A DECLARATION OF THE SENTIMENTS OF ARMINIUS

ON Predestination, Divine Providence, the freeddthme will, the grace of God, the Divinity of
the Son of God, and the justification of man befGoal.

Delivered before the states of Holland, at the lagm the thirtieth of October, 1608. The
circumstances which led to it, are briefly relabgdArminius in his introductory remarks. It was
originally pronounced in Dutch, and was afterwardsaslated into Latin, but not by Arminius,
as is evident from the style.

To the noble and most potent the states of HoltardiWest Friezland, my Supreme Governor,
my most noble, potent, wise and prudent Lords: iAfie conference which, by the command of
your mightinesses, was convened here at the Hagtween Gomarus and myself, had been
held in the presence of four ministers and undestiperintendence of their Lordships the
Counselors of the Supreme Court, the result ofrtieiting was reported to your highnesses.
Some allusion having been made in that reportémtiture and importance of the controversy
between us, it soon afterward, seemed good tohjighnesses to cite each of us, with those four
ministers, to appear openly before you in your mahble assembly, and in that public manner to
intimate to all of us whatever you then judged ecelipedient. After we had appeared before
Your mightinesses, Gomarus affirmed, "that the v@rsy between him and me, was of such
immense importance, that, with the opinions whiphafessed, he durst not appear in the
presence of his maker." He likewise asserted, ,"thdess some mode of prevention were
promptly devised, the consequence would be, tleata@hious provinces, churches, and cities of
our native
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land, and even the citizens themselves, would &eepl in a state of mutual enmity and variance,
and would rise up in arms against each other."|Tih@se allegations | then made no reply,
except "that | certainly was not conscious of dateing any such atrocious sentiments in
religion, as those of which he had spoken; andfidently expressed a hope, that | should never
afford either cause or occasion for schism andraéipa, in the Church of God or in our

common country.” In confirmation of which, | addéthat | was prepared to make an open and
bona fide declaration of all my sentiments, viears] designs on every subject connected with
religion, whenever | might receive a summons toeappefore this august assembly, and even
prior to my retiring at that time from your presericYour highnesses having since deliberated
upon the proposal and offer which | then made, dé@moper now to summon me before you,
for the purpose of redeeming, in this hall, thedgkewhich | had previously given. To fulfill that
promise, | now appear in this place, and will vathdue fidelity discharge my duty, whatever it
be that is demanded of me in relation to this affai

Yet since a sinister report, has for a long timerbedustriously and extensively circulated about
me, not only among my own countrymen but also anforggners, in which report, | am
represented to have hitherto refused, after freiggmititations, to make an open profession of
my sentiments on the matter of religion and myglesiconcerning it; and since this unfounded
rumor has already operated most injuriously agairestl importunately entreat to be favored



with your gracious permission to make an ingenwngopen declaration of all the
circumstances which relate to this business, bdfpreceed to the discussion of other topics. 1.
Account of a Conference proposed to me, but whiefiused. On the 30th of June, in the year
1605, three Deputies of the Synod of South Holleartie to me at Leyden; they were Francis
Lansbergius, Libertus Fraxinus, and Daniel Dolegiugious memory, each of them the minister
of their respective churches at Rotterdam, the EHagnd Delft. Two members of the Synod of
North Holland accompanied them-John Bogardus, t@naf the Church at Haerlem, and James
Rolandus of the Church at Amsterdam. They told'tthey had heard, that at the regular
meetings of certain of their classes, in the exation to which candidates
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for holy orders must submit prior to their admissioto the Christian ministry, some of the
students of the University of Leyden had returngchsanswers to the questions propounded to
them as were of a novel description and contratiiéccommon and received doctrine of the
Churches. Those novelties," it was said, "the youeg affirmed to have been instilled into
them while under my tuition.” In such a situatidraffairs, they desired me "to engage in a
friendly conference with them, by which they midplatve it in their power to perceive if there
were any truth in this charge, and that they majtarwards be the better qualified to consult the
interests of the Church."” To these suggestionglie®, "that | could by no means approve of the
mode of proceeding which they recommended: For autburse would inevitably subject me to
frequent and almost incessant applications foreadity interview and conversation, if any one
thought it needful to pester me in that manner wliena student made use of a new or
uncommon answer, and in excuse pretended to haxeeld it from me. The following therefore
appeared to me a plan of greater wisdom and predémscoften as a student during his
examination returned any answer, which, accordingg affirmation, had been derived from my
instructions, provided the brethren considered sudwer to stand in opposition to the
confession and catechism of the Belgic Churcheg, should immediately confront that student
with me; and, for the sake of investigating suclatiair, | was ready to proceed at my own
expense to any town, however distant, which it mplbase the brethren to appoint for that
purpose. The obvious consequence of this methoddvibmy that, after it had been resorted to a
few times, it would cause it clearly and evidentyappear whether the student’s assertion were
the truth or only a calumny.

But when Francis Lansbergius, in the name of teeathis brethren, continued to urge and
solicit a conference | gave it as a further reasby | could not see the propriety of entering into
a conference with them, that they appeared befererthe character of deputies, who had
afterwards to render to the Synod an account dhall proceedings; and that | was not therefore
at liberty to accede to their wishes, unless, mbt with the knowledge and consent, but at the
express command of others who were my superiocswéiom | was equally with them bound to
obey. Besides, it would be connected with no snetland danger to me, if, in the
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relation of the event of our conference which threght hereafter give to the Synod, | should
leave that relation entirely to their faithfulness discretion. They had likewise no cause for



demanding any thing of this kind from me, who wagejunconscious of having propounded a
single doctrine, either at Leyden or Amsterdamt wes contrary to the word of God or to the
Confession and Catechism of the Churches in the Countries. For no such accusation had
ever yet been brought against me by any person;lavaks confident, no attempt would be made
to substantiate against me a charge of this deggrjpf he who preferred such a charge were
bound at the same time either to establish it byfs:; or, in failure of his proofs, to confess his
uncharitable offense."

2. An offer on my part, of a conference with thBsputies, which they refused.

| then told these five gentlemen, "that, notwithsliag all this, if they would consent to
relinquish the title Deputies, and would each smdwn private capacity enter into a conference
with me, | was ready at that very moment to engagje’ The conditions which | proposed to be
mutually observed by us, were these:

(i.) That they should explain their opinions on evengk article and then | would explain mine;
(ii.) They should adduce their proofs, and | would adduoire; and

(iii.) That they should at last attempt a refutation ofssiytiments and reasons, and | would in
return try to refute theirs.

(iv.) If in this manner either party could afford complsttisfaction to the other, the result
would be agreeable: but, if neither party coulds$athe other, then no mention of the subjects
discussed in our private conference, or of its wmfable termination, should be made in any
place or company whatever, until the whole affamdd be referred to a national Synod."”

But when to this proposition they had given a diretusal, we should have separated from each
other without further discourse, had | not requetsteat they would offer a conference in the
same manner to Gomarus, as well as to Trelcatipgoak memory, because it did not

177

appear to me, that | had given them any cause &g such a demand upon me, rather than
upon either of my two colleagues.” At the same tiraeforced my concluding expressions with
several arguments, which it would be too tedious tmrepeat in the presence of your
mightinesses. When | had finished, the deputiesaicg'that they would comply with my
request, and would wait on the two other profesebdivinity and make them a similar offer:"
and prior to their departure from Leyden, theyazhthnd assured me, that they had in this
particular fulfilled their promise.

This, then, is the first of the many requests ktizate been preferred to me. It was the cause of
much conversation at the time when it occurred:rikany persons spoke about it. Some of them
related it imperfectly, and in a manner very diigrfrom what were the real circumstances of
the whole transaction; while others suppressed reasgntial particulars, and studiously



concealed the counter-proposal which | had tenderédae deputies and the strong reasons
which | produced in its support.

3. Another application is made to me.

A few days afterwards, that is, on the 28th of Jalthe same year, 1605, a request of a similar
character was likewise presented to me, in the radrttee Presbytery of the Church of Leyden:
but on this condition, that if | approved of ithet persons, whom such a request equally
concerned, should also be summoned before the segtesiastical tribunal: but if this offer did
not receive my approbation, nothing further shdaddattempted. But when | had intimated, that
| did not clearly perceive, how this request cqubdsibly obtain approval from me, and when |
had subjoined my reasons which were of the sam&igaen as those which | had employed on
the preceding occasion, my answer was perfectigfaatory to Bronchovius the Burgomaster
[of Leyden] and Merula of pious memory, both of whbad come to me in the name of that
Church of which they were the elders, and theyrdeteed to abandon all ulterior proceedings in
that business.

4. The request of the Deputies of the Synod of IS6latland to their Lordships, the ,visitors of
the University, and the answer which they received.
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On the ninth of November, in the same year, 1805 deputies of the Synod of South Holland,
Francis Lansbergius, Festus Hommius, and theilcagss, presented nine questions to their
Lordships, the curators of the University of Leypiiese were accompanied with a petition,
“"that the Professors of Divinity might be commanttednswer them." But the curators replied,
"that they could on no account sanction by thersemt the propounding of any questions to the
Professors of Divinity; and if any one supposed funething was taught in the University
contrary to truth and rectitude, that person haual litis power to refer the matter of his complaint
to a national Synod, which, it was hoped, wouldhatearliest opportunity be convened, when it
would come regularly under the cognizance of teaembly, and receive the most ample
discussion.” When this answer had been deliveheddéputies of the Synod did not hesitate
earnestly to ask it as a particular favor, "thgtthe kind permission of their Lordships, they
might themselves propose those nine questionet@itbfessors of Divinity, and might, without
troubling their Lordships, personally inform therdves what answer of his own accord, and
without reluctance, each of those three Divinesldioeturn.” But, after all their pleading, they
were unable to obtain the permission which thegteenuously desired. The whole of this
unsuccessful negotiation was conducted in suchradektine manner, and so carefully concealed
from me, that | was totally ignorant even of theval of those reverend deputies in our city; yet
soon after their departure, | became acquainte tvéir mission and its failure.

5. A fourth request of the same kind.
After this, a whole year elapsed before | was agalled to an account about such matters. But |

must not omit to mention, that in the year 1603hart time before the meeting of the Synod of
South Holland at Delft, John Bernards, ministethef Church at Delft, Festus Hommius,



minister of Leyden, and Dibbetius of Dort, were aleyl by the Synod to come to me and inquire
what progress | had made in the refutation of thalfaptists. When | had given them a suitable
reply concerning that affair, which was the causmoch conversation among us on both sides,
and when they were just on the point of takingrttesive, they begged "that | would not hesitate
to reveal to them whatever views and designs fbaded on the subject of religion, for the
purpose of their being
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communicated to the Synod, by the Deputies, fostiesfaction of the brethren." But | refused
to comply with their entreaties, "because the éesaxplanation could not be given either
conveniently or to advantage; and | did not know pliace in which it was possible to explain
these matters with greater propriety, than in @#gonal Synod; which, according to the
resolution of their most noble and high mightinesskee States General, was expected very
shortly to assemble.” | promised "that | would esery exertion that | might be enabled in that
assembly openly to profess the whole of my sentisjemd that | would employ none of that
alleged concealment or dissimulation about anygtleirwhich they might then complain.” |
concluded by saying, "that if | were to make myfession before them as deputies of the Synod
of South Holland, I could not commit to their fidglthe relation of what might transpire,
because, in matters of this description, everywaa® the most competent interpreter of his own
meaning." After these mutual explanations, we litem each other.

6. The same request is privately repeated to ntergnanswer to it. In addition to these
different applications, | was privately desired,daytain ministers, "not to view it as a hardship
to communicate my views and intentions to theiteagues, the brethren assembled in Synod:"
while others entreated me "to disclose my viewhéwon, that they might have an opportunity of
pondering and examining them by themselves, irgaeof the Lord," and they gave me an
assurance "that they would not divulge any portibthe desired communication” To the first of
these two classes, | gave in common my usual ansikat they had no reason for demanding
such an account from me, rather than from otherstdone of these ministers, who was not
among the last of the two kinds of applicants,dpmsed a conference at three different times,
concerning all the articles of our religion; in whiwe might consider and devise the best means
that could possibly be adopted for establishingtinn on the most solid foundation, and for
completely refuting every species of falsehooeds also a part of my offer that such
conference should be held in the presence of oesfahe principal men of our country; but he
did not accept of this condition. To the rest @& thquirers, | returned various answers; in some
of which | plainly denied what they requested of lsued in others, | made some disclosures to
the inquirers. My sole rule in
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making such a distinction, was, the more intimatdistant degree of acquaintance which | had
with the parties. In the mean time it frequentlppened, that, a short time after | had thus
revealed any thing in confidence to an individitalyas slanderously related to others — how
seriously soever he might have asserted in my pees¢hat what | had then imparted to him



was, according to his judgment, agreeable to titl,tand although he had solemnly pledged his
honor that he would on no account divulge it.

7. What occurred relative to the same subjectenRteparatory Convention.

To these it is also necessary to add a report wiashbeen spread abroad by means of letters,
not only within these provinces, but far beyondrthenfines: it is, "that, in the preparatory
convention which was held at the Hague, in the mohtJune, 1607, by a company of the
brethren who were convened by a summons from hglr mightinesses, the States General,
after | had been asked in a manner the most fiyelodtonsent to a disclosure, before the
brethren then present, of my views on the subjettieoChristian faith, | refused; and although
they promised to endeavor, as far as it was pasdiblgive me satisfaction, | still declined to
comply with their wishes." But since | find by exm@ace that this distorted version of the matter
has procured for me not a few proofs of hatreditmdll from many persons who think that far
more honorable deference ought to have been evimcete towards that assembly, which was a
convention of Divines from each of the United Prmés. | perceive a necessity is thus imposed
upon me to commence at the very origin of thisdaation, when | am about to relate the
manner in which it occurred: Before my departucerfri_eyden for the convention at the Hague
which has just been mentioned, five articles weitemto my hands, said to have been
transmitted to some of the provinces, to have Ipeeased by certain ministers and ecclesiastical
assemblies, and considered by them as documenth witibraced my sentiments on several
points of religion. Those points of which they preded to exhibit a correct delineation, were
Predestination, the Fall of Adam, Free-will, Or@iisin, and the Eternal Salvation of Infants.
When | had read the whole of them, | thought th@ainly perceived, from the style in which
they were written, who
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was the author of them; and as he was then prgbeing one of the number summoned on that
occasion,) | accosted him on this subject, and aoda that opportunity freely to intimate to him
that | had good reasons for believing those agitteehave been of his composition. He did not
make any attempt to deny the correctness of tipasition, and replied, ,that they had not been
distributed precisely as my articles, but as thas&hich the students at Leyden had held
disputations.” In answer to this remark, | told hiiof one thing he must be very conscious, that,
by the mere act of giving circulation to such autoent, he could not avoid creating a grievous
and immediate prejudice against my innocence, laaicthe same articles would soon be
ascribed to me, as if they had been my compositiden, in reality,” as | then openly affirmed,
"they had neither proceeded from me, nor accordédmy sentiments, and, as well as | could
form a judgment they appeared to me to be at vegianth the word of God."

