
differ, in that they are common, from those which are personal, (the question refers not to
supernatural qualities). | answer athing iscommon in atwo-fold sense, either absolutely, according
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to nature, or conditionally, according to the arrangement of grace. The image of God is common
in part according to nature and absolutely, in those things which belong to man according to his
essence, and which cannot be separated from his nature, and in part conditionally, according to the
arrangement of grace, in those things which pertain not to the essence but to the supernatural
perfection of man. The former are produced in all men absolutely, the latter conditionally, namely
that he should preserve those principles, which are universal to the species, and particular to the
individual, uncorrupted. Therefore, the whole image is common, but partly by nature, and partly
of the arrangement of grace; by nature, that part, whichiscalled natural; according to the arrangement
of grace, that part which | call supernatural. This, also, isaccording to the declaration of the Scripture
that Seth was begotten in the image and likeness of Adam, not in the image of God. He wasindeed
begotten in the image of God, not as God communicated it, in itsintegrity, to Adam, but as Adam
maintained it for himself. But Adam maintained it for himself not in its integrity, therefore, he
communicated it in that condition. But that, which isin its integrity, and that, which is not in its
integrity, differ, not only in mode and degree, but also in some of the essential parts of that image,
which are possessed by theimage, in itsintegrity, and are wanting to the image, not in itsintegrity,
which Adam had originally, by a complete communication from God, and of which Seth was
destitute on account of the defective communication from Adam.

Y our third argument is this. "Theimage of God is not said to be produced or created in us, but
to be renewed or restored, therefore, it was not lost or removed, but corrupted.”

| answer—Neither part of your assumption is, in astrict sense, true; with suitable explanation,
both parts are true, but neither of them is against my sentiment. | will prove the former assertion,
namely, that neither part of the assertion is true. We are said to be "new creatures in Christ" and
"to be created to good works." David prayed that God would "create" within him "a clean heart."
The image of God is nowhere said to be restored and renewed within us, but as we are said to be
"renewed in knowledge after the image of God," "to be renewed in the spirit of our mind," and "to
be transformed by the renewing of our mind." Yet, with suitable explanation, both parts of the
assumption are true, but they are very favourable to my sentiment, as| will show. Therearein us,
in respect to ourselves, two parts of theimage of God, one essential, the other accidental to us. The
essential part isthe soul, endowed with mind, affection and will. The accidental is the knowledge
of God, righteousness, true holiness, and similar gifts of spiritual grace. The former are not said to
be produced or created in us, because it was deformed and corrupt. The latter is not said to be
restored or renewed in us, because, from adefect in the subject, it hasno placein usand not because
it was not corrupt and deformed, but it is said to be produced and created in us, (for we are called,
on its access, new creatures,) because it resembles a mold, by the use of which, that essential part
isrestored and renewed. The words of the apostle plainly set forth thisidea, inwhichit isaffirmed
not that the knowledge, referred to, is renewed, but that we, as partakers of the image of God so
far asit is essential to us, are said to be renewed in knowledge, asin anew mold, according to the
image of God, so far asit is accidental to us. Both parts, then, of the antecedent are true. For the
image of God is restored and renewed in us, namely, our mind and will, and the affections of the
soul; and the image of God is produced and created in us, namely, the knowledge of God,
righteousness, and true holiness. Theformer isthe subject of thelatter; the latter istheform, divinely
given to the former. Therefore, also, the argument of Moses in commanding the murderer to be
dain, isvalid. For in man, even after transgression, the image of God remained, so far as it was
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essential to him, or that part remained, which pertained to the essence of man, though the part,
which was accidental, is removed through sin.

We now discussthe action of the Deity, by which we have both the natural and the supernatural
part of the image of God. | have not made any distinction in the act, both because | wished to use
the phraseology of Scripture, according to which the word creation signifies the act by which man
has in himself, the image and likeness of God, for it speaks thus:

"Let usmakemanin our image, after our likeness," and "'so God created man in hisown image,”
and because both parts equally well answered my purpose. But, if the subject is considered with
accuracy, | think that adistinction isto be made in those acts, and that oneisrightly termed creation,
by which man received natural qualities, the other, superinfusion, by which he received the
supernatural. For lifein man istwo-fold, animal and spiritual; animal, by which he lives according
to man, spiritual, by which he lives according to God. Of the former, the principle is the soul in
man, endowed with intellect and will; of the latter, the principleisthe Spirit of God, communicating
to the soul those excellent gifts of knowledge, righteousness, and holiness. It is probable that the
principles of these kinds of life, each so diverse from the other, were bestowed on man, not by the
same, but by adifferent act. But it isnot important to my sentiment to decide in what mode, whether
by atwo-fold or asingle act of God, man had these qualities, only let it be understood that he had
both the former and the latter, before God was employed concerning him in the act of predestination;
that is, he had them in respect to the divine consideration. | make the statement in general terms,
because those things, both natural and supernatural, were conferred on the whole species, the former
absolutely, thelatter on the condition that the species should preserveto itself that principle. Hence,
| conclude, if it was conferred on the species, then it was conferred by a decree of providence, in
contra-distinction to predestination; if it was conferred conditionally, it was not conferred by a
decree of predestination, by which no gift is conditionally conferred. It is now evident from this
that my argument is valid. For if man was created by God, under this condition, that he should
have, not only natural, but also supernatural gifts, either by the same act of creation, or by the
additional act of superinfusion, (in reference to which | have never contended,) it follows, then,
that God, inthe acts of predestination and reprobation, which separate men, could not have reference
to men, as considered in a merely natural state. You also seem, afterwards, to concede this, that
man had supernatural endowments, even in his primitive state, but as an increment to nature, and
not from the act of creation, which isthe principle of nature. This| concede, and from it make this
inference, since those things, which the first man had, were possessed by all his posterity in him,
(for al which he was, we also were in him, according to the 40th Thesis of your disputation
concerning Original Sin, previoudly cited,) the former, of nature, the latter, of the arrangement of
grace, it followsthat God could not, in the decree under discussion, have referenceto man, considered
inamerely natural state, nor indeed, to man, considered with supernatural endowments, for abeing
of such character could not be passed by, or at |east was not passed by, except from the fact that it
was foreseen that he would |ose those supernatural endowments by transgression and sin.

Y our assertion that these statements, however true they may be, are not opposed to that sentiment,
which considers man in general, is valid, if it is proved that man was, or could be considered
universally by God in the act of decree. But | think that my arguments are valid, also, against that
sentiment. For if God could not consider man in a merely natural state, if not with supernatural
endowments, if not without sin, regarding him as the object of the acts of predestination and
reprobation, then also he could not consider the same being in a general sense. For a general
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consideration is excluded by the necessary consideration of any particular circumstance, which
becomes the formal relation (ratio) of the object, apart from which formal relation God could not
consider man, when He was acting in reference to man in that decree. Besides, how can the general
consideration yet have place, when a circumstance, which that general consideration comprehends
within itself, is excluded.

If what you say concerning "the essential and the relative image" has this meaning, that the
essential image comprehends truth and righteousness, and holiness, and yet is entirely natural to
man, as may be deduced from some things aleged by you, then | affirm distinctly, that | cannot
opposeit; indeed, | think that | can provethe contrary. But if you apply the phrase " essential image"
to all which man has, essentia to himself, according to the image of God, | admit it. Then the
"respective” image will embrace what | call supernatural and accidental. But, as these things, with
the premiseswhich | havelaid down, do not tend to refute my sentiment, | proceed to the remainder
of my argument.

My second argument is this, that no love of God according to election, or divine volition
regarding human beings varioudly, or divine actions varying in reference to them, is found after
sin entered into theworld, or after it was considered as having entered. But if thisargument isvalid,
it also refutes the sentiment, which states that man was considered "in general." For if thereisno
divine election and reprobation of men except after the entrance of sin into the world, then man is
considered, not "in general," but particularly, in reference to the circumstance of sin. But you plead
"authority, reason, and example." Y ou plead "authority" from three passages of Scripture, Romans
9, Ephesians 1, and Matthew 25. Neither of these is opposed to my view, since | do not deny that
election and reprobation were made from eternity, and do not say that sin was the cause of the
decree, but a condition requisite in its object. The passage in Romans 9, is not adverse to me; first,
because Jacob and Esau had been already conceived in sin, when those words were addressed to
Rebecca, as is evident from the text. The affirmative, that they had done neither good nor evil, is
to be understood in reference to the distinction which might be made between them, asis explained
by Augustinein many places. The apostle then denies all reference to sin, namely, to that by which
any distinction might be made between them, not to that, of which they were both equally guilty.
Secondly, because he attributes all things to the vocation of God, who calleth, which is of mercy,
and has reference only to sinners. Thirdly, because the "purpose of God, according to election”
which states, "not of works," is a gracious purpose in Chrigt, to the promise of which referenceis
made in Romansiv. 16 "itisof fruit, that it might be by grace, to the end the promise might be sure
to all the seed,” that is, of faith of, or in Christ, which pertains only to sinners, for he, who has not
sinned, does not need faith in Christ, since he obtains righteousness, and thereby life, by the laws.
Let this, then, be the answer in reference to this passage, if it isto be understood of Esau and Jacob
in their own persons, without any typical meaning. But the meaning of that passageisfar different,
as could be proved, if it were necessary.

| come, now, to the passage cited from Ephesians 1. That passage is so far from being opposed
to my sentiment that | shall hereafter use it asastrong argument in my favour. Electionishere said
to be "from eternity;" | grant it. It issaid to have been made "in Christ;" | acknowledgeit. It issaid
to be "unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ;" | consent to it. | do not, however, see that
either of these statements is opposed to the idea, that sin is a condition, requisite in the object of
election and reprobation. It is true that any reference to ourselves, as a cause of our own election,
is denied. Predestination precedes persons, in respect to their actual existence, not as they are
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considered by the Deity. It refers to causes, before they actually exist, but not before they are
foreseen by God from eternity, though, in the foresight of God, they exist, not as the causes of
predestination, but as a condition requisite in the object. In Matthew 25, the blessed of the Father,
who shall possess the kingdom prepared for them of the mere benediction of God, are spoken of.
But that benediction is in Christ, by which the malediction is removed, which even the blessed
themselves had deserved according to the prescience of God, before they were blessed in Chrigt;
and the kingdom, which was prepared for them, by the blood of Chrigt, isakingdom, to which they
are raised from the ignominy and slavery of sin. If you had thoroughly considered that, which is
really in controversy, you would not have thought that those passages could be used effectually
against me.

The reasons, adduced by you, are not more adverse to my opinion, for they oppose the sentiment
which makes sin the cause of the decree, not that which makesit acondition, requisitein the object.
| will examine them. To thefirst, | answer that my sentiment, either as antecedent or consequent,
is not absurd, until it is proved to be so. Your second and third reasons change the state of the
guestion. For they exclude from that decree sin, as a cause, on account of which God adopted
children unto Himself, or in view of which He made the decree; in reference to which thereis no
guestion. To the second, | say, that the subject of discussion, here, isthe adoption made in Chrigt,
which pertainsto no one except by faith in Christ, to which we are not begotten but begotten again
by God. From this it is proved, that the adoption is of sinners, and of sinners equally involved in
sin, not of men equal in nature. To the third, | answer; --

In the first place, we must judge from the word of God, what may be more, and what may be
lessin accordance with the wisdom and grace of God. In the second place, | affirm that it isequally
in accordance with the wisdom and grace of God, that He should adopt unto Himself sons from
those who are not sinners as from those who are sinners, and vice versa, if such should be His
choice. What you say in reference to "the supposition of such consideration” is aside from the
subject. In the third place, the wisdom and grace, according to which God adopted children unto
Himself from among men in that "hidden wisdom which God ordained before the world unto our
glory, which none of the princes of thisworld knew," which wisdom is " Christ crucified, unto the
Jews a stumbling-block,"—and that grace, is that which is joined with mercy, bestowed on the
sinner, and is in Christ. The latter tends far more illustriously to the glory of God than grace, as
used in contradistinction to mercy, and so much the more, as he, who has deserved evil, is more
unworthy than he, who has deserved nothing, either good or evil. It has been shown before, that
the example of angelsis not analogous, but the reverse. For God determined to secure the salvation
of men and of angelsin different modes. The relations, therefore, of predestination, in the former,
andinthelatter case, arediverse. God stamped His own image on both, but with adifferent condition,
namely, that it should be preserved in none, but restored in some, among men. God so tempered,
as Augustine says, the natures of angels and of men, that He might first show, in them, what their
own freewill could effect, then what should be the beneficial influence of His grace, preserving in
the case of angels, and restoring, in the case of men. He showed in the case of angels, namely, grace
in contradistinction to mercy. He showed in men, the power of thelatter grace, namely, gracejoined
to mercy, and both of his own eterna purpose. Since, then, He did, in men, what He did not in
angels, and, in angels, what He did not in men, and thisfrom the decree of predestination, | conclude
that there is one relation of divine predestination in the case of angels, and another in the case of
men. Therefore, thereisno love of God towards men, according to el ection, without the consideration
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of sin. There was no discussion between us in reference to angels, and, in my argument, express
mention was made of men; whatever, then, is proved concerning angels, has no weight in the
refutation of my argument.

ELEVENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Secondly, of Election.

1. Election is said to have been made in Christ, who was ordained as mediator for sinners, and
was called Jesus, because He should save, not certain individuals, considered merely intheir nature,
but "His people from their sins." He is said to have been foreordained, and we in Him, and He, in
the order of nature and causes, before us. He was ordained as saviour, we, asthose to be saved. But
in Christ, having such a character, and being considered such as the Scripture describes him to us,
man could not be considered in amerely natural state. Much less, therefore, could he be elected in
Him.

2. Election is said to have been made of grace, which is distinguished from naturein atwo fold
manner, both as the latter is pure and considered abstractly, and as it is guilty and corrupt. In the
former sense, it signifies the progress of goodness towards supernatural good, to be imparted to a
creature naturally capable of it; in the latter sense, it signifies the ulterior progress towards
supernatural good to be communicated to man, as corrupt and guilty, which isalso, in the Scriptures,
called mercy. In my judgment, the term grace is used, in the latter sense, in the writings of the
apostles, especially when the subject of discussion is election, justification, sanctification, &c. If
thisistrue, then election of grace was made of men considered, not in a"merely natural state, but
insin."

ANSWER OF JUNIUS TO THE ELEVENTH PROPOSITION

It istrue, that election is made by God the Father in Christ the Mediator; but that the Mediator
was ordained, only for sinners, is not absolutely true. Therefore, the inference is not valid. Indeed,
should itstruth be conceded, yet it has no weight against those, who state that, in el ection, reference
was to man in general. But that the Mediator was ordained, not for sinners alone—to say nothing
of that Mediation, which is attributed to Christ in creation and nature, "al things were made by
Him; and without him was not any thing made that was made. In Him was life; and the life was
thelight of men.” (Johni. 3, 4,) "by whom also He made theworlds." (Heb. i. 2, &c.) -- | demonstrate
most completely by a single argument.

Christ is Mediator for those, to whom He was, from eternity, given as Head by the Father; --
He was given as Head by the Father to Angels and men; therefore, he is the Mediator for both the
latter and the former. But angels did not sin; he was not, then, ordained Mediator for sinners only.
L et us discuss each point, if you please, separately, that we may more fully understand the subject.

When we speak of the Head, we consider three things, according to the analogy of nature; its
position, by which, in fact, dignity, and authority, it holds the first place in the whole body; its
perfection, by which it contains al the inward and outward senses, in itself, as their fountain and
the principle of motion; finally its power, by which all power, feeling, motion and government is
accustomed to flow from it to the other members.
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According to thisidea, Christ is indeed the Head, in common, of all created things; the Head,
| say, of superior nature, and of interior nature, and of all those things which are in nature. We
transcend thisuniversal relation, when we contempl ate the Head, as appointed from eternity. Angels
and men are, after God, capable of eternity; and to both Christ was given eternally, by the Father,
as the Head, not only that they should exist forever, (which is the attribute of spiritual nature) but
also, and thisis specialy of grace, that they should be forever heirs of eternal glory, as sons of God,
heirs of God, and joint-heirs with Christ. The latter were ordained of God, by the adoption of grace
in Christ Jesus, all to one end, namely, to the sight, the enjoyment, and announcement of the glory
of God, and of them was constituted the mystical body of Christ, the celestial church. Finally, as
inal thislife, that isthe head of aliving creature, from which power, feeling and motion flow into
the members of the body, so in all that eternal life, the body grows by the influence of Chrigt, its
Head, and each of the members obtain immutability of life, that is, eternity from thisfact, that they
subsist in Christ, their Head, apart from whom they would be dissolved. But Christ, isthe Mediator
by the relation in which he isthe Head of angels and men, for, as Head, he’ joins them to Himself;
as Mediator, he joins them to the Father. That Christ is Head and Mediator, isin fact, one and the
same thing, only that the divinity intervenes in the relation, since He is called the Head, as to our
relation to Himself; and Mediator asto our relation to the Father. "But," it may be said, "he did not
redeem the angels as he redeemed us. Thisindeed istrue; but Mediator and Redeemer differ from
each other, as genus and species. To angels, Christ is Mediator of preservation and confirmation;
but to us, he is Mediator, also, of redemption and of preservation from that from which we have
been redeemed. So heis styled Mediator for both, though in adifferent mode. The Magjor, then, of
my syllogismistrue, that "Christ isthe Mediator of those to whom he was appointed from eternity
as their Head." But that He was appointed, both to angels and men, as their Head, and therefore,
asMediator, istaught by the apostlein Colossians 1, when he affirms of Christ that he "istheimage
of theinvisible God," that is, He represents God the Father, in his word and work, chiefly to those
whom the Father has given to him, as their Head and Mediator; "the first born of every creature,”
namely, every one whom God has, of His grace, predestinated to adoption, and begotten then, that
they might be His children; for thereis a comparison of things which are homogeneous, and so the
passage is to be understood. Then, explaining both those attributes, he subjoins, first, in general
terms, "For by Him were all things created that are in heaven, and that are in earth visible, and
invisible," (but he explains these things, to take away the plea of the angel worshipers, whom he
assailsin this epistle,) "whether thrones or dominions, or principalities, or powers; all things were
created by Him and for Him, and He is before all things, and by Him all things consist;" and then,
with particular reference to the glorious body of which Heis precisely the Head and Mediator, "and
He isthe Head of the body, the church," who, in the confirmation of graceis "the beginning," but
in redemption, is "the first-born from the dead,” the common end of al, which is"that in all things
he might have the pre-eminence." The cause, is the decree of the Father, predestinating His Son
for the adoption of His children, "for it pleased the Father that, in Him, should all fullness dwell,
and having made peace through the blood of His cross to reconcile al things to Himself;" &c. He
sets forth this idea still more clearly, when, warning them from the worship of angels under the
pretense of philosophy, he says, "for in Him dwelleth all the fullness of the Godhead bodily. And
ye are complete in Him, which is the Head of al principality and power," that is, of angels to the
worship of whom, they were solicited. For, of every one soliciting them to the worshipping of
angels, he afterwards affirms that they do not hold the "Head, from which all the body, by joints
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and bands having nourishment ministered and knit together, increaseth with the increase of God."
To the same purpose is Ephesians 1.

It is then to be stated, generally, that he was ordained to be Mediator for sinners, but not for
them only, since heis aso Mediator for the angels, who have maintained their original purity, but
he is ordained as Redeemer for sinners only. We may be able to express this very ideain another
mode, if we say that he was ordained Mediator, both for those, who could sin, that they might not
sin, and for those, who had sinned, that they might be saved from their sins. Both modes of
interpretation tend to the same result. The same is the case with the name Jesus. But what need is
there of many words? We say that he was ordained as Mediator both for those who stood and for
those who fell, as Redeemer only for those who fell; for those who stood, that they might remain,
standing, and for those who fell, that they might rise again, and remain standing. From which it
follows, amode of argumentation, plainly the same, being preserved, that when election is said to
have been made in Christ, God had reference to man, considered generally, as not yet created as
created in a natural state, as standing and as having falen, but this is the same thing as being
considered in amerely natural state, which you deny. The same argument applies to what follows.

| come to your second argument. Y ou say "Election is said to have been made of grace," and
further, that "grace is spoken of in a two-fold sense, when it is used in opposition to nature, and
that it isto be taken, in the latter sense, in this argument,” and you conclude that, "the election of
grace was made of men, considered not in a natural state, &c." Do you not see, my brother, that
your conclusion is unsound, involving the fallacy of division, and that it is also equivoca ? For, in
the Major, grace is used collectively or generally, but in the Minor distributively; in the former, it
isused simply, asto itsessence, in thelatter, an accident istaken into account, namely, the different
modes of the object, which do not affect the essence of grace. Why shall we not rather argueinthis
manner? Election is of grace; -- grace has reference to those, whom it establishes in good, and to
those whom, saved from evil, it restores to good; election, then, has reference to the same. That,
whichisstated in general terms, should be applied in general terms, for this, both nature and reason
demand, unless there is a positive restriction in the necessity of the subject, or there be some
limitation by an adjunct. That election is used in a general sense, is most clearly evident from a
comparison of angelsand men. Y ou say, that graceisused, in thelatter signification, inthewritings
of the Apostles in this and similar arguments. This may be correct, but this is not affected by a
restriction of the term grace, which in God and of God, embraces all things, but by arestriction of
the object katati therestriction isin the object, that is, in man, not in that which is added or granted
to him. What, if afarmer should command his servant to cultivate afield, which field needed first
to be cleared, then plowed, and lastly to be sowed, & c., would you, then, restrict the word cultivate
to one of these processes? That, which is general or common, remains general or common, and its
generality may not be narrowed down by any particular relations of the object. Therefore, as you
see, this consequence, deduced from faulty reasoning, is not valid, nor is that, which is stated in
general terms, to be restricted to particular circumstances.

REPLY OF ARMINIUS TO THE ANSWER OF THE ELEVENTH PROPOSITION

The two arguments advanced by me, as they are most conclusive, so they remain unaffected
by your answers. | prove this, in reference to the first. Its strength and force consists in this, that
the election of men is said to have been made in Christ, as the Mediator between God and sinful
men, that is as Reconciler and Redeemer, from which | argued thus. Whoever are elect in Chrigt,
as Mediator between God and sinful men, that is, as Reconciler and Redeemer, they are considered
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by God, electing them, as sinners; -- But all men, who are elect in Christ, are elect in Christ, as
Mediator between God and sinful men, that is, as Reconciler and Redeemer; Therefore, all men,
who are elect in Christ, are considered by God, electing them, as sinners.

The Mgjor is plain. For, in the first place, they, who are not sinners, do not need a Reconciler
and Redeemer. But election is an act, altogether necessary to those who are elected. In the second
place, Christ himself is not considered by God as Mediator of Redemption, unless in view of the
fact, that heisordained as such for those who have sinned. For the divineforesight of sin preceded,
in the order of nature, the decree by which its ordained that His Son should be the Mediator,
appointed to offer in the presence of God, in behalf of men, a sacrifice for sins. In the third place,
the election of men by God is made only in the Mediator, as having obtained, by his own blood,
eternal redemption.

TheMinor isevident. For since Christ isthe Mediator between men and God, only as Reconciler,
Redeemer, and the advocate of sinners, Mediator, | say, who, by the act of His Mediation, affords
salvation to those, for whom he is Mediator. (1 Tim. ii. 5 & 6; Heb. viii. 6 &c.; ix, 15; xii, 24.)
Hence follows the conclusion, since the premises are true, and consist of three terms, and are
arranged in alegitimate form.

Let us now examine your arguments in opposition to what | have adduced. Y ou affirm that
Christ is not ordained as Mediator for sinners only, and therefore, my conclusion is not valid. Let
it be conceded that your antecedent is true, yet it does not follow that my conclusion is not valid.
For, in my premises, | did not assert that Christ was ordained Mediator only for sinners, nor are
the questions discussed between us, -- of what beings is Christ the Mediator—when spoken of
universally—and in what modes. But | spoke of Christ, asordained aMediator for menin particular,
and affirmed that he was ordained Mediator for them, only as sinners; for he was ordained M ediator
to take away the sins of the world. The subject of discussion, then, in the mode in which heisthe
Mediator for men. Here, you commit two fallacies, that of Irrelevant conclusion [ignoratio elenchi],
and that of reasoning from a particular case to a general conclusion, [a dicto secundum quid, ad
dictum simpliciter]. | speak of Christ’s Mediation as pertaining to a particular case, namely, as
undertaken for man, you treat of hisMediation, assimply and generally considered. But you rightly
separate the consideration of the mediation, which is attributed to Christ, in creation and nature,
for the latter is, entirely, of another kind and mode. According to this, he is the Mediator of God
to creatures, according to that, of creaturesto God. The one, refersto all creatures, the other, only
to those, made in the image of God. The one tends to the communication of all natural and created
good to all creatures, the other, to the bestowment, on rational creatures, of aparticipation ininfinite
and supernatural good. Y ou, indeed, prove that he was ordained Mediator, not for sinnersonly, but
without any necessity. For thisis not the question between us. The point to be proved by you, was
that he is the Mediator of men, not of sinners, which I know that you would not wish to attempt,
asadifferent doctrineistaught in the Scriptures. Y et, let us examine the argument. He was ordained
as Mediator also for the angels; --

But the angelsdid not sin; -- Therefore, he was not constituted Mediator only for sinners. | may
concede al this, for it weighs nothing against my argument, since | have not said in general terms,
that Christ was ordained only for sinners. | restricted his Mediation to men, to the work of their
salvation, to the mode in which salvation was obtained for them. Hence, if this be true, | conclude
that my argument remains firm and unmoved, in which | proved that, in Christ as the Mediator of
men before God, only sinners were elected.
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| wish that we might always remember that there is no controversy between us concerning the
election of angels or the mediation, by which they are saved, and that we are treating only of the
election and reprobation of men, and of the mode of mediation by which they obtain salvation, for
it will be perceived that statements, which, taken generally, are not true, may be, in the highest
degree, true, when applied to the particular case of mankind. Thereis, then, no need of considering
those things, which are said concerning Christ as the Mediator of angels. If, however, | may be
permitted to discuss even this point, | may ask for the proof of your Major, in which you affirm
that "Christ is Mediator for those to whom he was given, as Head, by the Father.” | think that |
have good reason for denying your postulate. For, in Philemon 2, Christ is said to have received
"a name which is above every name, that, at the name of Jesus, every knee should bow, of things
in heaven, because he, "being in the form of God, humbled himself and became obedient unto
death, even the death of the cross." Here we see that the reason of his being constituted the Head,
even of heavenly things, wasthis, that, by his own blood and death, he might perform the functions
of Mediator for men before God. If he wasthe Mediator for angels, then thisfact, and not the former
reason, should have been alleged, in this passage, for his appointment as Head, even of angels.

