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Calvinism vs Arminianism
Introduction:

I know this article may cause distress in some, but I will do it any-
way. I have tried to design this treatise to permit as much or as little
“study” as one desires to do.

The reason Iused to followtheArminian system of thought was not
a result of personal Bible study. Rather, the reason Iconsidered myself
Arminian was because all my teachers and friends were very con-
firmed Arminians, and they mocked any theology contrary to
Arminianism. “Arminianism” was considered by them the religion of
the common man, and “Calvinism” was considered as the religion of
the “thinkers.”Thus, “Calvinists” are in an “ivory tower,” out of touch
with reality.

(Note: I am using the termsArminianism & Calvinism for lack of
better terms. We will develop the root of these terms, and show that
neither founded the schools of thought represented bythe names they
bear today.)

However, from what Bible I knew even back then, 30 years ago, I
saw some serious inconsistencies in theArminian idea. Iamnot saying
that “Calvinism” is free ofserious inconsistencies,but “Calvinism” has
a firmer Scriptural foundation than doesArminianism.

My change from theArminian (Scofield) religion to “Calvinism”
(again, a poor term which I will use until I develop the better term
later) was not a result of reading a lot of books that put forth that
position. Rather, there were a couple of things that led to myhaving to
depart fromtheArminian/Scofield religion.

First, as I said, even with a very basic knowledge of Scripture, I
saw a veryserious hole inArminianism — “Does theBible support the
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idea that fallen man has a natural ability to seek after God?”
Second, the more I studied Scripture, along with some basic study

aids (word studybooks), the larger the problem became. Being under
Arminian church leaders, I kept my observations to myself, though I
did write them down. Having never been exposed to the other side of
theArminian-Calvinism controversy, Ibelieved that what Iwas seeing
was new with me, so I discussed it with noone. (“If it’s new, it’s not
true; if it’s true, it’s not new.”)

After I became a pastor in 1983, Divine Providence started pro-
viding material – e.g., The London Baptist Confession of Faith of
1689– showing that the things in Scripture catchingmyattention were
not new with me; they were actually considered the orthodox Chris-
tian faith until John N. Darby(1800-1880).Actually, it was the war for
Southern Independence that changed the religion of these UnitedStates
from Post-Millennial Calvinismto Pre-MillennialArminianism.Then
C. I. Scofield’s book (The Scofield Reference Bible) systematized
Darby’s chaotic doctrines (as much as they could be systematized),
and covered the earth with DispensationalArminianism. His book re-
placedthe Orthodox Christian faith, “Calvinism,” with what had been
considered heresyonlyabout 75 yearspreviously, “Arminianism.” Be-
cause I was then out from underArminian leadership, I no longer felt
obliged to follow and defend that system of thought. (See, Death of
the Church Victorious, by this pastor, and The Incredible Scofield
and his Book, by Joseph M. Canfield.)

What does the Bible say

Because of the seriousness of several controversies, I determined
to use Scripture to settle some of the questions in my own mind. I
started with prayer, admitting to the Lord that I am not inspired, and
that I am easily led astray; I, accordingly, asked Him to remove any
false ideas and replace them with the truth from His word.

The first major issue I had to address was the idea of a pre-trib
rapture. That research resulted in the book, Death of the Church
Victorious. Ihada basic manuscript together whenan evangelist friend
read it. He told me to develop it for publication. The same evangelist
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urged me to purge my personal library of myArminian books, and
start rebuilding it with more orthodox authors. I started rebuilding it
with older authors who wrote before the conversion of Christianity to
Arminianism. Inow have veryfewauthorswho have writtenafter1915
or so. I do use Hastings a lot; I think his last date was 1921.And there
are other good men since, such as R.J. Rushdoony.

Primarily, however, I have found that the older (before Scofield)
men confirm and develop what, to me, the Scriptures are clearly say-
ing.

Other issues I had to address were: 1) the purpose and date of the
Book of the Revelation; 2) Matthew 24, what does it really teach; 3)
whois Israel sinceChrist,whichdevelopedfrommystudyabout“Chris-
tian Identity,” and the book, “Israel’s Identity/Israel’s Conversion”; 4)
the truth about tongues; 5) the church’s and Christian’s responsibility
to civil government, Romans 13, 6) Infant Baptism, as well as a couple
other issues. These studies were lengthy and serious studies, put to-
gether for mypersonal instruction; however, Ido have them formatted
to print out on 8 ½ x 11 pages. (Some complain that I overkill a sub-
ject, but in mymind, the issues at hand must be confronted from every
angle, and every point addressed from Scripture.)

I never had a reason to make a serious study of the Arminian-
Calvin issue. I had to depart theArminian religion because of what I
saw as overwhelming evidence from Scripture that that religion was
not right. (And yes, I am convinced thatArminianism is a religion in
conflict with the orthodox faith – I will defend that statement as we
go.) Over the years as I studied Scripture, I came to understand that
man has no natural desire to seek after God, which is the basic point of
contention. Once that point is settled, the rest pretty much falls into
line.

Lackinga formalcollege classroom education, Iwas never required
to look at the roots of theArminius-Calvin issue. Rather, my “educa-
tion,” since rebuildingmylibrary, has been at the feet of men like Mat-
thew Henry,Albert Barnes, H.W. Hengstenburg,A.T. Robertson,A.H.
Strong, R.J. Rushdoony, Charles Hodge, to name a few of the authors
I have studied with.
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But the question, “What is the difference betweenArminianism and
Calvinism?” was a question I had never reallyconsidered. So it called
for some examination, as did the questions I was asked about “Chris-
tian Identity”and “Tongues.”

Typicalofmyoverkill, the followingcontainsmuch information.But
the documentation is irrefutable. I am convinced that an issue cannot
be properly addressed nor understood without a background check,
which the average Christian finds exceedinglyboring. So we will start
with the root of the controversy, which was NOT nor ever has been
between Mr.Arminius and Mr. Calvin. The issue started as an issue
between heresyand Biblical orthodoxy.

Though no author is ever neutral, I will attempt to present the
arguments as neutral as possible, so the reader can make up his own
mind.

Calvinistic or Reformed?

Luther’s Ninety-five Theses:

Of this Luther knew nothing until some time afterward. For him,
the provocation lay in the extravagant claims of an old, tried hand
at this kind of thing, the Dominican salesman of indulgences Johann
Tetzel. With these claims in mind, Luther drew up the Ninety-five
Theses, “for the purpose of eliciting truth,” and may have fas-
tened them on the door of the Castle Church in Wittenberg, on
October 31, 1517, the eve of All Saints’ Day and of the great
exposure of relics there. (Copied)

On October 31, 1517 a German monk and professor of theology by
the name of Martin Luther nailed a piece of paper on the Wittenburg
Church door. This paper contained 95 errors of the Catholic Church.
Those errors centered around the church selling indulgences, or for-
giveness of sins.

The church developed the doctrine of “Purgatory,” a place just short
of heaven. Then Roman “preachers” went throughout the areas con-
trolled by Rome with boxes. The message was that when the money
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went in the box, a soul was released from Purgatory. The purpose of
the money was to build St. Peter’s Basilica in Rome.

Martin Luther challenged the Church and the pope, and revealed
to the people the wickedlycorrupt practice of selling indulgences. He
called attention to the fact that indulgences had nothing to do with the
forgiveness of sins nor with one’s relationship with God. In fact, one
point Luther’s theses made was, “If moneyin the box freed souls from
Purgatory, then why did not the pope sell all he has and put it in the
box?”

Historians mark Luther’s challenge against the Church as the be-
ginning of the ModernAge. It is commonly called the Reformation.
TheRevolutionwhichfollowedLuther’sstandchangedtheworld.Great
religious, economic, political, and social ideas swept through Europe,
molding Europe and eventually the United States ofAmerica into the
greatest civilizations inhistory.These ideas, manywhich we cherish to
this day, were contained in seed form in the Bible and cultivated during
the Reformation.

Luther’s 95 points were ultimately summed up by 4 great Scrip-
tural truths:

1. Sola Scriptura (Scripture alone)
2. Sola Christus (Christ alone)
3. Sola gratia (grace alone)
4. Sola fide (faith alone)
If any day should be honorable among Non-Romanists, it should

be Reformation Day, October 31. Instead, there are more people,
particularly Protestants, honoring the Romanist high holy day,
Hallowe’en, thanevenknowabout theReformation.Infact,Hallowe’en
is second in spending only after Christmas. (It was the candy lobby
that got “Daylight Savings Time” extended a month in the fall. It is a
proven fact that “Daylight Savings Time” does not save a dime in en-
ergy.)

Though I do not believe the Baptists came out of the Reformation
(which is another study), I certainly hold to the four main points that
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the Reformation stood on. I claim to be a “Reformed Baptist,” not
because I came from Rome nor because I hold to Rome’s infant bap-
tism.1 I proudlyclaim that title because I hold firmly to the following
four points. Moreover, I do not see how anyone who claims to hold to
the inspiration of God’s word can denybeing “Reformed.”

1. Scripture alone
2. Christ alone
3. Grace alone
4. Faith alone

First, Sola Scriptura, or Scripture alone.

Of course, this is where it all starts. If one cannot accept the Scrip-
ture as the final rule for all faith and action, we have no further argu-
mentwith them.

2 Timothy 3:10 But thou hast fully known my doctrine, manner
of life, purpose, faith, longsuffering, charity, patience, 11
Persecutions, afflictions, which came unto me at Antioch, at
Iconium, at Lystra; what persecutions I endured: but out of
them all the Lord delivered me. 12 Yea, and all that will live
godly in Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution. 13 But evil
men and seducers shall wax worse and worse, deceiving, and
being deceived. 14 But continue thou in the things which thou
hast learned and hast been assured of, knowing of whom
thou hast learned them; 15 And that from a child thou hast
known the holy scriptures, which are able to make thee wise
unto salvation through faith which is in Christ Jesus. 16 All
scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righ-
teousness:

So the reader will not think that the word of God onlycontains instruc-
tion in religion, Paul goes on to say,

17 That the man of God may be perfect, throughly furnished
unto all good works.

All good works is prettymuch an open ended statement. Every work,
thought and action, is to be a good work, or it is a bad work.