After he and | had thus discoursed together irptieeence of only two other persons, | deemed it
advisable to make some mention of this affair en¢bnvention itself, at which certain persons
attended who had read those very articles, andhaldpaccording to their own confession,
accounted them as mine. This plan | accordinglgyed; and just as the convention was on the
point of being dissolved, and after the accourdwfproceedings had been signed, and some
individuals had received instructions to give thegh mightinesses the States General a



statement of our transactions, | requested théanet'not to consider it an inconvenience to
remain a short time together, for | had somethihgctvl was desirous to communicate.” They
assented to this proposal, and | told them "tinaid received the five articles which | held in my
hand and the tenor of which | briefly read to thénat | discovered they had been transmitted by
a member of that convention, into different proesicthat | was positive concerning their
distribution in Zealand and the diocese of Utreaht that they had been read by some ministers
in their public meetings, and were considered tdd@iments which comprehended my
sentiments.” Yet, notwithstanding, | protestedhi® whole of that assembly, with a good
conscience, and as in the presence of God, "tbaetarticles were not mine, and did not contain
my sentiments.” Twice | repeated this solemn asatioa, and besought the brethren "not so
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readily to attach credit to reports that were dated concerning me, nor so easily to listen to
any thing that was represented as proceeding freromthat had been rumored abroad to my
manifest injury.” To these observations, a memlbénat convention answered, "that it would be
well for me, on this account, to signify to thethren what portion of those articles obtained my
approbation, and what portion | disavowed, thay theght thus have an opportunity of
becoming acquainted in some degree with my sentsifelinother member urged the same
reasons; to which I replied, "that the conventiad hot been appointed to meet for such a
purpose, that we had already been long enoughn@etangether, and that their high
mightinesses, the States General were now waitingur determination,” in that manner, we
separated from each other, no one attempting angelao continue the conversation, neither did
all the members of the convention express a jantarrence in that request, nor employ any
kind of persuasion with me to prove that such gramation was in their judgment quite
equitable. Besides, according to the most corrgetligence which | have since gained, some of
those who were then present, declared afterwatiu, it was a part of the instructions which
had been previously given to them, not to enter amty conference concerning doctrine; and
that, if a discussion of that kind had arisen, timst have instantly retired from the
convention." These several circumstances thergiaree that | was very far from being
"solicited by the whole assembly" to engage indasired explanation.

8. My reasons for refusing a Conference.

Most noble and potent Lords, this is a true navratif those interviews and conferences which
the brethren have solicited, and of my continuddsad: from the whole of which, every person
may, in my opinion, clearly perceive that theraascause whatever for preferring an accusation
against me on account of my behavior throughowgethiansactions; especially when he
considers their request, with the manner in whieteis delivered, and at the same time my
refusal with the reasons for it; but this is stilbre obvious from my counter-proposal.

(1.) Their request, which amounted to a demand wpeffior a declaration on matters of faith,
was not supported by any reasons, as far as | am
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enabled to form a judgment. For | never furnishedwase to any man why he should require
such a declaration from me rather than from otleepte, by my having taught any thing
contrary to the word of God, or to the Confessind €atechism of the Belgic Churches. At no
period have | ceased to make this avowal, anddatejp on this occasion. | am likewise prepared
to consent to an inquiry being instituted into timg profession, either by a Provincial or a
National Synod, that the truth of it may by thatamg be made yet more apparent — if from
such an examination it may be thought possiblestovd any advantage.

(2.) The manner in which their request was delidepeoved of itself to be a sufficient obstacle,
because it was openly made by a deputation. | \8asnauch injured by the way in which the
Synod prejudged my cause; for we may presumettiaatuld not through its deputies invite any
man to a conference, unless he had given strongndsofor such an interview. For this reason |
did not consider myself at liberty to consent taference of this description, lest | should, by
that very act, and apparently through a consci@ssagguilt, have confessed that | had taught
something that was wrong or unlawful.

(3.) The reasons of my refusal were these:

First. Because as | am not subject to the jurigmhiatither of the North Holland Synod or that of
South Holland, but have other superiors to whom k@und to render an account of all my
concerns, | could not consent to a conference aaffuties, except by the advice of those
superiors and at their express command: espesialtg a conference of this kind was not
incumbent on me in consequence of the ordinanhdige of my duty. It was also not obscurely
hinted by the deputies, that the conference, [Pb]Jéivould by no means be a private one; but
this they discovered in a manner sufficiently ilnggble, when they refused to enter into a
conference with me, divested of their title of "dégs." | should, therefore, have failed in
obedience to my superiors, if | had not rejectedr#erence which was in this manner proposed.
| wish the brethren would remember this fact, tiitough every one of our ministers is subject
as a member to the jurisdiction of the particukam@l to which he belongs, yet not one of them
has hitherto dared to engage in a conference, utitihe advice and permission of the
magistrates under
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whom he is placed; that no particular magistratagelever allowed any minister within their
jurisdiction to undertake a conference with theudis of the Churches, unless they had
themselves previously granted their consent; aatithvas frequently their wish, to be present
at such conference, in the persons of their ownitiie Let it be recollected what transpired at
Leyden, in the case of Coolhasius [Koolhaes,] aidaowith Herman Herberts, at Horn in the
case of Cornelius Wiggeri, [Wiggerston,] and at Eledlick in the case of Tako, [Sybrants.] The
second reason by which | was dissuaded from a amde, is this: | perceived that there would
be a great inequality in the conference which wap@sed, when, on the contrary, it is
necessary that the greatest equality should e&tstden the parties who are about to confer
together on any subject. For (I.) they came to meed with public authority; while, with respect
to myself, everything partook of a private charactd | am not so ignorant in these matters as



not to perceive the powerful support which that raajoys who transacts any business under the
sanction of the public authority.

(2.) They were themselves three in number, andaliddthem two deputies of the Synod of

North Holland. On the other hand, | was alone, destitute not only of all assistance, but also of
persons who might act as witnesses of the procgedivat were then to have commenced, and to
whom they as well as myself might have safely estéd our several causes.

(3.) They were not persons at their own dispos#lcbmpelled to depend on the judgment of
their superiors; and they were bound most pertmesty to contend for those religious
sentiments, which their superiors had within tlein minds determined to maintain. To such a
length was this principle extended, that they wereeven left to their own discretion — to
admit the validity of the argument which | mighteaadduced, however cogent and forcible
they might have found them to be, and even if theey been altogether unanswerable. From
these considerations | could not see by what mieatiisparties could obtain that mutual
advantage, which ought properly to accrue from sucbnference. | might have gained some
beneficial result from it; because | was completgliiberty, and, by employing my own
conscience alone in
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forming a decision, | could, without prejudice toyaone, have made those admissions which my
conviction of the truth might have dictated to nsecarrect. Of what great importance this last
circumstance might be, your Lordships would havetdly discovered by experience, had any
of you been present in the Preparatory Convenéisthe representatives of your own august
body.

My third reason is, that the account which they lddwave rendered to their superiors after the
conference, could not but have operated in mangwayny injury, whether | had been absent
or present at the time when they delivered theiore

(1.) Had | been absent, it might easily have hapgegither through the omission or the addition
of certain words, or through the alteration of athén regard to their sense or order, that some
fact or argument would be repeated in a manner diéigrent from that in which it really
occurred. Such an erroneous statement might alsolbeen made, either through the
inconsiderateness which arises from a defect imntiedlect, through the weakness of an
imperfect memory, or through a prejudice of theetibns.

(2.) And indeed by my presence, | could with difftg have avoided or corrected this
inconvenience; because a greater degree of creditvhave been given to their own deputies,
than to me who was only a private individual.

Lastly. By this means | should have conveyed to dlsaembly, [the Provincial Synod,] a right
and some kind of prerogative over me; which, ierefice to me, it does not actually possess;
and which, consistently with that office whose dsti discharge, it would not be possible for me
to transfer to the Synod without manifest injustoeards those persons under whose



jurisdiction it has been the pleasure of the gdmaegyistracy of the land to place me. Imperious
necessity, therefore, as well as equity, demantletkdo reject the terms on which this
conference was offered.

(3.) But however strong my sentiments might belos subject, | gave these deputies an
opportunity of gaining the information which thegsired. If it had been their wish to accept the
private conference which | proposed, they wouldeha@come possessed of my sentiments on
every article of
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the Christian Faith. Besides, this conference wbialde been much better adapted to promote
our mutual edification and instruction, than a pribhe could be; because it is customary in
private conferences, for each person to speak éwegywith greater familiarity and freedom,
than when all the formalities of deputations arsesbed, if | may so express myself. Neither had
they the least reason to manifest any reluctandtisrpoint; because every one of them was at
liberty, (if he chose,) to enter into a private f@ance between him and me alone. But when |
made this offer to all and to each of them, | adaledne of my most particular stipulations, that,
whatever the discussions might be which arose letws, they should remain within our
bosoms, and no particle of them should be divutgeghy person living. If on these terms they
had consented to hold a conference with me, | emtenot the smallest doubt that we should
either have given each other complete satisfactiome should at least have made it apparent,
that, from our mutual controversy, no imminent dangpuld easily arise, to injure either that
truth which is necessary to salvation, piety, ori§ttan peace and amity.

9. The complaint concerning my refusal to makedadtation of my sentiments, does not agree
with the rumors concerning me which are in generallation.

But omitting all further mention of those transaas, | am not able entirely to satisfy myself by
what contrivance these two complaints appear ctamdisvith each other.

(1.) That I refuse to make a profession of my seeatits; and yet

(2.) Invectives are poured forth against me, botforeign countries and at home, as though | am
attempting to introduce into the Church and in @hristian religion, novel, impure and false
doctrines. If | do not openly profess my sentimefrtam what can their injurious tendency be
made evident? If | do not explain myself, by whathod can | be introducing false doctrines? If
they be mere groundless suspicions that are addagaenst me, it is uncharitable to grant them
entertainment, or at least to ascribe to them gueat importance.

But it is cast upon me as a reproach, "that | dtas®y disclose a few of my opinions, but not all
of them; and that, from the few which | thus make
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known, the object at which I aim is no longer olss¢cbut becomes very evident.”



In reference to this censure, the great consideratight to be, "can any of those sentiments
which | am said to have disclosed, be proved todsta contradiction either to the word of God,
or the Confession of the Belgic Churches"

(1.) If it be decided, that they are contrary te @onfession, then | have been engaged in
teaching something in opposition to a documentaitesi which never to propound any
doctrine," was the faithful promise which | maddyem | signed it with my own hand. If,
therefore, | be found thus criminal, | ought tovisgted with merited punishment.

(2.) But if it can be proved, that any of thosenapns are contrary to the word of God, then |
ought to experience a greater degree of blametcasufffer a severer punishment, and compelled
either to utter a recantation or to resign my effiespecially if those heads of doctrine which |
have uttered, are of such a description as to tw@inasly prejudicial to the honor of God and

the salvation of mankind.

(3.) But if those few sentiments which | am accusklaving advanced, are found neither to be
at variance with the word of God nor with the Casien, which | have just mentioned, then
those consequences which are elicited from therme®m dependent on them, cannot possibly
be contradictory either to the word of God or te Belgic Confession. For, according to the rule
of the schoolmen, "if the consectaries or consecgenf any doctrine be false, it necessarily
follows that the doctrine itself is also false, amck versa.” The one of these two courses,
therefore, ought to have been pursued towards ithey ¢o have instituted an action against me,
or to have given no credit to those rumors. If gimihave my own choice, the latter course is
that which | should have desired; but of the forirem not at all afraid. For, how extensively
soever and in all directions those Thirty-One Aescwhich concern me have been dispersed to
my great injury and disparagement, and though liaeg been placed in the hands of several
men of great eminence, they afford sufficient in&testimony, from the want of sense and of
other requisites visible in their very composititimat they are charged upon me through a total
disregard to justice, honor and conscience.
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10. The principal reasons why | durst not dischostine deputies my opinions on the subject of
Religion.

But some person will perhaps say: "for the sakavoiding these disturbances, and partly in
order by such a measure to give some satisfagiargteat number of ministers, you might
undoubtedly have made to your brethren an opersiamgle declaration of your sentiments on
the whole subject of religion, either for the pulsp®f being yourself maturely instructed in more
correct principles, or that they might have bede aban opportune manner to prepare
themselves for a mutual conference."”

But | was deterred from adopting that method, aroant of three inconveniences, of which |
was afraid:



First, | was afraid that if | had made a professdmy sentiments, the consequence would have
been, that an inquiry would be instituted on the paothers, with regard to the manner in which
an action might be framed against me from thosmises. Secondly. Another cause of my fear,
was, that such a statement of my opinions woulek Hiaknished matter for discussion and
refutation, in the pulpits of the Churches anddtieolastic exercises of the Universities. Thirdly.
| was also afraid, that my opinions would have beansmitted to foreign Universities and
Churches, in hopes of obtaining from them a semt@hcondemnation, and the means of
oppressing me." That | had very weighty reasorisdoevery one of these consequences
together, it would not be difficult for me cleatly demonstrate from the Thirty-One Articles,

and from the writings of certain individuals.

With respect to "the personal instruction and edifon,” which | might have hoped to derive
from such a disclosure, it is necessary to consttlat not only | but many others, and even they
themselves, have peculiar views which they havaéar on religious topics; and, therefore, that
such instruction cannot be applied to any usefuyb@se, except in some place or other where we
may all hereafter appear together, and where aitleéi sentence, as it is called, both may and
must be pronounced. With respect to "the opporauntebenefiting preparation which my
brethren ought in the mean time to be making foorgerence,” | declare that it will at that time
be most seasonable and proper when all shall hadeiged their

189

views, and disclosed them before a whole assertiiaythus an account may be taken of them
all at once, and they may be considered togetlmce$ione of these objections have any
existence in this august assembly, | proceed tol¢lataration of my sentiments.

Having in this manner refuted all those objectiassch have been made against me, | will now
endeavor to fulfill my promise, and to execute thoesmmands which your Lordships have been
pleased to lay upon me. | entertain a confidendymesion, that no prejudice will be created
against me or my sentiments from this act, howewugerfectly | may perform it, because it has
its origin in that obedience which is due from ro¢his noble assembly, next to God, and
according to the Divine pleasure.

|. ON PREDESTINATION

The first and most important article in religionwhich | have to offer my views, and which for
many years past has engaged my attention, is dgeftination of God, that is, the Election of
men to salvation, and the Reprobation of them strdetion. Commencing with this article, |

will first explain what is taught concerning it,than discourses and writings, by certain persons
in our Churches, and in the University of Leydewill afterwards declare my own views and
thoughts on the same subject, while | shew my opinin what they advance.

On this article there is no uniform and simple oa@inamong the teachers of our Churches; but
there is some variation in certain parts of it imiet they differ from each other.



1. The first opinion, which I reject, but whichaspoused by those [Supralapsarians] who
assume the very highest ground of this

Predestination.

The opinion of those who take the highest grounth@point, as it is generally contained in
their writings, is to this effect:

"(1). God by an eternal and immutable decree hedgstinated, from among men, (whom he did
not consider as being then created, much lessiag tatlen,) certain individuals to everlasting
life, and others to eternal destruction, without eegard whatever to righteousness or sin, to

190

obedience or disobedience, but purely of his owadgaeasure, to demonstrate the glory of his
justice and mercy; or, (as others assert,) to dstrate his saving grace, wisdom and free
uncontrollable power.

"2. In addition to this decree, God has pre-orddicertain determinate means which pertain to
its execution, and this by an eternal and immutdblgee. These means necessarily follow by
virtue of the preceding decree, and necessarihghdrim who has been predestinated, to the end
which has been fore-ordained for him. Some of tllesans belong in common both to the
decree of election and that of rejection, and atloéthem are specially restricted to the one
decree or to the other.

"3. The means common to both the decrees, are tineérst is, the creation of man in the
upright [or erect] state of original righteousnessafter the image and likeness of God in
righteousness and true holiness. The second ipgetimaission of the fall of Adam, or the
ordination of God that man should sin, and becoansupt or vitiated. The third is, the loss or
the removal of original righteousness and of thagenof God, and a being concluded under sin
and condemnation.

"4. For unless God had created some men, he watldave had any upon whom he might
either bestow eternal life, or superinduce evarigsieath. Unless he had created them in
righteousness and true holiness, he would himsei lbeen the author of sin, and would by this
means have possessed no right either to punishttihéme praise of his justice, or to save them
to the praise of his mercy. Unless they had thermesedinned, and by the demerit of sin had
rendered themselves guilty of death, there woulek iieeen no room for the demonstration either
of justice or of mercy.