These two terms, Head and Mediator, seem to me to have an order and relation, such that the
appellation of Mediator pertainsto Christ in aprior relation, and that of had in a posterior relation,
and the latter, indeed, on account of the former. For, by the act of Mediation, he acquiresfor himsel f
the right of dominion, the possession of which the Father delivers to him, when He bestows the
title of Head upon him. Thisisimplied, also, in the distinction used in schools of Divinity, Christ
isMediator by merit and by efficacy. By merit first, then by efficacy. For by his merit, he prepares
for himsalf apeople, the blessings necessary for their happiness, and the right and power of imparting
those blessings to his own people; from which are derived the titles Head, saviour, Leader, Prince,
and Lord; in accordance with which titles, there flows, of his own efficacy, to his own people, an
actual communication of those blessings, which he obtained by the merit of hisdeath. For in Hebrews
ii. 16, it issaid that Christ: "took not on him the nature of angels; but he took on him the seed of
Abraham.” Now, if the statement, made by our divines, istrue—that this assumption of nature was
made that he might be able to perform the functions of Mediator for those whose nature he assumed,
you perceive that the conclusion is valid, that since "he took not on him the nature of angels,” he
did not perform the functions of Mediator for them. To thisadd, that it is very frequently said, by
our Theologians that Christ is Mediator only as he stands between God and men, which assertion
they refer to his human nature, taken into a personal union by the Word, that he might, in thisway,
stand between both, partaking, with the Father, of the Divine nature, and with us, of human nature.
Hence, also, he is called Emmanuel in a twofold sense, first, because he is God and man in the
unity of his person, and secondly, because, being such, he has united God and men in the office of
Mediation. But he does not stand between God and angels. Consider, also, the declaration of Heb.
v. 1, "every high priest taken from among men is ordained for men in things pertaining to God."
But Christ was not taken from among angels, therefore, he was not ordained for angels in things
pertaining to God. Indeed, | affirm, with confidence, that there was nothing to be done, by the way
of any mediation for, or in behalf of angels before God. | add, also, that a Mediator should not be
inferior in nature to those for whom he acts in that capacity. But Christ, in his human nature, was
made "a little lower than the angels, for the suffering of death. (Heb. ii. 9.) Therefore, he is not
Mediator for angels. Finaly, | remark, angels are "ministering Spirits sent forth to minister for
them who shall be heirs of salvation.” (Heb. i. 14.) "Unto the angels hath He not put in subjection
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the world to come,” but unto Christ Jesus primarily, and unto all his brethren, secondarily, whose
nature he sanctified in himself, and exalted with himself to that dignity. Therefore, Christ is not
the Mediator of angels. But the inquiry may be made, Cannot Christ, then, be said in any manner
to be Mediator for angels? | answer; --

The term mediator may be applied in a two fold manner, either in behalf of creatures to the
Deity, or of the Deity to creatures. | deny that Christ isMediator in behalf of the angels before God,
but I do not deny heis Mediator for God to angels. For this coincides with the appellation of Head,
which | confess belong to Christ, in respect to angels, though in arelation different from that, by
which heisthe Head of believers. For the union, which exists between Christ and believers of the
human race, is more strict and close, than that which exists between him and angels, on account of
the consubstantiality of hishuman naturewith that of men, from which angelsare alien. But enough
on these points. Whether they are, as | have stated them, or not, it affects, neither favourably nor
unfavourably, my argument, but you entirely agree with me when you say that he was ordained as
Redeemer only for the fallen. From this, also, | infer the truth of my sentiment. Men are elected in
the Redeemer, only as fallen; for they are not elected that they should remain standing, but that
they should rise again, and then remain standing, as you have rightly observed. But how can you
infer, that, since election is made in Christ, the election, | say, of men, in Christ, the Redeemer,
(for those words are to be supplied), it follows that God had respect to men, in general, considered
generaly as not yet created, as created in their natural state, as yet standing and as fallen. | think
that the contrary can, and must be inferred. Therefore, God, in €lection, had reference to man, only
asfallen. For, in election, He regarded man in the Redeemer, and the Redeemer is such only of the
fallen.

As to the latter argument, the form of the answer is the same. | do not use the word grace
equivocaly; | do not use it at the same time collectively and distributively. | admit that it is used
in atwo-fold sense, for the grace of preservation and restoration; | admit that it isused collectively,
and absolutely, particularly and concretely, that is, the grace of preservation and restoration. But,
what then? If | use aword, which has a general and equivocal sense, is equivocation, therefore, at
once, to be laid to my charge? But | have used that word, at all timesin thisdiscussion, in the same
way, namely, as referring to the grace by which some men are elected. It is that grace by which
restoration and its means are prepared, not that by which preservation and its means are appointed.
For the latter grace was not bestowed on human beings.

From the former grace alone, al they, who are saved, obtain their salvation. In the Major of
my syllogism, grace is spoken of in a particular relation, and in the Minor, it is used in the same
way, and, neither in the former nor in the latter, is it used in a genera sense, as the following
syllogism will show. They who are elected according to the grace of restoration, which is joined
with mercy, having place only in referenceto sinners, are considered by Him, who elects, assinners,
But all men, who are elected, are elected according to the grace of restoration, which isjoined to
mercy, having place only in reference to sinners; -

Therefore, all men, who are elected, are considered by Him, who elects, as sinners. Grace is
spoken of, throughout, particularly and relatively in respect to men, and in no case, is it used
generally or absolutely. Indeed, it cannot be used generally or absolutely when it has reference
relatively and particularly to election, whether of angels or of men. For neither these nor those are
elected or saved by grace, taken absolutely, but both by grace used relatively, angels by the grace
of preservation, men by the grace of restoration.

74



Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

When, however, we treat of election universally and abstractly, we must discuss the subject of
grace, as its cause, universaly, absolutely and abstractly; for, to a genus, general attributes are to
be ascribed, which may be afterwards applied to the species after their severa modes. Y our
argumentation, then, isaside from our controversy. Election isof grace; grace respectsthose, whom
it establishes, and those whom, saved from evil, it restoresto good. Therefore, el ection hasreference
to the same persons.

For we do not now discuss election in general, and absolutely, if so, the word grace, according
to correct usage, must be understood in ageneral sense. But we discussthe election of men; therefore,
the general term grace must be restricted to that grace, according to which men are elected. It is
not, therefore, proper to say that "grace has reference to those whom it establishesin good,” for the
grace, of which we here treat, does not refer to those whom it establishes in good, for grace
established no one of the human race, it only restored those, to whom it had reference. But you say
that the grace, which establishes in good, and that, which restores, are one in essence, and only
distinguished and restricted in relation to the object. What if | should concede this? My conclusion
will till be valid. The question between us has reference to the object and its formal relations by
which relation you say that grace is distinguished and restricted. But that restriction of the object
has only thisforce, that the grace, which, according to your assertion, isonein essence, must unfold
itself and be applied to a sinner, and to one not a sinner, in a different mode; and indeed must use
acts of adifferent character in the two cases. Thereis, then, arestriction in "that which is added or
granted,” but it is a necessary consequence of the restriction of the object. This distinction, then,
is sufficient for the conclusion which | desire.

The question is not concerning objects of election, essentially different from each other, but
concerning different modes of considering an object, which is one and the same in essence, and
concerning adifferent formal relation. | will illustrateit by asimile. Justicein God isonein essence,
namely, giving to each onethat which is due to him; to him who is obedient, what pertainsto him,
according to the divine promise, and to the sinner that which pertainsto him, according to the divine
threatening. But from the fact that justice renders the retribution of punishment an object, it is
necessarily inferred that the object is worthy of punishment, and was, therefore, liable to sin; so
likewise with grace. Grace then is one in essence, but variesin its mode; one in principle and end,
but varied in its progress, steps and means: one, when taken absolutely and in general, but two-fold,
when taken relatively and particularly, at least in respect to opposite and distinct matters. But in
the whole of this course of reasoning, | have used the term grace, in a particular relation, asit is
varied in mode, progress, steps and means, and as it is taken relatively and distributively. No
equivocation, then, has been used in this; there is no reasoning from general to particular, from the
abstract to the concrete.

But, though, all these statements be true, they avail nothing, you affirm, against those who state
that mankind in general were regarded in election. These arguments, indeed, prove that mankind
in general could not have been regarded in election, or at least that such was not the case. For if
man was considered in general, then he was el ected by grace, taken in ageneral sense. For ageneral
effect requires a general cause. But man was elected, not by grace considered generally, but by
grace considered particularly, relatively, and distributively, with reference to the circumstance of
sin. If man was considered in general, then he was el ected in the M ediator not considered generally,
but considered particularly as Redeemer. Therefore, in el ection, man was not considered in general,
but with restriction to the circumstance of sin, which wasto be proved. Theillustration of thefield
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to be cultivated, is not against thisview, indeed it isin itsfavour. For if afarmer should command
his son to cultivate a field, which was overrun with briars, and, therefore, required culture joined
with clearing, then the word cultivate, though, when taken in ageneral sense, it is not restricted to
clearing, yet, when applied to that particular field, it necessarily includes that act. Hence we infer,
that, if afield cannot be cultivated without the act of clearing, it is, therefore, overrun with briars
and weeds, and, by analogy, if aman can not be saved without the act of restoration, heis, therefore,
asinner; for asinner only is capable of restoration, and restoring grace is adapted only to his case.

TWELFTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Thirdly, of Non-Election or Preterition. Non-election or preterition is an act of the divine
pleasure, by which God from eternity determined not to communicate to some men supernatural
happiness, but to bestow on them only natural or animal happiness, if they should live agreeably
to nature; --

But, in an act of this kind, God has not to do with men considered in a merely natural state; --
Therefore, God does not pass by certain men, considered in amerely natural state. The truth of the
Minor is proved; --

1. Because there is no natural happiness of thiskind, which isthe end of man, and his ultimate
neither in fact, for there has not been, and there is not aman happy in this sense, nor in possibility,
derived from the decree of God considered, either absolutely, for no man will ever be thus happy
naturally, or conditionally, for God did not design happiness of thiskind for any man on acondition,
as the condition must be that of obedience, which God remunerates by supernatural happiness.

2. Because sinisthe meritorious cause of that act of the divine pleasure, by which He determined
to deny, to some, spiritual or supernatural happiness, resulting from union with Himself and from
Hisdwelling in man. "Y our iniquities have separated between you and your God." (Isa. lix. 2.) Nor
can that denial of happinessto man be considered otherwise than as punishment, which is necessarily
preceded by the act of sin, and its appointment by the foresight of future sin. These arguments may
be useful also in the discussion of other questions.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWELFTH PROPOSITION

Y our definition of non-election or preterition, (which Augustine calls also reglection,) is by no
means just, -- and thisin three respects.

1. Since that, which is made a difference, is not merely an accident. For if the difference of the
things defined isonly an accident, the definition isnot agood one. The essential difference between
election and reprobation consists in adoption by Jesus Christ unto God the Father, the accidental
consectary of which is supernatural happiness. Ephesians 1, and Romans 8.

2. Because the thing defined is referred, not to its primary end, but to one which is secondary,
which is erroneous. The primary end of election is union with God by adoption, but a secondary,
and, as we have said, accidental end, is happiness.

3. Because the definition is redundant; for an addition is made of something positive, when you
insert, in parentheses, "but to be bestowed," & c., whilethe definitionitself ispurely negative. There
is also afault, and even an error in that which is added. For non-election or preterition does not
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bestow natural happiness, but rather supposes it; God does not, in that act, bestow a gift on those
on whom it already has been bestowed. Thiswe remark concerning the Mgjor.

The Minor is denied. God, in this act, has reference to man in general, therefore also, in this
mode, He has respect to the same general reference. Thus you perceive that your whole reasoning
isfalse. To sustain your Minor you use two arguments. The first is designed to confirm that part
of the definition, which does not, as we have asserted, belong to definition; therefore, 1 need not
notice it. Yet since you afford the occasion, | shall be permitted to make certain suggestions. The
argument denies that there is any "natural happiness of this kind, which is the end of man, and his
ultimate." If you speak here of the depraved nature of man, | admit it; for "an evil tree does not
bring forth good fruit,” much less does it acquire any goodness of itself. If you speak of nature, in
its purity, as it was, originally, in Adam, | deny it. For, to undepraved nature, pertained its own
future natural happiness, though it was afterwards, so to speak, to be absorbed, by the grace of God,
in supernatural happiness. This happiness was the natural design of man and his natural end. Do
not all things in nature seek their own good? But since nature seeks not any thing which may not
exigt, (it is foolish to seek that, which does not exist, even in possibility, and nature, the work of
an infinitely wise Architect, is not foolish,) it follows that the good of each thing exists by nature,
in possibility, if the thing does not attain to it, and in fact, if the thing does attain to it. But if the
condition of natural things is such, consider, | pray you, my brother, how it can be truly said of
man that he is deprived of natural felicity, and his natural end, when all things, in nature, arein a
different situation. Surely, nature could not be blind, in her most excellent work, and see so clearly
in all her other works. But you say that this fact never existed. | admit it, for Adam fell out by the
way; but it was to exist in the future. You say that it did not exist "in possibility." Thisisan error,
for God designed it for Adam, on the condition of hisremaining in theright way. | prove thisfrom
the words of God himself; "in the day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die." (Gen. ii. 17.)
What is death? Is it not privation? What is privation? Is it not of some natural attribute or habit?
Adam, then, was deprived of natural life, and of that happy constitution of life, which he obtained
in Eden, otherwise he would have remained happy in it, if he had continued in the discharge of
duty, until God had fulfilled in him the promise of supernatural life, which was adumbrated to him
by the tree of lifein the garden of Eden. For, on the contrary, it followsthat, if he had not eaten the
forbidden fruit, he would not have become mortal, but, with life and sight, he would have been
prepared for tranglation to a higher life.

Y ou affirm that God "remunerates obedience by supernatural happiness.” Heindeed remunerates
obedience in that way, but not in that way alone. Conjunctively, it istrue; exclusively, it is false.
He remunerates obedience in both ways. For even at the present time, when we are very far removed
from the natural condition of Adam, godliness has the "promise of the life that now is and of that
whichisto come." (1 Tim.iv. 8. | judge that atwo-fold idea, namely, of the end and of the mode,
has led you into error. Y ou have thought that the only end of man is that which is supernatural. It
is very true, that things subordinate are not at variance. There is a natural end. As nature is
subordinate to God, so natural ends are subordinate to those which are supernatural and divine.
The end of our nature, so far asitisnatural, isthis, that it should approach very near to the Divine;
so far asit is supernatural, it is that man may be united to God. To the former, Adam could attain
by nature; to thelatter, he could be exalted from the former, by grace. Y ou indeed judged that there
could be no mode, in which both kinds of happiness should concur. But two things must be observed
in this case, one, that natural happiness is a previous preparation, the other that it is a foundation
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to the supernatural. It is prepared for and previousto it. Unless he had been already happy in nature,
even it he had remained without falling, he would not have attained the other happiness, there must
have been in him that natural happiness by which he could approach the supernatural. But when
he should have in fact, entered into that supernatural felicity, then natural happiness would be the
foundation and upon it the consummation would be in supernatural happiness. If perfection isadded
to perfection, the less is not destroyed, but the increase is made upon the less, asfire is increased
by fire, the vegetative faculty by the sentient, and both by the rational. The less restsin the greater
asinitsown principle, and is more fully perfected by it, asit more fully ceasesto be its own, and
partakes of the perfection of another. Thus it will be, in the resurrection of the dead and in eternal
life. The nature of man will be both perfected and glorified above the mode of nature. It will so
obtain the perfection of nature, asto rest in that divine and supernatural perfection; and nature will
not be abolished, but be clothed in a supernatural mode, as the apostle says of the body, in 1
Corinthians 15. These things, however, are merely incidental.

Y our second argument may be stated thus: -- Sin is the meritorious cause of that negative act;
-- Man, inamerely natural state, has no sin; -- There is not then, in him any meritorious cause. By
consequence God has not any cause of that negative act. The whole prosyllogism is admitted, but
the inference is denied, because it is made from a particular case. It would indeed be true if the
negative act of the Deity resulted only from ameritorious cause, but thispositionisvery far removed
from the truth. The cause of every negative act is either in God or in the creature. The sameistrue
of thisact. But the cause of thisact isnot in the creature. Therefore, it isin God. This prosyllogism
will be denied by none. In the will of God alone, exists the cause that you are not an apostle, and
that you may not live to the age of Adam or Methuselah. Iniquity in man isthe cause that heisfar
from God, and that God is far from him; namely, in that respect, of which Isaiah spoke. (Isa. lix.
2.) For, in other respects, not only is iniquity a cause, but also the will of God; who, if he would,
might remove their iniquity as a cloud, and bring man near to Himself: | prove that the cause of
this act is not in the creature, as was said before in the 10th proposition; first, by the authority of
Christ in Matthew 25, and of Paul in Romans 8 & 9, and Ephesians 1; secondly, by reason, since
even that first sin did not take place, except from the negative act of God, of which negative act
sin cannot be the cause, for the same thing cannot be both cause and consequence of another thing.
But election and non-election were prior even to the first sin, as we have before demonstrated. A
positive and a negative act of God also precede every act of the creature, whether good or bad. For
thereis no evil act which has not been preceded also by a negative act of the Deity, permitting the
evil. Adam and Eve sinned, certainly not without a negative act of God, though there had been
committed by them no previous sin, deserving that negation. What, then, was the cause of that
negative act if it was not the free will of God? In subsequent sins, however, it may be admitted that
sinis, indeed, the meritorious cause, and the free will of God is also a cause; for He destroys even
sins, when He wills. He has that power, and if He does not destroy them, it is because He does not
will to do it. But those sins which He destroys, can not, though a meritorious cause, produce the
negative act of God. Y ou see then, my brother, that sin may be indeed a meritorious cause of that
negative act, but not singly or alone or always; therefore, it is not the necessary cause.

Thirdly, by the example of the Angels? What has restrained the holy Angels from evil and
confirmed them in good? The positive act of God, that is, the manifestation of Himself in election;
for they are elect. What did not restrain the fallen Angels from evil, into which they rushed of their
own will? The negative act of God, in non-election or preterition which Augustine also calls
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reelection. It al'so belongs to this act of election, that the former were confirmed in good against
evil, and to reprobation, that the latter were left, who (as Christ saysin John 8.) speak alie of their
own, and commit sin. However, | wish that you would always remember, in this case and in
subsequent arguments, that it is not suitabl e to substitute, for the proper and proximate end, aremote
conseguence, or event (whichisalso called initsown mode, an end), namely, supernatural happiness.
That it isappropriate and proximate to assert that sinisthe meritorious cause of that divine negative
act, by which He does not adopt certain men as children unto Himself by Christ, the consectary of
which adoption is happiness, isdenied, my brother, by nature herself. God begets sons unto Himself
according to Hisown will, not according to their character, whether good asin the case of the elect
angels, or bad asin our own case. Helooksupon all, in Christ, not in themselves, that Christ "might
bethe first-born among many brethren.” (Rom. viii. 29.) In nature, children are begotten by parents,
without reference to their future character, and may not God beget his adopted children, without
reference to their character? Nature claims the whole for itself in those about to be begotten; may
grace claim but avery small part? God forbid.

Of the same nature is the position that "denial of happiness to man cannot be considered
otherwise than as punishment.” For in thefirst place, "denial of happiness' isnot suitably introduced
into the discussion, the subject of which is the denial of adoption, which, as we have said, is the
appropriate and proximate end of election. This, then, isnot, primarily and per se, the proposition.
Again, if the subject of discussion is adoption, the statement is not true; for adenia of adoptionis
not properly punishment; it is, indeed, previous to punishment, sinceit is even previousto sin, but
it is not, therefore, punishment. Who, indeed, can affirm that the antecedent is the same with its
consequent, and that a most remote one? But if, as you think, the statement is made in reference to
happiness, it isnot, even in that case universaly true; for adenial of happiness, on account of sin,
isconsidered as punishment of sin, but adenial of happiness on account of avoluntary arrangement,
or of the will only, is not punishment. To Adam, in his primitive state of holiness, God denied
supernatural happiness, until he should fulfill his appointed course. That was not punishment to
Adam. To a private individual it is not a punishment that he is not an emperor. The denial of
happiness, is not punishment, then, of itself alone, but of some accident, as a final consequence,
(asthey say), of the sin of the creature.

The same consideration is fatal to your statement, that "denial of happiness is necessarily
preceded by the act of sin." That is true, indeed, of the denial of final happiness, as they style it;
but we are now discussing the denia of the principle of happiness, that is, of grace and gratuitous
adoption in Christ Jesus. Therefore, though it may be conceded to you, that sin precedes, in fact,
that denial, yet this also should be added, that antecedent to sin is particular reelection by God in
the beginning and progress of sin, but that the foundation of that particular reelectionisnon-election,
or preterition and reprobation, which we acknowledge to be, not the cause, but the antecedent of
sin. So, likewise, your statement isnot universally true, that "the appointment of that act is preceded
by the foresight of future sin." For that foresight of future sin is both the consequent, and the
antecedent of that divine denial; since the divine negative act, (as they cal it), precedes the
commission of sin, but, as has been before shown, follows that commission by imposing final
unhappiness on the sins of men. These answers may also be adapted, in the most compl ete manner
possible, to the arguments which follow.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWELFTH PROPOSITION
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Definition and demonstration are distinguished by their objects. The former, is used for
explanation, the latter, for proof: the former, for the discussion of a single question, the latter, for
that of acompound question. But inthiscase, | did not undertaketo explain, but to prove. | therefore,
thought | must make use, in my argument, of definition so far as would tend to prove that which |
had undertaken to prove, which wasthereason that | did not use special effort to adapt my definition
of election or preterition to the rules of art. For if what | lay down is on the whole kata& It; pantov
true, even if it do not reach the truth in all respects, kag o[lou it will be sufficient for me, for the
proof which | have proposed to myself. Hence, even with those substitutions, which you have
considered important, my proof remains valid, and therefore, that correction does not seem to be
necessary for our purpose. Y et, | must say something concerning that matter. In general, | remark,
that you could see that | was treating distinctly of that predestination which is unto glory, not of
that which is unto grace, and of that preterition, by which glory was not prepared for some, not of
that by which God determined not to communi cate grace. Thisisevident from my eighth proposition.
| must then abstain from matters which belong in general to grace and glory. Among those general
matters is adoption as children, for the beginning and progress of which, grace is prepared, and
glory for its consummation. Thus you also remark elsewhere in this answer.

| remark particularly, in referenceto your correctionsto thefirst; -- in adoption and non-adoption
consists the essential difference of election at once to grace and to glory, and of reprobation from
both. Therefore, that the former difference pertains not to election to glory alone, and the latter, is
not of reprobation from glory alone. For a difference of genus can not be a difference of species.
Therefore, | ought not in this case to have mentioned adoption unless | wished, in discussing a
species, to set forth the genus contrary to the law, referred to above kaq oflou.

To the second; -- | mentioned no end in my definition of election, or rather in the part of the
definitionwhich | presented. | did not, indeed, desireto present it in full. For supernatural happiness
or glory is not the end, but the material or subject of election, which material, embraced in your
Theses in the term blessing, you divide into grace and glory. | know, indeed, that supernatural
happinessis not communicated to us, except by an antecedent union of ourselves with God, which
isimplied in these words from the same proposition, "to deny supernatural happiness, and resulting
from the union with Himself, and from Hisindwelling in man." But let us notice the definition of
preterition contained in your Theses. "Preterition is an act of the divine pleasure by which God
determined, from eternity, to leave certain of His creatures in their own natural state, and not to
communicate to them supernatural grace, by which their nature, if unfallen, might be confirmed,
and, if fallen, might be restored; for the declaration of the freedom of His goodness.” In the phrase
"toleaveintheir own natural state," iscomprehended, also, exclusion from supernatural happiness,
or itisnot. If not, the definition isincomplete. | think, however, that you designed to include, also,
that idea, otherwise your Theses are imperfect, as they treat of the predestination by which grace
and glory are prepared for the elect, but nowhere of the negative act by which God does not appoint
glory for the non-elect, if not in those words. Y et, even in those words, according to your idea, that
preterition, by which God does not determine to bestow glory on any one, can not be included. For
you define preterition (Thesis 14) to be "contrary to the preparation of grace." But the preparation
of punishment is an affirmative act, by which He appoints punishment for the sinner, opposed, not
negatively, but affirmatively to the preparation of glory. When, therefore, | wished to describe
preterition or non-election, so far asit is an act by which God does not determine to bestow glory
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0N some persons, it seemed proper that | should, in some measure, keep in your track, in that, you
nowhere, in your definition of preterition, mention exclusion from adoption and union with God.