Holy Scripture alone defines good work and bad work – God de-
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fines good, not man.
HolyScripture alone tells us how to live
Holy Scripture alone tells us how to please God and how to have

eternal life.
Martin Luther went against the Church of Rome, which up to that

time, prettymuch held the Christian world in its grip. The individual
members of the Church were held to the doctrines and traditions of the
Church, and were not allowed to think for themselves. They had to
accept what the Church taught regardless of the word of God.

Since Luther, the Protestant pressure on Rome has forced Rome to
back off its strong stand on tradition and church teaching. This is espe-
cially true in non Roman countries. However, we found in Brazil that
wherevergoodeducation iscommon,RomewillgiveoutmoreofGod’s
Word accordingly — in other words, poverty and ignorance gives
power to the Church of Rome. It is thus to Rome’s advantage to keep
people in povertyand ignorance.

I find it hard to believe that folks do not believe that God has given
us instructions for all faith and actions, especially among those who
claim to be preachers or pastors. An article appeared in the India-
napolis Star, October 27, 2001, written by an Episcopal priest. In it,
hecomparedMuslimfundamentalists toChristianfundamentalists.And
a FANATICALfundamentalist is one who considers his “holy book”
as “the ultimate source of knowledge.”

However, there are those who claim the title “Reformed,” yet el-
evate the Westminister Confession to the level of God’s word. They
quote from it to support what they want to believe, though the point
may not be supportable by Scripture.

Second, Sola Christus, or Christ alone.

This speaks of Christ alone for salvation:
Acts 4:8 Then Peter, filled with the Holy Ghost, said unto them,
Ye rulers of the people, and elders of Israel, 9 If we this day
be examined of the good deed done to the impotent man, by
what means he is made whole; 10 Be it known unto you all,
and to all the people of Israel, that by the name of Jesus
Christ of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised from
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the dead, even by him doth this man stand here before you
whole. 11 This is the stone which was set at nought of you
builders, which is become the head of the corner. 12 Neither
is there salvation in any other: for there is none other name
under heaven given among men, whereby we must be saved.
(Jn. 14:6, II Jn. 1:7-9.)

Though the name of Christ maybeused in all the churcheswe know of
today, if He is not presented as the only way to the Heavenly Father,
the church is not part of the Christian religion. Here we see that many
“Protestant” churches have left the Reformed Faith, for theyhave left
Christ alone as their means to eternal life. Without Christ, theyare not
Christian, but pagan churches.

Sadly, I know of many churches that use a prayer as the key to
heaven - “Say this prayer, and you will be saved.” They avoid the
message of the substitutionarydeath of Christ and the absolute neces-
sityof understandingabout and trusting in His finished work. Further-
more, theyignore the necessityof the drawingpower of the HolySpirit.
I have encountered those who saythe children of Christian parents are
saved simplybecausetheyare baptized,unless theyexhibit unchristlike
attributes.

Third, Sola gratia, or grace alone.

Grace must be understood in the light of Philippians 2:13,
For it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do of
his good pleasure.

Grace is God giving us both the desire and the power to please Him,
and those are given as a result of no merit on the part of the sinner. We
must realize that we are fallen sinners.

In the specific language of Scripture the grace of God is the un-
merited love of God toward those who have forfeited it, and are
by nature under a judgment of condemnation. It is the source of
all the spiritual blessings that are bestowed upon unworthy sin-
ners, Eph. 1:6, 7; 2:7-9; Tit. 2:11; 3:4-7. (Berkhof, Manual of
Christian Doctrine, p. 67. Eerdmans.)

Hence, because of God’s unmerited love, He gives fallen sinners the
desire and power to please Him, for that power cannot come from



11

within the heart of fallen man – this is a major disagreement between
Arminianism and Calvinism — who seeks whom first? Does fallen
man seek God first or does God seek fallen man first?

Grace alone says that while we were yet sinners, God loved us
enough to die for us. Rom. 5:8.

Grace alone says that we have done nothing, nor can we do any-
thing to deserve Him working with His power in us.

James 1:18 Of his own will begat he us with the word of truth,
that we should be a kind of firstfruits of his creatures. (See
also Eph. 2:1-10, &c.)

Grace alone — everything is totally of the Lord.
The vast majorityof churches and Christians today areArminian,

for theysaytheyhave within themselves the power to believe the gos-
pel and turn to Christ.

Fourth, Sola fide, or faith alone.

Again, speakingprimarilyof Salvation and of seeing God:
Romans 3:23 For all have sinned, and come short of the glory
of God; 24 Being justified freely by his grace through the
redemption that is in Christ Jesus: (Rom. 3:19-31.)

Luther was against the selling of indulgences, or the promise of for-
giveness of sins in exchange for money to build St. Peter’s Basilica.
Paul makes it clear that justification is by faith alone, apart from any
works of the law. But in 3:31, he is quick to add that justification will
make the sinner desire to establish the law, or keep the law.

Ephesians 2:10 For we are his workmanship, created in Christ
Jesus unto good works, which God hath before ordained that
we should walk in them.

Luther made a point that repentance is not noted by the coins in the
box butbythe change in life. Justificationmeans change of life, or there
isno justification.Though weare justifiedbyfaith and without faith it is
impossible to please God, justification will change one’s outlook on
life.

The blessings of Abraham are passed down by faith, not by the
law. In other words, natural law does not make one a child ofAbraham
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according to the promise, including the blessings. Rather spiritual law,
faith in Christ, makes one the legal heir toAbraham’s blessing. (Gal.
3:1-13.)

Accordingly, I identifywith the “Reformed Faith”based upon these
fourpoints:

1. Scripture alone
2. Christ alone
3. Grace alone
4. Faith alone
Manyrefuse to identifywith the“Reformed Faith,” yet hold to these

points, and many try to identify with the “Reformed Faith,” yet deny
some of these points. And thus they are not “Reformed,” but con-
formed to the ways of this world.

End Note:
1. See James Hastings, Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, vol. I, p. 407.
Charles Hodge’s rightly defines New Testament Baptism, but, at the same
time, digs a pit for himself:

The difficulty on this subject is that baptism from its very nature
involves a profession of faith; it is the way in which by the ordi-
nance of Christ, He is to be confessed before men; but infants
are incapable of making such a confession; therefore they are not
the proper subjects of baptism. Or, to state the matter in another
form: the sacraments belong to the members of the Church; but
the Church is the company of believers; infants cannot exercise
faith, therefore they are not members of the Church, and conse-
quently ought not to be baptized.

Though being honest and admitting that infant baptism is unscriptural,
Hodge he spends forty pages justifying infant baptism. (Charles Hodge,
Systematic Theology in three volumes, III.546, 547. Reprint by Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, Grand Rapids, Michigan. 1977.) Please note
that this pastor considers Hodge one of the greatest theologians of all time.
However, here he clearly shot himself in the foot. Don’t we all at one point or
another? Even those promoting infant baptism admitted that the reason for
keeping the practice was to appease those coming out of Rome. See
Paedobaptism and the word of God by this author.
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Arminius vs. Calvin
Romans 11:33 ¶ O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom
and knowledge of God! how unsearchable are his judgments,
and his ways past finding out!

This is one of the more difficult studies I have put together, for there is
so much on this subject that I do not know where to start. I want the
reader to understand the roots of the conflict, but I don’t want him to
be bored with too many historic details. I also want the reader to un-
derstand the theology involved, but I do not want to overwhelm him
with Scripture.

I will start the best I can from the beginning.
The “Arminius vs. Calvin”controversy is over what B.B. Warfield

(who twice served as President of Princeton Theological Seminary,
1902-1903, 1913-1914) called, “THE OLD PELAGIAN IDOL
FREE-WILL.”

Introduction

Adam started with free access to the mind of God – he was able to
walk in the garden and speak with Him person to person. However,
the entrance of sin greatlycomplicated that relationship. The theologi-
cal points we are about to discuss contain some of the most difficult
problems with which human intellect has ever wrestled. We find the
sharpest minds of history in the oldest book in Scripture, the Book of
Job, unable to satisfactorily answer the questions raised by the mod-
ernArminianism vs Calvinism discussion. We CANNOT understand
the mind and workings of God other than what is clearly revealed in
Scripture. Nor can we reduce the eternal God to our level without
making a god after our own vain imagination.

In order to understand God, one must be greater than God, an
impossible feat for the creature.

Sin has weakened and clouded the mind, and has corrupted our
nature. The result is that we are now unable to grasp the deeper mys-
teriesof humanresponsibilityand DivineSovereignty.HowcanDivine
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grace, bestowed in Divine Sovereignty, be reconciled with human re-
sponsibility?

The basic controversy is over Divine Sovereignty and human
responsibility.

This great controversy did not start with JamesArminius (1560-
1609. The “conflict” between sovereigntyand responsibilitywas con-
fronted at the very foundation of the church, taking place about the
years 410-415.At that time, the religion, sinceknown asArminianism,
was dealt with as a wicked heresy, and the founders and followers of
that systemof thought were consideredheretics, and excommunicated.
Moreover, if any known follower of the heresy tried to unite with the
church, he had to renounce that faith.