"5. The means pre-ordained for the execution ofiteee of election, are also these three. The
first is, the pre-ordination, or the giving of Jestihrist as a Mediator and a Savior, who might by
his meet deserve, [or purchase,] for all the edectfor them only, the lost righteousness and

life, and might communicate them by his own power Yirtue]. The second is, the call [or
vocation] to faith outwardly by the word, but inwléyr by his Spirit, in the mind, affections and



will; by an operation of such efficacy that theatlperson of necessity yields assent and
obedience to the vocation, in so much that it ispossible for him to do otherwise
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than believe and be obedient to this vocation. Anence arise justification and sanctification
through the blood of Christ and his Spirit, anchirthem the existence of all good works. And
all that, manifestly by means of the same forcerswessity. The third is, that which keeps and
preserves the elect in faith, holiness, and afpegood works; or, it is the gift of perseverance;
the virtue of which is such, that believing andcelgersons not only do not sin with a full and
entire will, or do not fall away totally from faithnd grace, but it likewise is neither possible for
them to sin with a full and perfect will, nor tdlfaway totally or finally from faith and grace.

"6. The two last of these means [vocation and pers@ce,] belong only to the elect who are of
adult age. But God employs a shorter way to salwathy which he conducts those children of
believers and saints who depart out of this liffoteethey arrive at years of maturity; that is,
provided they belong to the number of the elechd\are known to God alone,) for God bestows
on them Christ as their Savior, and gives themhost, to save them by his blood and Holy
Spirit, without actual faith and perseverance iffiaith]; and this he does according to the
promise of the covenant of grace, | will be a Gatbwyou, and unto your seed after you.

"7. The means pertaining to the execution of therekeof reprobation to eternal death, are partly
such as peculiarly belong to all those who arectegeand reprobate, whether they ever arrive at
years of maturity or die before that period; arglytare partly such as are proper only to some of
them. The mean that is common to all the reprol@egsertion in sin, by denying to them that
saving grace which is sufficient and necessarjéostlvation of any one. This negation [or
denial,] consists of two parts. For, in the firkige, God did not will that Christ should die for
them [the reprobate,] or become their Savior, aiglrieither in reference to the antecedent will
of God, (as some persons call it,) nor in referé¢ndas sufficient will, or the value of the price

of reconciliation; because this price was not @ffefor reprobates, either with respect to the
decree of God, or its virtue and efficacy.

(1.) But the other part of this negation [or dehis| that God is unwilling to communicate the
Spirit of Christ to reprobates, yet without such
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communication they can neither be made partake@hast nor of his benefits.

"8. The mean which belongs properly only to somthefreprobates, is obduration, [or the act of
hardening,] which befalls those of them who havaiméd to years of maturity, either because

they have very frequently and enormously sinnednag#he law of God, or because they have
rejected the grace of the gospel.

(1.) To the execution of the first species of iration, or hardening, belong the illumination of
their conscience by means of knowledge, and itgictan of the righteousness of the law. For



it is impossible that this law should not necesgaetain them in unrighteousness, to render
them inexcusable.

(2.) For the execution of the second species afrattbn, God employs a call by the preaching
of his gospel, which call is inefficacious and ifigient both in respect to the decree of God,
and to its issue or event. This calling is eithaly@n external one, which it is neither in their
desire nor in their power to obey. Or it is likewisn internal one, by which some of them may
be excited in their understandings to accept afidusethe things which they hear; but yet it is
only with such a faith as that with which the de\are endowed when they believe and tremble.
Others of them are excited and conducted stilhritso as to desire in a certain measure to taste
the heavenly gift. But the latter are, of all o)yghe most unhappy, because they are raised up
on high, that they may be brought down with a hexaféll. And this fate it is impossible for

them to escape, for they must of necessity retuthdir vomit, and depart or fall away from the
faith.

"9. From this decree of Divine election and reptairg and from this administration of the
means which pertain to the execution of both offrthie follows, that the elect are necessarily
saved, it being impossible for them to perish — trad the reprobate are necessarily damned, it
being impossible for them to be saved; and allftiois1 the absolute purpose [or determination]
of God, which is altogether antecedent to all thjrand to all those causes which are either in
things themselves or can possibly result from them.
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These opinions concerning predestination are cersil by some of those who advocate them,
to be the foundation of Christianity, salvation arfdts certainty. On these sentiments they
suppose, "is founded the sure and undoubted cdiwsota all believers, which is capable of
rendering their consciences tranquil; and on thism depends the praise of the grace of God, so
that if any contradiction be offered to this dawtyj God is necessarily deprived of the glory of
his grace, and then the merit of salvation istaited to the free will of man and to his own
powers and strength, which ascription savors cddtahism."

These then are the causes which are offered whythhecates of these sentiments labor with a
common anxiety to retain the purity of such a daoetin their churches and why they oppose
themselves to all those innovations which are aauae with them.

1. MY SENTIMENTS ON THE PRECEDING SCHEME OF PREDHNATION.

But, for my own part, to speak my sentiments wigetlom, and yet with a salvo in favor of a
better judgment, | am of opinion, that this doarof theirs contains many things that are both
false and impertinent, and at an utter disagreemghteach other; all the instances of which,
the present time will not permit me to recount, bartll subject it to an examination only in
those parts which are most prominent and extenksrall, therefore, propose to myself four
principal heads, which are of the greatest impagan this doctrine; and when | have in the first
place explained of what kind they are, | will aftards declare more fully the judgment and
sentiments which | have formed concerning themy®re the following:



"1. That God has absolutely and precisely decreaadye certain particular men by his mercy or
grace, but to condemn others by his justice: ardbtall this without having any regard in such
decree to righteousness or sin, obedience or diseiee, which could possibly exist on the part
of one class of men or of the other.

"2. That, for the execution of the preceding dect&ad determined to create Adam, and all men
in him, in an upright state of original righteoussgebesides which he also ordained them to
commit sin, that
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they might thus become guilty of eternal condenamaéind be deprived of original
righteousness.

"3. That those persons whom God has thus positivillgd to save, he has decreed not only to
salvation but also to the means which pertain; that is, to conduct and bring them to faith in
Christ Jesus, and to perseverance in that faghd)that He also in reality leads them to these
results by a grace and power that are irresistdaehat it is not possible for them to do
otherwise than believe, persevere in faith, andawed.

"4. That to those whom, by his absolute will, G@d fore-ordained to perdition, he has also
decreed to deny that grace which is necessary#fidient for salvation, and does not in reality
confer it upon them; so that they are neither glanea possible condition nor in any capacity of
believing or of being saved."

After a diligent contemplation and examinationuége four heads, in the fear of the Lord, |
make the following declaration respecting this doetof predestination.

2. I REJECT THIS PREDESTINATION FOR THE FOLLOWINGERSONS:

|. Because it is not the foundation of Christiand/Salvation, or of its certainty.

1. Itis not the foundation of Christianity:

(1.) For this Predestination is not that decre&ad by which Christ is appointed by God to be
the Savior, the Head, and the Foundation of thdsawill be made heirs of salvation. Yet that
decree is the only foundation of Christianity.

(2.) For the doctrine of this Predestination is thatt doctrine by which, through faith, we as
lively stones are built up into Christ, the onlymmer stone, and are inserted into him as the
members of the body are joined to their head.

2. It is not the foundation of Salvation:
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(1.) For this Predestination is not that decrethefgood pleasure of God in Christ Jesus on
which alone our salvation rests and depends.

(2.) The doctrine of this Predestination is notfthendation of Salvation: for it is not "the power
of God to salvation to every one that believethetause through it "the righteousness of God"
is not "revealed from faith to faith."

3. Nor is it the foundation of the certainty of\stlon: For that is dependent upon this decree,
"they who believe, shall be saved :" | believeréifiere, | shall be saved. But the doctrine of this
Predestination embraces within itself neither thst hor the second member of the syllogism.

This is likewise confessed by some persons in thesds: "we do not wish to state that the
knowledge of this [Predestination] is the foundatid Christianity or of salvation, or that it is
necessary to salvation in the same manner as therdoof the Gospel," etc.

Il. This doctrine of Predestination comprises withineither the whole nor any part of the
Gospel. For, according to the tenor of the disaaidelivered by John and Christ, as they are
described to us by the Evangelist, and accordirtealoctrine of the Apostles and Christ after
his ascension, the Gospel consists partly of amatjon to repent and believe, and partly of a
promise to bestow forgiveness of sins, the gradbetpirit, and life eternal. But this
Predestination belongs neither to the injunctiorefgent and believe, nor to the annexed
promise. Nay, this doctrine does not even teach Wihd of men in general God has
predestinated, which is properly the doctrine ef @ospel; but it embraces within itself a certain
mystery, which is known only to God, who is thed&gtinater, and in which mystery are
comprehended what particular persons and how mammas decreed to save and to condemn.
From these premises | draw a further conclusiaat, ttiis doctrine of Predestination is not
necessary to salvation, either as an object of kenye, belief, hope, or performance. A
Confession to this effect has been made by a ndgarned man, in the theses which he has
proposed for discussion on this subject, in thiovahg words: "Wherefore the gospel cannot be
simply termed the book or the revelation of
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Predestination, but only in a relative sense. Beediudoes not absolutely denote either the
matter of the number or the form; that is, it nertdeclares how many persons in particular, nor
(with a few exceptions,) who they are, but only diescription of them in general, whom God
has predestinated.”

lll. This doctrine was never admitted, decreedgproved in any Council, either general or
particular, for the first six hundred years aftémit.

1. Not in the General Council of Nice, in which w#te was given against Arius and in favor of
the Deity and Consubstantiality of the Son of @dédt in the first Council of Constantinople, in
which a decree was passed against Macedoniusctegpthe Deity of the Holy Spirit. Not in

the Council of Ephesus, which determined againstdis, and in favor of the Unity of the
Person of the Son of God. Not in that of Chalceddrch condemned Eutyches, and



determined, "that in one and the same person dfanar Jesus Christ, there were two distinct
natures, which differ from each other in their @sse" Not in the second Council of
Constantinople, in which Peter, Bishop of Antioahd Anthymus, Bishop of Constantinople,
with certain other persons, were condemned formgpasserted "that the Father had likewise
suffered," as well as the Son. Nor in the third @olof Constantinople, in which the
Monothelites were condemned for having asserteat ttrere was only one will and operation in
Jesus Christ."

2. But this doctrine was not discussed or confirmmegolarticular Councils, such as that of
Jerusalem, Orange, or even that of Mela in Afndaich was held against Pelagius and his
errors, as is apparent from the articles of doetvihich were then decreed both against his
person and his false opinions.

But so far was Augustine’s doctrine of Predestoratrom being received in those councils, that
when Celestinus, the Bishop of Rome, who was hi¢eroporary, wrote to the Bishops of
France, and condemned the doctrines of the Peldiaconcluded his epistle in these words:
"but as we dare not despise, so neither do we desegessary to defend the more profound and
difficult parts of the questions which occur inglziontroversy, and which have been treated to a
very great extent by those
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who opposed the heretics. Because we believewtinatever the writings according to the
forementioned rules of the Apostolic See have taughis amply sufficient for confessing the
grace of God, from whose work, credit and authordya little must be subtracted or
withdrawn," etc. In reference to the rules whichreviaid down by Celestinus in that epistle, and
which had been decreed in the three precedingcplatiCouncils, we shall experience no
difficulty in agreeing together about them, espicia regard to those matters which are
necessary to the establishment of grace in oppaditi Pelagius and his errors.

IV. None of those Doctors or Divines of the Chuvaio held correct and orthodox sentiments
for the first six hundred years after the birthGdfrist, ever brought this doctrine forward or gave
it their approval. Neither was it professed andrappd by a single individual of those who
shewed themselves the principal and keenest dafenfigrace against Pelagius. Of this
description, it is evident, were St. Jerome, Auigiestthe author of the treatise entitled, De
Vocatione Gentium, ["The calling of the GentileHosper of Aquitaine, Hilary, Fulgentius,
and Orosius. This is very apparent from their wgs.

V. It neither agrees nor corresponds with the Haxyraf those confessions which were printed
and published together in one volume at Genevtneimame of the Reformed and Protestant
Churches. If that harmony of Confessions be fallyftonsulted, it will appear that many of
them do not speak in the same manner concernimggtieation; that some of them only
incidentally mention it; and that they evidentlywaeonce touch upon those heads of the
doctrine, which are now in great repute and pasrtyiurged in the preceding scheme of
Predestination, and which | have already adduced ddes any single Confession deliver this
doctrine in the same manner as it has just now pemgyounded by me. The Confessions of



Bohemia, England and Wirtemburgh, and the firsivetghn [Swiss] Confession, and that of the
four cities of Strasburgh, Constance, Memminged,landau, make no mention of this
Predestination. Those of Basle and Saxony, only éakery cursory notice of it in three words.
The Augustan Confession speaks of it in such a sraas1to induce the Genevan editors to
think, that some annotation was necessary on piagiy to give us a previous warning. The last
of the Helvetian [Swiss] Confessions, to which eagportion of the Reformed
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Churches have expressed their assent and whicth#wveysubscribed, likewise speaks of it in
such a strain as makes me very desirous to seeméthbd can possibly be adopted to give it
any accordance with that doctrine of Predestinatibith | have just now advanced. Yet this
[Swiss] Confession is that which has obtained fh@abation of the Churches of Geneva and
Savoy.

VI. Without the least contention or caviling, it yneery properly be made a question of doubt,
whether this doctrine agrees with the Belgic Casitesand the Heidelberg Catechism; as | shall
briefly demonstrate.

1. In the 14th Article of the Dutch Confession,db@xpression occur: "Man knowingly and
willingly subjected himself to sin, and, consequenb death and cursing, while he lent an ear to
the deceiving words and impostures of the devit! Erom this sentence | conclude, that man
did not sin on account of any necessity througheagaling decree of Predestination: which
inference is diametrically opposed to that doctoh@redestination against which | now
contend. Then, in the 16th Article, which treatshaf eternal election of God, these words are
contained: "God shewed himself Merciful, by delimgrfrom damnation, and by saving, those
persons whom, in his eternal and immutable couarsglcording to his gratuitous goodness, he
chose in Christ Jesus our Lord, without any regauttheir works. And he shewed himself just, in
leaving others in that their fall and perditionanthich they had precipitated themselves." It is
not obvious to me, how these words are consistéhtthis doctrine of Predestination.

2. In the 20th question of the Heidelberg Catechiseread: "salvation through Christ is not
given [restored] to all them who had perished ira#g but to those only who are engrafted into
Christ by the faith, and who embrace his beneffisom this sentence | infer, that God has not
absolutely Predestinated any men to salvationtHaithe has in his decree considered [or looked
upon] them as believers. This deduction is at aqmarilict with the first and third points of this
Predestination. In the 54th question of the santedb&m, it is said: "l believe that, from the
beginning to the end of the world, the Son of Gatlad the entire race of mankind doth by his
word and Spirit gather or collect unto himself angany chosen unto eternal life and agreeing
together in the true faith.” In
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this sentence "election to eternal life," and "agnent in the faith," stand in mutual

juxtaposition; and in such a manner, that thedastaot rendered subordinate to the former,
which, according to these sentiments on Predegtmatight to have been done. In that case the



words should have been placed in the following ordbe son of God calls and gathers to
himself, by his word and Spirit, a company choseaternal life, that they may believe and
agree together in the true faith.”

Since such are the statements of our ConfessiolCatethism, no reason whatever exists, why
those who embrace and defend these sentimenteded®ination, should either violently
endeavor to obtrude them on their colleagues arti@&hurch of Christ; or why they should
take it amiss, and put the worst construction upomhen any thing is taught in the Church or
University that is not exactly accordant with théactrine, or that is opposed to it.

VII. | affirm, that this doctrine is repugnant toet Nature of God, but particularly to those
Attributes of his nature by which he performs arghages all things, his wisdom, justice, and
goodness.