To the third; -- It is manifest that what is inserted, in parenthesis, was added for the sake of
explanation, and does not come within the order or relation of the definition, like the other statements.
| do not, however see, that even those statements are false or faulty, though they may be related,
in the mode which you consider them, to that definition. For they mark, not an affirmation, but a
negative act, and there is emphasis in the word (tantum) which marks the negative. To will the
bestowment of natural happinessisan affirmative act, but to will only that bestowment isanegative
act, for it excludes all other happiness, which He does not determine to bestow. Also, what is that
act by which God determines to bestow only natural happiness, if not preterition or neglect. If to
leave in a natural state is a negative act, and otherwise your definition of non-election, which
considersit as opposed negatively to predestination, is erroneous, | do not see how those words "to
bestow only supernatural happiness,” do not designate a negative act. If you explain it so as to
distinguish, inthiscase, thetwo acts, one, that by which God determined to bestow natural happiness,
the other, that by which He determined to bestow only that, and not some other kind of happiness,
then | acknowledgethat the former, as an affirmative act, does not pertain to this decree of preterition.
But we have never discussed that kind of happiness. It might, then, have been easily understood
that | used those words so as to note a negative act, that of the non-bestowment of any happiness
other than natural. When | was writing those words, | thought of using the phrase "to leave" in
imitation of you, but judged that it would be unsuitable as presupposing that the bestowment was
already made, and | considered that supernatural happinesswas not yet bestowed, but to be bestowed,
if man should live in obedience. In which | have also your assent, as is manifest from your answer
to my third proposition, at the end. The definition, therefore, remains, and there is nothing in it to
be blamed, for which there can not be found apology in the example of your Theses, which | have
constantly had before my eyesin thisdiscussion. That this may be made moreplain, | will compare
your definition with mine. Y ou thus define the preterition by which grace isdenied: "Preteritionis
an act of the divine pleasure, by which God, from eternity, determined to leave some of His creatures
in their natural state, and not to communicate to them supernatural grace, by which their nature, if
unfallen, may be confirmed, and, if fallen, may be restored, to the declaration of the freedom of
His own goodness.” If | define the preterition by which glory is denied, analogically according to
the form of your definition, it will belikethis. "Preterition isan act of the divine pleasure, by which
God, from eternity, determined to leave some of His creatures in their natural state and not to
communicate to them supernatural happiness, or glory, by which their natural happiness may be
absorbed, or into which their ignominy may be changed, to the declaration of the freedom of His
own goodness.” In this definition, | have proposed that which was sufficient for my purpose; with
no evasion, since, the other adjuncts are neither to the advantage, nor to the disadvantage of my
argument. Therefore, the Major of my syllogismistrue, evenif it would not be true, as a complete
definition and reciprocally. For a conclusion can be proved from a Mgjor, which is on the whole
kata& It; pantov true.

| come now to the Minor, which | proved by two arguments. Thefirst is not refuted by you, as
itis proposed in amutilated condition, and so it is changed into something else. For | did not deny
that natural happiness was prepared for man, but | added "which is, the design and end of man,”
in which words, | meant not that it alone, but that it also was prepared, but on this condition that it
would be absorbed by the supernatural happiness, which should follow. | wish that the explanation,
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which | add, may be thus understood; namely, that natural happiness, could, neither in fact nor in
possibility, occur to man, asthe design of man and his end. For God promised to man, on condition
of obedience, not only natural but also supernatural happiness. In which, since, | have also your
assent, | conclude my proposition thus. God does not will to bestow upon any man, considered in
his original natural state, natural happiness alone, as the end and design of man, to the exclusion
of supernatural happiness. Therefore, God passed by no one, considered in hisorigina natural state.
For whether preterition isthe act by which God does not determine to bestow supernatural happiness
on any one, or that by which He determines to bestow natural happiness, which | think that you
concede, it isequally to my purpose.

| prove the antecedent in this way. All men are considered in Adam, on equal terms, whether
intheir original natural sate, or in astate of sin, unless some differenceisintroduced by the will of
God. But | deny that any difference was made in respect to man’s original state, and you confirm
the first reason for that denial, when you say that both kinds of happiness were prepared for man.
Again, that, which God, by His providence, has prepared for man, isnot denied to him by preterition,
the opposite of election, unlessfrom the foresight that he would not attain to it, under the guidance
of providence, but would turn aside freely, and of his own accord. But God prepared for the first
man, and in him, for all men, supernatural felicity, for He bestowed on him means sufficient for
its attainment; with the additional aid of divine grace, (if this was also necessary in that state,)
which is not denied to any man unless he first forsakes God.

Y our opinion that | have been led into an error, by atwo fold idea, namely, that of the end and
the mode, and that | thought that a single end only was before mankind, isincorrect, for my words
do not, of themselves, imply this. | made a plain distinction between the subordinate ends, when |
mentioned natural felicity, which | denied wasthe end of man and hisultimate. |, therefore, conceded
that natural happiness bel ongsto man, otherwise there would have been no necessity of the addition
of the statement that this does not belong to him asthe end of man, and hisultimate, that is, asthat,
beyond which nothing further can happen to man. Does not he, who admits that natural happiness
pertains to man, but not as the end of man and his ultimate, acknowledge a two fold end of man,
one subordinate, namely, natural happiness, and the other final, which is the end and ultimate of
man, namely, supernatural happiness?| do not, however, think that it can be said truly that happiness
is the end and ultimate of man. Your additional remarks, concerning the order of natural and
supernatural happiness, | approve, as truthful and learned; but they are, as you admit, "merely
incidental," and do not affect the substance of my argument.

My second argument is also valid, but it should be arranged correctly, thus; -- An act of the
divine pleasure by which God determined to deny to any man spiritual or supernatural blessedness,
depends on a meritorious cause, which issin;

Preterition is such an act; -- Therefore preterition depends on sin as its meritorious cause. The
reason for the Major is contained in these words, "that denial of happiness can not be considered
otherwise than as punishment,” but it is necessarily preceded by sin, asits proper cause, according
to the mode of merit. From this it follows that God can not have reference in that act to men,
considered in amerely natural state, without referenceto sin.

| will briefly sustain the Major, and the reason assigned for it, and then examine your answer.
| prove the Major thus:

That which the Providence of God has prepared for man, under a condition, is not denied to
him, except on the non-performance or the violation of the condition. But God, by His Providence,
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prepared supernatural happiness for man, &c. Again, the passage from Isaiah plainly shows that
God would not have deserted the Jews, if they had not merited it by their "iniquities." The reason,
assigned for the Mgjor, | sustain in this manner: Whatever is contrary to the blessing of happiness,
prepared, promised, and therefore conditionally due to man, as made in the image of God, cannot
be considered otherwise than as punishment. A denial of supernatural happinessis contrary to the
blessing of happiness, prepared for man, as such, for even supernatural happiness was prepared for
him as such. Thereforeits denial is punishment. Again, there is no passage of Scripture, | assert it
confidently, from which it can be shown that such denial is or can be considered otherwise than in
the relation of punishment, than as it is prepared only for sinners. For we have stated, with truth,
that punitive justice has place only in reference to sinners.

| proceed to examine your answer. In my syllogism theinferenceis not "made from aparticul ar
case." For that negative act of God, now under discussion, only exists in view of a meritorious
cause, that is, it does not exist except in view of that cause, and that act of God would not exist, if
that cause did not exist. The particle "only" does not amount to an exclusion of the will of God.
For itiscertainthat sinisnot, in fact the cause of punishment, except as the will of God, who wills
to punish sin according to its merit, otherwise he can remove sin, and remit its punishment. How
indeed could you suppose that he, who made sin the meritorious cause of punishment, wished to
exclude the will of God, when the very nature of meritorious cause requires another cause also,
which may estimate merit, and inflict punishment in proportion asit is merited. | acknowledge that
the cause of every negative act does not exist in man, nor have | made that statement, for why
should | needlesdly enter into the general discussion of thismatter. My subject isthe act of preterition
or non-election, by which God denies supernatural happiness to man, and | affirm that the cause
of thisisin and of man, so far, that without the existence of this cause, that act would never be
performed. But you argue that the cause of this act does not exist in man. First, by authority, then
by reason, finally by example. | deny that proof is contained in the passages, cited as authority. L et
it be shown in what sense, these are the antecedents, from which this consequence may be deduced.
We have previously examined those passages, so far as the necessity of the subject required.

Y our argument from reason is not more conclusive. You say that the "first sin did not take
place, except from the negative act of God," also "apositive and anegative act of God also precede
every act of the creature,” and "there is no evil act, which has not been preceded also by a negative
act of the Deity, permitting the evil. | concede al those points, if rightly understood. But an
affirmative statement, reasoning from the general to the specific, is not valid, unless a mark of
universality is added. Many negative acts of the Deity precede the act of sin; therefore, also the
negative act of preterition precedes sin. | deny the sequence. The controversy concerns that very
act. The first sin results from a negative act of God, but not from the act of preterition. A positive
and anegative act precede every act of the creature, but not the act of election and that of preterition.
Y ou affirm that election and non-election are prior to sin. To sin, as existing in fact, | admit, but
not to sin, asforeseen. That point, however, has been previously discussed. But you affirm that the
free will of God isthe cause also of this negative act. Who deniesit? It is indeed within the scope
of God's free will, either to punish or to remit sin, but neither is necessary, even though sin has
been committed, (that is, since God is"in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself,") but neither
is possible unless sin has been committed. The will of God is, in the most compl ete sense, free, as
the cause of creation, the cause of glorification, the cause of condemnation. But He creates those
non-existing; He glorifiesthose created and existing, and, indeed, called and justified; He condemns
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only sinners, and those, who die in their sins. There is, then, no limitation placed on the freedom
of God, even if we consider sin as antecedent, and necessarily so, to that negative act of God. Y ou
see, then, that sin is the meritorious, cause, which necessarily precedes that negative act of God;
and that | have reasoned correctly from that cause, necessarily antecedent, that God, in that negative
act of preterition, has reference only to sinners.

That the example of the angels, in this case, is hot analogous, | show in aword. You say that
"the negative act of God, in non-election or preterition, which Augustine also calls reelection, did
not restrain the fallen angels from evil." But | affirm that the negative act of God, by which man
isnot restrained from evil, but permitted to fall into sin, is not the act of preterition, but a negative
act of providence, and | prove, by two arguments, that thisis distinguished from predestination. If
it is by the negative act of preterition, then al are passed by, for all have sinned. Also, if it isthe
negative act of preterition, then all men have sinned irretrievably, and without hope of pardon and
remission, asin the case of the angelswho sinned. | add athird consideration, that an act of election,
opposed at the same time to preterition, must have place here, in respect to certain individuals; but
there is not and can not be such an act, in this case, since all men are comprehended under that
preterition. Thereisagreat difference between the negative act, by which God left man to hisown
counsel, and the negative act of preterition, which isto be here considered. Nor do | think that it is
of much importance to this subject that, for non-adoption, as the proper and proximate end, | have
substituted, the remote consequence, the absence of supernatural happiness. For, in addition to the
fact that adoption, in your Theses already often cited, occupiesthe place of form not of end, | affirm
that, in the negative act, by which He did not will adoption for any man, God could not, or, at |east,
did not have reference to any except sinners.

But you say that "God begets sons unto Himself according to His own will." He does this,
however, from among sinful men. "He looks," you say, "upon al in Christ, not in themselves."

Therefore, | affirm, He considers them as sinners, not in themselves, as having, in themselves,
any reason that He should regard them, but in themselves, asin need of being considered in Christ
as Mediator of such character. "May not God," you ask, "beget His adopted children without
referenceto their character?' | admit that He may, without such reference to them as may influence
God to beget them, not without such reference to them, that, not generation, but regeneration may
be necessary to them. Grace claimsfor itself the whole in generation, but more strongly claimsthe
wholein regeneration. But that God begets sonsto Himself from among men, the word generation
being used in any other sense than that of regeneration, | consider contrary both to theology and to
Scripture. The subject, however, of discussion is adoption according to the decree of God.

L et us now consider the position, by which | strengthened my argument. | said that the "denial
of happinessto man can not be considered otherwise than as punishment. | said "denial of happiness'
not "of adoption." For | am, here, discussing the denia of glory, not of grace; but non-adoption,
either alone or also, pertains to the latter. | wish, however, that it might be shown in what mode a
denial of adoption to a man, made in the image of God, has not the nature of punishment, and is
not caused by sin. Y ou indeed affirm that it is previous to punishment, sinceit is previous even to
sin. | deny both parts of the assertion. It belongs to him, who makes an assertion, to prove it, but
I, though denying the assertion, will give the reason of my denial, to show the strength of my cause.
He, who is made in the image of God, as L uke says of Adam, "which was the Son of God," (chap.
iii, 38,) is, by the grace of creation, the son of God. But Adam was, not begotten, but created, "the
son of God," as said in the marginal note of Beza' s Testament. That, which any one has by the gift
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of creation, is not taken from him, unless the demerit of sin precedes, according to the justice of
God. Supernatural happiness, whether it isbestowed on condition of obedienceto law, or according
to the condition of the covenant of grace, isalwaysto be considered in therelation of an inheritance;
but it was promised to Adam, on the condition of obedience; therefore, Adam was then considered
as the Son of God. Filiation, then, could not be denied to him except on account of sin and
disobedience. But the subject, of which | was treating, was denial of happiness.

Y ou assert, that denial of happiness, considered in general, is not punishment, sincethat, which
exists on account of a voluntary arrangement of God, is not punishment. | wish that you would
show that any denial of supernatural happinessisaccording to voluntary arrangement of God, apart
from the consideration of sin. You remark, in proof of your assertion, that "to Adam God denied
supernatural happiness, until he should fulfill his appointed course. That was not punishment to
Adam." | reply, the term, denia of supernatural happiness is ambiguous; it may be either final or
temporary. The former is peremptory, the latter is conditional. That, of which we treat, isfinal and
peremptory. The decree of predestination and preterition is peremptory, and that, whichis prepared
for or denied to any one, according to that decree, he will finally enjoy, or want. But you treat of
temporary denial, "until he should fulfill his appointed course," according to the rule of divine
justice, and of denial, on the consideration that he should not live according to the requirement of
God, -- which denia belongs to the just providence of God, in contra-distinction to predestination
and preterition. Indeed what you call adenial, can not be so called except in catachrestic sense. For
how shall he be said to deny happiness to any one, who has promised it on a certain condition?
Y ou concede, however, that sin is antecedent to the denial of final happiness. But preterition or
non-election isadenial of final happiness. Therefore, sinis antecedent to preterition. Y ou say that
it should be stated in addition "that antecedent to sin is particular abandonment by God, in the
beginning and progress of sin, the foundation of which abandonment is non-election, or preterition
and reprobation.” | concede that abandonment by God was antecedent to sin, so far that God left
man in the power of his own purposes; but it is not particular, but universal, in respect to the
beginning of sin, for in that abandonment he left Adam, and, in him, all men; hence preterition can
not be the foundation of that abandonment. For all mankind were l€ft, in the beginning of sin. In
respect to its progress, it may be called particular, for He freed some from sin and left othersin sin;
and non-election or preterition may be called the foundation of this abandonment, since some were
left in the progress of sin, others being freed from sin by the gratuitous election of God, which is
the direct opposite of preterition. Hence it follows that it can not be rightly said that preterition or
non-election is the antecedent of sin, since it is only the antecedent of the progress of that which
has already been perpetrated, and, indeed, its cause, by adenial of that which preventsthe progress
of sin, namely, grace. | affirm that it is universally true that the foresight of sin precedes the
appointment of that negative act by which he does not determineto bestow felicity on anindividual.
For the act of preterition does not precede commission of sin, as has been already frequently shown.
Sin, whichiscommon to all men, does not result from that negative act which discriminates among
men, but from a negative act common to all men. Preterition is a negative act, not common to all
men, but discriminating among them. Therefore, preterition is not an act antecedent to sin. So my
arguments are confirmed against your answers; they may, therefore, also be availablefor thedecision
of the other questions.
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THIRTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

The second question, referring to the preparation of grace, and its opposite, preterition, is not,
whether God designed to bestow saving grace only on some persons, and those considered in certain
relations, and did not design to bestow it on others, for thisis very manifest from the Scriptures,
in many passages. But the question is, whether God, in the act of predestination and its opposite,
preterition, had reference to men, considered in anatural condition. | have not been ableto persuade
myself, either from the writings of Thomas Aquinas, or from those of the advocates of his views,
that thisquestionisto be answered affirmatively. My reasonsfor answering it negatively, are these:

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE THIRTEENTH PROPOSITION

| have previoudly stated that divine election and non-election have reference to men in general,
and thisisvery true. The phrase, "merely natural state,” isambiguous. The question before us, then,
is not, whether election has reference only to men, considered in a natural condition, (as you
understand that phrase,) if one attends closely to the subject. Thisis rather the question, whether
it also has reference to men, so considered. We answer this affirmatively. Indeed, though it differs,
in phraseology, from the first theory, yet we think that, in fact, it is very much in harmony with it,
sincethis particular relation was added neither by Thomas Aquinas, nor by others, that therelations,
previously noticed, might be excluded, but only that, in this argument, a consideration of sin, asa
cause, might be excluded. Y et, let us examine your arguments as they are presented.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE THIRTEENTH

PROPOSITION

That man, considered in general, isthe object of the decree of which we treat, has not yet been
made clear to me from your answers. Indeed | have proved from many arguments, adduced, as
opportunity has been offered, that a general consideration of man has no place in that decree, and
| shall prove the same by other arguments, as there may be occasion. Concerning the state of the
guestion, asyou proposeit, | will not contend with you. L et the question be asyou state it, whether
God, in the decree of predestination and reprobation, has reference also to men, considered in a
merely natural state. | maintain the negative. Not only does the affirmative of this question please
you, but, from your Theses and other writings, you seem to meto inclineto it so strongly that you
seem even to have proposed the affirmative of the former theory. For if He, who predestinates and
passes by, did not consider man asasinner, then He did consider him as created among those things,
on which Heimposed certain conditions, or asnot created, or asto be created. But |et these remarks
suffice. | have every where denied, and still deny, that God, in the act of predestination and of
preterition, had reference also to men, considered in amerely natural state; but | assert that He had
reference only to men, as considered in their sins. Concerning the difference between thefirst and
second theory, we have already spoken.

FOURTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

First, because Adam and, in him, all men were created in a state of supernatural grace, hence
no one could be considered in a merely natural state. The antecedent is proved, because all were
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created in Adam after the image and likeness of God; but that is supernatural grace, as has been
said: secondly, the law, which was given to Adam, was enacted for all, which is evident from the
fact that all sinned in Adam, and became guilty of transgression. But that law could not be obeyed
without supernatural grace, which | prove from the subject of the law, from the appendix of the
law, from theinstigator of transaction, and from the mode of instigation. Thelaw required obedience
towards God, that man should live, not according to man, but according to God, which life is not
animal, but spiritual, and its cause in man is supernatural grace. The appendix of the law consisted
in the threatening of temporal and spiritual death, that of the body and of the soul. Punishment,
whichisspiritual and opposed, not only to animal, but also to spiritual good, ought not to be annexed,
in equity, to alaw which can be observed without supernatural grace; especialy when the same
law, if observed, could not afford supernatural or spiritual good, since it can be observed without
supernatural grace. It seemsunjust that the transgression of alaw should deserve eternal and spiritual
death, but its observance could not obtain eternal and spiritual life from God, on theterms of divine
goodnessand justice. Theinstigator was Satan, whose design wasto cast down man, by transgression,
to death, not only of the body, but of the soul, and when man could only resist through supernatural
grace. The mode of temptation was such that it could not be successfully resisted by man, if destitute
of supernatural grace.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE FOURTEENTH PROPOSITION

Y our antecedent, namely, "Adam and in him all men were created in a state of supernatural
grace," is ambiguous. Again, it can not be proved, as we have shown, in answer to the tenth
proposition. The consequent is denied, and is also ambiguous. Since | have previously discussed
both of these points, | come now to the arguments. The proof from the image of God, was related
in the same answer, and it was shown that it was not supernatural of itself; but that it had relation
and adjustment to supernatural grace, not of nature or its own essence, but by the arrangement of
grace. Thisargument, therefore, now, asbefore, isdenied. Thefirst position in the second argument,
is not to be admitted without some distinction, for one law, given to Adam, was general; the other
particular. The genera law, namely, that which is natural and joined to the natural, was enacted
for all. Thiswas by no means true of the particular law. The latter was that he should not eat of the
tree of knowledge of good and evil. It is not credible that this law, which was one of particular
requisition should have been enacted for all; it is not credible that, if al had remained unfallen,
they would have come into Eden to that tree, that their obedience should be tested.

The Scripture, also, does not make this statement. We concede the second position in reference
to the universal law, not in that the law was natural, but in that the nature of man itself and the
natural law, was adjusted to grace. The natural, as such, was within the capability of man; asit was
related and adjusted to grace, it could not be observed without supernatural grace. In reference to
the special law, the second position is erroneous. For the mere act of eating or not eating of any
fruit, is natural. The power to eat or abstain from that fruit, was, in fact, possessed by man, though
these actswere not both left with him by the requisition and arrangement of the special law declared
by God. Therefore the second point is, in this case, erroneous, for it was possible for him not to
choose, not to touch, not to eat the fruit, as it was to do the contrary. This was of natural power
(which possessed full vigour) in anatural subject. To establish thispoint, you adduce four arguments,
all pertaining to the mode of general law. | will briefly examine each in order. The first argument
pertains to general law, both asit is natural and asiit is adjusted to grace. We concede, then, that
the affirmative is true of general law, but deny it as to the particular law, by which God required
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obedience in a particular matter, and in one merely natural or animal. It pertained to natural power
to abstain from or to eat that fruit; it pertained to natural will to avoid the experiment of sin and
death, of which God had forewarned them. God tested the obedience of man in a matter merely
natural, and in the same thing he miserably renounced obedience to God, of his own will, not by
any necessity. He had then no just ground of complaint that God should hold him responsible,
because, in a matter of no difficulty, and according to nature, he did not willingly render due
obedience unto the Lord, but preferred, to Hisword, the word of the serpent in the case of Eve, and
that of hiswife in the case of Adam.

Y ou will perhaps say that he would not have committed that transgression, if grace had been
bestowed upon him. Must you, then, always require grace, and make it ground of accusation, if it
is not bestowed, even in a matter which is natural, and, indeed, merely natural? God bestowed a
natural constitution on Adam, for thisvery reason, that in amatter merely natural, he might use his
natural powers. He gave that which was sufficient. Do you demand more? | quote, on this point,
the words of Tertullian (lib. 2 advers. Marcion, cap. 7.) "If God bestowed upon man the freedom
of the will and power to act, and bestowed it suitably, He undoubtedly, according to His authority
as Creator, bestowed them to be enjoyed, but to be enjoyed, so far as depended upon Himself; in
accordance with His own character, that is ‘after God,” that is according to goodness, (for who
would grant any permission against himself,); but so far as depended upon man, according to the
motions of his freedom. Who, indeed, bestowing on a person any thing to be enjoyed, does not so
bestow it, that it may be enjoyed according to his mind and will? It was, therefore, a consequence
that God should not interfere with the liberty once granted to man, that is, that He should retain in
Himself the action of His prescience and prepotency, by which He could have intervened, so that
man should not fall into danger, in attempting to enjoy his own freedom, in an evil mode. For had
Hethusintervened, He would have rescinded the freedom of thewill, which, in reason and goodness,
He had bestowed. Then let it be supposed that he had intervened, that He had destroyed the freedom
of the will, by calling him back from the tree by not permitting the tempting serpent to converse
with the woman, would not Marcion exclaim, O futile, unstable, unfaithful Lord, rescinding that
which He had established! Why did he bestow the freedom of the will, if He must interfere with
it?Why did Heinterfere, if He bestowed it? L et Him then choose the point in which He shall charge
Himself with error, whether in its bestowment, or inits rescission, &c."

Y our statement, that "supernatural grace is the cause of spiritual lifein man,” we believe to be
most certainly true, and we avow the samething. Y et there was one mode of spiritual lifein Adam,
and there is another mode in us, in whom supernatural grace alone produces thislife, while Adam
had, together with this grace, the image of God unimpaired and uncorrupted, and therefore had
spiritual life in both modes, the natural and supernatural. But these things will be introduced,
appropriately, in another place.

Y our second argument, from the appendix of the law, is plainly in the same condition. This
seemsto beitsscope. If God, in the case of election and reprobation, had reference to men considered
in amerely natural state, (that is, with the same ambiguity, and on the supposition which we have
denied above,) He would not have ordained spiritual punishment, opposed not only to animal, but
is spiritual good, for transgression of alaw, which might be observed without supernatural grace;
for it isin accordance with equity (which point was also regarded in the law of the twelve tables)
that the punishment should be adapted to the crime; -- But God ordained punishment of this kind,;
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Therefore, He did not have reference to men, considered in anatural condition. In referenceto
the antecedent of the Major, | will say nothing; | have aready spoken often on that point. The
consequent isdenied. It would betrue, if both sinsor evil deeds and their punishmentswere estimated
only from the deed (which the law forbids), and according to its kind. But there are many other
things, by which the gravity of offensesisusually, and most justly estimated; the author of the law,
the author of the crime, its object, end, and circumstances. We must consider the author of the law,
for the authority of alaw, enacted by an emperor, is greater than that of one, enacted by atribune,
of oneimposed by God, than of oneimposed by man. The author of the crime, whether he commands
it, or personally commits it. For a crime is greater which is committed through the persuasion of
an enemy, than one committed through that of a master or father. The same distinction may be
applied to the personal commission of sin. The object, for an offense, against a parent, is more
heinous than against a stranger, against one's self and family, than against a person not thus
connected, against God than against man. The end, for it is a greater sin, if you transgress a law
with an unimportant end or no end in view, than if the same thing is done of necessity, if with all
unworthy and wicked design than if with aworthy and good design.

What shall | say in reference to circumstances? What | have already said is, in my judgment,
sufficient. But he, who transgresses the law of God, is guilty of these aggravating particulars, of
which even the first, alone, is sufficient for the infliction, with the utmost justice, of spiritual
punishment. Should he regard lightly the legidlator, God? Adding the second, should he listen to
an enemy, the enemy of God, and of hisrace, and of the universe, Should he, the recent workmanship
of God, and the tenant of Paradise, transgress the recent commandment of God, Adding the third
particular, should he rush forward against himself, his family, and God, not ignorantly, but with
due warning? Do not these, my brother, seem to you to be cases of the greatest aggravation? Are
they not worthy of bodily and spiritual punishment? Asin general, so in specia or particular law,
the same rule is to be observed. The law was particular, and that in a natural requirement, which
man could perform naturally, aswe have before said. Here perhaps, you will say, that it isimproper
that supernatural punishment should be imposed in reference to a natural offense. But consider all
those things which | have just said. Man transgressed the law of God, from which he has just
received the blessings of nature and of grace, and to whom he owed all things as his Supreme Ruler.
Hetransgressed by the persuasion of the Devil, the public and sworn enemy of God, of the universe,
and of the human race, to listen to whom, once only, is to renounce God. At the time of his
transgression, he was the recent work of God, the heir of al natural and supernatural good, the
inhabitant of Paradise, the foster-child of heaven, the lord of all things, servant of God alone. Man
transgressed, using violence against himself, and bringing sin and death, and all evils upon himself
and his posterity, dishonouring God in himself, though forewarned by the God of truth, and prescient,
in hisown mind, of coming evil. He transgressed in a matter, most trivial, entirely unnecessary, of
the least importance, when he really abounded in the blessings of the whole world, and thiswith a
most unworthy and plainly impious design, that he might be like God, "knowing good and evil."
How could he, who was not faithful and obedient in a matter of the least importance, be faithful in
one of great importance, He transgressed in a beastly manner, served his belly and appetite, blind
to all things belonging to heaven and earth, except the flame of lust, wickedly placed before his
eyes, deaf to all things except the voice of the devil. Here, if we please to glance at other
circumstances, how many and how strong arguments exist for most just though most severe
damnation! Truly, was that, in many respects, an infinite fall, which brought infinite ruin. But
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should any one affirm, that it was an unworthy thing that man should be condemned for so small
amatter, let him consider these two things; first, it was an unworthy thing that man, in "so small a
matter,” should disobey the mandate of his Supreme Ruler, of the author of nature, of grace, and
of hissalvation; secondly, it isnot a small matter, which was ordained for the manifestation of due
obedience in natural things, and as a just method of the perception of supernatural blessings. God
willed that Adam should, by this sign, manifest his religious and voluntary obedience in natural
things, and in this way suitably exert himself to attain supernatural blessings. Does this seem a
small matter, when he acted contrary to thewill of God, and to all natural and supernatural blessings
in athing of so little importance? But, to proceed; do you think, my brother, that this punishment
can beinflicted on man morejustly, if consideredin hisfallen state, than if consideredin hisnatural
condition, Thisisthe amount of your argument. | have not indeed hesitated to affirm the contrary.
| say that the sin of Adam was more heinous, because he sinned when unfallen, than if he had
sinned, as a falen being. Consider the simple fact in the case of man. You will, I know, declare
that it was a more unworthy thing that man, in a state of integrity, should become the slave of sin,
than if, in asinful state, he should fall into sin. It is, therefore, more just that Adam, at the time of
that transgression, should be considered as unfallen, than in reference to the fall which afterwards
supervened. Thisillustrates the truth of the righteousness of God. Asto your statement, "it seems
unjust that the transgression could deserve eternal and spiritual death, &c." | wonder, indeed, that
it could have been made by you. For you are not ignorant that the law of God, whether general or
particular, isthe appointment of the present course according to which we both worship God in the
discharge of duty, and reach the goal of supernatural grace. As a traveler, to whom his Lord has
prescribed the mode of hisjourney, if he departs from the prescribed path, by the same act renounces
both his journey and its goal, by his own sin, but if he remains in the path, he performs his duty,
thus | judge that it was necessary that Adam should be treated. The unhappy traveler left the right
path. Did he not, therefore, also renounce the good which God had graciously set before him? If
he had remained in the path he certainly would have attained the goal, of grace, not of merit. How,
not of merit? Because, by not keeping the path, the servant loses both hisway and his life, as the
proper cause of hisown evil, but by keeping the way, he obtains life, as the result of hisjourney.
Lifeisproposed, of grace, not of merit, both to the obedient and to the disobedient, as the result of
pursuing the right path. In this way the obedient obtains grace, and the disobedient is the cause to
himself that he does not obtain grace, and, by his own act, forfeit the life, which depends on that
grace.