Note: In 1603,Arminius was asked to fill a professor of divinity
vacancy at the University of Leyden,Amsterdam, which he did. His
opponents chargedhim with Pelagianism andArianism, charges which
stuck with him for the rest of his life. (McClintock &Strong’s Cyclo-
pedia CD, byAGES Software, s.v.Arminius, James.)

Before 410, a man named Pelagius offered his theories, and they
wereseriouslycorruptingtheorthodoxdoctrinesofthechurch;Pelagius’
influencebroughtAugustine (354-430) into the fray.Augustine’s Scrip-
tural arguments against Pelagius effectively killed the teaching by the
time ofAugustine’s death in 430.

PELAGIUS
Pelagius (earlyfifthcenturyheretic) was an Englishmonk ofculture

and education. He was naturally a devout and very moral individual,
which lead himto develop unorthodox views ondignityand self-suffi-
ciencyof man,on original sin anddivine grace. (Much like those of our
day, this pastor included, who are saved out of a good moral life. I
know that without the enlightening grace of God, I would have be-
lieved salvation, i.e., a good moral life, was simply a result of self-
determination. Those of us who came from a moral background have
a difficult time identifying with the delivering power of grace experi-
enced by those saved out of a life of debauchery.)
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Pelagius
1) starts from the natural man, and
works up. By his own efforts and
works he can reach righteousness
and holiness.
2) proceeds from the liberty of
choice to legalistic piety.

3) sees Christ as merely a teacher
and example, and grace an external
auxiliary to the development of the
native powers of man.
4) makes regeneration and conver-
sion a gradual process of the
strengthening and perfecting of
human virtue.
5) loves to admire the dignity and
strength of man.
6) flatters natural pride.
7) begins with’ self-exaltation and
ends with the sense of self-decep-
tion and impotency.

8) the Pelagian system is clear, sober,
and intelligible, but superficial.

9) is grounded upon the philosophy
of common sense, which is indis-
pensable for ordinary life, but has no
perception of divine things.

10) uses Scripture, though subject-
ing it to reason.

Augustine
1) despairs of the moral sufficiency
of man, and derives the new life and
all power for good from the creative
grace of God.
2) proceeds from the bondage of sin
to the evangelical liberty of the
children of God.
3) sees Christ as also Priest and
King, and grace a creative principle,
which begets, nourishes, and
consummates a new life.
4) makes it a complete transforma-
tion operation, in which the old
disappears and all becomes new.
5) loses itself in adoration of the
glory and omnipotence of‘ God.
6) is a gospel for penitent publicans
and sinners.
7) casts man first into the dust of
humiliation and despair, in order to
lift him on the wings of grace to
supernatural strength, and leads him
through the hell of self-knowledge
up to the heaven of the knowledge
of God.
8) the Augustinian system sounds
the depths of knowledge and
experience, and renders reverential
homage to mystery.
9) is grounded upon the philosophy
of the regenerate reason, which
breaks through the limits of nature,
and penetrates the depths of divine
revelation.
10) uses Scripture, though subjects
reason to it.
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At Rome, Pelagius became connected with Celestius, a lawyer of
noble descent.Together theydeveloped a doctrine that became known
as Pelagianism. Faith to these men was hardlymore than a theoretical
belief; the main thing in religion was moral action, keeping the Com-
mandments of God by one’s own strength, and they were more con-
cerned with the ethical side of religion than with the dogmatic doctrine
side.

Mypersonal experience inArminian circlesconformsfar tooclosely
with the above points: 1) faith is reduced to a belief in a historical fact
of Christ and his work, James 2:19; 2) the averageArminian church
has reduced Christianity to a list of dos and don’ts, e.g., some time
ago, the Christian school Christina attended before my wife started
home schooling her, had a basketball game at another church – that
church had a lengthy list of don’ts that had to be followed in order to
enter their gym, very few of which were based in God’s Word; and 3)
the vast majorityof Christians Iknow do not want dogmatic doctrine,
a maladyIhave found especiallyprevalent amongArminian churches,
but not unknown among Calvinistic churches. They want something
that will move the emotions, and emotions are used to fill the pews and
altars. The use of emotions is a natural result of a religion that says the
choice isup to the fallensinner—build the emotions, and the sinner will
make the right choice.

Because Pelagius grew up a verymoral person, he did not experi-
ence the abundance of God’s saving grace needed to bring up a sinner
from the mud. (Isaiah 51:1Hearken to me, ye that follow after righ-
teousness, ye that seek the LORD: look unto the rock whence ye
are hewn, and to the hole of the pit whence ye are digged.) Be-
cause he never experienced the unbreakable hold of outward sin, he
felt anyone could,withenoughwill-poweranddetermination, livea life
above sin. Reading about him, one gets the impression that he was
trying to justify his own thinking that he himself did not need God’s
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convertingwork in his life.
Illustration: Iknow a man who was raised in a verygodlyand moral

home. He himself explained his faith to me. His ideal of faith was
revealed when he told me of his ideas about baptizing his children. If
theyare baptized as an infant, then the children are in salvation, unless
they show otherwise by their lives. As I spoke with him about the
Lord, it was clear his idea of conversion was the same. He was from a
moral home, and he had the moral actions to prove his salvation, so he
saw no need to question his relationship with the Lord. He has since
denied theLord, divorced his wife, leaving her with 5children, and the
children are available for foster homes.

Main Point of Pelagianism
(E.S. Moyer: Who Was Who in Church History, Moody Press, 1974, s.v.
Pelagius):

First. Original Sin: Pelagianism says that man has no original sin
inherited fromAdam. Sin is a matter of will and not of nature.

In other words, man is not born totallycorrupt with no natural abil-
ity to seek God — not only was this the key issue with Pelagius, but it
was the key issue with JamesArminius, and it is the key issue today
with the followers ofArminius. Once this issue is settled, then the rest
will prettymuch fall in place.

Pelagius denied that human nature had been totally corrupted by
sin. Hemaintained that the onlyill effects wasAdams’bad example for
all of mankind. He denied thatAdam fell as the head of mankind. He
held that the first sin was an isolated act of disobedience to the divine
command with no consequences, either to his body or to his soul.
Thus, each person has the same choice as did Adam. “Man is born
without virtue and without vice, but with the capacity for either.” This
theoryhas man operating in a vacuum, absolutely independent of ev-
erythingwithoutor within.

Thus theArminian idea that manhas within himself a natural desire
and ability “both to will and to do” God’s good pleasure, salvation,
denies that human nature has been totally corrupted by sin — that is,
Pelagianism.

Second. Free Will: The doctrine of “free will” has been and con-
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tinues to be a “bone of contention.” In man’s limited understanding, he
cannot put together man’s “free will” and God’s sovereignty, so he
feels he must sacrifice one or the other.

However,
[T]he Bible teaches not only that God has decreed the free
acts of man, but also that man is none the less free and
responsible for his acts, Gen. 50:19, 20; Acts 2:23; 4:27,
28; and it makes no attempt to reconcile the two. We may
not be able to harmonize them, but that does not necessar-
ily mean that they are inherently contradictory. (Louis Berkhof,
Manual of Christian Doctrine, Eerdmans, p. 87.)

Pelagius’ answer was that each person is created with perfect
freedom to do good works. In other words, the moral condition of
man is like the moral condition of Adam before the fall. Every
child is born with the same ability and power with which Adam
was created, and operates the same in heathens, Jews and Chris-
tians, except that in Christians it is aided by grace. (Schaff, p.
609.)

Thus, Scriptures teach both God’s sovereignty in decreeing all
the actions of man, and mans responsibility for his acts, and
makes no attempt to show how the two work together. This se-
cret thing (Deut. 29:29) belongs to the Lord, and though theyseem to
militate agains eachother, theywork perfectlyin God’sPredetermined
counsel. (Acts 2:23.)

Palagius held that every infant comes into the world in the same
condition as Adam was before the fall, his soul being created by
God. Thus, man’s will being free, each person has the power
within himself to believe the gospel, as well as to keep the law
perfectly. Without free will, Pelagius held, God would have no
willing service fromAdam nor fromAdam’s children; man is not
free unless he has self-determination, with good and evil, life and
death given into his hand. This theory concerning free will is the
basis of Pelagianism and Arminianism. (Warfield, Fathers, p.
15.)

Accordingly, Pelagius sought to reduce God’s actions in this secret
thing to a level that seemed to him to allow the two, Divine sover-
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eignty and responsibility, to work together. He did this bysaying that
man is born with the same abilityand power asAdam had before the
fall. (See “5 Points of Calvinism [TULIP] at the end of this treatise. )

Note that though the unsaved might have “virtuous good works,”
those good works are still sin before God, Rom. 14:23.

Pelagius held that,
“At first the light of nature was so strong that men by it alone
could live in holiness. And it was only when men’s manners be-
came so corrupt and tarnished nature began to be insufficient for
holy living, that was restored to nature after its blush had been
impaired.” And so again, after the habit of sinning once more
prevailed among men, and “the law became unequal to the task
of curing it,” Christ was given, furnishing men with forgiveness of
sins, exhortations to imitation of the example and the holy ex-
ample itself. But though thus a progressive deterioration was con-
fessed, and such a deterioration as rendered desirable at least
two supernatural interpositions (in the giving of the law and the
coming of Christ), yet no corruption of nature, even by growing
habit, is really allowed. It was only an ever-increasing facility in
imitating vice which arose from so long a schooling in evil; and all
that was needed to rescue men from it was a new explanation of
what was right (in the law), or, at the most, the encouragement of
forgiveness for what was already done, and a holy example (in
Christ) for imitation. Pelagius still asserted our continuous pos-
session of “a free will which is unimpaired for sinning and for not
sinning;” and Julian, that “our free will is just as full after sins as it
was before sins;” althoughAugustin does not fail to twit him with
a charge of inconsistency. (Warfield, Fathers, pp. 16, 17.)