1. It is repugnant to his wisdom in three ways.

(1.) Because it represents God as decreeing samgdtiri a particular end [or purpose] which
neither is nor can be good: which is, that Godteikaomething for eternal perdition to the
praise of his justice.

(2.) Because it states, that the object which Goggsed to himself by this Predestination, was,
to demonstrate the glory of his mercy and justig: this glory he cannot demonstrate, except
by an act that is contrary at once to his mercylasgustice, of which description is that decree
of God in which he determined that man should eohlze rendered miserable.

(3.) Because it changes and inverts the ordereoftlo-fold wisdom of God, as it is displayed to
us in the Scriptures. For it asserts, that Godabaslutely predetermined to save men by the
mercy and wisdom that are comprehended in theideadf the cross of Christ, without having
foreseen this circumstance, that it was imposd$dienan (and that, truly, through his own
fault,) to be saved by the wisdom which was reweealghe law and which was infused into him
at the period of his creation: When
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the scripture asserts, on the contrary, that 8apéd God by the foolishness of preaching to save
them that believe;" that is,

"by the doctrine of the cross, after that in thedwim of God the world by wisdom knew not
God." (1 Corinthians 1:21.)

2. It is repugnant to the justice of God, not dnlyeference to that attribute denoting in God a
love of righteousness and a hatred of iniquity,dsb in reference to its being a perpetual and
constant desire in him to render to every oneuiltnath is his due.

(1.) Itis at variance with the first of these ided justice in the following manner: Because it
affirms, that God has absolutely willed to saveaiarindividual men, and has decreed their



salvation without having the least regard to righness or obedience: The proper inference
from which, is, that God loves such men far moenthis own justice [or righteousness.]

(2.) It is opposed to the second idea of his jestBecause it affirms, that God wishes to subject
his creature to misery, (which cannot possibly hewe existence except as the punishment of
sin,) although, at the same time, he does not lgpak [or consider] the creature as a sinner, and
therefore as not obnoxious either to wrath or teiglument. This is the manner in which it lays
down the position, that God has willed to givehe treature not only something which does not
belong to it, but which is connected with its gesatinjury. Which is another act directly
opposed to his justice. In accordance, therefoitd, this doctrine, God, in the first place,
detracts from himself that which is his own, [os hight,] and then imparts to the creature what
does not belong to it, to its great misery and ppireess.

3. Itis also repugnant to the Goodness of God.d@ess is an affection [or disposition] in God
to communicate his own good so far as his justisesiclers and admits to be fitting and proper.
But in this doctrine the following act is attribdteo God, that, of himself, and induced to it by
nothing external, he wills the greatest evil todrisatures; and that from all eternity he has pre-
ordained that evil for them, or pre-determinednpart it to them, even before he resolved to
bestow upon them any portion of good. For this dloetstates, that God willed to damn; and,
that he might be able to do this, be willed to tepalthough creation is the

201

first egress [or going forth] of God’s goodness d@oas his creatures. How vastly different are
such statements as these from that expansive ge®odh&od by which he confers benefits not
only on the unworthy, but also on the evil, theushjand on those who are deserving of
punishment, which trait of Divine beneficence i &ather who is in heaven, we are
commanded to imitate. (Matthew 5:45.)

VIII. Such a doctrine of Predestination is contrexryhe nature of man, in regard to his having
been created after the Divine image in the knowdeafgGod and in righteousness, in regard to
his having been created with freedom of will, amddgard to his having been created with a
disposition and aptitude for the enjoyment of éternal. These three circumstance, respecting
him, may be deduced from the following brief exgiess: "Do this, and live :" (Romans 10:5 .)
"In the day that thou eatest thereof, thou shattlgulie.” (Genesis 2:17.) If man be deprived of
any of these qualifications, such admonitions asdttannot possibly be effective in exciting
him to obedience.

1. This doctrine is inconsistent with the Divineaige, which consists of the knowledge of God
and holiness. For according to this knowledge @gtiteéousness man was qualified and
empowered, he was also laid under an obligatidmtav God, to love, worship, and serve him.
But by the intervention, or rather by the prevemtiof this Predestination, it was pre-ordained
that man should be formed vicious and should comsmitthat is, that he should neither know
God, love, worship, nor serve him; and that he khoat perform that which by the image of
God, he was well qualified and empowered to do,va@inidh he was bound to perform. This is
tantamount to such a declaration as the followivigch any one might make: "God did



undoubtedly create man after his own image, inteighsness and true holiness; but,
notwithstanding this, he fore-ordained and decrdeat,man should become impure and
unrighteous, that is, should be made conformablee¢amage of Satan."

2. This doctrine is inconsistent with the freeddinthe will, in which and with which man was
created by God. For it prevents the exercise gfltherty, by binding or determining the will
absolutely to one object, that is, to do this thangcisely, or to do that. God, therefore, accaydin
to this statement, may be blamed for the one oother of these two things,
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(with which let no man charge his Maker!) either doeating man with freedom of will, or for
hindering him in the use of his own liberty aftertiad formed him a free agent. In the former of
these two cases, God is chargeable with a wardgrgdideration, in the latter with mutability.

And in both, with being injurious to man as welltasimself.

3. This Predestination is prejudicial to man inaregto the inclination and capacity for the
eternal fruition of salvation, with which he waslewed at the period of his creation. For, since
by this Predestination it has been pre-determitied the greater part of mankind shall not be
made partakers of salvation, but shall fall interkasting condemnation, and since this
predetermination took place even before the ddwadepassed for creating man, such persons
are deprived of something, for the desire of whiaty have been endowed by God with a
natural inclination. This great privation they ssffnot in consequence of any preceding sin or
demerit of their own, but simply and solely througls sort of Predestination.

IX. This Predestination is diametrically opposedhe Act of Creation.

1. For creation is a communication of good accardanthe intrinsic property of its nature. But,
creation of this description, whose intent or desgg to make a way through itself by which the
reprobation that had been previously determined ohégin its object, is not a communication of
good. For we ought to form our estimate and judgroéevery good, from the mind and
intention of Him who is the Donor, and from the @advhich or on account of which it is
bestowed. In the present instance, the intentidgheDonor would have been, to condemn,
which is an act that could not possibly affect ang except a creature; and the end or event of
creation would have been the eternal perditiomefdreature. In that case creation would not
have been a communication of any good, but a paéiparfor the greatest evil both according to
the very intention of the Creator and the actualesof the matter; and according to the words of
Christ, "it had seen good for that man, if he haden been born!" (Matthew 26:24.)

2. Reprobation is an act of hatred, and from hadex@/es its origin. But creation does not
proceed from hatred; it is not therefore a way eans, which belongs to the execution of the
decree of reprobation.
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3. Creation is a perfect act of God, by which he mmanifested his wisdom, goodness and
omnipotence: It is not therefore subordinate toethé of any other preceding work or action of
God. But it is rather to be viewed as that act ol Gvhich necessarily precedes and is
antecedent to all other acts that he can possdithigredecree or undertake. Unless God had
formed a previous conception of the work of cragtize could not have decreed actually to
undertake any other act; and until he had exedbtdork of creation, he could by no means
have completed any other operation.

4. All the actions of God which tend to the condation of his creatures, are strange work or
foreign to him; because God consents to them,doresother cause that is quite extraneous. But
creation is not an action that is foreign to Gadt, ibis proper to him. It is eminently an action
most appropriate to Him, and to which he could low@d by no other external cause, because it
is the very first of the Divine acts, and, tilwas done, nothing could have any actual existence,
except God himself; for every thing else that hagiag, came into existence through this action.

5. If creation be the way and means through whiotd Gilled the execution of the decree of his
reprobation, he was more inclined to will the aateprobation than that of creation; and he
consequently derived greater satisfaction fromattteof condemning certain of his innocent
creatures, than in the act of their creation.

6. Lastly. Creation cannot be a way or means abisgtion according to the absolute purpose of
God: because, after the creation was completadistin the power of man still to have remained
obedient to the divine commands, and not to corsmijtto render this possible, while God had
on one part bestowed on him sufficient strength@owler, he had also on the other placed
sufficient impediments; a circumstance most diaitaty opposed to a Predestination of this
description.

X. This doctrine is at open hostility with the Nedwf Eternal Life, and the titles by which it is
signally distinguished in the Scriptures. For it@éled "the inheritance of the sons of God ;"
(Titus 3:7,) but those alone are the sons of Gothraling to the doctrine of the Gospel, "who
believe in the name of Jesus Christ." (John 1ii1#5)also called, "the reward of obedience,"
(Matthew 5:12,) and of "the labor of love;" (Hebrse®:10,)
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"the recompense of those who fight the good figiat @ho run well, a crown of righteousness,"
etc. (Revelation 2:10; 2 Timothy 4:7, 8.) God tliere has not, from his own absolute decree,

without any consideration or regard whatever tthfand obedience, appointed to any man, or
determined to appoint to him, life eternal.

Xl This Predestination is also opposed to the NatdrEternal Death, and to those appellations
by which it is described in Scripture. For it idled "the wages of sin; (Romans 6:23,) the
punishment of everlasting destruction, which shalfecompensed to them that know not God,
and that obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesuss€l{é Thessalonians 1:8, 9,) the everlasting
fire prepared for the devil and his angels, (Maitl25:41,) a fire which shall devour the enemies



and adversaries of God." (Hebrews 10:27.) Godetbeg, has not, by any absolute decree
without respect to sin and disobedience, prepaerda death for any person.

XIl This Predestination is inconsistent with thetida and Properties of Sin in two ways:

1. Because sin is called "disobedience" and "riglmell neither of which terms can possibly
apply to any person who by a preceding divine de@laced under an unavoidable necessity
of sinning.

2. Because sin is the meritorious cause of danmaBot the meritorious cause which moves the
Divine will to reprobate, is according to justi@d it induces God, who holds sin in abhorrence,
to will reprobation. Sin, therefore, which is a saucannot be placed among the means, by
which God executes the decree or will of reprolmatio

XIlI. This doctrine is likewise repugnant to thetNige of Divine Grace, and as far as its powers
permit, it effects its destruction. Under whatespecious pretenses it may be asserted, that "this
kind of Predestination is most admirably adaptedi guite necessary for the establishment of
grace," yet it destroys it in three ways:

1. Because grace is so attempered and commingtadiva nature of man, as not to destroy
within him the liberty of his will, but to give # right direction, to correct its depravity, and to
allow man to possess his own proper notions. Whilehe contrary, this Predestination
introduces such a species of grace, as takes aa@will and hinders its exercise.
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2. Because the representations of grace whichctifgeres contain, are such as describe it
capable of "being resisted, (Acts, 7:51,) and rekin vain;" (2 Corinthians 6:1,) and that it is
possible for man to avoid yielding his assent taurid to refuse all co-operation with it.
(Hebrews 12:15; Matthew 23:37; Luke 7:30.) While,tbe contrary, this Predestination affirms,
that grace is a certain irresistible force and apen.

3. Because, according to the primary intention @ndf design of God, grace conduces to the
good of those persons to whom it is offered andrbgm it is received: while, on the contrary,

this doctrine drags along with it the assertioa} tirace is offered even to certain reprobates, and
is so far communicated to them as to illuminater thiederstandings and to excite within them a
taste for the heavenly gifts, only for this end @uodpose, that, in proportion to the height to
which they are elevated, the abyss into which #reyprecipitated may be the deeper, and their
fall the heavier; and that they may both merit eskive the greater perdition.

XIV. The doctrine of this Predestination is Injursto the Glory of God, which does not consist
of a declaration of liberty or authority, nor olamonstration of anger and power, except to such
an extent as that declaration and demonstrationb@apnsistent with justice, and with a
perpetual reservation in behalf of the honor of Ggodness. But, according to this doctrine, it
follows that God is the author of sin, which maydseved by four arguments:



1. One of its positions is, that God has absoludelyreed to demonstrate his glory by punitive
justice and mercy, in the salvation of some med,iarthe damnation of others, which neither
was done, nor could have possibly been done, usiedsad entered into the world.

2. This doctrine affirms, that, in order to obthis object, God ordained that man should commit
sin, and be rendered vitiated; and, from this Devamdination or appointment, the fall of man
necessarily followed.

3. It asserts that God has denied to man, or hslkawn from him, such a portion of grace as is
sufficient and necessary to enable him to avoigdasd that this was done before man had
sinned: which is an act that amounts to the sanifeG®d had prescribed a law to man, which it
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would be utterly impossible for him to fulfill, whethe nature in which he had been created was
taken into consideration.

4. It ascribes to God certain operations with rédgarman, both external and internal, both
mediate (by means of the intervention of othertares) and immediate — which Divine
operations being once admitted, man must necessarnimit sin, by that necessity which the
schoolmen call "a consequential necessity antetédehe thing itself,” and which totally
destroys the freedom of the will. Such an act dbissdoctrine attribute to God, and represents it
to proceed from his primary and chief intentionthwut any foreknowledge of an inclination,

will, or action on the part of man.

From these premises, we deduce, as a further oo|uhat God really sins. Because,
according to this doctrine, he moves to sin byd@riteat is unavoidable, and according to his
own purpose and primary intention, without haviageived any previous inducement to such an
act from any preceding sin or demerit in man.

From the same position we might also infer, thatl Gahe only sinner. For man, who is
impelled by an irresistible force to commit sildt s, to perpetrate some deed that has been
prohibited,) cannot be said to sin himself.

As a legitimate consequence it also follows, timisnot sin, since whatever that be which God
does, it neither can be sin, nor ought any of bis # receive that appellation.

Besides the instances which | have already recdutttere is another method by which this
doctrine inflicts a deep wound on the honor of Gedbut these, it is probable, will be
considered at present to be amply sufficient.

XV. This doctrine is highly dishonorable to Jesusi& our Savior. For,
1. It entirely excludes him from that decree ofd&sination which predestinates the end: and it

affirms, that men were predestinated to be savefdyé Christ was predestinated to save them,;
and thus it argues, that he is not the foundatfaextion. 207



2. It denies, that Christ is the meritorious catisat again obtained for us the salvation which we
had lost, by placing him as only a subordinate eaighat salvation which had been already
foreordained, and thus only a minister and instmint@ apply that salvation unto us. This indeed
is in evident congruity with the opinion which &st'that God has absolutely willed the
salvation of certain men, by the first and suprel®eree which he passed, and on which all his
other decrees depend and are consequent.” Iféhisib, it was therefore impossible for the
salvation of such men to have been lost, and thexefnnecessary for it to be repaired and in
some sort regained afresh, and discovered, by &g af Christ, who was fore-ordained a

Savior for them alone.

XVI. This doctrine is also hurtful to the salvatiohmen.

1. Because it prevents that saving and godly sofoowins that have been committed, which
cannot exist in those who have no consciousness oBut it is obvious, that the man who has
committed sin through the unavoidable necessith@idecree of God, cannot possibly have this
kind of consciousness of sin. (2 Corinthians 7:10.)

2. Because it removes all pious solicitude aboutgeonverted from sin unto God. For he can
feel no such concern who is entirely passive amdigots himself like a dead man, with respect
not only to his discernment and perception of tteeg of God that is exciting and assisting, but
also to his assent and obedience to it; and whorigerted by such an irresistible impulse, that
he not only cannot avoid being sensible of thegEdGod which knocks within him, but he
must likewise of necessity yield his assent tarit] thus convert himself, or rather be converted.
Such a person it is evident, cannot produce wiisrheart or conceive in his mind this
solicitude, except he have previously felt the samasistible motion. And if he should produce
within his heart any such concern, it would beamvand without the least advantage. For that
cannot be a true solicitude, which is not producetie heart by any other means except by an
irresistible force according to the absolute puepasd intention of God to effect his salvation.
(Revelation 2:3; 3:2.)