The third argument, from the instigator of the transgression, and the fourth, from the mode of
temptation, are disposed of in the same answer. The third argument is this; "man could resist the
Devil only through supernatural grace; therefore the law could not be observed without supernatural
grace"—and the fourth; "the mode of temptation was such that it could not be successfully resisted
by man, if destitute of supernatural grace; therefore, the law could not be observed without
supernatural grace."

In the first place, though | should admit both arguments, in

reference to general law according to our previous

distinction, yet we might, with propriety, deny their validity in reference to that particular law,
which enjoined a natural act, situated properly and absolutely within the capability of nature, for
it isastruly natural not to eat that which is bad in its nature or effect, asit isto eat that which is
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good. It was then within the capability of man not to sin, for the refusal or neglect to eat wasin the
capability of man, of his own natural power.

In the second place, we must make a distinction in reference to both those arguments, even
when referred to the general law of God, concerning that which is called supernatural grace. For,
asin nature, the work of Providence isthreefold, to sustain athing as to its existence, to govern it
asto its action, and to protect or preserveit asit may be liable to destruction, so also in the pious,
the work of grace isthreefold, for it is accustomed to sustain, and to govern, and to protect them.
It always sustains, because inherent and common grace is permanent, but it rules and protects, or
preserves when and as it chooses; for this act, asit is assisting and not inherent, is particular, and
the free act of variable grace. This distinction having been stated, we thus judge concerning these
arguments. Man was never without supernatural grace, either inherent or habitual: he was not
without assisting grace, except in that particular act, in which God did not govern, did not preserve,
because it was an act of nature, which must be tested in its own mode, which has been allotted to
it by theinfinite wisdom of God. For, as Tertullian says—God retired, from the administration not
of al grace, but of supernatural grace from the time when he said to man, "Of every tree of the
garden thou mayest freely eat. But of the tree of knowledge of good and evil thou shalt not eat of
it,” (Gen. ii. 16 and 17,) and committed the whole matter, of compact and solely, to the nature of
man." Indeed hewholly transferred to the will of man, according to thelaw of his nature, the power
to render or not to render obedience in all matters pertaining to nature. But "he could not resist the
devil, and the mode of the temptation was irresistible." This is denied; for if he could, according
to his nature, refrain from eating of the forbidden fruit, he could, in this, resist the devil, and the
mode of the temptation was not irresistible. He could refrain from eating, because that was, in the
simplest sense, natural, and, by compact, aswe have just said, was placed in the power of man. But
hedid not refrain from eating, certainly, because he did not wish to do so, but hewillingly consented
to the temptation, concerning which point, we have already under Prop. 9 noticed the opinion of
Augustine.

In the observance of general law, the case is different, cause, as we have before said, the law
operates on nature and adjusts nature to the supernatural, and it could not be observed, nor indeed
could the devil be resisted, without supernatural grace.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE FOURTEENTH

PROPOSITION

My object, in the arguments which | now present, is to prove that Adam, and in him, all the
human race, were created in a state of supernatural grace, that is, that in their original condition
they had, not only natural attributes, but also supernatural grace, either by the act of creation or
superinfusion. From which | conclude, that God, in the act of predestination, and preterition or
reprobation, could consider no one in a merely natural state. My first argument is taken from the
nature of the divine image, to which or in which man was created. Another argument is deduced
from the law, which was imposed on Adam, and on al men in him, which | assert, was not to be
observed without supernatural grace. Theformer argument was discussed in my reply to the answer
to the tenth Proposition, and | refer to what was then stated.

We will now consider the latter, and, in the first place, its Mgjor, which supposes that the law,
given to Adam, was enacted for all men, with the addition, as proof, of the fact that all men have
sinned in Adam, and become partakers of his transgression. Y ou discuss this Major Proposition,
without reference to the proof. | notice the mode in which you assail the former, and what forceis
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possessed by the latter for its confirmation. Y ou make a distinction in the law, imposed on Adam,
and regard it as having atwo-fold relation, first, as common and natural ; second, as particular. Y ou
say that the former was enacted for all men, the latter, not for all men. | agree with what you say
concerning common or genera law, and shall hereafter make use of it to confirm my own proposition.
| do not, in all respects, assent to what you say concerning particular law. The law, concerning the
forbidden tree, had, in part, a particular reference, and in part, a general one. For it is symbolical,
and consists, therefore, of two parts, the symbol and that signified by it. The symbol was abstinence
from the forbidden tree; the thing signified was abstinence from disobedience and evil, and thetrial
of obedience. So far as abstinence from disobedience and evil was prescribed by that law, it wasa
general law. But asthelaw required an observance of asymbolical character, it must be considered
in atwo fold light, either as prescribing symbolical observance in general, or the observance of
that particular symbol. So far asthe law should prescribe the observance of any symbol, in general,
to test the obedience of man, it would, to that extent, be general. For God would have determined
to test the obedience of all men by some symbol, either this one or some other, if it had been their
lot to be bornin astate of integrity. | provethisfirst from the fact that He purposed that the condition
of all men should be the same with that of Adam, if they should be born in the state in which Adam
was created, in respect to the image of God. Secondly, it was most suitable that the experiment of
obedience should be madein amatter which wasindifferent; but alaw, which commands or forbids
any thing indifferent is symbolical and ceremonial.

But, so far as the observance, prescribed by the law, had reference to that particular symbol,
namely, abstinence from

the fruit of the forbidden tree, it can, in one sense, be called general, and in another, it may be
particular. It was general as prescribed to Adam and Eve, the parents and social head of the human
race, inwhom, asinitsorigin and root, was then contai ned the whole human race. It was particular,
as prescribed to the same persons as individuals, and as it, perhaps, would not have been imposed
on other human beings, if they had, at that time, been born, and considered in themselves, and not
in their first parents. | say perhaps; for you know that there are those who think, that if the first
human beings had maintained their integrity, that their descendants would have been born and
would have dwelt in Paradise, and this idea has some probability. For if that earthly paradise was
a symbol of the heavenly kingdom, as seems probable from the fact that the third heaven, the
residence of the blessed, is called, in the Scripture, paradise, it is most probable that no one of the
human race would have been excluded from that paradise on earth, if he had not first rendered
himself worthy of the heavenly paradise. This point may, however, be left without decision.

That the law (to come to the argument of my Mgjor) which Adam transgressed, was enacted
for all men, | proved by an irrefragable argument, which you passed by. "Sin is the transgression
of the law." (1 Johniii. 4.) The law can not be transgressed by him for whom it was not enacted.
Hence that law, which Adam transgressed, was enacted for all who are said to have sinned in him.
But that law was the same which is called particular by you. More briefly; the law, which al men
transgressed in Adam was enacted for all men. But all men transgressed, in Adam, the law concerning
the forbidden tree. For against no other law is Adam said to have sinned, and, indeed, we are all
said to be guilty of the sin committed against that law. Therefore that law was enacted for all men.
In whatever respect, then, it is considered, it is equally in my favour, and is equally adapted to
sustain my sentiment.
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| come now to the Minor. "But that law could not be obeyed without supernatural grace." Y ou
grant this in reference to the genera law, you deny it concerning that in which the eating of the
fruit of that tree wasforbidden. | may assent to your position for the sake of the argument, and from
that position sustain my proposition. A law which can not be observed without supernatural grace,
should be imposed only on those to whom supernatural grace has been given by God; --

But that general law could not be observed without supernatural grace; -- Therefore, it should
be imposed only on those to whom supernatural grace was given by God. It wasimposed on Adam,
and, in him, upon all men. Therefore, Adam, and, in him, all men, had supernatural grace. Therefore,
they could not be considered in their natural condition by God in the act of predestination and
reprobation. This might suffice for my purpose. | affirm, however, that even the particular law
concerning the forbidden tree could not be obeyed without supernatural grace, not indeed so far as
the external act of abstinence from the fruit of that tree was prescribed, but as, under that symbol,
obedience was commanded, and it was enjoined on man to live not according to man, but according
to God. This you acknowledge when you say that "these acts" (eating and abstaining), "were not
both left with him by the requisition and arrangement of the special law declared by God, though
the power to eat is to abstain from that fruit was in fact absolutely possessed by man. That law,
however, was to be observed, not according to fact only, but according to the arrangement of that
particular law. Y ou say that my argument " pertainsto the mode of general law." Let that be admitted,
and still sustain my proposition, as | have before demonstrated, and | have also shown that, in the
law which you call particular, there is something of the nature of general law. Those arguments
are, therefore, in this respect valid. The first also is sustained, as is apparent from our previous
statements. For as the law required obedience which should consist, not only in the external deed,
but in the external disposition of themind, for that reason it could not be obeyed without supernatural
grace.

My second argument does not seem to have been understood by you in accordance with my
meaning. The design of the argument was—and in this consistsits force—that spiritual punishment
could not be inflicted for the transgression of that law, to the observance of which spiritual good
was not promised. But spiritual good was not promised to the observance of this law, if, indeed, it
could be observed without supernatural grace. For supernatural grace and supernatural happiness
are analogous. Hence it follows, that if spiritual punishment was the penalty of the transgression
of that law, then, also spiritual good was promised to the observance of the same, and, therefore,
it could be observed only by supernatural grace; otherwise nature could, by its own fact, obtain
supernatural good. Here we must consider athree-fold distinction in the transgression and observance
of law. First, asingle transgression of law deserves punishment, but reward pertains only to those
who observe the law even to the end; secondly, the violation of one precept deserves punishment,
but reward is bestowed only on those who have kept all its precepts; thirdly, the violation of a
precept may be estimated from the omission either of an external act or of an internal feeling, or
of both at once, aso, from the intention, so that he, who fails in one of these points, may be
considered atransgressor, but observanceis judged of from all these united, nor can it be regarded
as perfect if it isnot completein all these points. | acknowledge that what you say concerning the
heinousness of the sin perpetrated by our first parentsisvery true, nor do | think that its heinousness
can be declared in words. But how do you infer that my argument is designed to set forth that
punishment would be inflicted more justly, on a man, if he should violate the law, when he was
corrupt and sinful by nature, than if he should do the same thing, when he was pure by nature,
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These states of human nature were placed in opposition by me, but | contrasted man in a natural
condition with one endued with supernatural grace. Punishment isinflicted with greater justice on
the latter than on the former; indeed it would be inflicted unjustly on the former, if the law could
not be observed without supernatural grace; and if the observance of the law had not the promise
of spiritual good, spiritual punishment isinflicted unjustly on the transgression of that law.

| will not now speak of my last two arguments and your answersto them, both because so much
has been said on the preceding points, and because you concede to me that man was not without
habitual, supernatural grace. | conclude then that man could not be considered in amerely natural
condition by God in the act of predestination, since he was not in that state. In this, then, we agree.
But you say, "these arguments have no weight against the opinion which considersman in general ."
| answer, that these arguments prove that man could not have been considered in general, for he
could not have been considered in amerely natural condition. But in the state of supernatural grace,
he was not considered as reprobate or passed by. For, in reprobation or preterition, man isleft in
the state of nature, which can have nothing supernatural or divine, asisstated in your Theses. Also,
that state of supernatural grace hasits measure and proportion to supernatural felicity according to
the providence of God. Moreover asto those, on whom God willsto bestow supernatural happiness,
by the affirmative act of His providence, on them he cannot, by the negative act of preterition, will
not to bestow the same happiness, unless he has considered them as failing to attain, by those
supernatural means, to that happiness, but as either about to sin, or as having aready in fact
transgressed, of their own free will. Otherwise there would be two contrary acts of God in reference
to one subject, considered in the same relation, and performed at the same time.

FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Secondly, because the grace of predestination, or that prepared for man in predestination, is
Evangelical, not Legal; but that grace was prepared only for man considered asasinner. That itis
Evangelical is clear, because the decree of predestination is peremptory. It has reference, then, not
to Lega grace, of which aman may not make use, as in the case of transgression of law, and yet
be saved, but to Evangelical grace, by which he must be saved, or excluded from salvation.

Again, the grace, prepared in predestination, isthat of the remission of sins, and of regeneration,
that is, of the turning of sin and to God, by the mortification of the old, and the vivification of the
new man.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION

| accede to your first statement, if it be correctly understood, but some explanation may be
necessary concerning the second. In the assumption which you make, there should be adistinction,
foritisfalse, if referred to Evangelical grace, understood with ageneral reference to nature; if that
grace be understood with reference to ourselves, it is very true. But, as you know, it is fallacious
to argue from the concrete to the abstract. | will explain the subject in afew words. In supernatural
Evangelical grace there are two parts, one to preserve those who are now in a state of grace; the
other to gain those who are not in that state. The order of thisgrace, considered according to nature,
is one thing; considered according to ourselvesit is another. The order of nature is that they, who
are in a state of grace, should be preserved (as in the election and predestination of angels), and
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afterwards that they, who are not in that state, should be brought into it, as is done for men.
Considered according to ourselves, who havefallen from grace, the order isdifferent. It isnecessary
that they, who have fallen, should first be raised up, as Christ does in the gospel, and then be kept,
asHewill do for us eternally, in heaven, when we shall be like the angels. Y our second statement,
then, isfalsein the abstract, if you say that Evangelical grace, in general, is not prepared for man,
except as he is considered sinful, for it was prepared for man in the abstract and in common, as
God also testified to man, in the symbol of the tree of life, placed in Eden. But if you speak of
Evangelical grace, inthelatter sense, that isconsidered in thismode and order, then indeed | accede
to your statement. But then the conclusion will not bevalid, aswe have just said. For the Evangelical
grace of God is one in its substance, but two-fold in its mode and order, which mode and order
does not change the substance of the thing. Hence it was not at all to the purpose that your first
statement might be sustained, which we also, if it isrightly understood, strongly affirm.

Y our statement that "a man may not make use of Legal grace and yet be saved," is a doubtful
one, unless it be fully explained, and as | know that you understand it; but this does not relate to
the question. Finally, Evangelical grace, by your limitation to the remission of sins, regeneration,
&c., is, asyou aso, my brother, perceive from what we have now said, rendered incompl ete, because
you pass over preservation, which is one essential part of it. In other respects we accede to your
proposition.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE FIFTEENTH PROPOSITION

My argument may be stated thus:. -- Evangelical graceis prepared only for man, considered as
asinner; -- But the grace of predestination, or that prepared for man in predestination, is Evangelical;
-- Therefore, the grace of predestination is prepared only for man, considered as asinner. Thisis
a syllogism in form, mode, and its three terms. Hence it includes nothing else and nothing more
than is in the premises. Though Evangelical grace, considered in general, might have two parts,
yet | have restricted the Evangelical grace, which was prepared for man. But grace, considered in
the abstract, was not prepared for man, but only one part of it; that is, the acquisition of those who
are not in a state of grace, not the preservation of those who are in a state of grace, for no one of
men has been kept in that state of grace, which he obtained at his creation, al have fallen. There
is, therefore, in this case no falacy from the concrete to the abstract. | use the term Evangelical
grace in my first and second statementsin entirely the same manner; not in one case "according to
nature" and, in the other, "according to ourselves' or vice versa, but in both cases "according to
ourselves," namely, as that which was prepared, for men, not angels. Therefore, by your own
acknowledgment, both my statements are true. You say that "it is false, in the abstract, that
Evangelical grace isnot prepared for man, except as he is considered as sinful, for it was prepared
for man in the abstract and in common, as God also testified to man in the symbol of the tree of
life placed in Eden.” | reply—there is an equivocation in the word "prepared,” and when that is
removed, the truth of my view will be manifest. The preparation of grace is either that of
predestination or of providence, as used in contra-distinction to the former. In providence, sufficient
graceisprepared, and if it isefficacious, assomethink, itisnot finally efficacious. In predestination,
grace, which is efficacious, and indeed finally efficacious, is prepared. Predestination superadds
to providence, as the School-men say, fire certainty of the event. In providence is prepared that
general grace, which pertains promiscuously to all men; in predestination is prepared that particul ar
grace, which is peculiar to the elect. In providence is prepared both Legal and Evangelical grace;
in predestination only Evangelical grace. In providence is prepared grace communicable both in
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and out of paradise; in predestination is prepared grace, communicable only out of paradise. It is
true that God symbolized, by the tree of life, general not particular grace, Legal not Evangelical
grace, grace communicable in paradise, and, finally, sufficient, not efficacious, grace. Therefore,
the grace, which God symbolized by the tree of life, is that of providence, not of predestination.
But Evangelical grace, which isfinally efficacious, particular not general, only communicable out
of paradise, and which is prepared for man in predestination, is no other than that which is adapted
only to man considered as asinner. | refer, then, in my first and second statement, to Evangelical
grace, in this mode and order. Therefore, my conclusion is valid. And, though grace is the same,
in substance, and varies only in its mode and relation, yet that variation of mode, is a reason that
grace, constituted in that mode and order, can certainly be prepared only for the sinner. The whole
matter will be more manifestly evident, if | conclude by the addition of proofs of the Minor of the
preceding syllogism. Evangelical grace, by which man is in fact saved, which consists in the
remission of sinsand in regeneration, belongs only to man considered as a sinner; -- But the grace,
prepared in predestination for man, is Evangelical grace, by which manisin fact saved, consisting
inremission of sinsand in regeneration; -- Therefore, the grace, prepared for man in predestination,
does not belong to man except as heis considered as asinner. Consequently man was not considered
by God, in the act of predestination, in his natural condition.

If any one should argue thus, "Evangelical grace was prepared for man in the abstract and in
common; -- But the grace, prepared for man in predestination, is Evangelical grace;

Therefore, grace was prepared in predestination for man, considered in the abstract and in
common,” he will, on more than one account, be chargeable with fallacy. In the first place, the
Major, considered in the abstract, is false. For that grace, which preserves its subjects in their
primitive state, which you call, also, Evangelical in respect to the angels, was not prepared for man.
Again, there are four terms in the syllogism. For, in the Major, Evangelical grace is spoken of in
the abstract; in the Minor, it is spoken of in the concrete. If it be said that it is understood in the
Minor in the same manner as in the Major, then the Minor, aso, is false. For the grace prepared
for man in predestination is Evangelical grace, in the concrete, and understood in respect to us. |
use your phraseology. But what if | should deny that the grace which is bestowed on angels, in
election and predestination can be called Evangelical, and should ask for the proof of your statement?
This| could do with propriety and justice. For it is certain, especialy as the gospel is explained to
us in the Holy Scriptures, that the grace bestowed on angels can not be called Evangelical. The
sum of the gospel is this, "Repent and believe the gospel” or "believe in Jesus Christ, the Son of
God, and your sins shall be remitted unto you, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost, and
afterwards, eternal life." These expressions are by no means adapted to the elect angels.

If you say that it is not Evangelical in the mode in which the gospel is adapted to sinful men,
yet, it can be called Evangelical as, according to it, they are preserved in their own state, you will
permit me to ask the proof of that statement. In the weakness of my capacity, | can conceive of no
other reason for that sentiment than that Christ is also called the Mediator of angels, and that they
are said to be elect in him. Y ou know, however, that thisisin controversy among the learned, and
we have aready presented some thoughts concerning it. But, even with the concession that Christ
can be called the Mediator of angels, | can not persuade myself that the grace, which was bestowed
on the angels, was prepared or obtained for them by any merit of Christ, or any work which he
performed, in their behalf, before God. Grace, which Christ did not obtain, can not, in my opinion,
be called Evangelical. Again, | think that, in general, thereisatwo-fold mode and way of obtaining
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supernatural and eternal happiness. One of strict justice and Legal, the other of mercy and
Evangelical, asthere s, aso, atwo-fold covenant with God, of works and of faith, of justice and
of grace, Legal and Evangelical. In the former mode and relation, happinessis obtained by perfect
obedienceto the law, given to the creature by God; in the latter, happinessis obtained by remission
of disobedience and the imputation of righteousness. The human mind can not conceive any other
mode; at least, no other is revealed in the Scriptures. These two modes have, to each other, this
relation, that the former precedes, asis required by the justice of God, by the condition presented
to the creature, and by the very nature of the case; the other follows, if, in theformer way, happiness
can not be allotted to the creature, and it seems good to the Deity, also, to propose the latter, which
depends on the mere will of God. For He can punish or pardon disobedience. Both modes are used
in reference to man, asthe Scriptures declare in many places, and briefly in Rom. viii. 3. " For what
the Law could not do, in that it wasweak through the flesh, God, sending hisown Son in thelikeness
of sinful flesh, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh.”

| think that the former mode only was used in reference to the angels, and that God determined
to treat the angels according to the Legal covenant strictly of justice and works; but to display all
Hisgoodnessin the salvation of men. Thisisapparent from thefact that the angels, who fell, sinned
irremediably and without hope of pardon, and the other angels did not obtain pardon for sins, for
they had not committed them, but were preserved and confirmed in their own state, through the
grace, it may be, which they received through the mediation of Christ, and which he communicated
to them, not, in a correct sense, by that which Christ either merited or obtained for them by any
work performed in their behalf, before God. These things, however, are irrelevant.

In my statement that it is possible for man not to use Legal grace, and yet be saved, | intended
to convey the same idea which you also have expressed, that God can, if hewill, move iniquity "as
acloud;" and | think that the apostle says the same in Romans iv. 5. "To him that worketh not,"
(that is, who does not fulfill the law, and therefore, does not use Legal grace,) "but believeth on
Him that justifieth the ungodly, hisfaith is counted for righteousness."

In limiting Evangelical grace to the remission of sins and regeneration, | committed no fault.
For | explained it, not in the abstract, (if it isever so used), but in the concrete. But, thus explained,
it excludes that part which you call "the grace of preservation" (unless that phrase is applied to
perseverance in a state of restoration). We were not saved, in the primitive state, by that grace, for
it was not prepared for in that state, by predestination. For we all fell and sinned. Here, again, there
is need of the admonition that we are not now treating of angels, therefore those things which may
be common to angels and men, are here, according to the law of general and specific relations kaq
o[lou, to be so restricted asto apply only to men, otherwise, in discussing the species, we shall treat
of the genus.

SIXTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Thirdly, because the reelection of a creature, in his natural state, of a creature, on whom is
imposed alaw only to be performed by grace, isacause of sin by the removal or the non-bestowment
of that which alone can restrain from sin. Thisis grace. According to which view this sentiment is

97


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Rom.8.xml#Rom.8.3
http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Rom.4.xml#Rom.4.5

Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

equivalent to the former, which ascribes the ordination of sinto adecree, from which sin necessarily
exigsts.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE SIXTEENTH PROPOSITION

The proposition can not be predicated of man in his primitive integrity, for the law, to Adam
in hisintegrity, was not only his glory, but it was to be performed both by nature and grace, since
his nature was rightly adjusted to grace, but he fell in amatter pertaining to nature, and capable of
performance by nature, which did not belong to general law, which is here the subject of discussion,
but to that particular law, which had reference only to nature, and absolutely pertained to it, and
was to be observed by its power alone, as was declared to Adam by God, as shown in the answer
to the fourteenth proposition. In reference to ourselves, however, as we now are, it can be stated,
with the utmost propriety, that the law can be observed only by grace. Indeed, it can not be observed
at al by us, but its observance is imputed of grace and is apprehended by faith in Christ. The
statement, also, is erroneous that "the reelection of a creature, in his natural state, is acause of sin
by the removal or non-bestowment of restraining grace,” if it is understood in auniversal sense. It
isapartial cause of sin, when removed or not bestowed, if there was obligation to bestow it, but if
there was no such obligation, it can not, with propriety, be called apartial cause of sin. If there was
obligation to bestow it, there is responsibility, it there was no such obligation, there is no
responsibility for the sin, even if that grace should be wanting. Thisis taught by nature itself, and
it is very fitly illustrated by Clemens Alexandrinus, in two places. But, in the law, there was
something natural, which Adam could perform by nature, and something adjusted to grace, for
which he could not, by nature alone, be sufficient.

Therefore, though Adam sinned against natural law, if hedid sininamatter pertaining to nature,
(inwhich grace was not due), his own will alone wasin fault, not destitution of grace, as evidently
happened to him in the particular law, given to him in Adam. The conclusion, then, is unsound.