Pelagius argued that Adam’s sin was simply an example for his
children not to follow, and that Adam’s sin had no lasting conse-
quence and physical death would have taken place regardless
[see Rom. 5:12]; thus, he argued that Christ set the example for
man to follow. And the natural man had within himself the power
to do what he should, and should not attempt to do what he had
not the natural power to perform. And if Divine Grace were given
to man enabling him to chose good, then the delicate balance be-
tween the free will to do good or evil would be upset, and the
integrity of his free will would be destroyed by God’s intervention
with His grace. (The Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers,
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“Augustin: Anti-Pelagian Writings, First Series,” vol. 5. B.B.
Warfield’s “Introductory Essay on Augustine and the Pelagian
Controversy,” pp. 18, 19.)

Thus Pelagius held that the fall ofAdam did not affect his nature, leav-
ing no fallen, corrupt or sinful nature to be passed down to his poster-
ity. Children, accordingly, do not inherit a fallen nature, for such an
inheritance would interfere with the ability to choose good over evil.
Pelagius argued thatAdam’s sin was simply an example for us not to
follow, while Christ’s righteousness is an example for us to follow. He
denied thecorrupt nature fromAdam, leaving man with the free will to
choose God over self.

Free Will says that each person is created with perfect freedom to
do good works. If Divine Grace were given to man enabling him to
choose good, then the delicate balance between the free will to do
good or evil would be upset, and the integrityof his free will would be
destroyed by God’s intervention with his grace. Without free will,
Pelagius held,God would have nowillingservice fromAdamnor from
Adam’s children; man is not free unless hehas self-determination, with
good and evil, life and death given into his hand. This theoryconcern-
ing free will is the basis of Pelagianism and Semi-Pelagianism,
Arminianism.

Pelagianism, or Semi-Pelagianism, orArminianism, could be con-
sidered the foundation of the “clean slate” theory which is a basic
premise of public education — that is, man is born naturallygood, and
it is his surroundings that make him bad.Also, with enough education,
man will make the right decisions, e.g.,Josh McDowall’sministryis to
overwhelmthelostwithenoughBiblicalfacts thathewill“chooseJesus.”

Man’s problemis thus identified as a lack of propereducation rather
than his sinful nature, for with the proper education, the person will
make the proper decisions; such a doctrine appeals to the natural man.
Semi-Pelagianism, orArminianism, is the foundation of the modern
statist education system. The god of education cannot be cast down
until the god of “free-will,” Semi-Pelagianism is cast down.
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SEMI-PELAGIANISM
Now known as Arminianism

Now, let us look at Arminianism or Semi-Pelagianism, before
we put the two together.

Pelagius was an upright monk, who without inward conflicts won
for himself, in a wayof tranquil development, a legalpietywhich knew
neither the depths of sin nor the heights of grace.

Augustine, on the other hand, passed through sharp convulsions
and bitter conflicts, until he was overtaken by the unmerited grace of
God, and created anew to a life of faith and love. Augustine stands
second only to Paul in his logical powers and his influence upon the
Reformers. The Pelagius-Augustine controversy took place around
410, and Pelagianism/Arminianism was identified as a heresyfor over
a thousand years.

Pelagianism emphasized personal freedom because that seemed
right.Augustine emphasized Divine Sovereignty because Scripture
taughtDivineSovereignty.

Both Pelagius andAugustine went to extremes—Pelagius’human
freedom in the work of conversion elevated man to the dignity of a
self-redeemer;Augustine degraded man to an irrational machine. The
truth must reconcile both factors and give full weight to both the sover-
eigntyof God and the responsibilityof man, yet assign a preeminence
to the divine agency that exalts the Creator and Redeemer above the
sinful creature.

ThoughAugustine’s solution to the problem is not altogether satis-
factoryand his zeal against Pelagius inclined him to go to the opposite
extreme, yet at all points he had Scripture, especially Paul’s epistles,
on his side.And thus he dealt Pelagianism a death blow. However, the
heresydid not staydead. Its modern resurrection can be seen in James
Arminius, and has now infiltrated everycorner of Christian thought.

The Pelagiaus-Augustine controversyboils down to this question:
IS REDEMPTION CHIEFLYTHE WORK OF GOD OR OF MAN?
Does man need to be born anew from above, or merely improved.
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Can man savehimself? If man has the power of goodwithin himself, as
claimed byPelagian, why is Christ needed? The soul of Pelagius’ sys-
tem is human freedom.The soul ofAugustine’s system is divine grace.
(Ps. 65:4.)

Augustine so discredited Pelagianism that it ceased to be a threat to
the church. However, the new system developed which taught that
man with his own natural powers is able to take the first step
toward his conversion, and this first step obtains or merits the Spirit’s
assistance (in both conversion and in sanctification, Schaff,History of
the Church, vol. III, p. 642). John Cassian (c. 360-435, Who, s.v.,
Johannes Cassianus) formulated a middle ground betweenAugustine
and Pelagius, and his system was called SEMI-PELAGIANISM (SP),
taking elements from both sides. (He succeeded in separating himself
from Pelagius, and he was accepted as a theologian by the church of
Rome.His doctrinewas not much different thanRome’s.) He acknowl-
edged thatAdam’s sin extended to his posterity, and that human nature
was corrupted by original sin. But on the other hand, he held to a
system ofuniversal grace for allmen alike, leaving the finalconversion
decision up to man’s free will. That is, man, though fallen, has the
ability to make the first move towards hisconversion, and after man
makes the first move, the Holy Spirit steps in and gives the grace to
believe — that is to say, It is mine to be willing to believe, and it
is the part of God’s grace to assist me in believing unto salva-
tion.

But Pelagianism did not so die as not to leave a legacy behind it.
“Remainders of Pelagianism” soon showed themselves in South-
ern Gaul, where a body of monastic leaders attempted to find a
middle ground on which they could stand, by allowing theAugus-
tinian doctrine of assisting grace, but retaining the Pelagian con-
ception of our self-determination to good. We first hear of them in
428, through letters from two laymen, Prosper and Hilary, to
Augustin, as men who accepted original sin and the necessity of
grace, but asserted that men began their turning to God, and God
helped their beginning. They taught that all men are sinners, and
that they derive their sin from Adam; that they can by no means
save themselves, but need God’s assisting grace; and that this
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grace is gratuitous in the sense that men cannot really deserve it,
and yet that it is not irresistible, nor given always without the
occasion of its gift having been determined by men’s attitude to-
wards God; so that, though not given on account of the merits of
men, it is given according to those merits, actual and foreseen.
The leader of this new movement was John Cassian, a pupil of
Chrysostom (to whom he attributed all that was good in his life
and will), and the fountain-head of Gallic monasticism; and its
chief champion at a somewhat later day is Faustus of Rhegium
(Riez).

(The Nicene and Post Nicene Fathers, “Augustine: Anti-Pelagian Writings,
First Series,” vol. 5. B.B. Warfield’s “Introductory Essay on Augustine and
the Pelagian Controversy,” p. 25. Ages, DVD.)

Cassian’s system admitted to the fall, and the corruption of the fall
passed down to following generations. However, the fall is not com-
plete in this system–man is not totally depraved or corrupt. Man has
enough good left in him that he, with the aid of God’s undeserved
grace, can choose God. However, man can resist God’s call, leaving
the final choice up to man.And thus man controls his own destiny.
Accordingly, man takes the control of the world out of God’s hands,
and becomes the determiner of all things. However, God determines
all things. Daniel 11:36,Acts 2:23, 4:28, 17:26. Compare Matt. 28:18,
with Rev. 13:7, 8, &c.

Accordingly, Cassian’s, and later,Arminius’, system is a half-way
house, containing elements of error and of truth, which makes it so
dangerous. It has enough Bible truth to cause the followersofArminius
to saytheybelieve the Bible, yet enough error to make salvation man’s
responsibility. (See Jonah 2:9.) Man, said Cassian, is not dead in tres-
passes and sins, but he is onlysick, and is capable of helping himself–
he can desire the help of a physician, and either accept or refuse that
help when offered, but he must cooperate with the grace of God in his
salvation. (Schaff, vol. III, p. 644.)

Examples of Semi-Pelagianism, orArminianism: The Prodigal Son,
Zacchaeus, the Penitent Thief and Cornelius speak of the human will
first moving, and then God moving. On the other hand, we have Mat-
thew and Paul who are drawn by irresistible grace.

As we mentioned elsewhere,
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[T]he Bible teaches not only that God has decreed the free acts
of man, but also that man is none the less free and responsible for
his acts, Gen. 50:19, 20; Acts 2:23; 4:27, 28; and it makes no
attempt to reconcile the two. We may not be able to harmonize
them, but that does not necessarily mean that they are inherently
contradictory. (Louis Berkhof, Manual of Christian Doctrine,
Eerdmans, p. 87.)

Though Augustine died in 430, and Cassian died after 432, the
controversy continued, with ProsperAquitanus, taking up theAu-
gustinian argument. But the Semi-Pelagian doctrine was the more
popular, making great progress in France. (Schaff, p. 645.)

Most sermons today are based upon Semi-Pelagianism. They are
designed to cause the sinner to become emotional and make
the first step. Certainly, the Scriptures say “Whosoever will may
come;” the disagreement is where does the sinner’s first will come
from—God or man?

Arminianism,which isSemi-Pelagianism,, says that firstwillcomes
from fallen man— that is, man is not entirelycorrupt and in total bond-
age to sin; rather, he is only diseased or crippled, and thus he is still
capable, of his own volition, to make the first move toward God and
godliness. (Ibid., p. 642.) It denies the Pelagian ideal that grace is a
mere external aid, and admits to human need for grace, but it teaches
that it only applies to those who make the first move toward God.
ThusSemi-Pelagianism,Arminianism,denies,

[T]he Augustinian doctrines of the sovereignty, irresistibleness,
and limitation of grace; and affirms the necessity and the internal
operation of grace with and through human agency, a general
atonement through Christ, and a predestination to salvation condi-
tioned by the foreknowledge of faith. (Ibid.)