3. Because it restrains, in persons that are ctetjeall zeal and studious regard for good works,
since it declares "that the regenerate cannot peréither more or less good than they do." For
he that is actuated or impelled
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by saving grace, must work, and cannot discontmsi¢abor; but he that is not actuated by the
same grace, can do nothing, and finds it necessagase from all attempts. (Titus 3:14.)

4. Because it extinguishes the zeal for prayerclviget is an efficacious means instituted by
God for asking and obtaining all kinds of blessifrigsn him, but principally the great one of
salvation. (Luke 11:1-13.) But from the circumstarnd it having been before determined by an
immutable and inevitable decree, that this desonpaf men [the elect] should obtain salvation,
prayer cannot on any account be a means for agkidgbtaining that salvation. It can only be a
mode of worshipping God; because according to liselate decree of his Predestination he has
determined that such men shall be saved.



5. It takes away all that most salutary fear amthbling with which we are commanded to work
out our own salvation. (Philippians 2:12) for itgts "that he who is elected and believes, cannot
sin with that full and entire willingness with whisin is committed by the ungodly; and that

they cannot either totally or finally fall away frofaith or grace.”

6. Because it produces within men a despair bogedbrming that which their duty requires
and of obtaining that towards which their desinesdirected. For when they are taught that the
grace of God (which is really necessary to thegreréince of the least portion of good) is denied
to the majority of mankind, according to an absslkamnd peremptory decree of God — — and
that such grace is denied because, by a precedorgalequally absolute, God has determined
not to confer salvation on them but damnation; winey are thus taught, it is scarcely possible
for any other result to ensue, than that the inldial who cannot even with great difficulty work
a persuasion within himself of his being electéaysd soon consider himself included in the
number of the reprobate. From such an appreheasitinis, must arise a certain despair of
performing righteousness and obtaining salvation.

XVII. This doctrine inverts the order of the Gospélesus Christ. For in the Gospel God
requires repentance and faith on the part of maprdmising to him life everlasting, if he
consent to become a convert and a believer. (Mdrk 1.6:16.) But it is stated in this
[Supralapsarian] decree of Predestination, that@od’s absolute will, to bestow salvation on
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certain particular men, and that he willed at s time absolutely to give those very
individuals repentance and faith, by means of @asistible force, because it was his will and
pleasure to save them. In the Gospel, God denowtessal death on the impenitent and
unbelieving. (John 3:36.) And those threats coatgahlio the purpose which he has in view, that
he may by such means deter them from unbelief sl hay save them. But by this decree of
Predestination it is taught, that God wills nottmfer on certain individual men that grace
which is necessary for conversion and faith bechedeas absolutely decreed their
condemnation.

The Gospel says,

"God so loved the world that he gave his only-besggoson, that whosoever believeth in him
should have everlasting life." (John 3:16.) Busttioctrine declares; "that God so loved those
whom he had absolutely elected to eternal lifépagve his son to them alone, and by an
irresistible force to produce within them faith loim." To embrace the whole in few words, the
Gospel says, "fulfill the command, and thou shhtam the promise; believe, and thou shalt
live." But this [supralapsarian] doctrine saysnts it is my will to give thee life, it is therefor
my will to give thee faith:" which is a real and stananifest inversion of the Gospel.

XVIII. This Predestination is in open hostility ke ministry of the Gospel.

1. For if God by an irresistible power quicken hirho is dead in trespasses and sins, no man
can be a minister and "a laborer together with G@dCorinthians 3:9,) nor can the word



preached by man be the instrument of grace arfied®pirit, any more than a creature could
have been an instrument of grace in the first meabr a dispenser of that grace in the
resurrection of the body from the dead.

2. Because by this Predestination the ministryhefgospel is made "the savor of death unto
death" in the case of the majority of those wha lte§2 Corinthians 2:14-16,) as well as an

instrument of condemnation, according to the pryntkesign and absolute intention of God,

without any consideration of previous rebellion.

3. Because, according to this doctrine, baptisngnddministered to many reprobate children,
(who yet are the offspring of parents that beliand are God’s covenant people,) is evidently a
seal [or ratification] of
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nothing, and thus becomes entirely useless, inrdance with the primary and absolute
intention of God, without any fault [or culpabiljtgn the part of the infants themselves, to whom
it is administered in obedience to the Divine comtha

4. Because it hinders public prayers from beingreff to God in a becoming and suitable
manner, that is, with faith, and in confidence tihaty will be profitable to all the hearers of the
word; when there are many among them, whom Godtismy unwilling to save, but whom by

his absolute, eternal, and immutable will, (whislantecedent to all things and causes whatever,)
it is his will and pleasure to damn: In the meameti when the apostle commands prayers and
supplications to be made for all men, he addsréason,

"for this is good and acceptable in the sight oflGar Savior; who will have all men to be
saved,
and to come unto the knowledge of the truth.” (hdthy 2:1-4.)

5. The constitution of this doctrine is such, as/\easily to render pastors and teachers slothful

and negligent in the exercise of their ministryc8ese, from this doctrine it appears to them as

though it were impossible for all their diligencelie useful to any persons, except to those only
whom God absolutely and precisely wills to savel who cannot possibly perish; and as though
all their negligence could be hurtful to none, gtde those alone whom God absolutely wills to

destroy, who must of necessity perish, and to wharontrary fate is impossible.

XIX. This doctrine completely subverts the foundatbf religion in general, and of the Christian
Religion in particular.

1. The foundation of religion considered in genasah two-fold love of God; without which

there neither is nor can be any religion: The ffsthem is a love for righteousness [or justice]
which gives existence to his hatred of sin. The@sdds a love for the creature who is endowed
with reason, and (in the matter now before ussg) @ love for man, according to the expression

of the Apostle to the Hebrews. "for he that comettod must believe that he is, and that he is a



rewarder of them that diligently seek Him." (11:69d’s love of righteousness is manifested by
this circumstance, that it is not his will and @eee to bestow eternal life on
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any except on "those who seek him." God’s love ahroonsists in his being willing to give him
eternal life, if he seek Him.

A mutual relation subsists between these two kofdsve, which is this. The latter species of
love, which extends itself to the creatures, caloate into exercise, except so far as it is
permitted by the former, [the love of righteousiheske former love, therefore, is by far the

most excellent species; but in every directiongherabundant scope for the emanations of the
latter, [the love of the creature,] except wheeeftirmer [the love of righteousness] has placed
some impediment in the range of its exercise. Tisedf these consequences is most evidently
proved from the circumstance of God’s condemning oraaccount of sin, although he loves
him in the relation in which he stands as his enegtwhich would by no means have been done,
had he loved man more than righteousness, [ocgi$taind had he evinced a stronger aversion to
the eternal misery of man than to his disobedieBaéthe second consequence is proved by this
argument, that God condemns no person, exceptamuacof sin; and that he saves such a
multitude of men who turn themselves away [or amverted] from sin; which he could not do,
unless it was his will to allow as abundant scapkis love for the creatures, as is permitted by
righteousness [or justice] under the regulatiothefDivine judgment.

But this [Supralapsarian] doctrine inverts thisesrdnd mutual relation in two ways:

(1.) The one is when it states, that God wills &listy to save certain particular men, without
having had in that his intention the least refeeemicregard to their obedience. This is the
manner in which it places the love of God to mafoieehis love of righteousness, and lays
down the position — that God loves men (as suchpertttan righteousness, and evinces a
stronger aversion to their misery than to theiragid disobedience.

(2.) The other is when it asserts, on the contthat, God wills absolutely to damn certain
particular men without manifesting in his decreg eonsideration of their disobedience. In this
manner it detracts from his love to the creatuad Which belongs to it; while it teaches, that
God hates the creature, without any cause or nigcdssived from his love of
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righteousness and his hatred of iniquity. In wtgeke, it is not true, "that sin is the primary
object of God’s hatred, and its only meritoriouss®&" The great influence and potency which
this consideration possesses in subverting thedfation of religion, may be appropriately
described by the following simile: Suppose a sosay "My father is such a great lover of
righteousness and equity, that, notwithstanding hé beloved son, he would disinherit me if |
were found disobedient to him. Obedience, therefera duty which | must sedulously cultivate,
and which is highly incumbent upon me, if | wishbi® his heir." Suppose another son to say:
"My father’s love for me is so great, that he is@lhtely resolved to make me his heir. There is,



therefore, no necessity for my earnestly strivimgield him obedience; for, according to his
unchangeable will, | shall become his heir. Naywileby an irresistible force draw me to obey
him, rather than not suffer me to be made his'hBirt such reasoning as the latter is
diametrically opposed to the doctrine containethanfollowing words of John the Baptist:

"And think not to say within yourselves, we haveréitam to our father: For | say unto you, that
God is able of these stones to raise up childréo Abraham.” (Matthew 3:9.)

2. But the Christian religion also has its supergtrre built upon this two-fold love as a
foundation. This love, however, is to be consideneal manner somewhat different, in
consequence of the change in the condition of mvan, when he had been created after the
image of God and in his favor, became by his owatt fasinner and an enemy to God.

(1.) God's love of righteousness [or justice] oniahithe Christian religion rests, is, first, that
righteousness which he declared only once, whichiw&hrist; because it was his will that sin
should not be expiated in any other way than byptbed and death of his Son, and that Christ
should not be admitted before him as an Advocagpr€cator and Intercessor, except when
sprinkled by his own blood. But this love of rigbtesness is, secondly, that which he daily
manifests in the preaching of the gospel, in winetdeclares it to be his will to grant a
communication of Christ and his benefits to no nextept to him who becomes converted and
believes in Christ.
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(2.) God's love of miserable sinners, on which\wkee the Christian religion is founded, is, first,
that love by which he gave his Son for them, antstituted him a Savior of those who obey
him. But this love of sinners is, secondly, thatldyich he hath required obedience, not
according to the rigor and severity to which he ematitied by his own supreme right, but
according to his grace and clemency, and with tltktian of a promise of the remission of sins,
provided fallen man repent. The [supralapsariac}riite of Predestination is, in two ways,
opposed to this two-fold foundation: first, by stgt "that God has such a great love for certain
sinners, that it was his will absolutely to saventhbefore he had given satisfaction, through
Christ Jesus, to his love of righteousness, [drgeg and that he thus willed their salvation even
in his own fore-knowledge and according to his deteate purpose.”

Besides, it totally and most completely overtutmis foundation, by teaching it to be "God’s
pleasure, that satisfaction should be paid tousBge, [or righteousness,] because he willed
absolutely to save such persons:" which is nothesg, than to make his love for justice,
manifested in Christ, subordinate to his love fafid man whom it is his will absolutely to save.
Secondly. It opposes itself to this foundationtdmching, "that it is the will of God absolutely to
damn certain sinners without any consideratiorhefrtimpenitency;” when at the same time a
most plenary and complete satisfaction had beettered, in Christ Jesus, to God’s love of
righteousness [or justice] and to his hatred of Smthat nothing now can hinder the possibility
of his extending mercy to the sinner, whosoevemhag be, except the condition of repentance.
Unless some person should choose to assert, wiattésl in this doctrine, "that it has been
God’s will to act towards the greater part of mawkwith the same severity as he exercised



towards the devil and his angels, or even withtgreaince it was his pleasure that neither Christ
nor his gospel should be productive of greaterdigs to them than to the devils, and since,
according to the first offense, the door of graecas much closed against them as it is against the
evil angels.” Yet each of those angels sinned,itmgélf in his own proper person, through his
individual maliciousness, and by his voluntary adtjle men sinned, only in Adam their parent,
before they had been brought into existence.
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But, that we may more clearly understand the fathtis two-fold love being the foundation of
all religion and the manner in which it is so, wikle mutual correspondence that subsists
between each other, as we have already described thwill be profitable for us to
contemplate with greater attention the followingrdgof the Apostle to the Hebrews: "He that
cometh to God, must believe that He is and thaiskerewarder of them that diligently seek
Him." In these words two things are laid down asi@ations to religion, in opposition to two
fiery darts of Satan, which are the most pernicioests to it, and each of which is able by itself
to overturn and extirpate all religion. One of thensecurity, the other despair. Security
operates, when a man permits himself, that, hottantive soever he may be to the worship of
God, he will not be damned, but will obtain salgatiDespair is in operation, when a person
entertains a persuasion, that, whatever degresvefence he may evince towards God, he will
not receive any remuneration. In what human mirevepeither of these pests is fostered, it is
impossible that any true and proper worship of Gaxl there reside. Now both of them are
overturned by the words of the Apostle: For if annfiamly believes, "that God will bestow
eternal life on those alone who seek Him, but Hewill inflict on the rest death eternal,” he
can on no account indulge himself in security. Artte likewise believes, that "God is truly a
rewarder of those who diligently seek Him," by apmd himself to the search he will not be in
danger of falling into despair. The foundationlod former kind of faith by which a man firmly
believes, "that God will bestow eternal life on e@xcept on those who seek Him," is that love
which God bears to his own righteousness, [orgadtand which is greater than that which he
entertains for man. And, by this alone, all causgegurity is removed. But the foundation of the
latter kind of faith, "that God will undoubtedly laerewarder of those who diligently seek Him,"
is that great love for man which neither will n@ancprevent God from effecting salvation for
him, except he be hindered by his still greateeltor righteousness or justice. Yet the latter
kind of love is so far from operating as a hindeate God from becoming a rewarder of those
who diligently seek Him, that on the contrary, ibmotes in every possible way the bestowment
of that reward. Those persons, therefore, who &k can by no means indulge in a single
doubt concerning his readiness to remunerate. Aisdhis which acts as a preservative against
despair or distrust. Since this is the
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actual state of the case, this two-fold love, dredrhutual relation which each part of it bears to
the other and which we have just unfolded, arddhadations of religion, without which no
religion can possibly exist. That doctrine, therefavhich is in open hostility to this mutual love
and to the relation that mutually subsists betwbem, is, at the same time, subversive of the
foundation of all religion.



XX. Lastly. This doctrine of Predestination hastegected both in former times and in our
own days, by the greater part of the professofShuistianity.

1. But, omitting all mention of the periods thatooed in former ages, facts themselves declare,
that the Lutheran and Anabaptist Churches, asagdiat of Rome, account this to be an
erroneous doctrine.

2. However highly Luther and Melancthon might a tlery commencement of the reformation,
have approved of this doctrine, they afterwardeded it. This change in Melancthon is quite
apparent from his latter writings: And those whgesthemselves "Luther’s disciples,” make the
same statement respecting their master, whiledbeiend that on this subject he made a more
distinct and copious declaration of his sentimeint#gad of entirely abandoning those which he
formerly entertained. But Philip Melancthon belidwbat this doctrine did not differ greatly

from the fate of the Stoics: This appears from mafrlyis writings, but more particularly in a
certain letter which he addressed to Gasper Peaieéiin which, among other things, he states:
"Laelius writes to me and says, that the contrgverspecting the Stoical Fate is agitated with
such uncommon fervor at Geneva, that one individueast into prison because he happened to
differ from Zeno. O unhappy times! When the do@raf salvation is thus obscured by certain
strange disputes!”

3. All the Danish Churches embrace a doctrine qupigosed to this, as is obvious from the
writings of Nicholas Hemmingius in his treatise dniversal Grace, in which he declares that
the contest between him and his adversaries cedsisthe determination of these two points:
"do the Elect believe ," or, "are believers theetelect?" He considers "those persons who
maintain the former position, to hold sentimentseagble to the doctrine of the Manichees and
Stoics; and those who maintain the
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latter point, are in obvious agreement with Mosas the Prophets, with Christ and his
Apostles."”

4. Besides, by many of the inhabitants of theseowur provinces, this doctrine is accounted a
grievance of such a nature, as to cause sevetfa¢of to affirm, that on account of it, they
neither can nor will have any communion with ounu@in. Others of them have united
themselves with our Churches, but not without émgea protest, "that they cannot possibly give
their consent to this doctrine.” But, on accounthas kind of Predestination, our Churches have
been deserted by not a few individuals, who forgnlkeeld the same opinions as ourselves:
Others, also, have threatened to depart from usssithey be fully assured that the Church
holds no opinion of this description.