Of the ordination of sin, and the decree of God, and what is signified by ordination, properly
understood, we have spoken, in answer to the sixth proposition. Y our argument, that sin, therefore,
necessarily exists, isinconclusive; sincethe Divine ordination would perform nothing unobligatory
upon it, but that is done by him who commits sin; and it omits nothing obligatory upon it, but must
perform and most wisely perfect all thing. But there has been, in the answer to the sixth proposition,
a sufficient discussion of this whole subject.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE SIXTEENTH

PROPOSITION

When | speak of grace, | do not exclude nature, for the former presupposesthe latter. The phrase
"only to be performed by grace" isequivalent to this, "not to be performed without grace," theword
"only" referring, not to the exclusion of nature, but to the necessary inclusion of grace. But these
antecedents being supposed—a law was given to man, which he could not perform without
grace—and grace was not bestowed—the conclusion follows that the cause of sin was not man,
but he, who imposed such alaw and did not give the means of its observance, or, to speak more
correctly, a transgression of a law cannot be called sin, when the law is unjust, as that of God,
reaping where He has not sown, which is far from a good and a just God, and its transgression is
necessary, not voluntary, on account of an inability not to transgress. It is, then, in all respects, true,
that he, who does not bestow that without which sin can not be avoided, or removes that without
which the law can not be observed, istruly the author of sin, or rather the cause that the law is not
observed, which non-observance, can not have the relation of sin. The condition, "if there was
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obligation to bestow restraining grace,” isadded, in thiscase, in vain. For God is, necessarily, under
obligation to bestow on man the power to keep that law, which He imposes on him, unless, indeed,
man has deprived himself of that power, by hisown fault, in which case, God is not under obligation
to restore it. That, however, was not the case in the primitive state of man, before his sin. In this
sense, | grant that he, who is not under obligation to bestow the power, to observe the law and to
avoid sin, is not the author of sin, if he does not bestow it; but this statement should be added, that
God isunder obligation to give that power, if He gave thelaw, the observance of which necessarily
implies the power. God does not, indeed, owe any thing to any person, in an absol ute sense, for no
one has given that to Him which should be repaid, but God can, by His own act, place Himself
under obligation to man, either by promise, or by requiring an act of him. By promise, if He has
made it absolutely or on a condition, then He is a debtor, absolutely or conditionally; "God is not
unrighteousto forget your work." (Heb. vii. 10.) By requiring an act, Heis placed under obligation
to bestow the power necessary for the performance of the act. If He does not bestow it, and yet, by
an enactment of alaw, requires the performance of the act, then He, not man, is the cause of the
transgression of that law.

In reference to those antecedents, whether alaw was imposed on man, to be observed without
grace, or not, and whether man received, in his primitive state, supernatural grace, there has been
sufficient discussion under propositions tenth and fourteenth. Nor is it to the purpose to say that
"if he sinned in amatter pertaining to nature, (in which grace was not due,) his own will alonewas
in fault, not destitution of grace"; who denies that statement, if that law could be observed by the
powers of nature? But | deny that such was the case in that particular law given to Adam, and the
reasons for this denial have been already given in my review of your answer to the fourteenth
proposition. We have also remarked, at sufficient length, in the sixth proposition, concerning the
ordination of sin, and how it is made, according to the view of Calvin and Beza, the basis of the
divine decree. | grant that the ordination of God does nothing unduly, but as an ordination of sin,
such as they attribute to the Deity, is not in harmony with the character of God, it is not wonderful
that, from it, something undue should he attributed to God.

SEVENTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

In reference to the third question, it is not in controversy whether God, foreseeing the sins of
some, prepared for their deserved punishment, but whether, foreseeing the sins of those thus passed
by and left in their natural state, He prepared punishment for them from eternity. The latter does
not seem to me to be true.

REPLY OF JUNIUSTO THE SEVENTEENTH PROPOSITION

They, for whose sins God prepared merited punishment, are not the elect: therefore they are
passed by and reprobate. It has been before demonstrated that they were passed by, in amode in
harmony with the wisdom of God.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE SEVENTEENTH

PROPOSITION

It isnot true, universally, that "they, for whose sins God prepared merited punishment, are not
the elect,” for He prepared merited punishment even for the sins of the elect, both by laying them
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upon Christ, that he might expiate them, and by sometimes inflicting the consequences of sin even
on the elect, that they may learn how they have deserved to be treated forever, and how they would
have been treated, if God had not determined to have mercy upon them. It istrue, however, if itis
understood with reference to the preparation of punishment by the decree now under discussion.
For by that decree, the merited punishment of sin, isnot only prepared, but it is, in fact and forever,
inflicted on sinners. It isindeed true, rather, that, by the decree, punishment is prepared for sin, not
as merited and due, but as not remitted by mercy, which forgives the debt to some. Thisdistinction
isrequired by the order of election, and of predamnation, its opposite. For election remits merited
and due punishment. Its opposite, preordination, does not remit merited and due punishment. This
thenisinflicted, by damnation, which is the execution of predamnation, not as merited or due, but
as not remitted.

Again, a digtinction is to be made between the preparation of punishment, made by the just
Providence of God, and that made by the decree of divine predamnation, which is the opposite of
election. For the former is avoided by all who repent and believe in the Son. The latter is avoided
by none, since the decree of predamnation is irrevocable and peremptory. The question is not
whether God prepared punishment for those passed by in a mode in harmony with the wisdom of
God"; for who denies that, if any are passed by, they are passed by in a manner in harmony with
the wisdom of God? But the question is, whether God, foreseeing the sin of those, so passed by
and left in their natural state, as has been explained, prepared punishment for them by the decree
of predamnation, which does not seem very probable to me. | have presented arguments for this
opinion, which we will now consider.

EIGHTEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Inthefirst place, from what has been already stated: since punishment can not bejustly prepared,
of the mere act of the divine pleasure, for those passed by on account of foreseen sin, which must
be committed, asthe necessary result of that preterition and reelection in astate of nature. Secondly,
the punishment ordained for them is spiritual, but spiritual punishment can not be ordained for
those falling from their origina state, if spiritual reward, on the contrary, isnot prepared for those
who should remainin their original state. But areward of thiskind was not prepared for such, since
they could, by mere natural power, remain in their original state, and spiritual happiness could not
be acquired by them.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE EIGHTEENTH PROPOSITION

In reference to the first argument, | deny:

1. that Adam was, to speak in general terms, passed by and left in a state of nature by God, but,
according to the mode of nature, he was left to himself only in reference to a particular and natural
act, which wasin the power of mere nature, and that he was carefully forewarned by God, and that
he received information from God, as by compact.

2. It isdenied that sin was committed by him, of necessity, in view of that preterition. For, if it
was necessarily committed, it would have been a habit, or passive quality in the nature of man; but
it pertained to capability, hiswill being free, and borne contingently in this or that direction. It was
not then perpetrated necessarily; therefore he committed it contingently, (as the Scripture and the
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agreement of the church have always declared,) according to the free natural power, which is that
of the will. The wise man rightly saysin Eccl. vii. 27, "Lo, this only have | found, that God hath
made man upright; but they have sought out many inventions."

Concerning the second argument, | remark that the word "also" should be added to your
proposition in this manner: "the punishment ordained for them is also spiritual.” For punishment
of both kinds, of the body and of the spirit, was ordained for them, by the testimony of Scripture.
Y our assumption is denied, which states that a reward of this kind was not prepared for them, in
generd, if they had remained in their original state. For it is entirely evident that it was proposed
to them in the covenant of nature, and in the ordination to grace, if they should remain in their
original state, aswasalso signified in the symbol of thetree of life, and declared in the denunciation
of death. For what is death but the privation of this and of the future life? What privation could
there be, if man did not possess life, on the one hand by nature, and on the other by the ordination
of grace to be consummated after the natural course of this life. But to prove this statement, you
add, "for they could, by mere natural power, remain in their original state." This also is denied.
They could do so only in natural things, but by no meansin things pertaining to grace, as we have
already frequently showed. The whole argumentation, then, is erroneous. "But," you will say, "my
reasoning is valid on the hypothesis of Aquinas, who held that man, in the matter of election, was
considered in his natural condition.” | reply in this manner:

1. This does not affect us, who affirm that God, in election, has reference to man in general.

2. Though Aquinas usesthat form of expression, yet it must be correctly understood, sincethere
may be ambiguity here, for the relation of election: concerning which we have already presented
the sentiment of Aquinas, in my answer to the sixth proposition, is onething, and that of the condition
of Adam, when he fell into sin, is another. It is evident from all his writings, that it did not, even
in a dream, enter into his mind, that Adam was then merely in his natural condition. Could he,
indeed, entertain such an idea, who every where openly avows that man was made in a state of
supernatural grace, and expressly asserts this in his controversy with the Master of Sentences.
Thereforethe hypothesisisfalse, and iserroneoudly ascribed to Aquinas. If that isfalse, the argument
alsoiswithout force. Man a so could not, by natural power aone, continuein his primitive condition
and state, (for | prefer these expressionsto "origin,” as more clearly conveying theidea,) or by its
means acquire spiritual happiness. For that happiness is not the reward of labourers, but the
inheritance of children in Christ, bestowed by grace, not obtained by labour.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE EIGHTEENTH PROPOSITION

My first argument rests on the hypothesis of the definition by which preterition is described in
your Theses. That definition is in these words: "Preterition is the act of the divine pleasure, by
which God, from eternity, determined to leave certain of His creatures in their natural state, and
not to communicate to them the supernatural grace by which their pure nature might be strengthened,
or their corrupt nature might be restored, to the declaration of the freedom of His own goodness,
but anatural state isthat in which there can be nothing supernatural or divine," according to Thesis
10, of the same disputation. For those, who are passed by, are left in the same natural state and
condition in the same manner, as that from which they, who are predestinated, are raised up. Being
left in such a natural state, "in which there can be nothing supernatural or divine," they can not
keep the law, which is not to be kept without supernatural grace. Hence punishment can not be
justly prepared for them on account of sin, committed against alaw which can not be kept by them.
Therefore your first negation seemsto me to be irrelevant.
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We are not treating of the mode in which Adam was left to his own nature and given up to his
own direction. The reelection of Adam to himself belongs, not to the decree of predestination, but
to that providence, in which God, without the distinction of predestinate and reprobate, had reference
to man, newly created, and this, indeed, of necessity, according to the hypothesis that He purposed
to create man free. But we are treating of his reelection in a natural state, which belongs to the
decree of preterition. If you should say that they who are passed by are considered by the Deity in
Adam, as partakers of the same things, which Adam had in his primitive state, | answer that, thus
considered, they were not |eft in that natural state, which can effect nothing supernatural or divine.
Hence the hypothesis will be false, which seems only to rest on the definition of preterition given
in your Theses.

To your second negation, | reply—from the reelection in a natural state "which can effect
nothing supernatural or divine," (that is, neither of itself, as| admit, nor by any thing superinfused,
so that nothing supernatural may be added to it, according to the hypothesis of your definition,) sin
must of necessity be committed by the person left, and it can not be avoided without supernatural
grace. Thewill is, indeed, free, but not in respect to that act which can not be performed or omitted
without supernatural grace, just asit is not free in respect to that act by which it wills the good of
the universe and of itself. The reason of thisis—there isin man apassive quality, inclining him to
that forbidden act, and impelling the will to aconsent to and commission of that act; and necessarily
impelling it, unless the will is endued with some power to resist that motion, which power is
supernatural grace, according to our hypothesis. To explain this subject more fully, | add a few
thoughts. The negative act of the Deity, which preceded the sin of man, pertained either to
providence, or to reprobation, or to preterition, as distinct from providence. In thefirst place, it did
not pertain to reprobation.

1. Because the act of reprobation has reference to some men, not to al, for not al are reprobates.

2. If sin exists from the act of reprobation, or not without it, then only some men commit sin,
and the rest do not commit it, that is, they sin, to whom God had reference in the negative act of
preterition, and they do not sin, to whom He had no such reference. But al have sinned. It is not
then from that act.

3. If sin exists from the negative act of reprobation, it then follows that Adam and all menin
him are reprobates, for Adam, and, in him, all men have sinned. This consequenceisfalse, therefore
the antecedent is also false.

4. By converse reasoning, if the sin of man resulted from the negative act of preterition, then,
from the affirmative act of predestination, which exists at the same moment with the opposite of
the act previoudly referred to, for neither of these acts exists without the other, and they are oppositely
spoken of, results the perseverance of man in goodness, at least in reference to this single act. But
no man perseveres in the good in which he was created, according to the affirmative act of
predestination. Therefore, also, the sin of man is not from the negative act of reprobation or
preterition.

5. To those, to whom God once, by the negative act of reprobation, denies efficacious aid, He
finally denies efficacious aid, otherwise the reprobate are not reprobate. He does not deny, finaly,
to all men, efficaciousaid, for then all would be reprobate. Therefore, that act, by which efficacious
aid was denied once to all men, is not an act of reprobation. But some negative act of the Deity
preceded the sin of man, for otherwise man would not have sinned. Therefore that is an act of
providence.
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Here, however, two things are to be considered. First, sin did not exist of necessity from that
negative act, but, in view of that act, it might or might not be committed. For providence ordained
man to eternal life, and conferred means sufficient and necessary for the attainment of that life,
leaving, (as was suitable at the beginning), to the choice of man, the free use of those means, and
refusing to impede that liberty, lest it might rescind that which it had established, as Tertullian
happily remarks in the passage quoted by you, (Advers. Marcion, lib. 2, resp. 14). From which act
of God, refusing to prevent sin efficacioudly, (the opposite of which, the affirmative act of
determining to prevent it efficaciously, would beinconsistent with the first institution of the human
race, and the affirmative act of determining to prevent a sin, finally, would have pertained to
predestination,) results the fact that man could commit sin, not that he did commit it, but because
God, in His infinite wisdom, saw, from eternity, that man would fall at a certain time, that fall
occurred infallibly, only in respect to His prescience, not in respect to any act of the divine will,
either affirmative or negative. Whatever happens infallibly in respect to an act of the divine will,
the same also happens necessarily, not only by the necessity of consequence but by that, also, of
the consequent. It may be proper, here, to mark the difference between what is done infallibly and
what is done necessarily. The former depends on the infinity of the knowledge of God, the latter
on the act of Hiswill. The former has respect only to the knowledge of God, to which it pertains
to know, infalibly and with certainty, contingent things, the latter belong to the existence of the
thing itself, the necessity for which resulted from the will of God.

In the second place, the providence of God does not discriminate definitely between the classes
of men, as elect and reprobate. Therefore, that negative act of God has reference to al men in
general, and universally, without any distinction of elect and reprobate. From these thing, | conclude,
since that negative act, which preceded sin, was not of reprobation or preterition, but of providence
as distinct from the former, it follows that God, in the act of preterition, had not reference to men
apart from sin or considered as not yet sinners. For no negative act of preterition preceded, either
in order or in time, this negative act of providence. Likewise no other act of preterition intervened
between this act of providence and sin. If any act of preterition intervened, an act of predestination
alsointervened. There was no intervention of the latter, and, therefore, there was not of the former.
This act of predestination would be the preservation of some in goodness, and their deliverance
from possible sin. No one of mankind has been preserved in goodness and delivered from possible
sin, for all have sinned. It was not, however, necessary to prove here that man sinned, not necessarily
but freely, for that point isnot in controversy, but it wasto be shown, that, if preterition is supposed,
man, nevertheless, sinned freely, and not of necessity.

My second argument is also based on a hypothesis, which, in my opinion, whether incorrect or
correct your wisdom will decide, | have taken from your Theses. The hypothesis consists of two
parts; -- first, supernatural happiness cannot be acquired by the powers of nature alone; secondly,
the law, given to Adam, could be observed by the powers of nature alone. Thefirst part istrue. The
second is contained in your Theses. Man is left in a state of nature, which can effect nothing
supernatural or divine. But yet he was able to keep the law, otherwise God is unjust, who imposes
alaw, which cannot be obeyed by the creature. Hence | concluded that spiritual punishment ought
not to be inflicted for the transgression of that law, to the observance of which spiritual or
supernatural reward isnot promised. But supernatural reward is not promised to the observance of
a law, which can be obeyed by the powers of nature alone, otherwise nature could acquire that
which is supernatural, therefore, spiritual punishment ought not to be the penalty of the violation
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of the same law. Further, the law, imposed on Adam, could be performed by the powers of nature
alone, according to your view, as| have understood it; therefore, spiritual punishment ought not to
be its penalty. But its penalty is spiritual; thereforeit is unjust.

| will not, at thistime, inquire whether such may or may not be the consequence of your Theses,
since you now say distinctly that a supernatural reward was prepared for our first parents, if they
should remain in their original integrity. Therefore, | claim that my reasoning is valid, though the
hypothesis, on which it was based, is removed. From your own statement, indeed, | deduced an
inference in favour of my sentiment. That which was prepared for all men on condition of the
obedience, which they could render the gift of divine grace, bestowed or to be bestowed on them,
could not be denied to some men by the sure and definite decree of God, except on account of their
foreseen disobedience. Eternal life was prepared for all men, on condition of that obedience which
they could render. Therefore, eternal life could not be denied to some men, by the sure and definite
decree of God, that is, by preterition, except on account of their foreseen disobedience. Therefore,
also, men are considered by God, in the act of preterition, as sinners; they are not, then, considered
in general.

| do not touch the sentiment of Aquinas, except as it is explained in your Theses. | might,
however, require him to prove that God passed by man, considered in a state of integrity, in which
he had, not only natural, but also supernatural endowments. | grant that supernatural happinessis
that inheritance of the children of God, but it would have been given to those, who should remain
intheir primitiveintegrity, though in adifferent mode from that in which it is bestowed on believers
in Christ. It would have been given to the former "of the works of the law;" it is given to the latter
"of faith;" to the former the reward would have been reckoned not "of grace, but of debt;" (Rom.
iv. 4), to the latter, as believers, it is "reckoned of grace;" to the former, it would have been given
by "the righteousnesswhich isof the law," which saith "that the man which doeth these things shall
live by them," to the latter by "the righteousness of faith, which speaketh in thiswise, if thou shalt
believe in thine heart,” &c. (Rom. x. 6, 9.) We have aready spoken in reference to that primitive
state, and to perseveranceinit.

NINETEENTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

In additionto all that has been said, it is proper to consider that, since predestination, preterition,
and reprobation, really produce no effect on the predestinate, passed by, and reprobate, the subject
of the actual execution, and that of the decree in the divine mind, are entirely the same and are
considered in the same mode. Hence, since God does not, in fact, communicate grace, except to
onewho isasinner, that is, the grace prepared in predestination, since he does not, in fact, pass by,
does not condemn or punish any one, unless he is a sinner, it seems to follow that God did not
decree to impart grace, to pass by, to reprobate any one, unless considered as a sinner.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE NINETEENTH PROPOSITION

Before | treat of the subject itself, it is necessary to refer to the ambiguity which was alluded
to, in my answer to the second proposition. In the whole of your letter, to reprobate isto damn, and
reprobation is damnation. But in my usage, reprobation, and preterition or non-election are the
same. Hence that the subject may be made more plain, you will not complainif | should substitute
the word damnation for the word reprobation. You say that "predestination, preterition and
damnation, have no referenceto action in the predestinate etc,” that is, that the predestinate or elect,
the passed by, and the damned, are el ected, passed by, and damned by God without any consideration
of quality which existsin theindividual. | think, indeed, that the relation of these thingsisdifferent
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according to the Scriptures. Election and non-€election have reference to nothing in the elect and
the passed-by: but damnation supposes sin, in view of which the sinner is damned, otherwise the
entire work of predestination, is limited to eternity.

| readily acknowledge that, in these matters, the subject must be considered in the same light
whether existing in fact or only in the mind. For the elect is elected, and the reprobate is passed by
asaman; heisdamned asasinner. He, who is, in fact, elected or passed by asaman, is so elected
or passed by in the mind of the Deity. He who is damned as a sinner, is so predamned. Else, the
internal and the externa acts of God would be at variance, which is never to be admitted. This
being fully understood, you see, my brother, that whatever things you construct on thisfoundation,
they can, in no way, be consistent.

You say that" God does not, in fact, communicate the grace prepared in predestination,” that
is, saving grace, "except to one who is a sinner, he does not, in fact, pass by any one, unless heis
asinner." If you affirm this of saving grace, in an absolute and universal sense, it is shown to be
false by the salvation of the elect angels, and the preterition of others. Did God elect and pass by
the angels as sinners. Origen may hold this view. We hold an entirely different one. If, however,
you say that you are speaking of grace towards man, then it follows, from this statement, that the
first man, in that primitive integrity, had not the communication of saving grace. This, indeed, |
think that you will not affirm. Therefore, this grace is communicated to man as man, though not
asasinner, and not to man only, but to the angels. If you say that it was communicated to man, in
his present sinful character, we do not deny it. Indeed, we believe that it is now communicated to
none except he is a sinner, since no one of the human race is not a sinner. We readily concede to
you that no one is damned or punished unless he is a sinner. Thus, a part of your conclusion is
denied, namely, that which has reference to election, and a part is conceded, namely, that which
refers to damnation.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE NINETEENTH PROPOSITION

| used the word reprobation in the sense in which you use it, as | have severa times already
stated and proved. | do not, however, object to your substitution, inits place, of the word damnation.
But you do not take my argument in its true sense. | do not, indeed, consider that the predestinate,
the passed-by, the damned are elected, passed by, damned by the Deity without reference to any
quality, which may exist inthem. Isit possiblethat | should do so, when |, always and every where,
endeavour to prove that sin isacondition or quality requisite in the object of the divine decree, My
real meaning is this. Predestination, preterition, pre-damnation, as acts remaining in the agent, or
asinterna acts, produce no feeling in an external object, but the execution of those internal acts,
which consists in external acts, passes over to external things, and produces an effect on them, as
is explained by Thomas Aquinas (Summa prima quaest. 23, artic. 2), from which passage it is
apparent that, in the scholastic phraseology, it is one thing to produce an effect and another thing
to suppose or have reference to something in the elect, the passed-by, the damned. But if those
internal acts have no effect on the object, then it follows that the object isthe samein every respect,
and is considered in the same mode by the Deity, both in the act of decree and in that of execution.
Hence, | conclude that, since it is certain that God, in the external act, communicates the grace,
which is prepared in predestination, to man, only as a sinner, and, in the external act, passes by
man only as a sinner, and, in the external act, damns man only as a sinner, it follows that God, in
the internal act, prepared grace only for a sinner, determined to pass by only the sinner, and
predamned only the sinner, that is, in the interna acts of predestination, preterition, and
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predamnation, had reference only to man considered asasinner. That God communicatesthe grace,
prepared in predestination, only to the sinner, passes by only the sinner, (concerning damnation,
weagree), is, | think, most evident. Y our two-fold argument does not at all affect thistruth. To the
first part, | make the answer, which your foresight has anticipated that we are discussing, not the
predestination and reprobation of angels, but those of men, the term grace being restricted to that
which was prepared for man, in the act of predestination.

To the second part of your argument, which charges my proposition with absurdity, | reply,
that there is an ambiguity in the phrase, saving grace. It may refer to that grace which is sufficient
and ableto confer salvation, or to that which is efficacious, and does, certainly, and in fact, bestow
salvation. Again, it may refer to the grace, which God bestowed on man in his primitive state, or
to that which is now bestowed in his sinful state, that, being made free in Christ, he may, through
Him, obtain life from the dead. My proposition concedes that man possessed the former in his state
of innocence, and so avoids absurdity. It also deniesthat he possessed the latter before thefall, and,
at the same time, denies that thisis absurd. This latter grace, and not the former, was prepared in
predestination, and so my argument remains firm and immovable.

For these reasons, Reverend Sir, | can not yet persuade myself that man, considered asasinner
by the Deity, is not the adequate object of predestination, preterition and predamnation.

TWENTIETH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

It does not seem to me that this sentiment is established by the argument from the necessary
declaration of the freedom of grace and of the divine goodness. For though | might concede that
the declaration of that freedom was necessary, yet | might say that it isdeclared in the very creation
and arrangement of things, and moreover that it could, and indeed ought to be declared in another
way.

The argument, from the necessary declaration of the divine justice, has no more weight with
me, both because justice in God, as His nature, is equally directed towards the whole object and
all its parts, unless, there be some diversity, dependent on Hiswill, and because God has declared
Himself, in Scripture, to be of such character that it was not necessary for Him to punish the sinner,
according to strict legal justice, in order to the manifestation of Hisjustice, but that He knew another,
more noble, way for the revelation of His own justice. Nor, does the argument, deduced from the
nature of providence, seem to have weight, since it pertains to providence to permit that some
should fail of the highest good, and of a supernatural end, and that permission, understood in
harmony with this sentiment, is to be attributed not so much to a sustaining and governing, asto a
creating providence.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTIETH PROPOSITION

After the discussion of election and reprobation, we come in this place to the consideration of
the design, according to which, the good or evil of an action is often to be decided. But here a
three-fold design is presented; having reference to the divine freedom in grace and goodness, and
to the divine justice, and to the divine providence. Other attributes, might indeed, be considered,
but from these a decision may be made concerning others. In reference to the first design, you
present two arguments.
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1. You affirm that this freedom "is declared in the very creation and arrangement of things.”
You would infer then, that it was unnecessary that it should be also declared in this way. This
inference is denial. For it was not sufficient that such declaration should be made in the creation
and arrangement of things, if it should not be declared also in their progress and result. Nor, indeed,
if it has been sufficiently declared in our present nature and life, does it follow, of consequence,
that there is no necessity of any declaration in the life of the future world. For, on the contrary, if
God should have declared His liberty in matters of an inferior nature only, and not in those, which
are superior and pertain to the future world, it would seem that he, through want either of knowledge
or of power, had omitted the more worthy declaration of His own freedom. For the nobler
manifestation of that freedom is made in things of anobler nature; and that good is better and more
noble, the consequences of which are better and more noble. Who can believe that God lacked
either knowledge, power, or will in this matter.

2. You affirm that thisliberty "could, and indeed ought to be, declared in another way." | grant
it. It could and ought to be, declared in this, and in other modes, as has been done by the Deity. But
if you use the phrase another, in an exclusive sense, as having reference to some particular mode
and not to thisone, it is denied, and, in the preceding argument, is sufficiently confuted.

Thesecond designis, in like manner, opposed by two arguments. Y our first argument, contained
in these words, "becausejustice in God, asHis natureis equally directed, &c.," is, inthe very same
sentence, refuted by the addition of the words, "unless there be some diversity, dependent on His
will." For justice in us is regarded in two aspects, as a habit and as an act proceeding from that
habit, and diffusing itself first inwardly and then outwardly. In God, it is also, considered in two
modes, as nature, and as an act of nature through the will, flowing from the nature and according
to the nature of God. In the former mode, it is the very essence of God; in the latter, it is the work
of that essence. Of theformer, you rightly affirm that "justice in God as nature is equally directed
towards the whole object, and all its parts.” The phrase "as nature" is susceptible of a two-fold
reference, as equivalent either to w[sper fusiv and imply asimilarity of operation to that of nature,
(in which sense | understand you to use it), or to kaqwé&It;v fusiv and implying that the nature of
God or Hisessenceisjustice itself. For since the essence of God is entirely simple, justice, nature,
essence, and His other attributes are, in fact, one, though adistinction ismadein them in our usage.
In reference to the latter mode of justices the expression "unless there be some diversity dependent
on Hiswill," is subjoined most suitably, and yet with some ambiguity. For in the justice of God,
as His nature, there is never diversity, not even as the result of His will. What? Can a change in
His essence, in His own nature result from the will of God, whose attribute, | do not say in all
respects, yet absolutely, and pertaining to Him alone, and always, isimmutability? But that justice,
which isthe work of the divine essence, emanating from that will, whether outwardly or inwardly,
may indeed be diversified in an infinite number of modes, according to His wisdom and will.