Accordingly, Semi-Pelagianism,Arminianism,does not denypredesti-
nation and election, but it makes these things dependent upon God’s
foreknowledge of the individual’s faith – God looked down through
time and saw who would have, in himself, the faith to believe, and then
God calls that person when the time is right. Semi-Pelagianism,
Arminianism, firmlyand always places the first act of conversion and
sanctification in fallen man’s hands. Though Semi-Pelagianism,
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Arminianism, attempts to merge the two, Pelagianism andAugustini-
anism, it commonly leans to Pelagian, for it always leaves God at the
mercy of fallen man — that is, God cannot work unless fallen man
decides to let Him work.

BecauseSemi-Pelagianism,Arminianism,appealedsowell toman’s
desire to be able to do something for his own salvation, and because it
appeared to “explain” the mystery of God in man’s terms, it has re-
mained within the “walls” of the church, and never produced a sepa-
rate sect. (Ibid.)

Ontheotherhand,Augustinianism(nowdefinedasCalvinism)main-
tained that human nature had been so completelycorrupted bythe fall
that no one in himself has the ability to even desire to obey God, let
alone keep His laws and believe the gospel. Faith is not an act of free
will, as Pelagius taught, but was an act of God’s free grace which He
gives only to those He chooses. (See Eph. 2:8, 9.)

Pelagianism was externally vanquished by about the year 430. It
was regarded as such a heresy that no Pelagian could be admitted to
the church without an expressed recantation. (Ibid., p. 604.)Yet there
were manyin the church (Roman at the time) who couldnot agree with
either Pelagius orAugustine’s doctrines of the bondage of man and the
absolute election of grace, and theypreferred a middle ground. (Ibid.,
p. 642.)

The currentArminianism vs. Calvinism is the old Pelagianism vs.
Augustinianism controversyrevived.And just as “Calvinism” was de-
veloped to oppose the encroachingArminianism, so was “Augustini-
anism” developed to oppose the encroaching“Pelagianism,” onlyAu-
gustinehimselfdevelopedthesystemtobeusedagainstPelagius,where
Calvin didnot develop “Calvinism.”

How manybooks are written and religious services formulated for
the purpose of persuading people to make the right decision — that is,
choose God or Christ? TheArminian belief is that each person has a
natural ability to choose good and God over evil. Notice that one of
the key stops on the “Roman road to salvation” is Romans 3:10, but
the very next verse is ignored: there is none that seeketh after God.
In other words, fallen man has no desire nor ability to seek after God
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— God must seek him. (I have askedArminians about that verse, but
they have no answer for it. See all of Psalms 14 and 53. 1 John 5:20,
the Son of God must first give us an understanding, so that we may
know Him that is true, for the carnal mind is enmityagainst God, nor
can it be made subject to the law of God, Romans 8:7.)

Fallen man is in bondage to sin from which he cannot free himself,
nor raise himself by his own strength and resolution of his own will.
Only the regenerating act of grace, received byhumilityand faith, can
set him free to practice the goodness required of him by the Word of
God. Only after being born again from above can the new man co-
operate with the grace of God and grow in his Christian life.

Grace, Pelagius held, is available to all mankind, but the heathen
are judged and damned because they do not use their free will and
claim that grace; Christians, said Pelagius, on the other hand, are wor-
thy of reward, God’s grace, because they use their free will to keep
His commandments. (Schaff, p. 613.)

Note: If human nature is uncorrupted, and thus has the natural abil-
ity to please God, as maintained by Pelagius (that is, every man has
within himself thepower to do goodapart from the first cause, which is
God’s grace given before conversion), then there is no need for Christ.
Man needs no Redeemer to create in him a new will and a new life. He
simplyneeds an improver, for the work of salvation rests essentially in
himself.

Accordingly, ifArminianismis trueandmandoesindeedhavewithin
himself the ability and power to choose God and Christ, then there is
no need for the Redeemer – manhas within himself thepower to please
God without beingborn again, or converted.Arminianism leaves little
or no room for the idea of redemption, atonement, regeneration and
the new creation, for it denies the totally corrupt nature of fallen man.

Free Will is probablythe major divide between Pelagianism/Semi-
Pelagianism(orArminianism)andAugustiniasm/Calvinism.However,
uponevenacursoryexaminationofScripture,wefind thatFREEWILL
is impossible for fallen man, thoughAdam did have free will. Fallen
man is now controlled by lust, for even his good works, apart from
faith, are a result of his lust:

Romans 14:23 And he that doubteth is damned if he eat, be-
cause he eateth not of faith: for whatsoever is not of faith is
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sin.

Faith must be defined in the terms of faith in Christ Jesus.
Here we must also ask:Was the fall divine purpose, or was it divine

permission?
This is the election of grace, or predestination. It is related to
grace itself, as cause to effect, as preparation to execution. It is
the ultimate, unfathomable ground of salvation. It is distinguished
from foreknowledge, as will from intelligence; it always implies
intelligence, but is not always implied in it. God determines and
knows beforehand what He will do; the fall of man, and the indi-
vidual sins of men, He knows perfectly even from eternity, but
He does not determine or will them, He only permits them...
(Schaff, p. 639.)

Election may be defined as God’s eternal purpose to save some
of the human race in and by Jesus Christ. (See Berkhof, p.
91.)

The objection is sometimes raised that this doctrine exposes God
to the charge of injustice. But this is hardly correct. We can speak
of injustice only when one party has a claim on another. If God
owed forgiveness of sin and eternal life to all men, it would be an
injustice if He saved only a limited number of them. But the situ-
ation is quite different where all have forfeited the blessings of
God. No one has a right to call God to account for electing some
and passing by others. He would have been perfectly just, if He
had not saved any, Matt. 20 :14, 15 ; Rom. 9 :14, 15. (Ibid., 92.)

Rather than electing some to heaven and some to damnation,
God simply lets sin run its course of ruin and destruction, as
deserved by all. Thus, he owes forgiveness and eternal life to
none. However, in his mercy, he determined to choose particu-
lar ones to whom to show mercy.Accordingly, no one can accuse
him of injustice, for all deserve death.

Third. Infant Baptism: Infant baptism is unnecessarysince there
is no original sin. (Note that Pelagian held that the reason for infant
baptism was wash away original sin. However, the Word of God is
extremely clear: It is the blood of Christ that washes awaysin, not the
baptismal water, Rev. 1:5, 7:14. Most folks this Baptist pastor knows
who hold to infant baptism do not hold that the act washes away the



28

original sin, but there is growing controversyover that issue.)August-
ine held more to Rome’s position than to the Protestants’:

He [Augustine] holds, moreover, the evangelical doctrines of sin
and grace not in the Protestant sense, but, like his faithful dis-
ciples, the Jansenists, in connection with the sacramental and strict
churchly system of Catholicism; he taught the necessity of bap-
tismal regeneration and the damnation of all unbaptized children,
and identified justification in substance with sanctification, though
he made sanctification throughout a work of free grace, and not
of human merit. (Ibid., p. 614.)

Augustine, a major Father of the Roman Church, laid a foundation for
the Roman position that baptism washed awaythe original sin in chil-
dren, that is, baptismal regeneration

One of the major points of the council at Carthage was over infant
baptism. The council was held in 417 or 418, to oppose Pelagian
errors that had been endorsed by Pope Zosims. The “pope” was ac-
tually called at that time, the Roman Bishop. Zosims was quite glad
that the Pelagian discussion was brought to him. Pope Innocent under-
stood the controversy,andcondemnedPelagianism, butupon his death,
Zosims was easily influenced to accept the heresy.The council issued
eightornineCanons,whichentirelyconformedtotheAugustinianview.
Two of those Canons dealt with infant baptism, for Pelagius held there
was no original sin that is passed down toAdam’s children, so there
was noneed for infant baptism. (Does infant baptism wash awayorigi-
nal sin? If so, then why is the work of Christ and conversion needed,
which I suppose is Rome’s position?)

Canon #2. Whoever rejects infant baptism, or denies original sin
in children, so that the baptismal formula, “for the remission of
sins,” would have to be taken not in a strict, but in a loose sense,
let him be anathema. (Schaff, p. 626.)

Canon #3. Whoever says, that in the kingdom of heaven, or else-
where, there is a certain middle place, where children dying with-
out baptism live happy (beate vivant), while yet without baptism
they cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven, i.e., into eternal
life, let him be anathema. (Ibid.)

Thus infant baptism is a hold-over from Rome; an unsustainable doc-
trine that made it through the Reformation. (I have a thorough study
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about the matter.)
However, canon #3 is missing in many manuscripts, so is of doubtful
authenticity. (Ibid.)

Fourth. Salvation: While salvation is possible without the law and
the Gospel,or divine grace, thesegreatlyhelp to attainsalvation. Christ
helps byhis good example.

Pelagian’s heresy spread in NorthAfrica, and got so bad thatAu-
gustine felt he had to oppose it. By the time ofAugustine’s death in
430, Pelagianism was essentially defeated. ThroughAugustine’s ef-
forts, Pelagianism never became a viable doctrine in the church. How-
ever, Semi-Pelagianism has become a major doctrine under James
Arminius, i.e.,Arminianism. (Who Was Who in Church History. See
Schaff, vol. III, ch IV.)

The person and work of the Redeemer presupposes on the one
hand man’s culpability(legallyaccountable) of redemption, and on the
other his need of redemption.