5. There is likewise no point of doctrine which ®apists, Anabaptists, and Lutherans oppose
with greater vehemence than this, and through whiokes they create a worse opinion of our
Churches or procure for them a greater portionatrfed, and thus bring into disrepute all the
doctrines which we profess. They likewise affirrhdt of all the blasphemies against God which



the mind of man can conceive or his tongue canesspthere is none so foul as not to be
deduced by fair consequence from this opinion ofdmctors."

6. Lastly. Of all the difficulties and controversighich have arisen in these our Churches since
the time of the Reformation, there is none thatri@shad its origin in this doctrine, or that has
not, at least, been mixed with it. What | have tsiel will be found true, if we bring to our
recollection the controversies which existed atdezyin the affair of Koolhaes, at Gouda in that
of Herman Herberts, at Horn with respect to CouselWiggerston, and at Mendenblich in the
affair of Tako Sybrants. This consideration wasarbng the last of those motives which
induced me to give my most diligent attention tis thead of doctrine, and endeavor to prevent
our Churches from suffering any detriment fronbgcause, from it, the Papists have derived
much of their increase. While all pious teacherghbunost heartily to desire the destruction of
Popery, as they would that of the kingdom of Antisth they ought with the greatest zeal, to
engage in the attempt, and as far as it is with&ir tpower, to make the most efficient
preparations for its overthrow.
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The preceding views are, in brief, those whichlthespecting this novel doctrine of
Predestination. | have propounded it with all géenth from the very expressions of the authors
themselves, that | might not seem to invent anibate to them any thing which | was not able
clearly to prove from their writings.

3. A SECOND KIND OF PREDESTINATION.

But some other of our doctors state the subje@aaf's Predestination in a manner somewhat
different. We will cursorily touch upon the two mexiwhich they employ.

Among some of them the following opinion is preveie

1. God determined within himself, by an eternal enchutable decree, to make (according to his
own good pleasure,) the smaller portion out ofglleeral mass of mankind partakers of his
grace and glory, to the praise of his own glorigrece. But according to his pleasure he also
passed by the greater portion of men, and left timetimeir own nature, which is incapable of
every thing supernatural, [or beyond itself,] amdi rdbt communicate to them that saving and
supernatural grace by which their nature, (ifilt sttained its integrity,) might be strengthened,
or by which, if it were corrupted, it might be restd — for a demonstration of his own liberty.
Yet after God had made these men sinners and gdittgath, he punished them with death
eternal — for a demonstration of his own justice.

2. Predestination is to be considered in respeits #nd and to the means which tend to it. But
these persons employ the word "Predestinatiorntsiapecial acceptation for election and oppose
it to reprobation.

(1.) In respect to its end, (which is salvationd an illustration of the glorious grace of God,)
man is considered in common and absolutely, sutte asin his own nature.



(2.) But in respect to the means, man is considasguerishing from himself and in himself, and
as guilty in Adam.

3. In the decree concerning the end, the follovgreglations are to be regarded.
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(1.) The prescience of God, by which he foreknesséhwhom he had predestinated. Then

(2.) The Divine prefinition, [or predeterminatiofy which he foreordained the salvation of
those persons by whom he had foreknown.

First, by electing them from all eternity: and sedly, by preparing for them grace in this life,
and glory in the world to come.

4. The means which belong to the execution ofPhnéslestination, are

(1.) Christ himself:

(2.) An efficacious call to faith in Christ, fromhich justification takes its origin:

(3.) The qift of perseverance unto the end.

5. As far as we are capable of comprehending ftbieme of reprobation it consists of two acts,

that of preterition and that of predamnatian. Hmsecedent to all things, and to all causes which
are either in the things themselves or which aigeof them; that is, it has no regard whatever to
any sin, and only views man in an absolute andrg¢éaspect.

6. Two means are fore-ordained for the executiahefact of preterition:

(1.) Dereliction [or abandoning] in a state of mafwhich by itself is incapable of every thing
supernatural: and

(2.) Non-communication [or a negation] of superratgrace, by which their nature (if in a state
of integrity,) might be strengthened, and (if iatate of corruption,) might be restored.

7. Predamnation is antecedent to all things, yabés by no means exist without a fore-
knowledge of the causes of damnation. It views asa sinner, obnoxious to damnation in
Adam, and as on this account perishing througméwoessity of Divine justice.

8. The means ordained for the execution of thidgmenation, are

(1.) Just desertion, which is either that of exalimn, [or examination,] in which God does not
confer his grace, or that of punishment when God
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takes away from a man all his saving gifts, andvded him over to the power of Satan.

(2.) The second means are induration or hardeamgjthose consequences which usually follow
even to the real damnation of the person reprobated

4. A THIRD KIND OF PREDESTINATION.
But others among our doctors state their sentimamthis subject in the following manner:

1. Because God willed within himself from all etéyrio make a decree by which he might elect
certain men and reprobate the rest, he viewed amsidered the human race not only as created
but likewise as fallen or corrupt, and on that actmbnoxious to cursing and malediction. Out
of this lapsed and accursed state God determinkdoktate certain individuals and freely to save
them by his grace, for a declaration of his mebey;he resolved in his own just judgment to
leave the rest under the curse [or maledictionhfdeclaration of his justice. In both these cases
God acts without the least consideration of repergand faith in those whom he elects, or of
impenitence and unbelief in those whom he reprabate

2. The special means which relate particularhheexecution both of election and reprobation,
are the very same as those which we have alregmbhuexied in the first of these kinds of
Predestination, with the exception of those medmstware common both to election and
reprobation; because this [third] opinion placesfadl of man, not as a means fore-ordained for
the execution of the preceding decree of Predesiméut as something that might furnish a
fixed purpose or occasion for making this decreBrefdestination.

5. MY JUDGMENT RESPECTING THE TWO LAST DESCRIBED SEMES OF
PREDESTINATION.

Both these opinions, as they outwardly pretendedifom the first in this point — that neither
of them lays down the creation or the fall as aiateccause fore-ordained by God for the
execution of the preceding decree of Predestinatiety with regard to the fall, some diversity
may
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be perceived in the two latter opinions. For thepsd kind of Predestination places election,
with regard to the end, before the fall; it alsaqas before that event preterition, [or passing by,
which is the first part of reprobation. While therd kind does not allow any part of election and
reprobation to commence till after the fall of mBumit, among the causes which seem to have
induced the inventors of the two latter schemedetver the doctrine of Predestination in this
manner, and not to ascend to such a great heigheasventors of the first scheme have done,
this is not the least — that they have been desiodwising the greatest precaution, lest it might
be concluded from their doctrine that God is thimawof sin, with as much show of probability
as, (according to the intimation of some of tho$® wield their assent to both the latter kinds,) it
is deducible from the first description of Predestion.



Yet if we be willing to inspect these two lattenmpns a little more closely, and in particular if
we accurately examine the second and third kindcantpare them with other sentiments of the
same author concerning some subjects of our religie shall discover, that the fall of Adam
cannot possibly, according to their views, be cdexsd in any other manner than as a necessary
means for the execution of the preceding decré&edestination.

1. In reference to the second of the three, thepEarent from two reasons comprised in it:

The first of these reasons is that which states tGdve determined by the decree of
reprobation to deny to man that grace which wasssary for the confirmation and
strengthening of his nature, that it might not berupted by sin; which amounts to this, that God
decreed not to bestow that grace which was negessavoid sin; and from this must
necessarily follow the transgression of man, asgeding from a law imposed on him. The fall
of man is therefore a means ordained for the ei@tof the decree of reprobation.

The second of these reasons is that which stadsvthparts of reprobation to be preterition and
predamnation. These two parts, according to thaiege are connected together by a necessary
and mutual bond, and are equally extensive. Fbithae whom God passed by in conferring
Divine grace, are likewise damned. Indeed no othersiamned,
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except those who are the subjects of this actetbption. From this therefore it may be
concluded, that "sin must necessarily follow frdra tlecree of reprobation or preterition,
because, if it were otherwise, it might possiblppen, that a person who had been passed by,
might not commit sin, and from that circumstancgmhnot become liable to damnation; since
sin is the sole meritorious cause of damnation:thod certain of those individuals who had
been passed by, might neither be saved nor damnethieh is great absurdity.

This second opinion on Predestination, therefaiés into the same inconvenience as the first.
For it not only does not avoid that [conclusiomtdking God the author of sin,] but while those
who profess it make the attempt, they fall intcagppble and absurd self-contradiction — while,
in reference to this point, the first of these ogms is alike throughout and consistent with itself

2. The third of these schemes of Predestinatioridvescape this rock to much better effect, did
not the patrons of it, while declaring their sergnts on Predestination and providence, employ
certain expressions, from which the necessity efftii might be deduced. Yet this necessity
cannot possibly have any other origin than someedegf Predestination.

(1.) One of these explanatory expressions is thescription of the Divine permission, by which
God permits sin. Some of them describe it thustriypssion is the withdrawing of that Divine
grace, by which, when God executes the decreess @filh through rational creatures, he either
does not reveal to the creature that divine wilhisfown by which he wills that action to be
performed, or does not bend the will of the creatoryield obedience in that act to the Divine
will." To these expressions, the following are inthagely subjoined: "if this be a correct
statement, the creature commits sin through nagegst voluntarily and without restraint.” If it



be objected that "this description does not comywdh that permission by which God permitted
the sin of Adam:" We also entertain the same opimioout it. Yet it follows, as a consequence,
from this very description, that "other sins arencaitted through necessity."

(2.) Of a similar tendency are the expressions iwkame of them use, when they contend, that
the declaration of the glory of God, which mustessarily be illustrated, is placed in "the
demonstration of mercy and of
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punitive justice." But such a demonstration coudti imave been made, unless sin, and misery
through sin, had entered into the world, to forfeast some degree of misery for the least sin.
And in this manner is sin also necessarily intraaljthrough the necessity of such a
demonstration of the Divine glory. Since the fdllhalam is already laid down to be necessary,
and, on that account, to be a means for executm@receding decree of Predestination; creation
itself is likewise at the same time laid down aseans subservient to the execution of the same
decree. For the fall cannot be necessarily consegqumn the creation, except through the
decree of Predestination, which cannot be placesdas the creation and the fall, but is
prefixed to both of them, as having the precedeaice,ordaining creation for the fall, and both
of them for executing one and the same decree dernwnstrate the justice of God in the
punishment of sin, and his mercy in its remissB®&cause, if this were not the case, that which
must necessarily ensue from the act of creatiomioadeen intended by God when he created,
which is to suppose an impossibility. But let itdranted, that the necessity of the fall of Adam
cannot be deduced from either of the two latteniopis, yet all the preceding arguments which
have been produced against the first opinion,adter, a trifling modification to suit the varied
purpose, equally valid against the two latter. Maaild be very apparent, if, to demonstrate it, a
conference were to be instituted.

6. MY OWN SENTIMENTS ON PREDESTINATION.

| have hitherto been stating those opinions conegrine article of Predestination which are
inculcated in our Churches and in the University@yden, and of which | disapprove. | have at
the same time produced my own reasons, why | farch sin unfavorable judgment concerning
them; and | will now declare my own opinions orsthubject, which are of such a description as,
according to my views, appear most conformablé&¢onord of God.

1. The first absolute decree of God concerningtieation of sinful man, is that by which he
decreed to appoint his Son, Jesus Christ, for adfleg Redeemer, Savior, Priest and King, who
might destroy sin by
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his own death, might by his obedience obtain theatan which had been lost, and might
communicate it by his own virtue.



2. The second precise and absolute decree of &tehtiin which he decreed to receive into
favor those who repent and believe, and, in Chosthis sake and through Him, to effect the
salvation of such penitents and believers as persdwo the end; but to leave in sin, and under
wrath, all impenitent persons and unbelievers,tardhmn them as aliens from Christ.

3. The third Divine decree is that by which Godrded to administer in a sufficient and
efficacious manner the means which were necessargpentance and faith; and to have such
administration instituted

(1.) according to the Divine Wisdom, by which Gatblvs what is proper and becoming both to
his mercy and his severity, and

(2.) according to Divine Justice, by which He isgared to adopt whatever his wisdom may
prescribe and put it in execution.

4. To these succeeds the fourth decree, by whichdgoreed to save and damn certain
particular persons. This decree has its foundatiahe foreknowledge of God, by which he
knew from all eternity those individuals who woutdrough his preventing grace, believe, and,
through his subsequent grace would persevere,dnogaio the before described administration
of those means which are suitable and proper foversion and faith; and, by which
foreknowledge, he likewise knew those who wouldlralieve and persevere.

Predestination, when thus explained, is
1. The foundation of Christianity, and of salvatenmd its certainty.

2. It is the sum and the matter of the gospel; naythe gospel itself, and on that account
necessary to be believed in order to salvatiofaraas the two first articles are concerned.

3. It has had no need of being examined or deteanry any council, either general or
particular, since it is contained in the scripturkesarly and expressly in so many words; and no
contradiction has ever yet been offered to it by @thodox Divine.
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4. It has constantly been acknowledged and taughtl iChristian teachers who held correct and
orthodox sentiments.

5. It agrees with that harmony of all confessiansich has been published by the protestant
Churches.

6. It likewise agrees most excellently with the &luConfession and Catechism. This concord is
such, that if in the Sixteenth article these twpressions "those persons whom" and "others," be
explained by the words "believers"” and "unbelieVérese opinions of mine on Predestination
will be comprehended in that article with the gesatclearness. This is the reason why | directed
the thesis to be composed in the very words oCihiefession, when, on one occasion, | had to



hold a public disputation before my private clasthie University. This kind of Predestination
also agrees with the reasoning contained in thatteth and the fifty-fourth question of the
Catechism.

7. It is also in excellent accordance with the reataf God — with his wisdom, goodness, and
righteousness; because it contains the principétemaf all of them, and is the clearest
demonstration of the Divine wisdom, goodness, ajitt@ousness [or justice]

8. It is agreeable in every point with the naturenan — in what form soever that nature may be
contemplated, whether in the primitive state oftign, in that of the fall, or in that of
restoration.

9. It is in complete concert with the act of creafiby affirming that the creation itself is a real
communication of good, both from the intention afdzand with regard to the very end or
event; that it had its origin in the goodness otiGbat whatever has a reference to its
continuance and preservation, proceeds from Dine; and that this act of creation is a perfect
and appropriate work of God, in which he is at ctaigance with himself, and by which he
obtained all things necessary for an unsinninggstat

10. It agrees with the nature of life eternal, anith the honorable titles by which that life is
designated in the scriptures.

11. It also agrees with the nature of death eteamal with the names by which that death is
distinguished in scripture.
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12. It states sin to be a real disobedience, amdritorious cause of condemnation; and on this
account, it is in the most perfect agreement withfall and with sin.

13. In every patrticular, it harmonizes with theunatof grace, by ascribing to it all those things
which agree with it, [or adapted to it,] and byaeciling it most completely to the righteousness
of God and to the nature and liberty of the humdh w

14. It conduces most conspicuously to declare libwy of God, his justice and his mercy. It also
represents God as the cause of all good and afaduation, and man as the cause of sin and of
his own damnation.

15. It contributes to the honor of Jesus Christpllaging him for the foundation of
Predestination and the meritorious as well as comative cause of salvation.

16. It greatly promotes the salvation of men: &lso the power, and the very means which lead
to salvation — by exciting and creating within thend of man sorrow on account of sin, a
solicitude about his conversion, faith in Jesusistha studious desire to perform good works,
and zeal in prayer — and by causing men to worklmeit salvation with fear and trembling. It
likewise prevents despair, as far as such prevergioecessary.



17. It confirms and establishes that order accgrtbnwvhich the gospel ought to be preached,
(1.) By requiring repentance and faith —
(2.) And then by promising remission of sins, tih@cg of the spirit, and life eternal.