Y our second argument, to speak in a few words and with directness, is faulty in two respects.
First, though your statement is true, if properly understood, namely, "God has declared Himself,
in Scripture, to be of such character that it is not necessary for Him to punish the sinner, according
to strict legal justice, in order to the manifestation of Hisjustice," since Hisjustice, in all respects
and infinitely, surpasses legal justice, as, in the nature of things, the reality exceeds the type, and
the substance exceedsthe shade. Y et it, by no means, follows from this, that God must not so punish
the sinner for the manifestation of Hisown justice, or that it isfrom legal justice that He so punishes
him. But, on the contrary, it follows rather that God must so punish the sinner for the manifestation
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of Hisown justice, and that the fact of such punishment is dependent on Hisjustice, which exceeds
and in amost excellent, that is, in adivine method, surpasses legal justice, and which, in Hisword,
to us, according to our measure, takesthe form of legal justice, asthe shadow of that most excellent
justice. Thereisno element of justice, expressed to usin the law, which does not exist in thejustice
of God, and flow from it in amost excellent manner. In the law, He has both expressed the justice
due from us, and shadowed forth His own. Consider only this, that God is justice in an absolute
sense, or (if you prefer), that He is the absolute principle and cause of al justice, as of al good,
you at once destroy your own argument. For if He s, absolutely, justice, or the absolute principle
and cause of al justice, then He is the principle of this justice also, and the cause and effector of
it, as not only mediately shadowed forth in the law, but also, immediately effected by His own
work. For whenceisthat legal justice, if not from God, expressing by Hisown infinitely wise will,
what Heis, and what He does, asit is? Besides, if God is, absolutely, justice, and the principle of
justice, he punishes not according to the justice of the law, but according to His own justice, which
the law adumbrates to human comprehension, and which He cannot but set forth in His creatures,
both in the present and the future worlds as he has declared in His word. | am still less satisfied
with your second statement, in which you affirm that "He knew another, more noble way for the
revelation of His own justice." God certainly knew and thoroughly understood both that and the
other, and every possible way, according to the divine mode. But it is necessary, my brother, that
you should, in this case, consider that God aways contemplates all things, according to their
individual relations, and according to their relations to the universe, over which He presides. If it
should be denied that God, in respect to its individual relation, knew another more noble way for
the manifestation of His justice, how, | pray, would you prove it? Would it not, indeed, on the
contrary, seem, to the pious to be altogether more probable, since God is infinitely wise, that He
most wisely adopted the noblest way to manifest (which is the work of the divine wisdom) His
justice, to His own glory, to our instruction, and to the perfection of the universe, Let it, however,
be conceded that God, since He has all knowledge, knew another more noble way for accomplishing
thisthing, yet | deny, that with reference to the relations of the universe there existed another more
noble way, in which God could obtain this object, since it would have been better that He should
use that other nobler way. For it concerns the wisdom of God, that every variety of way should be
adopted in manifesting His justice, and should be set forth before the eyes of all in the universe.
For example, let the more noble way of displaying that wonderful justice of God, be that which
has punished and shall forever punish the wicked angels. Should | grant this, do you not seethat it
would pertain to divine wisdom to vary in this case also, the mode of the divine justice? Thisis
sufficient in reference to the second argument. The third design, which has reference to the
Providence of God, isexcluded in your argument, in apeculiar manner, by limitation, asit iscalled,
"sincethat permission isto be attributed, not so much to a sustaining and governing, asto acreating
Providence." By your permission, thiswhole limitationisdenied. It isindeed destroyed by the very
definition of the terms, without any argument on my part. Describe the course of the divine
Providence. Its principle, or first step, is called creation, that is the production of existence from
non-existence. Its middle step is government, containing ordination and sustainment. Its third or
last step is consummation. Consider, now, to which part permission shall be ascribed. Creation is
an act of God alone, the glory of which He, by no means, communicates to the creature, for it is
created, not creating. Inthe act of creation, existenceis bestowed on something, that it may become
what it is not, essentially, in nature. By creation, then, it is given to man that he should be a man,

108



Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

and that there should be in him whatever belongs to him as a creature. Thus freedom of the will
was bestowed on man.

What is permission? Not an act of God, but a cessation of action. It does not bestow existence,
but gives to that, which already exists, power over its own life. Nature itself affirms that creation
differsin kind and characteristic from permission. Creation isnot a part of ordination, but it isthe
principle, point, first term. Permission belongs to ordination, consequent on that principle. It does
not then pertain to creation.

It istrue, that freedom of the will in man pertainsto creation, but as an essential faculty, not as
devel oped in action; which action, without doubt, after the creation of the faculty and its endowment
with its qualities, depends on the divine ordination, and that ordination on providence. | do not,
indeed, see how that permission could be bestowed on our first parents at their creation, which, in
our case, must bereferred to ordination. It is necessary that there should be correspondence in both
cases. But, finally, though | should concede that permission pertainsto creation, this also, even on
your authority, would be the work of providence, since you say that providenceis creating, as well
as sustaining and governing. Permission, then, by your consent, belongs to providence. It belong,
according to our argument, and, as | hope, with your assent, to governing or ordaining providence.
Therefore, whatever may be said concerning the relation of providence, permission, by necessary
consequence, pertainsto it.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTIETH

PROPOSITION

| have now discussed the theory, which considers man as the object of predestination and
preterition, either in a purely natural state, or also with some supernatural endowments, yet apart
from the consideration of sin as a condition requisite in the object. And | think that | have proved
that man is considered by God, in His decree, not otherwise than as a sinner. | proceed to answer
the three arguments usually urged in favour of thistheory; and | only show that atheory, like this,
isnot sustained by those arguments. It seems, therefore, to be requisite, not only that my reasoning
should be refuted, but also that the force of those arguments should be established. The latter has
been entirely neglected by you. We will now consider in what respects my reasoning has been
invalidated.

The first argument from the necessary declaration of the freedom of grace and of the divine
goodness, | answer, first, by ssmply denying that such necessity exists, and then, if that necessity
is conceded, by denying that mode, which is preterition, such asis described in the theory which |
oppose. Thisdenial is confirmed, partly from the fact that God has declared the liberty of Hisown
goodnessin the creation and various circumstances of material things; partly because he could, and
indeed must declare that same liberty also in a mode other than that of preterition. For the better
understanding of these things, | will make afew illustrative remarks.

First, since no external act of the Deity is absolutely necessary, no declaration of the freedom
of the divine goodness is absolutely necessary. For God is happy by the internal and essential
knowledge of Himself, and is glorious in Himself. Secondly, since, nevertheless, it seemed good
to the Deity, to communicate, by the free act of His will, His own good, to the declaration of His
goodness, it was suitable that there should be a declaration, not only of His goodness, but also of
thefreedom of that goodness, that it might be manifest that God communicated good to His creatures,
not by any necessity, but of His mere will; not to the increase of His own good, which was already
perfect, but to the perfection of Nothing, and of the beings created out of it, according to the mode
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of communication, adopted by the internal act of Hiswill, both to the single parts of Nothing, and
to theindividual creatures. The good which God purposed to communicate, is two-fold in respect
to the subject, on which He determined to bestow it, natural and supernatural. |n the communication
of both, it wasjust that He should declare, not only His goodness, but also the liberty of Hisgoodness
and grace. In the communication of natural good, He declared the freedom of His goodnessin the
creation and various condition of material things. For when He communi cated to that part of original
nature, which is purely nothing or chaos, this entity and form, He declared His own liberty to
communicate an entity and form which should be different.

In the communication of supernatural good, He manifested the same freedom, when He made
agreat part of His creatures without a capacity to receive supernatural blessings, and made angels
and men alone capable of those blessings, and actually partakers of some of them. In respect to
those blessings of which He made all the angels, and the first human beings, and in them all,
conditionally, who should be born from them, partakers, there is no place for preterition of this
kind, asthis pertainsto a portion either of angels or of men, but only for that preterition, which has
reference to other creatures, who were passed by, in the communication of supernatural blessings.
But in the communication of blessings, of which he made angels and men not actual partakers, but
only capable, the freedom of the divine goodness and grace was al so to be declared, that it might,
in this way, be evident both that those things, which they all received, were bestowed, and that
those things, of which they were made capable, would be bestowed on angels and men, not according
to the excellence of their nature and of merit, but of grace.

| thus acknowledge and concede this, but | deny that the mode of declaring the divine freedom
in the communication of these blessings is the preterition now under discussion; and | deny that
this preterition was used by the Deity for the display of that freedom, and this was my meaning
when | said "it could and indeed ought to be declared in another way,” by the word "another,"
excluding that mode which is contained in that preterition.

If it should be asked in what other way the freedom of the divine goodness "could and indeed
ought to be declared,” | reply that, in reference to men, (I have always excluded angels from the
discussion), it was possibleto declare that freedom, if God should prescribe the condition on which
He would communicate good; that it was declared by his eternal decree, when he prescribed to man
the condition on which he might obtain eternal life, and those gifts of grace, which, in addition to
what had already been bestowed, might be necessary for its attainment. | reply also that it ought to
be declared in some other way, if declared at all, since it ought not to be in that way, for that one
is in accordance neither with the wisdom of God nor with His justice, since, by it, to creatures,
capable of certain blessing from the divine goodness and grace, the same blessings are, absolutely
and apart from any condition, denied. Therefore, it ought to be declared in some other way, and,
indeed, in that way of which | have spoken. For God can not decree not to give to any creature that
of whichitiscapable and for which it was made, except on condition that it has made itself incapable
of receiving the blessings of which it was made capable by its Creator. But whatever may be true
in reference to this, you should have shown in what manner the argument from the freedom of the
divine goodness and grace provesthe preterition or non-election which isdescribed in your Theses.
The second argument is from the necessary display of the divine justice. | impugn it in two ways.
That it may be seen how my reasoning avails against this argument, it is to be considered that |
design to assall it, in the form in which it is presented in your Theses. These are your words. - -
(Thesis 17.) "The preparation of punishment is an act of the divine good-pleasure, in which God
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purposed, from eternity, for the display of His grace, to punish His creatures, who should not
continueintheir original integrity," &c., and (Thesis 18) "God prepares punishment for His creatures,
who, sin contrary to His law, to be reprobated on account of sin, according to the necessity of His
justice." Since reprobation and preparation of punishment, which are here used as synonymous,
areinthese words said to have originated in "the necessity of thedivinejustice," | wished to confute
it, as, for two reasons, not in harmony with the truth. The first reason is this; -- If God prepares
punishment for sinners from the necessity of His own justice, then He prepares punishment for all
sinners universally, that is, by the decree of predamnation. But the consequent is false; therefore,
the antecedent isalso false. Thereasoning is certainly valid. For, sincejustice in God is considered
as a natural attribute, it acts in the same manner towards its whole object and al its parts. Sinners
are the objects of justice in this case. Therefore, it acts equally on al sinners, that is, it prepares
punishment for al. Thisis plainly signified in the word "necessity" in connection with "justice.”
For, if He necessarily prepares punishment for sinners or for those about to sin, He prepares it for
all without distinction, and that word added to "justice” indicates that justice isto be considered as
anatura attributein God, and it can not, for the reason a ready mentioned, superintend predamnation.
| added, however, the qualifying remark "unless there be some diversity dependent on His will,"
my meaning, in which, wasthat it is dependent on the will of God whether that attribute should act
in an absolute manner or respectively, in reference to all sinners, or in reference only to some. In
thisway | refute not that which | previously said, but that necessity, which is considered aslaid on
predamning justice. For if, by the will of God directing that justice, it occurs that God prepares
punishment for some sinners, and does not prepare it for others but remits it to them, then that
predamnation, or reprobation (asit is here called), was decreed by God, not by the necessity of His
justice.

Let me more briefly state thisidea. Justice in God tends to the punishment of sin, as mercy or
grace tends to its remission, without any distinction in those who have committed sin. If justice
should administer its own act, all sinners would be punished; if mercy should administer its own
act, all sinnerswould be pardoned. These acts could not be performed at the sametime, and, in this
case, the one would oppose the manifestation of the other, which could not with propriety occur.

Therefore, the wisdom, appointed over them, for the direction of both, judged that its own
sphere of action should be assigned to each. In accordance with this decision, thewill of God directs
Hisjustice in such manner, that there can be opportunity for mercy, and His mercy, that the honour
of Hisjustice may also, in the mean time, be maintained. But it can not, in my opinion, be affirmed
that what is decreed by the divine will, was done by the necessity either of justice or of mercy.

The second reason is this. If God knew a more noble way for the manifestation of His justice
than that by which, according to the law, punishment was prepared for those who should sin, then
the display of justice, according to the law, was not necessary. But the former istrue, therefore the
latter is also true. The reasoning is conclusive. If two ways were open for the illustration of the
divine justice, then it is not absolutely necessary that God should make use of one to the complete
conclusion of the other. The justice of God may be displayed in the exaction of punishment from
the individual swho have sinned; the same justice may also be displayed in the exaction of the same
punishment from him, who has, according to the will of God, offered himself as the pledge and
surety for those sinners. He is "the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin of the world," (John
i. 29.) "He hath made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin,” (2 Cor. v. 21). Thisis that "other
more noble and more excellent way." In it there is amore vivid display of the Divine execration
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of sin, than in that, which demands punishment from the sinners, in their own persons, both from
the fact that, in the latter case, the infliction of punishment could be ascribed, by His enemies, to
the vindictive passion of the Deity, and not to Hisjustice, alone, which would be impossiblein the
former case, since the punishment isinflicted on one, who has not personally sinned, and from the
fact that in thisway, the inflexible rigor of divine justiceis displayed, which could not grant, even
to the intercession of His Son, the pardon of sin: unless punishment had been inflicted; according
to which, indeed, that Son could not even intercede, if his own blood had not been shed, and
atonement had not, by it, been made for sin. | conclude, then, that the display of justice, according
to the law, was not necessary, and consequently that punishment was not, from any necessity of
the divine justice, prepared for these, who should sin, since God was free to impose on His own
Son, to be received and suffered, their due punishment, removed from the individual sinners.

That, which you adduce in opposition to these ideas, does not seem to meto be valid. For God,
of His own justice, punishes either sinners or their surety. The former mode of its manifestation is
according to the law, the latter mode transcends, the former is revealed to usin the gospel. It may
be said, however, that both modeswere necessary. | deny it. Thelatter, depended on the mere good
pleasure of God; the former could be changed to it. Otherwise it would have been necessary, for
"without shedding of blood there is no remission." (Heb. ix. 22.) These things which are said
concerning the justice of God, as exceeding the justice of the law, are not to the purpose; for it was
not my meaning that the justice, which actuates God in the punishment of sin, and by which He
punishessin, islegal justice, but that He should punish it according to the letter of the law, "In the
day that thou eatest thereof, thou shalt surely die,” (Gen. ii. 17) and "Cursed is every one that
continueth not in al things which are written in the book of the law to do them.” (Gal. iii. 10.) It
should also have been shown in this place how this argument, from the necessary display of the
divine justice, proves this preparation of punishment.

The third argument, deduced from the nature of providence, is of this nature, in the view of
Thomas Aquinas, (summa prima, quass. 23, act 3.) "To permit some to come short of the highest
good, pertains to the providence of God;"—"But to reprobate is to permit some to come short of
the highest good; -- Therefore, the reprobation of some pertainsto the providence of God." | affirmed
that this argument possessed no weight in favour of the theory, which | now oppose; against that
which makes sin arequisite condition in the object of reprobation or preterition. | proved it from
the fact that permission, understood in accordance with that theory, isto be attributed not so much
to sustaining and governing providence, asto creating providence. | will first explain my meaning,
and then show the force of that argument.

| make three sets of providence—creation, sustainment, or preservation of the creature, and its
government, and according to those acts, | say that providenceis creating, sustaining and governing,
and | attribute to each of these modesits own particular acts, which are appropriate to each of them.
| also say that there are some acts, which so pertain to one of these, as, at the same time, to depend
on another preceding act, so that they may not be entirely under the control of that providence from
which they proceed, but may be limited and determined by the act of some preceding providence.
These acts, being mixed in their nature, can be referred both to this and to that providence, to one
as immediately flowing from it, to the other as determined by it, and necessarily dependent on its
previous set. Such acts seem to be attributed not so justly to that providence from which they
immediately flow, asto that, which prescribed their form and mode, to which mode and form that
immediate providence was bound, and in reference to those acts was a servant to the other as
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principal. | now apply these thoughts. The permission, by which God left man to hisown counsels,
pertains immediately to governing providence, but it is government uncontrolled, determined by a
preceding act of creation. For it could not choose between leaving and not leaving man to himself,
for then, that, which had been already divinely instituted, would be rescinded; it was bound by that
condition of creation, by which freedom of the will was bestowed on man, and he was l€ft to his
own counsel.

Thiswas my meaning, when | said that this permission pertained, not so much to governing or
sustaining, as, to creating providence. We may now consider the validity of my argument in
sustaining my view. We must here consider atwo-fold permission, that by which man isleft to his
own counsel and permitted to sin, and that by which the sinner is left in his sins and permitted
finally to fail of the highest good. The former, pertains to governing providence as was said, but
determined by the act of creation; the latter, pertains to governing and uncontrolled providence.
The former, pertainsto providence, the latter, to preterition in contradistinction to providence. For
all men, represented in Adam, have been left to themselves, and to their own counsel, yet all are
not reprobates or passed-by. But all, who are finally left in their sins, and given up to their own
counsel, after the commission of sin, are reprobate and passed by, and they who are passed by, are
al left finally in their sins, and are permitted to fail of the highest good. Now | grant that, if by
permission is understood afinal reelection in sin, the whole syllogism is sound and valid, but, in
that case, it sustains the theory, which makes sin a requisite condition in the object of reprobation
or preterition. For that permission has reference to sinners.

But, if it isreferred to the leaving of men to their own choice before the commission of sin, |
deny that reprobation can be defined by that kind of permission. It is apparent, then, that no
conclusion can be drawn from that syllogism in favour of the second theory, and against the view
which | advocate. For the second theory presents man, apart from any referenceto sin, asthe object
of preterition and reelection. That syllogism, however, is unintelligible, if it does not refer to
permission and reprobation of sinners. For, in the permission by which the first men were permitted
to sin, no one failed of the highest good, unless there was also a dereliction in sin; and reprobation
is not that permission by which men were permitted to sin. It should also have been shown, in this
place, how that argument from providence and permission is adapted to the confirmation of the
second theory.

This might be sufficient for my purpose, but | am disposed to add some thoughts concerning
providence, in view of your remarks in reference to it. Far be it from me, indeed, to disapprove
them. They, however, omit the mutual arrangement and connection of the particular parts of
providence. | made the distinction of providence into creating, sustaining and governing, not so
much from my own idea, as from that of Dr. Francis Gomarus, who, in many passages of his
writings, comprehends creation in the term providence. In the Theses on The Providence of God,
discussed under his direction asthe presiding professor, by Hadrian Cornelius Drogius, in the year
1596, it issaid (Thesisnine) "The parts of this execution” (that, by which God executes the decree
of providence) "are two, creation and government, & c., under which government are comprehended
continuation, and preservation, and legitimate ordination.” (Libre de provdentia Dei. cap. 1, ex
Cicerone) "l affirm, then, that the world and all its parts were constituted at the beginning, and are
administered through all time by the providence of God." (Ex Lactantio) "There is, then, a
providence, by the force and energy of which, all things, which we see, were made, and areruled.”
(Ejusdem, libro 7) "That execution isdistributed into the creation and the government of thisworld.
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The parts of thisgovernment are two, the preservation and ordination of the world, thus constituted.”
Y our view is aso the same, as presented in your disputation. On the providence of God, discussed
in the year 1598, for, in the first Thesis, are these words: "The word providence, taken in awider
sense, embraces the eternal decree of creation, government, and ordination, and its execution.” |
am not very solicitous in reference to the distinction of these words, government, preservation,
ordination; whether government embraces both preservation and ordination, or only the | atter, and
there is a contradistinction between it and the former.

Asto the arrangement and mutual connection of those parts, | affirm that it is possible that the
act of the latter should depend on some act of the former, and in such a manner that the act of the
latter should be determined to one direction by the former. | showed this in the example of the
permission, by which God let, man to his own counsel. That act originated in the government of
God, or in His governing providence, but it was determined by His creating providence, which
made man free and self controlling, so far as pertained to that freedom, but, in other respects,
responsible to the law of God. | here do no injustice to the providence of God, nor do | deny to
Him universal liberty in His own action. | acknowledge that the providence of God is absolutely
free. In the creation of man, He acted freely; in bestowing free will on man, He acted freely. But,
if one action of the Deity, through the providence of God itself, be supposed, the necessity of another
act of the divine providence can be deduced from it, which necessity is dependent on the free
dispensation of the antecedent act of providence.

| will present another example, by which the same may be demonstrated. God has created angels
with this condition, that they, who should not continue in their original innocence, should be
punished forever without pardon. Some sinned. God, inthe act of hisgoverning providence, inflicted
punishment on them by an act determined by previous creation, so that, if he did not wish to change
that which was established in creation, he could not remit their punishment. Thiswas my meaning
in what | presented in answer to the third argument, which you do not refute, even though it be
conceded that permission pertains to governing or ordaining providence, which | freely concede
to you in the sense in which | have explained it. It should have been proved that the permission,
by which man was left to his own control, pertains to reprobation or preterition, or that the
permission, by which he was permitted to fail of the highest good, has place in reference to man,
not asinner, or considered as a sinner. Hence, also, those words of Thomas Aquinas (prima sum,
guaes. 23, art. 3, in respons.

generdli), "For as predestination includes the purpose to bestow grace and glory, so reprobation
includes the purpose to permit some to fall into transgression, and to inflict the punishment of
damnation for that transgression,” if diligently examined, are not accurately true. For the purpose
to permit some to fall into transgression, does not belong to reprobation, since God permitted all
men to fall into transgression. Thisis also susceptible of proof from the acts which he attributes to
predestination. The purpose of bestowing grace and glory is attributed to predestination. What
grace? That by which some are not permitted to fall into transgression, but are preserved in their
original state of integrity? By no means; but that grace by which some are delivered from that sin
into which all were permitted to fall. The act of reprobation, then, should have been directly opposed
to that act of predestination. But that is a permission to remain in sin, or an abandonment in sin,
whichisanegative act, and a purpose to inflict punishment for the sin, which is an affirmative act.
The former is the opposite of grace, the latter, of glory. But it is not strange that a man who has
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written so many most erudite volumes, should not have been able to examine accurately each and
every subject.

TWENTY-FIRST PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

In acomparison of these two theories, the latter seems not more probable than the former, since
it involvesthe same absurd consequence. This| will briefly prove. In the former theory, thefollowing
order may be observed. God decreed to illustrate His own glory by mercy and punitive justice. He
could not effect thiswithout the introduction of sin. Hence, sin must, of necessity, and with certainty,
have been committed. It could only be committed by him who, being accountable to the law, was
ableto fulfill its requirements, but it could not be committed, of necessity and with certainty, by a
free and contingent cause, (which could commit sin or refrain fromiit,) if it was not circumscribed
and determined by amore powerful agent, surely and with certainty moving or impelling the cause,
in its own nature, free and contingent, to the act of sin, or else withholding or withdrawing that
which was necessary to the avoidance of sin, on which conditionsthe necessity and certain existence
of sin, committed by the creature, depend. The chief advocates of thefirst theory disapprove of the
former mode of action in the more powerful agent (that which moves and impels), and incline to
the latter mode (that which withholds or withdraws). Thismode is also stated in the second theory.
For the creature, |eft to his own nature, necessarily sins, if alaw isimposed upon him, which can
not be observed by the natural powers alone. God determined to |eave the creature in his natural
state. He, therefore, determined also that the creature should sin, since that was the necessary
sequence. But the reason of that determination can not be given, if it is not that which is proposed
in the former theory. Indeed the former theory seems even more probabl e than the latter.

ANSWER OF JULIUSTO THE TWENTY-FIRST PROPOSITION

We have previoudy shown that those, which are called two theories, arenot, in fact or substance,
two, but differ only in their relations and mode of explanations; that there is, therefore, one, | say
not probable, but true theory, founded on the truth of God, and the authority of the Scriptures. We
have, also, in the appropriate place, shown that the charge of absurdity which is made against this
theory is futile. Since, however, this objection is repeated, we may also briefly repeat in what
respects and on what grounds we demur to it. The first position—"God decreed to illustrate His
own glory by mercy and punitive justice,” we have, in answer to the third proposition, shown to
be expressed in too narrow terms.

The second, "He could not effect this without the introduction of sin,”" we thus proved to be an
erroneous statement; for if the creature had remained righteous, there would have been an opportunity
for mercy and justice, though the latter would not have been punitive in its character. Punitive
justice, even, might have been displayed in respect to those things, which were unsuitable, on
account, not of guilt, but of imprudence, for any just person isliable to this without sin or guilt.

In the third place, we deny that" sin must of necessity have been committed,” as dependent on
the energy of a cause, universally or in some measure, efficient. That it must certainly have been
committed, we acknowledge, since it existed certainly in the knowledge of God, as knowledge, not
as acause of sin. If, then, the word certainly is explanatory of the word necessarily, and the latter
word means no more than the former, we assent to its use; but if otherwise, we deny the latter
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(necessity), and assent to the former (certainty). The first man was not under the necessity of
committing sin, either from an internal, or an external cause. He did it of his own free-will, not of
any necessity. Again, thisconclusionisnot valid, sinceit is deduced from incompl ete and erroneous
antecedents, as we have just shown. Therefore, it istrue, that sin could have been committed with
certainty, by afree and contingent cause, which sinned (as was the case in the will of devils and of
men), and could have been avoided with certainty by a free and contingent cause, which did not
sin, (asin the case of the good and elect angels), and, on the contrary, it isfalse, that it could have
been committed of necessity, if you refer to the necessity of any sufficient cause, that is, an external
and internal cause, for the will was the cause or rather the principle—the attribute of which is
freedom at that time free from all necessity, now bound by its own necessity, but neverthelessfree,
and thus producing contingent, not absolutely necessary effects asisthe case in nature. Whenitis
said that it could have been committed necessarily, there is an opposition in terms. For the word
"could,” whichinthissentenceisusedinitslegal sense, supposes contingency, to which the adverb
necessarily is directly opposed.