The Greeks, particularly the Alexandrian fathers, emphasized hu-
man freedom, while holding to the necessity of divine grace. The
Greek church held that it took the cooperation of the human will
and divine grace working together in conversion. (Warfield, pp.
12ff.)

Divine grace is needed, but thatgrace works together with human will.
The Latin fathers emphasized the hold of hereditarysin, and man’s

total inabilityto deal with that sin without divine grace, all without de-
nying human freedom and individual accountability.The Latin fathers
based their belief upon their personal experiences of their own de-
pravityoutofwhich theSpirit ofGod lifted them.Thus, theLatinchurch
gave God all the glory, and made freedom itself a work of God’s grace.

Pelagianismrepresented the principle which ascribes thechiefcause
of conversion to man, and reduces grace to a mere external auxiliary–
that is, an external aid to help man do what is right. [However, grace is
totallyGod-given; it is Him working in particular people to give them
both the will and power to do His will even in salvation, Phil. 2:13.] It
was not untilAugustine’s death that a compromised system, a cross
between the Greeks and Pelagian, took over theWestern church, called
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Semi-Pelagianism
The Pelagius/Augustine conflict took place around 410-430.And

the controversywas pretty much settled on theAugustine side until a
man namedArminius came into history in the early1600s.

Arminianism
Now let us move on in history to Arminius’ theories, known as

Arminianism
Arminianism was named after a Dutch seminaryprofessor, James

Arminius. In the early 1600s, both public opinion and the state’s reli-
gious doctrine (the Churches of Holland) consisted of what was later
called,Calvinism.

Arminius died in 1609.Ayear later, 1610, his followers drew up a
“Remonstrance” — that is, they drew up a protest against the State of
Holland’s doctrinal position. The Churches of Holland held to the
Heidelberg Catechism and to the Belgic Confession of Faith. The fol-
lowers of JamesArminius demanded that the Catechism and the Con-
fession be changed to conform to the doctrinal views contained in their
Remonstrance.

The followers ofArminius objected to the doctrines upheld by the
Catechism and the Confession used by the Churches of Holland. The
doctrines that the followers ofArminius were so much against con-
sisted of 6 points. The articles of the Remonstrance they drew up in
protest can be summed up in the five points discussed below.

As for the last point, the perseverance of the saints,Arminians have
agreed to disagree agreeably. Most of the Baptists I know are follow-
ers ofArminius. They hold to the first four points, yet hold dogmati-
cally to the “perseverance of the saints.” And by claiming that one
point, they try to say they are partly Calvinistic. Just holding to the
Bible doctrine of the “security of the believer” does not make one a
“Calvinist.”

The followers ofArminius had a problem withbasicallytwo points:
First, theyheld that Divine sovereignty is not compatible with hu-

man freedom, nor with human responsibility.
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Church of Holland
1) Divine sovereignty.
(This is an extra point that
is not found in the “5
Points.”)
2)Humaninability.
3) Unconditional election,
or predestination.
4) Particular redemption
5) Irresistible grace.
6) Perseverance of the
saints.
(Roger Nicole, Bakers
Dictionary of Theology, s.v.,
Arminianism.)

Protest against the Church
1. God elects or reproves on the basis
of foreseen faith or unbelief.
2. Christ died for all men and for every
man, although onlybelievers aresaved.
3. Man is not so depraved that divine
grace is necessary unto faith or good
deeds that please God.
4. This grace may be resisted.
5. Whether all who are truly regener-
ate will certainlypersevere in the faith
is a point which needs further investi-
gation.

A few Scriptures supporting Divine Sovereignty: Job 9:12, Psalms
33:10, 33:11, 115:3, 135:6, Daniel 4:17, 25, 26, 32, 35, 5:2, Isaiah
14:24-27, 40:13 (all of ch. 40), 46:10,Acts 4:28, Romans 11:36 (all
of ch. 9 & 11), Ephesians 1:11, Romans 9 & 11. There are too many
passages to list; the Word of God can be opened about anywhere,
and Divine Sovereigntywill leap from the pages.

Second, ability limits obligation—that is, if the natural man does
not have the ability to come to Christ, then his obligation is limited.
Therefore, they reasoned, since all men everywhere are commanded
to repent and trust Christ, then it only stands to reason that the natural
man has the ability to obey that command, for the Lord would not
command anythingof which man is not capable.

A few Scriptures with the command to repent: Matthew 23:37,
Acts 2:38, 3:19, 17:30, 26:20, 2 Peter 3:9, Revelation 2:16

Because the followers ofArminius were unable to reconcile di-
vine sovereignty with human freedom and responsibility, theydrew
two conclusions:

Conclusion #1) Since the Bible regards faith as a free act that all
men are called upon and are responsible to do, faith cannot be caused
by God. Rather, they said, man can exercise faith independently of
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God, e.g., Romans 4:5.
Conclusion #2)Since the Bible views faith as an obligation on the

part of all who hear the gospel, then the natural ability to believe the
gospel must be universal, or common with all men.

(See “Pelagius vs.Augustine” chart in this issue.)
Thus, the followers ofArminius had to view Scripture from their

preconceived opinions in order to develop their basic 5 points of
doctrine (conclusions 1 & 2 above). Their preconceived belief forced
them to reject Scripture passages that went contrary to their view of
God. Like many other systems of theology, because they could not
reconcile Divine Sovereigntyand man’s free will, theyhad to develop
a system of theology to conform to the way they believed – to what
theycould understand.

As a result, theyheld that Scriptures must be understood according
to the followingpositions, regardless of what theBible said concerning
these matters.

Preconceived Opinions (Faith is a free act & obligation)
According toArminius’followers, Scripture must be understood

according to the following positions, regardless of what the Bible said
concerning these matters:

1) Man is never so completely corrupted by sin that he cannot
savinglybelieve the gospel when it is put before him.

2) Nor is he ever so completely controlled by God that he cannot
reject the gospel.

3) It is God’s foreseeing who will of their own accord believe that
motivates God’s election of those who shall be saved.

4) Christ’s death did not ensure the salvation of anyone; it did not
secure the gift of faith to anyone, for there is no such gift. Rather, what
Christ’s death did was to create a possibility of salvation for anyone
who would choose to believe.

5) It is, therefore, up to believers to keep themselves in the state of
grace, and they do this by keeping up their faith. Those who fail to
keep their faith fall away and are lost. But this is the point they could
not agree on, so they left it open to individual understanding.
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Arminianism (1610)
1) Proclaims a God who enables
man to save himself

2) Presents the three great acts of
the Holy Trinity for recovering lost
mankind-the objects of redemption
being all mankind, of calling, those
who hear the gospel, and of
election, those hearers who
respond-and denies that any man’s
salvation is secured by any of them,
them being the Trinity.
(In other words, despite the work
done by Christ, there was no
guarantee to the Son that anyone
would be saved. Christ paid the
price based on an assumption that
in time someone would have the
faith to believe.)

3) Makes salvation dependent on a
work of man.

4) Faith is regarded as man’s own
contribution to his salvation.

5) Divides the praise of saving
sinners between God, Who, so to
speak, built the machinery of
salvation, and man, who by
believing operated the machinery.

Calvinism (1618, 1619)
1) Proclaims a God Who saves.
(Jonah 2:9)

2) Presents the three great acts of the
Holy Trinity for the recovering of lost
mankind-election by the Father,
redemption by the Son, calling by the
Spirit-as directed towards the same
persons, and as securing their
salvation infallibly.
(In other words, the work of Christ
was done based upon the promise of
the Father that a multitude, more than
could be numbered, would be given,
by the Father, the faith to come to
Him. Jn. 6:37.)

3) Makes salvation depend on the
work of God.

4) Faith is regarded as part of God’s
gift of salvation.

5) Gives all the glory of saving
believers to God.

(David Steele, The Five Points of
Calvinism, p. 22. Presbyterian and
Reformed Publishing Co.)
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Arminianism mademan’s salvation dependent upon man himself –
the man must have the faith, and then he must keep the faith, rather
than God workingfaith in him.
(James I. Packer, “Introductory Essay,” John Owen, The Death of Death in
the Death of Christ, pp. 3, 4.)

Inotherwords, if faith is from man,asArminianismclaims (man has
it withinhimself to exercise faithunto salvation), then mancan lose his
faith, and thus lose his salvation.

The followers ofArminius released their “Remonstrance” in 1610,
and were insistent that the Churches of Holland change their doctrine
to be in accord to their five points.

Keep in mind that theArminians five points did not originate in the
Word of God. Rather, theyoriginated in the inabilityofArminius’fol-
lowers to reconcile the Sovereigntyof God with the idea of man’s free
will, and the requirements they saw God place upon man because of
what Scripture says about free will. Their five points were a result of
reducing the Sovereign God of the Universe to the level of man’s un-
derstanding, something even the greatApostle Paul could not do, Ro-
mans 11:33. They needed a god they could understand, and insisted
that all Christians bow to their god.

In response to theArminians’insistence in a change in orthodox
church doctrine, the church called a Church Synod, or meeting, to
discuss doctrine. The meeting was held in Dort in 1618 for the pur-
pose of examining theArminians’fivepoints in light ofScripture. (See
David Steele, Five Points of Calvinism.)

The Synod met in Dort, Holland, on November 13, 1618. It con-
sisted of 84 members, including delegates from Germany, Palatinate,
Switzerland and England. There were 154 sessions held during the 7
months, as they met to consider the matters. The final meeting was
held May 9, 1619.

The Synod declared that the Word of God alone could be used,
and must be accepted as the rule of all faith and practice, something
Arminians’ followers failed to do. Using Scripture alone, they could
find no support for theArminians’ five points, so they unanimously
rejected the five points as heretical. (Which seems strange to us, for
they have become a large part of modern Christian doctrine.) They
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felt, however, that a rejection was not enough, so they set about to
answer the points from Scripture.