18. It strengthens the ministry of the gospel, @mdlers it profitable with respect to preaching,
the administration of the sacraments and publiggysa

19. It is the foundation of the Christian religidsgcause in it, the two-fold love of God may be
united together — God’s love of righteousness (isti¢ce], and his love of men, may, with the
greatest consistency, be reconciled to each other.

226

20. Lastly. This doctrine of Predestination, hagagls been approved by the great majority of

professing Christians, and even now, in these diagsjoys the same extensive patronage. It

cannot afford any person just cause for expredsmgversion to it; nor can it give any pretext
for contention in the Christian Church.

It is therefore much to be desired, that men wauisteed no further in this matter, and would
not attempt to investigate the unsearchable jud¢geEGod — at least that they would not
proceed beyond the point at which those judgmeamie been clearly revealed in the scriptures.

This, my most potent Lords, is all that | intendwim declare to your mightinesses, respecting
the doctrine of Predestination, about which therste such a great controversy in the Church of
Christ. If it would not prove too tedious to younridships, | have some other propositions which
| could wish to state, because they contributeftdlaeclaration of my sentiments, and tend to
the same purpose as that for which | have beenadde attend in this place by your
mightinesses.

There are certain other articles of the Christ&igion, which possess a close affinity to the
doctrine of Predestination, and which are in atgme@asure dependent on it: Of this description
are the providence of God, the free-will of marg, perseverance of saints, and the certainty of
salvation. On these topics, if not disagreeablgto mightinesses, | will in a brief manner relate
my opinion.

Il. THE PROVIDENCE OF GOD

| consider Divine Providence to be "that solicitoasntinued, and universally present inspection
and oversight of God, according to which he exescs general care over the whole world, but
evinces a particular concern for all his [intellgjecreatures without any exception, with the
design of preserving and governing them in thein @ssence, qualities, actions, and passions, in
a manner that is at once worthy of himself andaglit to them, to the praise of his name and the
salvation of believers. In this definition of DidrProvidence, | by no means deprive it of any



particle of those properties which agree with ibelong to it; but | declare that it preserves,
regulates, governs and directs all things andrtbtiting
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in the world happens fortuitously or by chance.i@eshis, | place in subjection to Divine
Providence both the free-will and even the actimire rational creature, so that nothing can be
done without the will of God, not even any of thélsiags which are done in opposition to it;
only we must observe a distinction between goo@astand evil ones, by saying, that "God
both wills and performs good acts,"” but that "Héydreely permits those which are evil." Still
farther than this, | very readily grant, that eairactions whatever, concerning evil, that can
possibly be devised or invented, may be attribtddivine Providence Employing solely one
caution, "not to conclude from this concession thatl is the cause of sin." This | have testified
with sufficient clearness, in a certain disputatbommcerning the Righteousness and Efficacy of
Divine Providence concerning things that are evilich was discussed at Leyden on two
different occasions, as a divinity-act, at whigirésided. In that disputation, | endeavored to
ascribe to God whatever actions concerning sirulccpossibly conclude from the scriptures to
belong to him; and | proceeded to such a lengthyrattempt, that some persons thought proper
on that account to charge me with having made Gedutthor of sin. The same serious
allegation has likewise been often produced aganmestfrom the pulpit, in the city of
Amsterdam, on account of those very theses; bt wiitat show of justice such a charge was
made, may be evident to any one, from the conte#ntsy written answer to those Thirty-one
Articles formerly mentioned, which have been falseiputed to me, and of which this was one.

. THE FREE-WILL OF MAN

This is my opinion concerning the free-will of mdn:his primitive condition as he came out of
the hands of his creator, man was endowed with aytbrtion of knowledge, holiness and
power, as enabled him to understand, esteem, @nsidl, and to perform the true good,
according to the commandment delivered to him.néete of these acts could he do, except
through the assistance of Divine Grace. But indpsed and sinful state, man is not capable, of
and by himself, either to think, to will, or to dlwat which is really good; but it is necessary for
him to be regenerated and renewed in his intelédfactions or will, and in all his powers, by
God in Christ through the Holy Spirit, that he nieeyqualified rightly to
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understand, esteem, consider, will, and performtewea is truly good. When he is made a
partaker of this regeneration or renovation, | adersthat, since he is delivered from sin, he is
capable of thinking, willing and doing that whichgood, but yet not without the continued aids
of Divine Grace.

IV. THE GRACE OF GOD

In reference to Divine Grace, | believe,



1. Itis a gratuitous affection by which God isdiynaffected towards a miserable sinner, and
according to which he, in the first place, gives 8on, "that whosoever believers in him might
have eternal life," and, afterwards, he justifies ln Christ Jesus and for his sake, and adopts
him into the right of sons, unto salvation.

2. It is an infusion (both into the human underdiag and into the will and affections,) of all
those gifts of the Holy Spirit which appertain k@ tregeneration and renewing of man — such as
faith, hope, charity, etc.; for, without these goas gifts, man is not sufficient to think, willf o

do any thing that is good.

3. It is that perpetual assistance and continug@faihe Holy Spirit, according to which He acts
upon and excites to good the man who has beerdglreaewed, by infusing into him salutary
cogitations, and by inspiring him with good desiithat he may thus actually will whatever is
good; and according to which God may then will ammatk together with man, that man may
perform whatever he wills.

In this manner, | ascribe to grace the commencentaatontinuance and the consummation of
all good, and to such an extent do | carry itsuefice, that a man, though already regenerate, can
neither conceive, will, nor do any good at all, regist any evil temptation, without this

preventing and exciting, this following and co-cgderg grace. From this statement it will clearly
appear, that | by no means do injustice to gragattoibuting, as it is reported of me, too much

to man’s free-will. For the whole controversy redsidtself to the solution of this question, "is

the grace of God a certain irresistible force?"tTdathe controversy does not relate to those
actions or operations which may be ascribed toegrdor |
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acknowledge and inculcate as many of these aatiboperations as any man ever did,) but it
relates solely to the mode of operation, whethbeiirresistible or not. With respect to which, |
believe, according to the scriptures, that mangqes resist the Holy Spirit and reject the grace
that is offered.

V. THE PERSEVERANCE OF THE SAINTS

My sentiments respecting the perseverance of ihéssare, that those persons who have been
grafted into Christ by true faith, and have thusrbmade partakers of his life-giving Spirit,
possess sufficient powers [or strength] to fighdiagt Satan, sin, the world and their own flesh,
and to gain the victory over these enemies — yetitbiout the assistance of the grace of the
same Holy Spirit. Jesus Christ also by his Spg#ists them in all their temptations, and affords
them the ready aid of his hand; and, provided thagd prepared for the battle, implore his help,
and be not wanting to themselves, Christ preseahears from falling. So that it is not possible
for them, by any of the cunning craftiness or poefe8atan, to be either seduced or dragged out
of the hands of Christ. But | think it is usefuldawill be quite necessary in our first convention,
[or Synod] to institute a diligent inquiry from tl&eriptures, whether it is not possible for some
individuals through negligence to desert the conuaerent of their existence in Christ, to
cleave again to the present evil world, to dedioen the sound doctrine which was once



delivered to them, to lose a good conscience, @aeduse Divine grace to be ineffectual. Though
| here openly and ingenuously affirm, | never taughat a true believer can, either totally or
finally fall away from the faith, and perish; yewlll not conceal, that there are passages of
scripture which seem to me to wear this aspectilaoske answers to them which | have been
permitted to see, are not of such a kind as tocmgpthemselves on all points to my
understanding. On the other hand, certain passaggsoduced for the contrary doctrine [of
unconditional perseverance] which are worthy of meensideration.
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VI. THE ASSURANCE OF SALVATION

With regard to the certainty [or assurance] of g&bn, my opinion is, that it is possible for him
who believes in Jesus Christ to be certain andupded, and, if his heart condemn him not, he is
now in reality assured, that he is a son of God,stands in the grace of Jesus Christ. Such a
certainty is wrought in the mind, as well by théi@t of the Holy Spirit inwardly actuating the
believer and by the fruits of faith, as from hisroeonscience, and the testimony of God’s Spirit
witnessing together with his conscience. | alseelel that it is possible for such a person, with
an assured confidence in the grace of God and &isynin Christ, to depart out of this life, and

to appear before the throne of grace, without amxyoas fear or terrific dread: and yet this
person should constantly pray,

"O lord, enter not into judgment with thy servant!"

But, since "God is greater than our hearts, andvietio all things," and since a man judges not
his own self — yea, though a man know nothing bydalf, yet is he not thereby justified, but
he who judgeth him is the Lord, (1 John 3:19; lidtbrans 4:3,) | dare not [on this account]
place this assurance [or certainty] on an equaditly that by which we know there is a God, and
that Christ is the Savior of the world. Yet it wilé proper to make the extent of the boundaries
of this assurance, a subject of inquiry in our eotion.

VII. THE PERFECTION OF BELIEVERS IN THIS LIFE

Beside those doctrines on which | have treatedetisenow much discussion among us
respecting the perfection of believers, or regerdrpersons, in this life; and it is reported, that
entertain sentiments on this subject, which arg weproper, and nearly allied to those of the
Pelagians, viz: "that it is possible for the regatesin this life perfectly to keep God’s precepts.
To this | reply, though these might have been nmgiseents yet | ought not on this account to be
considered a Pelagian, either partly or entiralgyed | had only added that "they could do
this by the grace of Christ, and by no means witltduBut while | never asserted, that a
believer could perfectly keep the precepts of Glmishis life, | never denied it, but always léft
as a matter which has still to be decided. FovEhantented myself with those sentiments
which St.
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Augustine has expressed on this subject, whosesnwde frequently quoted in the University,
and have usually subjoined, that | had no addiiomake to them.

Augustine says, "four questions may claim our ditb@non this topic. The first is, was there ever
yet a man without sin, one who from the beginnihlife to its termination never committed

sin? The second, has there ever been, is thereanman there possibly be, an individual who
does not sin, that is, who has attained to suchta ef perfection in this life as not to commit

sin, but perfectly to fulfill the law of God? Thieittd, is it possible for a man in this life to exis
without sin? The fourth, if it be possible for amta be without sin, why has such an individual
never yet been found?" St. Augustine says, thdt aymerson as is described in the first question
never yet lived, or will hereafter be brought ietastence, with the exception of Jesus Christ. He
does not think, that any man has attained to saediegtion in this life as is portrayed in the
second question. With regard to the third, he thilhossible for a man to be without sin, by
means of the grace of Christ and free-will. In agste the fourth, man does not do what it is
possible for him by the grace of Christ to perfoaither because that which is good escapes his
observation, or because in it he places no pdrisafielight.” From this quotation it is apparent,
that St. Augustine, one of the most strenuous adviess of the Pelagian doctrine, retained this
sentiment, that "it is possible for a man to limethis world without sin."

Beside this, the same Christian father says, #ddtus confess, that it is possible for man to be
without sin, in no other way than by the grace bfi§t, and we will be at peace with each
other.”" The opinion of Pelagius appeared to St.ustige to be this — "that man could fulfill the
law of God by his own proffer strength and abilityt with still "greater facility by means of the
grace of Christ." | have already most abundandyest the great distance at which | stand from
such a sentiment; in addition to which | now degldinat | account this sentiment of Pelagius to
be heretical, and diametrically opposed to theselsvof Christ, "Without me ye can do
nothing:" (John 15:5.) It is likewise very destiiuet and inflicts a most grievous wound on the
glory of Christ.
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| cannot see that anything is contained in allMehlitherto produced respecting my sentiments,
on account of which any person ought to be "afohidppearing in the presence of God," and
from which it might be feared that any mischievooasequences can possibly arise. Yet
because every day brings me fresh information atepgdrts concerning me, "that | carry in my
breast destructive sentiments and heresies," lotgussibly conceive to what points those
charges can relate, except perhaps they draw sachepsetext from my opinion concerning the
Divinity of the Son of God, and the justificatiohman before God. Indeed, | have lately learnt,
that there has been much public conversation, aard/mumors have been circulated, respecting
my opinion on both these points of doctrine, pattidy since the last conference [between
Gomarus and myself] before the Counselors of the$ne Court. This is one reason why |
think, that | shall not be acting unadvisedly disclose to your mightinesses the real state of the
whole matter.

VIIl. THE DIVINITY OF THE SON OF GOD



With regard to the Divinity of the Son of God aih@ twordautogeowoth of which have been
discussed in our University in the regular fornsoffiolastic disputations, | cannot sufficiently
wonder what the motive can be, which has createdlain some persons to render me
suspected to other men, or to make me an objestisficion to themselves. This is still more
wonderful, since this suspicion has not the leestigd of probability on which to rest, and is at
such an immense distance from all reason and thdh, whatever reports have been spread
abroad respecting this affair to the prejudice gfamaracter, they can be called nothing better
than "notorious calumnies." At a disputation heté @fternoon in the University, when the
thesis that had been proposed for disputation h&®itvinity of the Son of God, one of the
students happened to object, "that the Son of Gaglamtotheos, and that he therefore had his
essence from himself and not from the Father.eplyrto this | observed, "that the word
autotheos was capable of two different acceptatiginse it might signify either "one who is
truly God," or "one who is God of himself;" and thtawas with great propriety and correctness
attributed to the Son of God according to the farsignification, but not according to the
latter.” The student, in prosecution
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of his argument, violently contended, that the woes justly applicable to the Son of God,
principally according to the second of these sigatfons: and that the essence of the Father
could not be said to be communicated to the Sort@tite Holy Spirit, in any other than in an
improper sense; but that it was in perfect coresstrand strict propriety common alike to the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost." He added Hbasserted this with the greater confidence
because he had the younger Trelcatius of pious meifmt who was then living,] as an
authority in his favor on this point; for that lead Professor had written to the same purport in
his Common Places." To these observations | ansi#tet this opinion was at variance with
the word of God, and with the whole of the anci@htrch, both Greek and Latin, which had
always taught, that the Son had His Deity fromRhther by eternal generation.” To these
remarks | subjoined, "that from such an opiniothés, necessarily followed the two mutually
conflicting errors, Tri-theism and Sabellianismattis,

1. It would ensue as a necessary consequencetliesa premises, that there are three Gods,
who have together and collaterally the Divine essemdependently of this circumstance —
that one of them (being only personally distingasifrom the rest) has that essence from
another of the persons. Yet the proceeding of tiggnoof one person from another, (that is, of
the Son from the Father,) is the only foundaticat thas ever been used for defending the Unity
of the Divine Essence in the Trinity of Persons.

2. It would likewise follow as another consequenhbat the Son would himself be the Father,
because he would differ from the Father in nothingin regard to name, which was the opinion
of Sabellius. For, since it is peculiar to the Eatto derive his Deity from himself, or (to speak
more correctly,) to derive it from no one, if, metsense of being "God of himself," the Son be
called autotheos, it follows that he is the Fath®ome account of this disputation was dispersed
abroad in all directions, and it reached Amsterdaminister of that city, who now rests in the
Lord, having interrogated me respecting the resibstf this affair, | related the whole of it to



him plainly, as | have now done: and | requested toi make Trelcatius of blessed memory
acquainted with it as it had actually
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occurred, and to advise him in a friendly mannartend his opinion, and to correct those
inappropriate words in his Common Places: this estithe minister from Amsterdam engaged

to fulfill in his own way. In all this proceedingaim far from being liable to any blame; for | have
defended the truth and the sentiments of the Gathotl Orthodox Church. Trelcatius
undoubtedly was the person most open to animadverkir he adopted a mode of speaking
which detracted somewhat from the truth of the emaBut such has always been either my own
infelicity or the zeal of certain individuals thass soon as any disagreement arises, all the blame
is instantly cast upon me, as if it was impossibfane to display as much veracity [or

orthodoxy] as any other person. Yet on this suldjeetve Gomarus himself consenting with me;
for, soon after Trelcatius had published his commplaces, a disputation on the Trinity having
been proposed in the University, Gomarus did ieglgeveral parts of his theses express himself
in such terms as were diametrically opposed toetlodS relcatius. The very obvious difference

in opinion between those two Professors | pointeid@ the Amsterdam minister, who
acknowledged its existence. Yet, notwithstandihgh&se things, no one endeavored to
vindicate me from this calumny; while great exartwas employed to frame excuses for
Trelcatius, by means of a qualified interpretatdmis words, though it was utterly impossible

to reconcile their palliative explanations with thlain signification of his unperverted
expressions. Such are the effects which the pigytafifavor and the fervor of zeal can produce!