In the fourth place, two conditions, are presented for the existence of sin, neither of which is
probable. The former is that "sin could not be committed by a contingent cause, if it was not
circumscribed and determined by a more powerful agent, surely and with certainty, moving or
impelling the cause, in itsown nature, free and contingent to the act of sin.” This condition isdenied;
for, inthefirst place, it is contrary to nature, which per se can do or not do; otherwise it indeed has
no power. Reference may, perhaps be made to partial power. This, certainly, isinapplicable to the
human will, for it is a principle of action, and no wise man would ever place principles of action
among partial powers. Again, if it islimited and determined by a more powerful agent, that agent
must hold the relation of principle or cause. If the latter, the will must cease to be a principle, for
principle pertains to the cause, it does not originate in the cause, of which it is the principle; the
same thing can not at the same time, be the cause and the effect of itself. If the former istrue, and
the will is determined by a superior principle, there is this difficulty, that no superior principle so
acts on an inferior one asto take away its peculiar mode of action, as we have before quoted from
Augustine. But freedom isthe peculiar mode of thewill, and its appropriate adjunct is contingency,
since it is freely per se inclinable in this or that direction. Besides, if it is "circumscribed and
determined by a more powerful agent,” that agent, either acts efficiently in each particular case, or
ordains generally according to an established order in the universe. We have before, in answer to
the sixth proposition, admitted that such an ordination occurred. Y ou say that it is affirmed that the
will is determined by an agent, absolutely efficient in particular cases. | deny that this can, with
propriety, be attributed to our writers, whom it is unjust to charge so abruptly with that sentiment,
if some of their expressions seem to savour of this, sinceit iscontrary to their view, asthey explain
themselves in other passages. | will not argue this point further, but repeat the simple denial that it
can be absolutely effected by a more powerful agent, operating efficiently, that a principle and
contingent cause should sin. Here, my brother, you present two modes, one efficient, the other
deficient, yet each, in its own way, efficient. For that which acts efficiently, is present with the
work, and effects it; that, which is deficient, abstains from the work, and in itself effects that
abstinence. Y ou refer to the former mode in these words, "by a more powerful agent, surely and
with certainty moving or impelling the cause in its own nature, free and contingent, to the act of
sin." Thiswe deny, and you, indeed, acknowledge that it is denied by our writers.
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Let us, then, consider the other mode which you express, in these words, "or else withholding
or withdrawing that which was necessary to the avoidance of sin, on which conditionsthe necessity
and certain existence of sin, committed by the creature, depend.” Here, also, the mode is two-fold,
namely, that the "more powerful agent” withholdsthat which isnecessary to the cause, if it isabsent,
and removesit if it ispresent; either of which would be acausefor the production of sin. Here three
things are to be considered, the necessity of the avoidance of sin; -- the withholding or even the
removal of what is necessary; -- and the consequence.

Concerning thefirst, it may be observed that every sin, that is, every inordinate act contrary to
law, whether it is regarded in a universal or particular relation, is a habit or act of the individual,
for generaor speciesdo not act per se. Itis, therefore, primarily and per seinordinatein theindividual
agent, and pertains, in a secondary sense, to that which is common and universal. Indeed, it does
not at all concern the constitution of the universe that sin should be prevented, not only because
sin could not disturb the relations of the universe, and the Ruler of the universe maintainsits order,
but also, because sin might, incidentally, be of advantage even to the constitution of the universe,
and illustrate the wisdom, goodness, grace, mercy, justice, patience, power, and all the beneficent
attributes of the Ruler of the universe. It was, then, plainly not necessary, in the abstract, to the
constitution of the universe that sin should be avoided, and, therefore, nothing was necessary for
the avoidance of sin. If it had been necessary to the constitution of the universe, God would have
provided for it, in the most complete manner, as Augustine (Enchiridio ad Laurentium ) proves.

It may be said that it was necessary to the constitution of the individual agent. It istrue that if
we regard the good of the individual only, the avoidance of sin seems to be necessary. But since
the common good of the universe must be preferred to the good of the individual, and even sin
itself, though incidentally, may be to the advantage of the constitution of the universe, and sinis
committed only by the individual, it should be stated that the constitution of the universe does not
allow the assertion that it is necessary that sin should not occur. If, however, the creature knows
that it isnecessary, not for the universe, but for himself, that he should not commit sin, the prevention
of sin must be sought, neither from the universe, nor from its ruler, but from the individual agent,
especially when the ruler of the universe bestowed on that same agent the unrestrained power to
sinor not to sin, publicly and in the very condition of his nature, and when He made him the master
of his own course, informed him of his power in that respect, and most carefully admonished him
of the necessary result of his conduct in view of hisindividual end, with the addition, even, of
threatening. What then? Should God resume that which He had bestowed. That would have been
the act of an imprudent, inconstant or impotent being, neither of which qualities can be attributed
to the Deity. Should He not have made the original bestowment. In that case He would not have
displayed all the modes of His own wisdom, and man would have desired that, which had not been
bestowed upon him, for he desired that which was far higher, and indeed impossible—to be like
God. If we have suitably considered these points, which Tertullian discussed at length in his second
book against Marcion, we see, at once, that it was necessary, neither to the constitution of the
universe nor to the relations of the individual agent, that sin should be prevented by an external
influence, since man himself possessed, within his own power, the means of preventing it, and had
in the strongest possible mode, received from the Deity, the knowledge of the necessity existing
in his casein view of hisend. God infused into him the principle of freedom. We, forsooth, wise
inview of theresult, judge that that this was badly done by the Lord, that it would have been better
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that He had not infused that principle, or, at least, that it would have been better to have restrained
that freedom.

Concerning the second, we have shown that it was not necessary that sin should be prevented.
It belonged to man to avoid it, not to another being to prevent man. This being proved, we need
not refer to the withholding and the removal of that which was necessary for the avoidance of sin.
But that the truth may be presented, we remark, further, that it did not pertain to the Deity to bestow
that, which was necessary to the avoidance of sin, in that particular act of Adam; first, because He
had already bestowed it; secondly, because He could not bestow it, unless He should resume what
He had already bestowed. That He had already bestowed it is evident from the gift of the free-will
to man, which was a principle, in the highest sense, free, and sufficient for either course, either for
the commission or the avoidance of that sin. Nor, indeed, could He bestow any other hindrance,
unless He should resume that which He had already bestowed; for that was a natural principle,
namely, the free-will, constituted, by the Deity, without any exception or modification, the pure
and absolute mistress in natural things. If He had prevented it, either the will must have wholly
ceased to be a principle of action, or, in that particular act, the condition of that principle, which
God had given to man by nature, and which He had, in that very act, pledged to keep unviolated
by Himself, would have been violated. Why should God use such precaution with the man to whom
He had given full power over himself, and whom He had aready cautioned by an admonitory
precept. Then, you will say, He should, at least, not have withdrawn that which He had bestowed;
for He bestowed grace, and then withdrew it. |1 deny that He withdrew any thing, previously
bestowed, except on account of sin, when man rejected it. Grace, that is, the gift of grace, had been
bestowed on man for the work of grace, that is, according to which nature was ordained to
supernatural glory. For the work of nature, He bestowed, not grace, but nature and the will. It was
the office of nature that the man should eat or not eat; it was the office of the will, according to the
command of God, that he should not eat of the forbidden fruit. This was purely and merely the
office of the will, to which it was not necessary that grace should be added, since it was bestowed
in reference to things of agracious, not of a natural character.

Concerning the third, it may be observed that the remark "on which conditions the necessity
and certain existence of sin, committed by the creature, depend,” is wholly erroneousin reference
to the act of Adam. For Adam was under no necessity, from any source, of committing sin; he was
endowed with pure freedom, as we have now, and frequently at other times, affirmed. Indeed that
assertion is not absolutely and properly truein the present condition of the human race. For, on the
will of the creature, that is, on our will, depends the necessity of the commission of sin, which
necessity the infinitely wise will of God permits and ordains; but, on the contrary, the necessity of
the non-commission of sin, by the communication of grace, depends on that infinitely wise will of
God. It is hardly correct to say that the necessity of the commission of sin depends on the will of
God, withholding or withdrawing Hisgrace. Y et that statement, in a certain sense, may be allowed.

In the fifth place, we admit your proposition "the creature, |eft to his own nature, necessarily
sins, if alaw isimposed on him, which cannot be observed by the natural powers alone." But that
particular law, imposed on Adam, was observable by the natural powers alone, as we have proved
in answer to the fourteenth and sixteenth propositions. Thiswhole argument, therefore, and whatever
dependsonit, isdestroyed. Adam was prepared, by nature and grace, for the observance of natural
law. He was prepared for the observance of this particular command, because the requisition was
only of anatural character, and of the utmost facility. Y our assumption isambiguous and improper.
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The proper form would be "God placed the creature in his natural state.” It isimproperly affirmed
that He "determined to leave the creature, &c." Man left God, before God left man, as we have
before shown. The conclusion is, therefore, false. Y our assumption is ambiguous on account of the
various use of the verb, statuit, which is used in this place. We referred to that ambiguity in our
answer to the sixth proposition.

Finally, it is unsuitably affirmed that "the former theory seems more probable than the latter."
Since in fact or substance and in their relation they are but one theory, differing only in the mode
of discussion and language. L et us, however, see wherein one is more probable than the other.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY-FIRST

PROPOSITION

Therespects, in which those theories differ, have been already stated in the reply to your answer
to the first proposition. We now inquire whether the first or the second theory is founded on the
truth of God and the authority of the Scripture. | have already showed that the absurdity, which |
alleged against the first theory, is its necessary consequence. Y ou have not vindicated it, asit is
explained by those authors, from that charge, but have explained it differently from the view of its
authors, and have proved that, so explained, it can be, in variousways, defended from the allegation
of absurdity, but thisis irrelevant to our present discussion. There has never been any question
between us concerning that theory, explained, as you think that it ought to be explained. In this
proposition, however, | do not repeat this allegation, but show that the second theory is liable to
the same objection, and prove it by a comparison of the first and second theories. Thisis the plan
and scope of the twenty first proposition. It will, therefore, be necessary that we consider, first, the
grounds of the correct and deserved allegation of absurdity against the first theory; secondly, the
same allegation against the second theory, and, at the same time, what you have said in defense of
both.

Asto thefirst theory, | will show by certain syllogisms, that it is alegitimate inference from it
that God isthe author of sin. Then | will examine what you say in its behalf.

The declaration of mercy, saving from actual misery, and of justice, punishing sinis necessary,
according to the decree of God; -- But such mercy and justice cannot be declared without the
existence of sin and misery; -- Therefore, the existence of sin and misery is necessary from the
decree of God, or—therefore, sin must necessarily be committed from the decree of God. All the
pointsof thissyllogism aretaken from thefirst theory, rightly understood according to the sentiments
of the authors themselves, as| proved in my reply to your answers to propositions third and sixth.

Again; -- Sin cannot be committed necessarily by a free and contingent cause, unless it be
circumscribed and determined by a more powerful cause, which it can not resist; -- But the will of
man is afree and contingent cause; -- Therefore, sin cannot be necessarily committed by the will
of man (which must be the proximate cause of sin,) unlessit be circumscribed and determined by
amore powerful causewhich it cannot resist. | add, that the mode of that determination istwo-fold.

Lastly; -- the cause, which determines the will, in its own nature free and contingent, to the
commission of sin, is, by that determination, the cause of sin; -- But, according to the first theory,
God is the cause, which determines the will to the necessary commission of sin; -- Therefore, God
is, by that determination, the cause of sin.

Now let us proceed to those things which you adduce in apol ogy and defense of that first theory.
First, you affirm that "the first position, ‘God decreed to illustrate His own glory by mercy and
punitive justice,” we have, in answer to the third proposition, shown to be expressed in too narrow
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terms." | reply that the question isnot whether the position istrue or false, or whether it is expressed
in too wide or too narrow terms, but whether it is assumed by those against whose theory | have
alleged absurdity, as its consequence. And | showed in my reply to that answer that they, in so
many words, assume this position.

In the second place, you say that "the second, -- * He could not effect thiswithout the introduction
of sin” wethus proved to be an erroneous statement.” | reply, that it is not the question whether the
statement is erroneous or not, but whether it is made by those, whose theory | charge with absurdity.
That they do assert this, and in plain language, | proved in the reply just mentioned. The error is,
then, to be charged on them, not on me. Their assertion, however, istrue, that "mercy and justice—as
understood by them—could only be declared by the entrance of sin into the world." For sinisthe
formal cause in the object of that justice, and of that mercy, as having consequent misery, asits
adjunct.

In the third place you "deny that ‘sin must, of necessity and with certainty, have been
committed.”” Thisis not the point in controversy. For |, also, admit that it is not true that sin must
necessarily be committed, and affirm that they, who take the opposite ground, blaspheme the
goodness and justice of God, though | grant that the advocates of this theory do not perceive this
consequence, and the concession isdueto them, that in other placesthey teach that whichisprecisely
the contrary. But if those two premises are granted, | affirm that it is alegitimate consequence that
sin must of necessity have been committed. You concede that it "must certainly have been
committed,” but "certainly” in the knowledge of God, not "certainly” in the relation of the divine
decree, which isdependent on thewill of God, with foreknowledge, asits antecedent. Those authors
of the first theory, of whom | have spoken, say that sin "must have been committed certainly and
necessarily in the relation of the decree, and that it could only have been a subject of certain
foreknowledge, because it was decreed and ordained by God to be committed." But | denied and
still deny that sin could necessarily have been committed by afree and contingent cause. The cause
of a necessary effect is necessary, that of a contingent effect is contingent. But the will of man is
afree and contingent cause. Sin, therefore, could not have been committed necessarily by it.

The"opposition interms” isin your words, not in mine. | did not say that sin "could have been
committed necessarily" but that it "could not have been committed necessarily." Thereis here no
contradiction in terms, aswill be evident by an examination of the statement in the following form;

It could not occur that sin should be committed necessarily by afree and contingent cause. Is
it an absurd statement that it can occur that a necessary cause should produce a necessary effect,
or its effect necessarily? Indeed it must occur. | admit that the distinction which you make between
the words certainly and necessarily, isfounded in truth; certainty pertainsto the knowledge of God;
the necessity of an event, to the will and decree of God. If this distinction had been correctly
observed by many, it might serve greatly to the solution of many grave questions connected with
this matter; this you have illustrated, in a very learned manner, in your book Concerning the fall
of Adam.

In the fourth place you say that "two conditions, neither of which is probable, are presented for
the existence of sin." L et usexamine both. Theformer isnot fully stated by you, for theword which
isthe whole subject of controversy, is omitted. Itsinsertion strengthens what | have affirmed; if it
istaken away, my statement is weakened. That word is necessarily, and the condition should have
been stated thus, "Theformer is " that sin could not have been committed necessarily by acontingent
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cause, &c.”" Those things, which you adduce, do not affect this condition. Y ou indeed proved that
the will of man, as principle and complete power, could have, freely and contingently, committed
sin, but who deniesthat statement? | add that if it did not freely sin, it did not, at al, sin; and there
isacontradiction in terms, if it is asserted that the will sins necessarily, and this, not in a single,
but in atwo-fold mode. For it pertains to the will to do freely that which it does, and sin, if it is
necessary, is no longer sin. We are here speaking on the hypothesis of the first theory, which we
have undertaken to refute.

Y ou deny that the will is determined by a more powerful agent; sinceit is not determined by a
cause for then "the will must cease to be a principle;" not by a principle, for, as opposed to partial
power, a superior principle so acts on an inferior one as not to take away its peculiar mode of
action." | readily concede that thisistruly and learnedly affirmed. But did | say that the will was
determined by amore powerful agent? By no means. | affirmed that it could not occur that the will
should sin necessarily, unless it was determined by a more powerful agent. That conclusion was
to be refuted by you, if, indeed, you wished to speak against me in these things, not the antecedent
or the consequent, concerning which there is no controversy between us. | grant that if the will is
determined by acause, it ceasesto beaprinciple; if by aprinciple, thereis, in fact, no determination,
for, if its peculiar mode, which is freedom, is not taken away, then it is not determined. If, then, it
is determined, it is by a cause; -- But it is determined, for thence results the necessity of sin; --
Therefore, it is determined by a cause. But if it is determined by a cause, then, you say, the will
must cease to be a principle, which is absurd. | assent to this, and, therefore, affirm that the first
theory which involves this absurdity, is deservedly disapproved. In your addition that in that
determination, the superior agent "either acts efficiently in each particular case, or ordainsgenerally,”
you do not, in my opinion, correctly separate and distinguish between these two things, if you do
not previously show how that, which acts efficiently, can be separated from that which ordains,
(the latter word being used, in the sense of Calvin and Bezain the first theory, for the ordination,
not of athing already done for acertain end, but of athing to be doneto secure afixed and prescribed
result). If the same word is used according to your idea, and as it should be used, | admit that the
distinction isavalid one, but thisis not the point in controversy, for it isin reference to the theory
of Calvin and Beza, who do not, at any time, so speak, but whose meaning and sentiment is,
invariably, that which | have presented.

| concur, then, in your denial that it can be absolutely effected, by a superior, efficient cause,
that a principle and a contingent cause should sin. Y our denial, however, should have been that the
necessity of sinisalegitimate sequence of that theory, and this denial should have been sustained.
Indeed, you should not have said that it can not "be absolutely effected by a more powerful agent,
operating efficiently, that a principle and a contingent cause should sin,” but that it can not be so
effected that a man should necessarily sin, for, in the case supposed, a man ceasesto be aprinciple
and contingent cause. | stated that "the chief advocates of the first theory disapprove of the former
mode of action in the more powerful agent (that which moves or impels) &c.," but they do this
only in word, and do not show how that mode has not an appropriate place in their theory.

Let us now examine the second mode, which | did not lay down as absolutely necessary; but
because | saw that the necessity of the commission of sin could only be made out in one of these
two modes, therefore, | separately presented both. It seems, however, to have belonged to your
duty in this case, in thefirst place, to show that it was possible that sin should be committed, apart
from either of these modes; in the second place, set forth that other mode in which this could be,
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and, in fact, was done; and in the third place, to prove that this mode was such as not to make God
the author of sin. Y ou do neither of these things: and | could, therefore, have passed over all these
things, as not within the scope of our discussion, and as having no weight against my arguments.
We will, however, consider your answer.

Inthefirst place, you show, by prolix argument, "that it was hecessary, neither to the constitution
of the universe, nor to the relations of the individual agent, that sin should be prevented.” No one
denies this; no one affirms the contrary. In that case, sin would not have been committed; but it
was committed. How could you have supposed that | had any affinity for that sentiment, when |
have at al times contended that God made man of free-will, and of self control that he might be
able, of hisown accord, and freely, to avoid sin, or to commit it of his own choice, to which divine
constitution is directly opposed this idea of the necessary prevention of sin. |, therefore, concede
that it was not absolutely necessary that sin should be prevented, that is, that sin should not occur.
If, however, | may be permitted briefly to consider this point, though it may be adigression, | will
note some things which do not seem to me to be said, with sufficient correctness. Y ou say that it
was not necessary to the universe that sin should be prevented, that is, as| interpret your meaning,
it did not pertain to the good of the universe that sin should be prevented. | may, with your
permission, deny this. For it pertained to the good of the universe that the creature should remain
in the perfection of that state, in which the universe was created, and established in the economy
of the creation, by the Deity. But by sin, it fell from that perfection of the universe, and "was made
subject to vanity" (Rom. viii. 20), whence results the desire of deliverance from that vanity (v, 21
and 22). If this does not pertain to the good of the universe, it would not desire it. If it were not
necessary, the whole universe would not desire it. For its desire is for every good thing, and its
natural desireis for necessary good.

Y ou prove your affirmation by a two-fold argument, first, "because sin could not disturb the
relations of the universe,” and secondly, "because sin might, incidentally, be of advantage even to
the constitution of the universe, and illustrate the wisdom, goodness, grace, mercy, justice, patience,
power, and all the beneficent attributes of the Ruler of the universe." Tothefirst, | reply that it does
not seem to me to be very probable. The constitution of the universe was such, by the creation and
ordination of God, that man was made in the image and likeness of God, and other creatures were
made subject to man, and subservient to his use and advantage, because he was made in the image
of God. Sin has very greatly disturbed this relation and order. By it, man became a rebel against
God, and the whole creation was not only removed from under his authority, but armed for his
destruction, except so far as there has been a restoration in Christ. (See Heb. ii, 6-9.) There are
those who explain the word gjnakefalaiwsasgai used in Ephes. i. 10, asreferring to the restoration
of al things to that original condition from which they had fallen, on account of human sin. The
relation of divine providence in which it sustains and governs all things, is far different from that
which would have existed, if sin had not entered into the world, as may be very clearly proved from
many passages of the Bible. "But," you will say, "sin could not so disturb the constitution of this
universe, that God could not reduce it to order.” This, | acknowledge; but that order is not one,
which prevented that disturbance, but followed and corrected it.

In the second argument, | think that there are two things to be observed and corrected. First,
that you say that "sin might incidentally be of advantage, even to the constitution of the universe,”
for neither per se nor incidentally, could sin be of advantage to the constitution of the universe. Not
per sg, for it resulted not from the intention of the Creator of the universe, but from the disobedience
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of the rational creature. Not incidentally, for, since this whole universe isfinite, its constitution is
also finite; and, therefore, the good, which pertainsto its natural perfection, isfinite; the opposite
of which finite good, that is, evil or defect, erring from it, could be incidentally to the advantage
of the universe, that is, could be reduced to the good of the universe. But sin is an evil, opposed
not to finite but to infinite good, to the justice and will of God. Hence, it could not, incidentally,
be to the advantage of the constitution of the universe, determined and circumscribed by its own
limits. It could contribute, incidentally, to the glory of theinfinite good, because that infinite good,
more powerful than it, could, according to its own choice, turn it out of its natural course, and, in
this way, reduce to order that, which is most disorderly; to the order, not of this universe, but to
one far transcending this whole universe, and only circumscribed by the limits of infinite good. It
can not occur that any creature should so pass out of its own appropriate order, or that of the whole
universe, as not to be under the control of the Infinite Author. | know, indeed, that sinis, inacertain
respect, opposed to finite good, namely, to man, with whose happinessit interferes, but it does not
primarily prevent it, unlessit is previously regarded as opposed to the justice and will of God.

Secondly, | think that your statement, -- "Sin might, incidentally, illustrate the wisdom, goodness,
etc, of the Ruler of the universe," is worthy of notice. This illustration of the divine attributes is
not the effect of sin, but of the action of God, which makes use of sin to the illustration of those
divine attributes. Sin, in itself, or abstractly, disgraces and dishonours God. Sin is said to do this
incidentally, for this is the common phraseology, but, in my opinion, it will be more correctly
affirmed of sinthat it is, incidentally, an occasion of illustrating the divine glory by the exercise of
those attributes. Indeed, if God had not been able to triumph over sin, and to reduce it to order, He
would, by no means, have permitted it to be committed.

To return from this digression, | affirm that the subject of discussion is not the necessity of
avoiding sin, but what is necessary for such avoidance, namely, that without which sin can not be
avoided by a man on whom the law is imposed. Concerning this, indeed, you acknowledge that
God gave to man those things, which were necessary to the avoidance of sin, which He neither
resumed nor withdrew until man had, by hisown sin, rejected them. In this, | agree with you. This,
however, was not the point in controversy. It was to be explained how, if a man could, avoid sin,
the same man must necessarily sin, which isthe inference from the hypothesis of the theory, which
| impugn. It has been, previoudly, discussed, at sufficient length, to what extent and in what respects,
grace was necessary for the observance of thisor that law. | readily admit that, with the explanation,
which you make, the inference is that Adam was under no necessity to commit sin; but this is
irrelevant to the controversy, and indeed, is contrary to the view of Calvin and Beza. As we have
just affirmed, it was to be explained how it could be true that Adam was under no necessity to
commit sin, and yet that he did necessarily commit sin, and how, if there was imposed on him any
necessity, either in this or that mode, or in any mode whatever, God is not made the author of sin.
Far beit from meto make such acharge against the Deity, but | affirm that it isalegitimate inference
from that first theory, and that the theory is, therefore, to be disapproved.

| come, now, to the second theory, of which | affirm that the same absurdity can be inferred
from it, in the following way. My argument may be stated in the following syllogism, -- That
creature sins necessarily, on whom, left to his own nature, alaw isimposed, to the observance of
which, the powers of that nature are not adequate; -- But on man, left to his own nature, alaw was
imposed, to the observance of which, the powers of that nature were not adequate; -- Therefore,
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man, |eft to his own nature, necessarily sinned. By consequence, God, who imposed that law, and
determined to leave man in a state of nature, is the cause of the sin of man.

Y ou admit the truth of the Mgor, but deny that of the Minor, and then refer to your answer to
the fourteenth and sixteenth propositions. To these answers, we replied, -- We remark further that
if man has the ability to observe that law, and God neither takes it away, nor preventsits free use,
then it must be conceded that it does not follow that man necessarily commits sin. The phrase,
which | useinthe Minor, if improper and ambiguous, isnot to be imputed to me, who, in explaining
and impugning the theory of others, have used their phraseology. For, in your disputation, already
frequently cited, Thesis fifteen, | find the following statement. "Preterition is an act of the divine
pleasure, by which God, from eternity, determined to leave some of His creatures in their natural
condition." But, though | may not be able to prove by that syllogism, the Minor of which | have
thought to be laid down by yourself in your Thesis—in view of the denia of that Minor—that the
necessity of sin may be deduced from that theory, and that God is, therefore, as a consequence of
the same theory, made the author of sin, yet | do not see how that denial of the Minor is consistent
with the sentiment set forth in your thesis, and how the necessity of sin is not deducible from the
same sentiment, and | will give the reasons of my difficulty in both cases.