Theyheld that the Bible sets forth a system of doctrine quite differ-
ent from what was held by theArminians, and theyanswered each of
the five points from the Word of God.

ThefivepointsputforthbytheArminianswasknownasArminianism.
Though the Synod’s five points in response to theArminians’were put
together 50 years after Calvin, theynamed the system, Calvinism, af-
ter the great French reformer, John Calvin (1509-1565). However,
John Calvin had nothing to do with putting together these five points.

Thus, “Calvinists” are followers of a system, not of a man, for the
man, Calvin, had nothing to do with formulating the system — the
system came out of the Council of Dort, 1619. (I personally believe
the “reformed faith” is a better term than is “Calvinism.” Thus I am a
“reformed” pastor.)

The Synod viewed salvation as a work of grace from beginning
to end. It absolutely rejected any idea that the sinner could save him-
self or contribute to his own salvation in any way. Adam’s fall had
completely ruined the race.All men were by nature spiritually dead,
and their wills were now in bondage to sin and Satan. The ability to
believe the gospel was in itself a gift from God, bestowed only upon
those whom He had chosen to be the objects of His favor, and His
grace bestowed only for His own good pleasure and glory. It was not
man, but God who determined which sinners would be shown mercy
and saved.

The following chart shows the five points ofArminianism, which
were rejected by the Synod, and the five points put together by the
Synod to answerArminianism, known todayas Calvinism.

Wemustwarnagainst reducing“Calvinism”to just these fivepoints.
The onlyreason for the five points was because theywere put together
to answerArminianism’s five points.

Questions to be answered:
First, are sinners wholly helplessly dead in their sin, or can they

bring themselves to life; that is, do theyhave life in themselves? Eph 2,
Col. 2:13. (This is the main point to deal with.)
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Second, is God to be thought of as saving sinners by His free,
unconditional,unstoppableand irresistiblegrace, and forHisown good
pleasure? (Rom. 9:19,Acts 4:28.)

Third, is God the author of not only justification, but also of the
faith that is required for justification?

Fourth, is Christianitya religion of utter reliance on God for salva-
tion and all things necessary to it, or of self-reliance and self-effort?

Arminianism vs. Calvinism
Conclusion.

Thetwotheologiesoffer theplanofsalvation inquitedifferent terms.
The differences between the two faiths are obvious, and they are im-
portant. I cannot address the question, “AreArminians saved?”

Let us close this short study with a quote by Christopher Ness
(1621-1705, Online Bible) Mr. Ness was an English Nonconformist
preacher and author. Because of his strong Calvinist faith, he was ex-
communicated no less than four times from churches in Ireland. He
finally had to flee to London in 1684, where he preached in hiding
from the officers of the crown. He died on December 26, 1705, at the
age of 84.

Concerning Arminianism:

“Lest this overflowing deluge of Arminianism should bring de-
struction upon us, there is great need that some servants of Christ
should run to stop the further spreading of this plague and leprosy.
Thus Moses stood in the gap, and prevented the destruction of
Israel -(Ps 105:23). Also (Nu 16:48), “He stood between the dead
and the living; and the plague was stayed.” And the neglect of
this duty the Lord complains of, that He found none of His ser-
vants to stand in the gap, etc. “O Israel, thy prophets are like the
foxes in the deserts. Ye have not gone up into the gaps, neither
made up the hedge for the house of Israel to stand in the battle in
the day of the Lord. ... With lies ye have made the heart of the
righteous sad, whom I have not made sad; and strengthened the
hands of the wicked, ... by promising him life” (Eze 13:4, 5, 22).
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While I was considering these things, the Lord stirred up my spirit
to do as is done in common conflagrations, when everyone runs
with the best bucket he can get, wherewith to quench the devour-
ing flames, and to stop them, that they may not lay waste all be-
fore them.” (September 30th, 1700.)

Furthermore:
And the Arminians do call the justice of God to the bar of reason;
they dare confidently wade in the deep ocean of divine mysteries,
and in stating the decrees of God, where blessed Paul could find
no bottom, but cried out “O the depth” etc. (Ro 11:33); they dare
undertake to fetch theApostle from off his nonplus, saying, “God
foresaw that Jacob would believe, and that Esau would not be-
lieve; therefore, the one was loved and the other hated.” Thus
Arminius’ school teacheth deeper divinity than what Paul learned
in the third heaven.And they do not only with the Socinians gratify
the pride of man’s reason, but also the pride of man’s will, in
extenuating and lessening both the guilt and filth of original sin;
even as Popery, their elder sister, doth gratify the pride of out-
ward sense. (Ibid.)

O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge
of God! how unsearchable are his judgments, and his ways
past finding out! (Rom. 11:33.)

Mr. Ness makes a good point:Arminianism reduces the wisdom, judg-
ments and ways of the Everlasting God to the level of man’s under-
standing, a feat that not even the greatApostle Paul could do, and that
we are warned not to do.

5 Points of Calvinism (TULIP)
Let us now deal with the Five Points of Calvinism with some of the

manyScriptures requiring the “Calvinistic” understandingof God’s di-
vineplan.

Total Depravity(also known as Total Inabilityand Original Sin)
UnconditionalElection
LimitedAtonement (also known as ParticularAtonement)
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Irresistible Grace
Perseverance of the Saints (also known as Once Saved Always

Saved)

These five categories do not comprise Calvinism in totality.Theysim-
ply represent some of its main points. The London Baptist Confes-
sion of Faith of 1689gives a verygood statement of the “Calvinistic”
faith. (“[Text]”, mynotes.)

Total Depravity:

Sin has affected all parts [the total] of man. The heart, emotions,
will, mind, and body are all affected by sin. We are completelysinful.
We are not as sinful as we could be, but we are completely [totally]
affected by sin.

The doctrine of Total Depravity is derived from scriptures that re-
veal human character: Man’s heart is evil (Mark 7:21-23) and sick
(Jer. 17:9). Man is a slave of sin (Rom. 6:20). He does not seek for
God (Rom. 3:10-12). He cannot understand spiritual things (1 Cor.
2:14). He is at enmity with God (Eph. 2:15).And, is bynature a child
of wrath (Eph. 2:3). The Calvinist asks the question, "In light of the
scriptures that declare man’s true nature as being utterly lost and inca-
pable, how is it possible for anyone to choose or desire God?" The
answer is, "He cannot. Therefore God must predestine."

Calvinism also maintains that because of our fallen nature we are
born again not by our own will but God’s will (John 1:12-13); God
grants that we believe (Phil. 1:29); faith is the work of God (John
6:28-29); God appoints people to believe (Acts 13:48); and God pre-
destines (Eph. 1:1-11; Rom. 8:29; 9:9-23).

[Total depravity means that the natural man is totally incapable of doing
anything pleasing to God. He can thus do nothing pertaining to his salvation,
for he is dead in sin, and his will is in bondage to his fallen nature which he
obtained fromAdam, Rom. 5:12. Gen. 6:5, 8:21, Job 14:4, 15:14-16, Ps. 51:5,
53:2, 3, 58:3, Ecc. 7:20, Isa. 53:6, Jer. 13:23, 17:9, Matt. 7:16-18, John 3:5-7,
6:44, 65, 8:44, Rom. 3:9-12, 8:7, 8, 1 Cor. 2:14, 4:7,2 Cor. 3:5, Eph. 2:1-3, 4:17-19,
Col. 2:13, 2 Timothy 2:25, 26, 1 John 5:19, Titus 1:15.]
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Unconditional Election:

God does not base His election on anything He sees in the indi-
vidual. He chooses the elect according to the kind intention of His will
(Eph. 1:4-8; Rom. 9:11) without anyconsideration of merit within the
individual. Nor does God look into the future to see who would pick
Him.Also, as some are elected into salvation, others are not (Rom.
9:15, 21).

[Election must be viewed against the backdrop of total depravity, and
God’s absolute sovereignty. Those who are not chosen to salvation are
passed over and left to their own evil devices and choices. Thus, they remain
happily unconcerned in their sin; they complain not against God for leaving
them; rather, they may even request God to leave them alone in their earthly
pleasures. It is God who chooses to make particular sinners unhappy enough
in his sin (that is, conviction) that he wants to free from that power of sin in
his life. See the London Baptist Confession of Faith of 1689, chapters 7, 9 &
10. See Exo. 33:19, Deut. 10:14, 15, Ps. 33:12, 65:4, 106:5, Haggai 2:23,Matt.
11:27, 22:14, John 15:16,Acts 2:23, 13:48, Rom. 8:28-30, 9:10-25, 10:20,
11:4-7, 33-36, 1 Cor. 1:27, 1 Thess. 1:4, 5, 2 Thess. 2:13, 14, Eph. 1:4, 5, 2:10,
Phil. 2:12, 13, Col. 3:12, 2 Tim. 1:9,James 2:5, 1 Peter 1:5-11, 2:8, 9, Rev. 13:8,
17:8. Sovereignty: 1 Chron. 29:10-12, Job 42:1, 2, Ps. 115:3, 135:6, Isa. 14:24, 27,
46:9-11, 55:11, Daniel 4:35.
According to the well-known Baptist Theologian,A.H. Strong (1836-1921):

I. ELECTION.

Election is that eternal act of God. It is by which in his sovereign
pleasure and on account of no foreseen merit in them, he chooses
certain out of the number of sinful men to be the recipients of the
special grace of his Spirit and so to be made voluntary partakers
of Christ’s salvation.

In Romans 8:28-30, quoted above, “foreknew” = elected — that
is, made certain individuals, in the future, the objects of his love
and care; “foreordained” describes God’s designation of these
same individuals to receive the special gift of salvation. In other
words, “foreknowledge” is of persons and “foreordination” is of
blessings to be bestowed upon them. Hooker, Eccl. Pol., appen-
dix to book v, (vol. 2:751) — “‘whom he did foreknow’ (know
before as his own, with determination to be forever merciful to
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them) ‘he also predestinated to be conformed to the image of his
son’ — predestinated, not to opportunity of conformation, but to
conformation itself.” So, for substance, Calvin, Ruckert, DeWette,
Stuart, Jowett, Vaughan. On 1 Peter 1:1, 2 see Com. of Plumptre.
The Arminian interpretation of “whom he foreknew” (Romans
8:29) would require the phrase “as conformed to the image of his
Son” to be conjoined with it. Paul, however, makes conformity to
Christ to be the result, not the foreseen condition, of God’s fore-
ordination; see Commentaries of Hodge and Lange.

God did not decree the fall of man; rather, he decreed not
to hinder sin, which makes future sinful acts absolutely
certain. Nevertheless, He regulates and controls the results of
sin, Psalms 76:10,Acts 14:16. (Emp. added. See Berkhof, p. 85ff.)

The election of grace is conditioned by no foreseen merit, but is
absolutely free. God does not predestinate His children on
account of their faith, for their faith is itself a gift of grace; but
He predestinates them to faith and to holiness.

Thus also the imputation of teaching that a man may be elect, and
yet live a godless life, is precluded. Sanctification is the infallible
effect of election. Those who are thus predestinated as vessels
of mercy, may fall for a while, like David and Peter, but cannot
finally fall from grace... (Emp. added. Schaff, p. 639.)

Election, hence, must include perseverance. Accordingly, those who fall
away, though baptized professed believers, show they were never among the
elect. We cannot certainly know in this life who are the elect, so we must call
all to repentance and offer to all salvation, though the call will only be
effectual in some.

Romans 9 is probably the strongest passage in Scripture concerning
election. On the other hand, we have I Timothy 2:4 telling us that the Lord
wills that all men be saved. (I Timothy was written to Christians, so could it
be that God wills that all of the elect be saved?) Admittedly, there is no
human answer to the dilemma, and the truth lies somewhere between the two
extremes of Calvinism and Arminianism:

[H]uman understanding cannot fathom the depths of divine
wisdom. We must trust in the righteousness of God. Every
one of the damned suffers only the righteous punishment
of his sins; while no saint can boast himself in his merits,
since it is only of pure grace that he is saved. (Emp added.
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Ibid., p. 646. See Semi-Pelagianism,)]

Limited Atonement:

Jesus died onlyfor the elect. Though Jesus’ sacrifice was sufficient
for all, it was not efficacious for all. Jesus only bore the sins of the
elect. Support for this position is drawn from such scriptures as Matt.
26:28 where Jesus died for ‘many'; John 10:11, 15 which say that
Jesus died for the sheep (not the goats, per Matt. 25:32-33); John
17:9 where Jesus in prayer interceded for the ones given Him, not
those of the entire world; Acts 20:28 and Eph. 5:25-27 which state
that the Church was purchased by Christ, not all people; and Isaiah
53:12 which is a prophecy of Jesus’ crucifixion where he would bear
the sins of many(not all).

[Christ’s suffering was sufficient to secure salvation for all people, but
that was not God’s plan. Arminians hold that Christ’s work simply made
possible redemption to all men on condition that they would believe. But it
did not guarantee salvation to anyone if everyone chose to reject Christ.
Scripture teachers, however, that Christ’s work guarantees redemption to HIS
people. Since Christ’s redeeming work does not include all men, then a
limitation must be admitted. Thus, redemption must be seen either in its
extent (not intended for all, Limited), or its effectiveness (did not guarantee
redemption for any, leaving the choice up to fallen men, who love their sins).
Note the emphasis on us, our. Matt. 1:21, John 6:35-40, 10:11, 14-18, 24-29,
17:1-11, 20, 24-26, Rom. 5:8-12, 17-19,1 Cor. 1:30, 2 Cor. 5:18-21, Gal. 1:3, 4,
Eph. 1:3-12, 2:15, 16, Philip. 1:29, Col. 1:13, 14, 21, 22, Titus 2:14, 3:5, 6, Heb.
9:14, 1 Peter 2:24, 3:18.

C. Some passages speak of Christ’s dying for “all” men and of
His death as saving the “world,” yet others speak of His death as
being definite in design and of His dying for particular people and
securing salvation for them.

1. There are two classes of texts that speak of Christ’s saving
work in general terms: (a) Those containing the word “world”—
e.g., John 1:9,29; 3:16,17; 4:42; II Corinthians 5:19; I John 2:1,2;
4:14 and (b) Those containing the word “all”—e.g., Romans 5:18;
II Corinthians 5:14,15; I Timothy 2:4-6; Hebrews 2 :9 ; II Peter 3
:9.
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One reason for the use of these expressions was to correct the
false notion that salvation was for the Jews alone. Such phrases
as “the world,” “all men,” “all nations,” and “every creature” were
used by the New Testament writers to emphatically correct this
mistake. These expressions are intended to show that Christ died
for all men without distinction (i.e., He died for Jews and Gentiles
alike) but they are not intended to indicate that Christ died for all
men without exception (i.e., He did not die for the purpose of
saving each and every lost sinner) .

2. There are other passages which speak of His saving work in
definite terms and show that it was intended to infallibly save a
particular people, namely those given to Him by the Father:

Matthew 1:21, 20:28, 26:28, John 10:11, 11:50-53,Acts 20:28, Eph. 5:25-27,
Rom. 8:32-34, Heb. 2:17, 3:1, 9:15,28, Rev. 5:9.
(The Five Points of Calvinism. Defined, Defended, Documented. David N.
Steele, Curtis C. Thomas. Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co. P. 46.)]

Irresistible Grace:

When God calls his elect into salvation, they cannot resist. God
offers to all people the gospel message. This is called the external call.
But to the elect, God extends an internal call and it cannot be resisted.
This call is bythe HolySpirit who works in the hearts and minds of the
elect to bring them to repentance and regeneration whereby theywill-
ingly and freely come to God. Some of the verses used in support of
this teaching are Romans 9:16 where it says that "it is not of him who
wills nor of him who runs, but of God who has mercy"; Philippians
2:12-13 where God is said to be the one working salvation in the
individual; John 6:28-29 where faith is declared to be the work of
God; Acts 13:48 where God appoints people to believe; and John
1:12-13 where being born again is not by man’s will, but by God’s.

Christ. The outward, general call to salvation extends to all, elect and
non-elect, alike, promising salvation to all who would repent and believe the
gospel. But men are naturally dead in trespasses and sins, and thus unwilling
and unable to answer that call. No amount of external threatenings nor
promises can cause a dead man to respond savingly to the gospel. Therefore,
the Holy Spirit must add his inward call to give the dead sinner the life
required to savingly believe the gospel. This special call is issued to the elect
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only, and never fails to bring that individual to Christ. Thus, his call is
Irresistible. Comment: Who controls history — God or man? See Deut. 30:6,
Isa. 55:11, Ezek. 36:26, 27,Matt. 11:25-27, Matt. 16:15-17,Luke 10:21, John
1:12, 3:3-8, 37, 5:21, 6:37, 44, 45, 64, 65, 10:3-6, 14, 16, 26-29, Acts 5:31,
11:18, 13:48, 16:14, 18:37,Rom. 1:6, 7, 8:14, 30, 9:6, 19-24, 1 Cor. 1:1, 2, 9, 23-
31, 2:10-14, 3:6, 7, 4:7, 6:11,12:3, 2 Cor. 3:17, 18, Gal. 1:15, 16, 6:15,Eph. 1:17,
18, 2:1, 5, 8-10, 4:4, Philip. 1:29, 2:12, 13, Col. 2:13, 2 Tim. 1:9, 2:25, 26,
Titus 3:5, Heb. 9:15,James 1:18, 1 Peter 1:15, 2:9, 5:10, 2 Peter 1:3, 23, 1
John 5:4, 20, Rev. 17:14.]

Perseverance of the Saints:

You cannot lose your salvation. Because the Father has elected,
the Son has redeemed, and the HolySpirit has applied salvation, those
thus saved are eternally secure. They are eternally secure in Christ.
Some of the verses for this position are John 10:27-28 where Jesus
saidHis sheep will neverperish; John 6:47 where salvation is described
as everlasting life; Romans 8:1 where it is said we have passed out of
judgment; 1 Corinthians 10:13 where God promises to never let us be
tempted beyond what we can handle; and Phil. 1:6 where God is the
one being faithful to perfect us until the dayof Jesus’ return.

[“This doctrine does not stand alone but is a necessary part of the
Calvinistic system of theology. The doctrines of Election and Efficacious
Grace logically imply the certain salvation of those who receive these
blessings. If God has chosen men absolutely and unconditionally to eternal
life, and if His Spirit effectively applies to them the benefits of redemption,
the inescapable conclusion is that these persons shall be saved.” Boettner,
Predestination, p. 182. See: Isa. 43:1-3, 54:10, Jer. 32:40, John 3:16, 36, 5:24,
6:35-40, 47, 10:27-30, 17:11, 12, 15, Rom.5:8-10, 8:1, 29, 30, 35-39, 1 Cor. 1:7-9,
1 Cor. 10:13, 2 Cor. 4:14, 17, Eph. 1:5, 12-14, 4:30, 1 Thess. 5:23, 24, Heb.
9:12, 15, 10:14, 12:28, 1 Pet. 1:3-5, 1 John 2:19, 25, 5:4, 11-13, 20, Jude 1, 24,
25.]
By Matthew J. Slick, B.A., M. Div.
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This booklet is meant for those who sincerly want to know the
facts concerning theArminian vs Calvin controversy.
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