In the former case, you affirm that man could, by those powers, which he has received from
God, whether of nature or of grace, observe the law which was enacted for them. Also, in your
Theses, you affirm that God passed by men, of such character and capability, without the condition
of sin, or any foresight of the same. | deny that these two things are mutually consistent, and prove
it thus; -- "To him who is made, from the condition of his nature, capable of any grace, that is, of
grace without which he can not obtain the end for which he was made, that grace can be considered
to bedenied only in view of the foresight of some act by which he may have made himself incapable
and unworthy of receiving it. But such an act could only be sinful.” In proof of thisMgjor, | remark
that, otherwise God in vain bestowed on man the capacity for that grace, which is absurd. | add
that, if nature does not fail to bestow that which is necessary, much less is this true of God, the
author and finisher of nature. But God does not fail in things which are necessary, if He deniesto
man that grace, without which heis unable to attain the end for which he was made, which isaso
absurd. | proceed with the syllogism: "But all men, not only thefirst pair, but, in them, their posterity,
considered in respect to the primitive state, were capable of that grace, and were created for an end,
which was attainable only through that grace; -- Therefore, that grace could be denied, or could be
considered as denied to man apart from the fact that he was considered as asinner.” | sustain this
consequent, namely, that all men were capable of that grace, first, because all men were created in
theimage of God. Secondly, if they were not thus capable, they, who are to receive that grace, must
be made capable by some act on His part, which act could not be that of predestination. For it is
reasoning in a circle, to argue that any act of predestination should make a person capable of
receiving the grace of predestination. Again, it does not pertain to predestination to render any one
capable of receiving grace, but ssimply to bestow grace. The act must, then, be one common to all
men. If it is such, then by it all men were made capable of that grace, which coincides with my
assertion that all were capable. | wish, on this account, that it might be shown, in this place, how
God could justly deny, by amere act of His pleasure, to any man that grace, the capability of which
He bestowed on him, and without which he could not attain the end for which he was made, unless
the man had made himself, by his own demerit, unworthy of that grace, and unable to receive it.
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In the latter case, namely, that the necessity of sin isnot excluded from the theory, whichis set
forth in your Theses, but may be fairly deduced from them, | show in the following manner; -- The
denial of grace, necessary to confirm the pure nature of man, is a cause of the fall of man, that is,
of hissin, by the withdrawal or the non-bestowment of the necessary preventive; -- But preterition,
as defined in your Theses, is a denia of grace, necessary to confirm the pure nature of man; --
Therefore, preterition, thus defined, is a cause of the fall of man, that is, of his sin, by the
non-bestowment of the necessary preventive. Thetruth of the Major isself-evident; nor isit affected
by the exception, "if that grace was due to man, for it was due to him, if it was necessary to the
confirmation of his nature, without which he could not attain the end for which he was made. The
Minor is sustained by your Thesis. "Preterition is an act of the divine pleasure, by which God
determined not to communicate to some of His creatures that supernatural grace, by which their
pure nature might be confirmed, &c." But that grace is either necessary or not necessary for the
confirmation of the pure nature of man. If it was not necessary, that pure nature could have remained
unfallen, without that grace. If it could have remained unfallen without that grace, then those who
maintained their integrity, would have been partakers of eternal life, and then, those, to whom, He
had determined to deny His grace, could have been among those not passed-by. Thisis at variance
with the definition, considered both in itself and in relation to the other Theses. The necessity of
that grace, therefore, follows from that definition, and consequently the denial of the sameisthe
cause of the fall by the non-bestowment of the necessary preventive.

Again, the final denia of supernatural happiness, of necessity, either supposes or induces sin,
for supernatural happinessis denied, and can be denied only to sinners. Preterition is the denial of
final supernatural happiness.

Therefore, it necessarily either presupposes or induces sin. But preterition, as defined in your
Theses, does not presuppose sin; it must then induce it. | do not see how it can do thisin any way,
other than that of which | have spoken. Let another way be presented, and one which may not
charge the Deity with the responsibility of sin, and this theory may be freed from the alegation of
absurdity.

Y ou say that the Minor isimproper and ambiguous. If thisis true, the responsibility is not on
me, but on yourself, who have thus spoken in the Theses so frequently cited, for in them are the
words "God determined to leave, &c." This phraseology, however, is neither improper nor
ambiguous. It is not improper; for if He forsakes either the men who have not already forsaken
Him, or those who have forsaken Him, the words "determined to leave" are properly used. It is not
ambiguous, since the word "determined” is used in the same sense, in all parts of the syllogism, as
we demonstrated concerning theword "ordain” in the sixth proposition. We spoke of the difference
between this theory and the first, in reply to your answer to the first proposition.

TWENTY-SECOND PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Firgt, it presents to the Deity, in the act of election, of non-election, of predestination, and of
preterition, man as created, and created of such a character as did not in fact pertain to him, while
the first theory presents to the Deity, in the act of predestination and of reprobation, man as to be
created, and to be created such as he was, in fact, afterwards created.
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ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTY-SECOND PROPOSITION

That this difference is not real, we have sufficiently demonstrated in answering the sixth and
tenth propositions. The decree has reference to man to be created, considered generally; and its
execution to man as created according to his various relations.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY-SECOND

PROPOSITION

| affirmed that the second theory was less probabl e than thefirst, and proved it by five reasons.
We proceed to a more extended consideration of them, and, in thefirst place, we examine the first,
that is, the one presented in this proposition.

The theory of Calvin regards the Deity, as engaged, in the decree of predestination, with an
object identical with the object of the execution of that decree, but the second theory regards the
Deity as having reference, in the decree of predestination, to man as he is considered in a purely
natural state, which can effect nothing supernatural or divine, while, in its execution, He can not
have reference to man in such acondition, since no man ever existed wholly without a participation
of supernatural endowments, either by creation or superinfusion. It should be observed that
predestination does not intervene between creation and superinfusion, and that superinfusion is not
the work of predestination, as was previously demonstrated. The answer which you present does
not seem to be relevant. For though the decree was made before the creation of man, yet
predestination, explained according to the second theory, had reference only to man considered as
created. Creation isnot aresult of the execution of the decree of predestination, understood in that
sense, and though the execution of the decree may, according to this theory, refer only to man as
created, yet the question is to be answered—whence did the first act of execution take its origin?
L et those things be examined which are said in reply to your answer to the 6th and 8th propositions.

TWENTY-THIRD PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Secondly, because it does not unite decrees between which there is a just coherence. For it
unites the decree in reference to leaving some in their natural state with the decree of reprobation
by the mode of the foresight of sin, which foresight, or which sin it considers as contingent; while
from the decree of preterition sin results of necessity, and therefore, the reprobation, according to
thejustice of God, of those on whom He has determined not to have mercy, should have been united
to that decree, not by a conditional, but by a necessary copula. Those things, which have, to each
other the relation of necessary sequence, are decreed, by the Deity, in decrees which necessarily
cohere; -Preterition and sin necessarily cohere; -- Therefore, decrees concerning them should be
conjoined by a closer bond.

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTY-THIRD PROPOSITION

We affirm, on the contrary, that, according to this theory, there is a just copula of the decrees
which mutually cohere. For it is necessary that any transition from one decree to the other must be
in harmony with its own execution. But the transition has not reference properly and per seto the
necessity of that decree, but it pertains to contingency. As in the predestination of the saints, the
decree istwo-fold, first, that of election and the preparation of grace, secondly, that of glory; and
the transition of the former to the latter, is by death which is contingent, as the wages of sin, so also
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in the predestination of the reprobate is contained a two-fold decree, first, that of non-election, or
preterition, or reprobation and alienation from grace, secondly, that of damnation; and the transition
fromtheformer to thelatter, isby sin and death, the consectary of sin, between which God gracioudy
leaves a space that there may be even in sinners and the reprobate themselves, a proof of the divine
forbearance, calling them to repentance. In this case, then, the copula should have been stated to
be not necessary, but contingent. For everywherein the Scriptures God disavows sin, and the saints
commit it, “for the righteous L ord loveth righteousness; His countenance doth behold the upright.”
(Psalmxi. 7.)

We concedethat "from the decree of preterition sin results of necessity,” that is, certainly; since
the inference from that which is true is necessarily true? But we most firmly deny that sin is,
universally or in part, of necessity, in an efficient sense, the result of that decree, by the necessity
of the consequent or the conclusion. We by no means deny that sin isthe consequent of that decree,
though not as caused by it, or asits necessary effect.

A syllogistic argument is added for the proof of assertion, but we can not absolutely or simply
approve the Minor. We deny that "preterition and sin necessarily cohere,” per se, for if they
necessarily cohere, it would be as true that all are passed by who have sinned, as that some are
passed by who have sinned; that is, all sinners would be passed by as all the passed by are sinners.
But the consequent is false, therefore, the antecedent is also false. It is not necessary, indeed, that
there should be a reciprocal coherence between those things, which differ in mode, one being
necessary and the other contingent; if it were so, nothing would be contingent. There are many
things which are necessary; yet without a cohering contingency. But on the contrary, nothing is so
contingent, as not to have, with it, something of a necessary character. Such is the connection of
preterition and sin, in relation to themselves. But, in relation to man, in the case of those who are
descended from Adam, and involved in his corruption and fall, and who are passed by of God, we
confess that preterition and sin cohere necessarily, that isimmutably, since, though it is committed
contingently, yet that necessity of the connection of sin with preterition and reprobation becomes
absolute and immutable, as he who contracts a debt, if he is not able to pay, necessarily remains a
debtor. The other points have been previously discussed.

THE REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY THIRD

PROPOSITION

Those decrees, neither of which can exist or not exist without the other, are said to be united
by a necessary copula. By this copula the decree of the preparation of grace should be connected
with the decree of the preparation of glory. For neither exists without the other, and neither can
exist without the other. If preterition and predamnation are to be connected by the same copula, |
have already obtained what | desired. But the transition by which one passes from grace to glory
isnot the copulaby which one decreeis united to the other, but that copulaisthewill of God, which
wills to bestow, upon no person, one without the other, and which wills to bestow both where it
wills to bestow either. The transition to glory is death; to which sin does not hold a corresponding
relation in the decree of preterition and predamnation. For predamnation is on account of sin; glory
is not account of death. With reference to sin and its merit, God determined to damn some, for sin
alone is the meritorious cause on account of which God can damn a person. Death has no such
relation to glory, which, after death, follows of the divine predestination and grace. That death is
not the copulais apparent from the fact that it is the transition both from grace to glory, and from

127


http://www.ccel.org/b/bible/asv/xml/asv.Ps.11.xml#Ps.11.7

Works of J. Arminius (V3) James Arminius

non-grace to damnation or punishment by the intervention of sin. For the copula of those opposite
decrees can not be the same, and without any modification.

| accede to what is said concerning death and transition, and | wish that the consequence may
be considered. If death is the transition from the decree of the preparation of grace to glory, it
follows that the decree of preparation of grace and glory has reference to sinners. For death can
not be the transition from one decree to another, or from execution to execution, apart from the
relation of sin, as a condition requisite in the object. | concede that death, as a transition, depends
not, per se and properly, on the necessity of the decree, by which God determined to bestow grace
and glory on any creature. It does, however, depend on the necessity of that decree by which God
ordained to lead man to glory only by the intervention of death. This decree supposes sin. It has
been proved that sin necessarily resultsfrom the decree of preterition, that is, of preterition, defined
according your Theses.

In the Minor of my syllogism there was a verbal mistake, and the word reprobation should be
substituted for the word sin, and the syllogism should be read with this correction. Preterition and
reprobation (the latter referring to preparation of punishment,) necessarily cohere, as is apparent
from the previous statement, in which | said that "it unites the decree in reference to leaving some
in their natural state, with the decree of reprobation by the mode of the foresight of sin, &c." The
Minor, thus corrected, is true, and, when | wrote it, | satisfied myself of its truth by that very
argument, which you use. For all the passed-by are predamned (to substitute that word according
to the view which you have set forth in thisanswer,) and all the predamned are passed by. Therefore,
the decree concerning the passing-by of some must be connected, by a necessary copula, with the
decree concerning the damnation of some. But, in this case, they are united, not by a necessary,
but by a contingent copula; for they are connected by the mode of the prevision of sin, which is
made contingent. But preterition and predamnation have a necessary mutual coherence; preterition
and sin also necessarily cohere. For predamnation is decreed only on account of sin.

Let us now consider your answer to my Minor as it was erroneoudly stated by me. Y ou "deny
that preterition and sin necessarily cohere," as asserted in my Minor. Y our reason for denying it,
isthat "all sinnerswould be passed by, as all the passed-by are sinners,” and thisis not true, for all
the passed-by are indeed sinners, but not all sinners are passed-by. | concede the antecedent, and
yet deny the consequent. It is not, of necessity, true that every case in which a copulais necessary,
that it should be soin areciprocal sense. Sin and preterition can cohere by anecessary copula, even
if thisis not reciprocally true. Man and animal are connected by a necessary copula, but thisis not
reciprocaly true. We may say that every man is necessarily an animal, but we may not say,
reciprocally, that every animal isaman. Here let us consider the reason on account of which it can
betruly said that all the passed-by are sinners, but it cannot be truly said that al sinners are passed
by. Itisnot this, that sinisawider term than preterition, and sinnersawider term than the passed-by,
whence also it seemsto me to be avery probable conclusion that sin was prior to preterition, since
things, which are generic in their character, are naturally prior to those which are specific. It also
seems to me to be deducible from this reciprocation and inversion, (namely, all the passed-by are
damned, and all the damned are passed by, and all the passed-by and damned are sinners, and,
indeed, only sinners are passed by and damned), that, consequently, preterition and predamnation
pertain to sinners, and, therefore, to men considered in their sins, which | designed to argue, and
have especially undertaken to prove. Inthisway aso, sin precedes both preterition and predamnation,
and if its natural efficiency is considered, all sinners, not some merely, will be passed by and
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damned. But since the natural efficiency of sinishindered in some, by the force of asuperior cause,
which is the will of God, it hence occurs that those sinners are passed by and damned on whom
God has determined not to have mercy, those are not passed by or predamned, on whom He has
determined to have mercy.

Y our observations concerning the mode of coherence between the necessary and the contingent,
are not opposed to my view, even if they are true, which | do not think to be beyond controversy.
The necessary and the contingent differ in their entire essence, so that no thing, whatever it may
be, can be said, at the same time, to be necessary and contingent, that is, (to preserve the
phraseology,) to be done necessarily and contingently. Yet | think that it can not, without an
exception necessary to be considered in this place, be said that he necessarily remains a debtor,
who has contracted a debt, and is not able to pay it. There should have been the addition of the
exception "unless a remission of the debt is granted by the creditor,” for without that exception,
therewould be areciprocal relation between sin and damnation, so that all sinnerswould be damned,
and all the damned would be sinners. For sin is a debt in which al sinners are involved, and not
only does it deserve punishment, but it will also be certainly punished, unlessit shall be pardoned
and remitted.

Fromwhat you here say, | think that it is possibleto deduce an argument in favour of my theory.
For you make an anal ogy between the contingent act of sin and the contraction of debt; al so between
the being necessarily a sinner, the being necessarily passed by, and the remaining necessarily in
debt, unless there is ability to pay. There is between the first terms in each, an analogy, and also,
between the second terms, such arelation that in each case the former naturally precedes the latter;
hence sin was committed contingently by man before he was necessarily constituted a sinner, also,
before he was passed by of God. And who does not know that man, since he freely sinned, made
himself the bond-slave of sin, and, therefore, is necessarily subject to sin, until his deliverance is
effected through Christ, the Mediator, according to the words of Scripture, "Whosoever committeth
sin, isthe servant of sin. If the Son, therefore, shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed.” (John
viii. 34-36.)

TWENTY-FOURTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Thirdly, because it leaves a hiatus in the decrees, not introducing, between the decree of
preterition and that of reprobation, the decree concerning the certain and necessary existence of
sin; for, sin, in my judgment, necessarily resultsfrom preteritionitself, by theremoval, asthey say,
of the hindrance

ANSWER OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTY-FOURTH PROPOSITION

We deny that any intermediate decree is necessary between the decree of preterition and that
of damnation, (for so you understand the word reprobation), or that any decree is interposed, and
claim that thisis so from the very nature of the decrees. For these decrees are of the divine efficiency,
and they are effected by the Deity, immediately of His own will, and justly of His own wisdom.
But the decree concerning the existence of sin pertainsto the mediate work of nature, and is effected
in that mode, in which God decreed, that is, contingently, from a contingent cause, for the will is,
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in this case, the principle of contingent causes, and that particular motion of Adam towards the fall
was the contingent cause of the fall and of sin, which befell our race.

Therefore, it is necessary that a distinction should be made, in this mode, in what is said
concerning the certain and necessary existence of sin. The existence of sin, if you regard itsorigin,
was certain in the knowledge of God, but not necessary by the power of the decree as a cause,
because God, as absolutely as possible and without any exception, by the order of nature in natural
things, bestowed on the will of Adam, the free power of committing or avoiding sin. Thus, by the
power of that decree, it was necessary that man should sin or should not sin; by the power of the
will, it was contingent that man should sin; finally sin was committed contingently by the motion
of the will, because it was decreed contingently.

But the existence of sin, if you have respect to the act in which our first parents fell, though
contingent in its origin, isyet certain and necessary in the order of nature, by which it occurs that
the leprosy of that sin, which infected them, is transmitted to their posterity. For an evil cause
produces an evil effect, "a corrupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit,” (Matt. vii. 17), a serpent begets a
serpent, a leper begets a leper. That, which pertains to nature, can, with no probable reason, be
ascribed to a decree concerning supernatural things. The existence s, in every mode, of nature. It
can not then be ascribed to supernatural decrees. Y ou present, as the reason of your affirmation,
that sin necessarily results from preterition itself, by the removal of the hindrance. Thiswas, in my
judgment, refuted with sufficient clearness, in the answer to your twenty-second proposition.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY-FOURTH

PROPOSITION

The mode should have been pointed out here, in which it could occur that the decree of preterition
should necessarily cohere with the decree of predamnation, without anecessary copula. Theforesight
of contingent sin is not a necessary copula. That they may necessarily cohere, since the decree of
preterition considers man, not asasinner, and that of predamnation considers him only asasinner,
there must, of necessity, be the necessary existence of sin, either by the force of the decree of
preterition, or of some other divine decree, such, for example, as Beza describes. We speak here
of the existence of sin, in respect to the act of Adam, not of its necessary existence in respect to
our corrupt conception and birth. For the latter isthe effect of the former, by the mode of merit, by
the intervention of the judgment and sentence of God, imputing the guilt of the first sin to al the
posterity of Adam, not less than to Adam himself and to Eve, because they also sinned in Adam.

| concede the truth of what you say, at the end of your answer, that those things, which are
natural, are not to be ascribed to supernatural decrees. But sin, if it is necessary, that is, if it is
necessarily committed, and is not anatural act, namely, an act dependent on the will of man, asthe
principle of his own action; and if sin is natural, then its necessity would not have been ascribed,
by Calvin and Beza, to the decree of predestination. We do not here discuss the thing considered
initself, but considered on the hypothesis of that theory which unites preterition with predamnation,
by anecessary copula, not by sin, existing previously both to preterition and predamnation. Whether
that, which | said concerning the necessary existence of sin as aresult of the decree of preterition,
by the mode of the removal of the hindrance, was refuted by you, may, perhaps, be decided by a
reference to my reply to your answer to the twenty-second proposition.
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TWENTY-FIFTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Fourthly, because it is not consistent with the condition of the creation and perpetuation of the
human race, which was that all should be considered in one, and that all should come from one. It
regards men, either as not considered in Adam, or as considered in various modes in Adam, that
is, in him asjust created, not yet fallen.

REPLY OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTY-FIFTH PROPOSITION

Those things, which are distinct in their whole genus, are distinct also in their mode. The
condition of the creation and the perpetuation of the human race, is natural (for creation is natural
by reduction, as unity is ascribed to number, a point to aline,) but the condition of election and
predestination iswholly supernatural. They differ, therefore, in mode. A consequence, from things
which lack analogy and equality, is not valid. All things, indeed, in nature are considered in one
thing, and all come from one, but in the case of predestination, all are not considered in one, but
each is considered in himself, nor do al come naturaly from one, but al are supernaturally
distinguished, by God, in Christ. Man, according to nature, is considered universally and individually
in Adam; according to grace, he is considered only individually in Christ, for thisis not the order
of nature, but the benefit of grace. Therefore, the predestinate are considered, not in nature and
according to nature, but of nature according to grace, which is personal and not natural. Law pertains
to nature; privilege to grace. Consequently, what is presented in reference to the consideration of
men in Adam, isirrelevant.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY-FIFTH

PROPOSITION

The force of my argument is sustained. For though creation and predestination differ in mode
and genus, as natural and supernatural, yet predestination and reprobation, which impinge on the
conditions of creation, can not be true. | should have used a more correct phraseology, if | had said
inconsi stent instead of not consistent. For asupernatural action can add something to created nature,
and exceed the order of nature, but can do nothing contrary to creation. But predestination and
reprobation, as set forth in your Theses, ordain something contrary to the conditions of creation;
they cannot, then, have place among true doctrines. | will prove my assumption. Y ou state that
some are passed by apart from the consideration of sin. But a man can be considered apart from
sin, only as he was in his primitive state, but the theory under consideration regards some as
passed-by, considered in their primitive state, which can not be true, because, in their primitive
state, they had the power to persevere in good, and in the avoidance of sin, and, therefore, they
could be saved by obedience to the law, and, by consegquence, they were not passed by, considered
in that state, since the passed-by, according to the definition of your Theses, necessarily fail of
salvation, and are even necessarily damned, though with the intervention of sin. If you say that they
were necessarily damned after they were foreseen as sinners, | reply that they were also passed by
after they were foreseen as about to sin, indeed, seen as sinners. We notice, also, your two-fold
distinction in that consideration. Men are considered in one, and they are considered also, each in
himself, but all are considered in one such as they are in him, and each is considered in himself,
such asheisin himself, else the distinction is false. This consideration is two-fold in reference to
a two-fold condition. They are considered in the condition of primitive integrity, and in that of
fallen, sinful creatures. In the primitive state, all are considered in one, asin their origin and stock,
and while this stands, they stand. Each is considered in himself as standing, and as having, from
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the arrangement of nature and grace, every thing which the origina stock had, whether of nature
or of grace—the term grace being used in contradistinction to nature, otherwise whatever a man
has may be regarded as of gracious bestowal. Therefore, al are considered as true, just, and holy.
In the state of sin, all are considered in one who sinned, and all are considered to have sinned in
him. Each is considered in himself as deficient in those things, which he would have had of grace,
if the first man had remained pure, and asinvolved in sin and in the demerit of sin. Now, so far as
all are considered in one, whether as a pure or as a fallen being, there is no predestination, no
preterition or reprobation, no predamnation. For then all would be predestinate and none reprobate,
or all would be reprobate and none predestinate. Therefore, predestination and reprobation have
place in reference to them, as they are each considered in themselves. Concerning this, then, there
IS no question between us. But the point at issue, is this—In what state are they each considered
by God, in the act of predestination and of preterition? Y ou answer, that they are considered in the
primitive state, or rather that they are considered in general; | affirm that they are considered,
individually and definitely, in the state of sin. Otherwise, | say that this decree impinges on the
conditions of creation, as| have demonstrated. Thisisabsurd, for supernatural things can and indeed
must be superior to natural, but by no means contrary to them.

TWENTY-SIXTH PROPOSITION OF ARMINIUS

Fifthly, because, according to it, the decree is equivocal, and true only on condition of a
distribution of itsterms. It isequivocal because glory and grace, which are prepared in election and
reprobation, are equivocal; for it is the glory which follows the ignominy of sin through the grace
of remission and regeneration, or it isglory bestowed on nature, asoriginally created, by supernatural
grace superinfused into that nature. It is true only on the condition of a distribution of its terms,
because it absolutely ordains neither kind of grace to its subject; not the grace, superinfused upon
nature, and glory by means of it, becauseit is not that grace by which amanis saved and glorified;
not the grace of remission and removal, because it can ordain that grace only to the sinner. The
decree must, then, be understood with thisdistribution; -- 1 will to thisman glory and grace, certainly
indeed, yet of the former or latter kind, as one or the other may be necessary for him, according to
the diversity of his condition.

REPLY OF JUNIUSTO THE TWENTY-SIXTH PROPOSITION

We deny that "the decreeis equivocal and true only on condition of adistribution of the terms.”
It is not equivocal for it is expressed in general terms and refers to grace and glory in a general
sense. That which isthus stated is not equivocal. Neither grace nor glory, in the decree, istwo-fold,
but both are one in substance, in fact, and in relation, but different in degrees in relation to their
object. Aslifein man is not two-fold in its nature, though it may increase of itself, by the law of
nature, so neither grace nor glory istwo-fold, though each may progressin us by its own degrees.
Grace, in both cases, is supernatural, both when it graciously renews nature, and when it raises a
person above the mode of nature. Whatever may be said of it, it is supernatural and in fact one.
Glory, aso, in both cases, is universally supernatural, both that which is adequate to the mode of
nature, and that which is above nature. The latter embraces and absorbs the former, as the greater
light doestheless; yet, in both cases, it islight, and is supernatural, since nature lost and grace may
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restoreit. Nor, indeed, isthat decree to be considered as certain only on condition of adistribution
of terms; for God absolutely ordains His whole grace, that is, every mode of it, to His own elect,
without modification or any exception. Therefore, also, He ordains and bestows upon them the
grace of remission and renewal, as its antecedent mode, and the grace of that celestial glory, asits
consequent mode. Indeed, if it was possible that any thing of a supernatural character, in addition
to the antecedent grace or consequent glory pertaining to nature, should be desired, and if thereis
any thing else to which | might wish to refer, God will fully bestow it, because He has universally
decreed to His own, that grace and glory which is, indeed, communicable. But God can ordain the
grace of remission and renewal only to the sinner and in relation to sin, but He had respect to the
whole man, generally, on whom He could bestow His whole grace and apply it in a supernatural
mode. The decree, then, of grace and of glory isto be understood absol utely, because it was ordained
absolutely and generally, without restriction, exception or modification of the grace and glory which
God communicatesto Hisown. Thereisvariety inthe object and in its mode, but the fact that grace
and glory is absolutely and generally decreed and bestowed on various objects, does not evince
that the grace and glory are diverse in themselves; asthe light of the Sunisnot various, if it comes
to usvarioudly, or is variously perceived by us.

REPLY OF ARMINIUSTO THE ANSWER TO THE TWENTY-SIXTH

PROPOSITION

Y ou seem not to have fully understood my proposition.—That you may understand it according
to my meaning, | will, so far as| am able, state it in phraseology, used by yourself in this matter.
| say that this decreeis equivocal, because grace and glory, prepared in this decree, are equivocal,
that is each of them isequivocal. For the grace, which preserves and confirmsin original integrity,
isone thing; that, which restores from a sinful state is another. Also, glory, in respect to the mode
of the object, which, being above nature, is superadded to that which is adequate to the mode of
nature, is one thing, and that, which is bestowed on nature, freed from the ignominy of sin and
misery, is another.

This decree is true only on condition of a distribution of its terms, because it does not ordain
to man either this grace or that, or glory of this or that mode, absolutely, but one only, in the case
of grace or of glory, and on a certain condition. It does not ordain to man, absolutely, the grace of
preservation in his original integrity, and glory from or through that grace, because that is not the
grace and glory, by which man is saved and glorified. It does not ordain to man, absolutely, the
grace of restoration from a state of sin, and of glory from a state of ignominy, because it can
absolutely ordain that grace and glory only to a sinner. Therefore the decree must be understood
with the following distribution of itsterms: -1 ordained to this man grace or glory, certainly indeed,
but either of this or of that mode as the former or the latter shall be necessary for him, according
to his different state of integrity or of sin.

| will now consider your answer. Y ou deny that this decree is equivocal: | affirmit. To sustain
your denial, you add, "it is expressed in general terms, and refers to grace and glory in a general
sense. That, which is thus stated, is not equivocal.” | concede the latter, and deny the former. |
affirm that grace and glory are spoken of, indeed in general terms, but they are not understood in
a general sense, 