The milder and qualified interpretation put upoa Words of Trelcatius, was the following: "the
Son of God may be styled autotheos, or may betedidve his Deity from himself, in reference
to his being God, although he has his Deity fromRhather, in reference to his being the Son."
For the sake of a larger explanation, it is sai&hd, or the Divine Essence, may be considered
both absolutely and relatively. When regarded alietyl, the Son has his Divine essence from
himself; but, when viewed relatively, he deriveBaim the Father.” But these are new modes of
speaking and novel opinions, and such as can lbyaams consist together. For the Son, both in
regard to his being the Son, and to his being @edyes his Deity from the Father. When he is
called God, it is then only not expressed thatsifeom the Father; which derivation is
particularly noted when the word Son
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is employed. Indeed, the essence of God can inarmer come under our consideration, except
it be said, "that the Divine Essence is communttatehe Son by the Father." Nor can it
possibly in any different respect whatever be dhiat, this essence is both "communicated to
him" and "not communicated;" because these exmessire contradictory, and can in no
diverse respect be reconciled to each other. I8t have the Divine Essence from himself in
reference to its being absolutely considered,nhocabe communicated to him. If it be
communicated to him in reference to its being reddy considered, he cannot have it from
himself in reference to its being absolutely coasd.



| shall probably be asked, "do you not acknowledgat, to be the Son of God, and to be God,
are two things entirely distinct from each othdrply, undoubtedly | subscribe to such
distinction. But when those who make it proceelll fstither, and say, "since to be the Son of
God signifies that he derives his essence fronfr#tiker, to be God in like manner signifies
nothing less than that he has his essence fromeHiorsfrom no one;" | deny this assertion, and
declare, at the same time, that it is a great aacifiest error, not only in sacred theology, but
likewise in natural philosophy. For, these two ganto be the Son and to be God, are at perfect
agreement with each other; but to derive his esstom the Father, and, at the same time, to
derive it from no one, are evidently contradiceord mutually destructive the one of the other.

But, to make this fallacy still more apparent, iishbe observed, how equal in force and import
are certain double ternary and parallel proposstievhen standing in the following juxta-
position:

God is from eternity, possessing the Divine Essé&me eternity. The Father is from no one,
having the Divine Essence from no one. The Sorois the Father, having the Divine Essence
from the Father. The word "God" therefore signifidmt He has the true Divine Essence; but the
word "Son" signifies, that he has the Divine Essdinam the Father. On this account, he is
correctly denominated both God and the Son of Batlsince he cannot be styled the Father, he
cannot possibly be said to have the Divine Esséooe himself or from no one. Yet much labor
is devoted to the purpose of excusing these expresdy saying,
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"that when the son of God in reference to his b&mog is said to have his essence from that
form of speech signifies nothing more, than that@livine essence is not derived from any one."
But if this be thought to be the most proper mobdaation which should be adopted, there will
be no depraved or erroneous sentiment which cantéeed that may not thus find a ready
excuse. For though God and the divine Essence wdiffer substantially, yet whatever may be
predicated of the Divine Essence can by no meaes|bally predicated of God; because they
are distinguished from each other in our modearhing conceptions, according to which mode
all forms of speech ought to be examined, sincg &éne employed only with a design that
through them we should receive correct impressidhs is very obvious from the following
examples, in which we speak with perfect correcnasen we say, "Deum mortuum esse," and
"the Essence of God is communicated;" but verynmably when we say, "God is
communicated.” That man who understands the difter@xisting between concrete and
abstract, about which there were such frequentutispbetween us and the Lutherans will easily
perceive what a number of absurdities will enstuexplanations of this description be once
tolerated in the Church of God. Therefore, in ny waatever can this phrase, "the Son of God
is autotheos,” ['God of himself,” or "in his owmghi,"] be excused as a correct one, or as having
been happily expressed. Nor can that be called@epform of speech which says, "the Essence
of God is common to three persons;" but it is inm@m since the Divine Essence is declared to
be communicated by one of them to another. Thereasens which | now make, | wish to be
particularly regarded, because it may appear flmmthow much we are capable of tolerating in
a man whom we do not suspect of heresy; and, oocahigeary, with what avidity we seize upon



any trivial circumstance by which we may inculpat®ther man whom we hold under the ban
of suspicion. Of such partiality, this incidentafis two manifest examples.

IX. THE JUSTIFICATION OF MAN BEFORE GOD

| am not conscious to myself, of having taughtmtedgained any other sentiments concerning
the justification of man before God, than thoseolkhare held unanimously by the Reformed and
Protestant Churches, and which are in completeeaggrt with their expressed opinions.
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There was lately a short controversy in relatiothts subject, between John Piscator, Professor
of Divinity in the University of Herborn in Nassaand the French Churches. It consisted in the
determination of these two questions:

1. "is the obedience or righteousness of Chrisichvis imputed to believers and in which
consists their righteousness before God, is thigthe passive obedience of Christ?" which was
Piscator’s opinion. Or

2. "is it not, in addition to this, that active higousness of Christ which he exhibited to the law
of God in the whole course of his life, and thalifess in which he was conceived?" Which was
the opinion of the French Churches. But | nevestdoringle myself with the dispute, or
undertake to decide it; for | thought it possilie the Professors of the same religion to hold
different opinions on this point from others ofitharethren, without any breach of Christian
peace or the unity of faith. Similar peaceful thisisgappear to have been indulged by both the
adverse parties in this dispute; for they exerceséiendly toleration towards each other, and did
not make that a reason for mutually renouncing tinefernal concord. But concerning such an
amicable plan of adjusting differences, certainvirsiials in our own country are of a different
judgment.

A question has been raised from these words oApustle Paul: "Faith is imputed for
righteousness.” (Romans 4) The inquiry was,

1. Whether those expressions ought to be propadgnstood, "so that faith itself, as an act
performed according to the command of the gospétputed before God for or unto
righteousness — and that of grace; since it ishwtighteousness of the law."

2. Whether they ought to be figuratively and imgndy understood, "that the righteousness of
Christ, being apprehended by faith, is imputedgsdon righteousness.” Or

3. Whether it is to be understood "that the righss®ss, for which, or unto which, faith is
imputed, is the instrumental operation of faithffigh is asserted by some persons. In the theses
on justification, which were disputed under me whamas moderator, | have adopted the former
of these opinions not in a rigid manner, but simpky| have likewise done in
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another passage which | wrote in a particulardeltés on this ground that | am accounted to
hold and to teach unsound opinions concerningusigication of man before God. But how
unfounded such a supposition is, will be very entdd a proper season, and in a mutual
conference. For the present, | will only brieflysd believe that sinners are accounted
righteous solely by the obedience of Christ; arad the righteousness of Christ is the only
meritorious cause on account of which God pardbesins of believers and reckons them as
righteous as if they had perfectly fulfilled thevlaBut since God imputes the righteousness of
Christ to none except believers, | conclude thmathis sense, it may be well and properly said, to
a man who believes, faith is imputed for righte@ssithrough grace, because God hath set forth
his Son, Jesus Christ, to be a propitiation, anth@f grace, [or mercy seat] through faith in his
blood." Whatever interpretation may be put upors¢hexpressions, none of our Divines blames
Calvin or considers him to be heterodox on thisipgiet my opinion is not so widely different
from his as to prevent me from employing the sigreabf my own hand in subscribing to those
things which he has delivered on this subjecthenthird book of his Institutes; this | am
prepared to do at any time, and to give them miyafypproval. Most noble and potent Lords,
these are the principal articles, respecting whitéive judged it necessary to declare my opinion
before this august meeting, in obedience to youormands.

X. THE REVISION OF THE DUTCH CONFESSION, AND THE HEELBERG
CATECHISM

But, besides these things, | had some annotatmmsake on the Confession of the Dutch
Churches and on the Heidelberg Catechism; butwlilépe discussed most appropriately in our
Synod, which at the first opportunity we hope téami through your consent, or rather by means
of your summons. This is the sole request whictelgy to your mightinesses, that | may be
permitted to offer a few brief remarks on a certdause, subject to which their high
mightinesses, the States General, gave their cotsére convening of a National Synod in this
province, (Holland,) and the substance of which,wze in such Synod the Confession and
Catechism of the Dutch Churches should be subjd¢oteslamination.
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This clause has given great umbrage to many peraohsnly because they account it
unnecessary, but likewise unjust, to subject thef€xsion and Catechism to examination. They
also suppose, that | and a certain individual ehgreputation, are the persons who prevailed
with the States General to have such a clauset@asdBut it is by no means true that the revision
of the Confession and Catechism is unnecessarymgndt, or that we were the instigators of
their high mightinesses in this affair. With regéwdhe last of these two suppositions, so far
were we from having any concern with the originthadt clause, that, eleven or twelve years ago,
at the pressing importunity of the Churches thayed for a National Synod, the States of South
Holland and West Friezland at last judged it prdpezonsent to it by their decree, on no other
condition than that in such Synod the ConfessiameDutch Churches should be subjected to
examination. Yet we, at that time, neither endeastdry our advice, nor by our influence, to
promote any such measure. But if we had with allmight made the attempt, we should have
been doing nothing but what was compatible withatticial duties; because it is obviously



agreeable to reason as well as to equity, and gatessary in the present posture of affairs, that
such a measure should be adopted.

First. That it may openly appear to all the woHdttwe render to the word of God alone such
due and suitable honor, as to determine it to lyerx (or rather above) all disputes, too great to
be the subject of any exception, and worthy ofedleptation.

Secondly. Because these pamphlets are writingptbaeed from men, and may, on that
account, contain within them some portion of eritas, therefore, proper to institute a lawful
inquiry, that is, in a National Synod, whether ot there be any thing in those productions
which requires amendment.

1. The first inquiry may be, whether these humaitings are accordant, in every part, with the
word of God, with regard to the words themselvies,donstruction of the sentences and the
correct meaning.

2. Whether they contain whatever is necessary teebeved unto salvation, so that salvation is,
according to this rule, not denied to those thitog&hich it appertains.
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3. Whether it [the rule of these formularies] daes contain far too many particulars, and
embrace several that are not necessary to be eéligwto salvation, so that salvation is
consequently attributed to those things to whiao#s not belong.

4. Whether certain words and forms of speech aremployed in them, which are capable of
being understood in different ways and furnishingasion for disputes. Thus, for example, in
the Fourteenth article of the Confession, we réaddllowing words, "nothing is done without
God's ordination,” [or appointment]: if by the watdrdination"” is signified, "that God appoints
things of any kind to be done," this mode of enaticn is erroneous, and it follows as a
consequence from it, that God is the author ofBir.if it signify, that "whatever it be that is
done, God ordains it to a good end," the termshicthvit is conceived are in that case correct.

5. Whether things utterly repugnant to each othay not be discovered in them. For instance, a
certain individual who is highly honored in the @thy, addressed a letter to John Piscator,
Professor of Divinity in the University of Herbomm Nassau, and in it he exhorted him to
confine himself within the opinion of the HeidelgeZatechism on the doctrine of Justification.
For this purpose he cited three passage, whiclomgidered to be at variance with Piscator’s
sentiments. But the learned Professor replied,itbaionfined himself completely within the
doctrinal boundaries of the Catechism; and theneglout of that formulary ten or eleven
passages as proofs of his sentiments. But | solededlare, | do not perceive by what method
these several passages can possibly be recondtleéach other.

6. Whether every thing in these writings is digdstethat due order in which the Scripture
requires them to be placed.



7. Whether all things are disposed in a mannenthst suitable and convenient for preserving
peace and unity with the rest of the reformed Ciesc

Thirdly. The third reason is, because a Nationaldglyis held for the purpose of discovering
whether all things in the Church are in a propatesor right condition. One of the chief duties
which appertains to such
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an assembly, is, the examination of doctrine, wéreithbe that which is admitted by unanimous
consent, or that for which particular Divines comnte

Fourthly. The fourth reason is, because an exaromaf this description will obtain for these
writings a greater degree of authority, when aterature and rigid examination they shall be
found to agree with the word of God, or shall belemaonformable to it in a still greater
measure. Such an examination will also excite withe minds of men a greater value for
Christian ministers, when they perceive that treggged functionaries hold in the highest
estimation that truth which is revealed in Scripfiand that their attachment to it is so greabas t
induce them to spare no labor in order to rendar tiwn doctrine more and more conformable
to that revealed truth.

Fifthly. The fifth reason why at this, if at anyrjmal, it is necessary to adopt the suggestion
which we have mentioned, is,

1. Because there are several individuals in thestmnwho have certain views and
considerations respecting some points containéakeise writings, which they reserve in secret
and reveal to no one, because they hope that sanets pvill become subjects of discussion in a
National Synod. Because such a convention hasfreemised, some of them have suffered
themselves to be persuaded not to give the le&diciy to any of the views or considerations
which they have formed on these subjects.

2. Besides, this will be the design of a Nationgl@& — That their high mightinesses the States
General may be pleased to establish and arm withcpauthority certain ecclesiastical
sanctions, according to which every one may be thdarconduct himself in the Church of God.
That this favor may be obtained from their high Intigesses and that they may execute such a
measure with a good conscience, it is necessatryiiya be convinced in their own
understandings, that the doctrine contained irfidhraulary of union is agreeable to the word of
God. This is a reason which ought to induce us tgm@ously to propose an examination of our
Confession before their high mightinesses, andfey either to shew that it is in accordance
with the word of God, or to render it conformaliethat Divine standard.
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Sixthly. The sixth reason is drawn from the exangdlehose who are associated together under

the Augustan Confession, and from the conduct@®&Wwiss and the French Churches, that have
within two or three years enriched their Confessiaith one entirely new article. And the Dutch



Confession has itself been subjected to examinatiwre it was first published: some things
having been taken away from it and others addedewbme of the rest have undergone various
alterations.

Numerous other reasons might be produced, buttl thim; because | consider those already
mentioned to be quite sufficient for proving, thia clause concerning examination and
revision, as it is termed, was with the greatestige and propriety inserted in the instrument of
consent of which we have made previous mention.

| am not ignorant, that other reasons are adduceghposition to these; and one in particular,
which is made a principal subject of public conaéimn, and is accounted of all others the most
solid. To it, therefore | consider it necessargfter a brief reply. It is thus stated: "by such an
examination as this, the doctrine of the Church el called in question; which is neither an act
of propriety nor of duty.

"1. Because this doctrine has obtained the appmband suffrages of many respectable and
learned men; and has been strenuously defendemsaglithose who have offered it any
opposition.

"2. Because it has been sealed with the blood ofyrtteousand martyrs.

"3. Because from such an examination will arisehiwwithe Church, confusion, scandal,
offenses, and the destruction of consciences;@artdhf the Church, ridicule, calumnies and
accusations."

To all these | answer:

1. It would be much better, not to employ such adiforms of speech, as to call in question, and
others of that class, when the conversation is @dpecting some human composition, which is
liable to have error intermixed with its conterisr with what right can any writing he said to be
called in question or in doubt, which was neveits#lf unquestionable, or ought to be
considered as indubitable?
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2. The approbation of Divines, the defense of apmsition against its adversaries, and the
sealing of it with the blood of martyrs, do notdenany doctrine authentic or place it beyond
the limits of doubt: because it is possible bothDovines and martyrs to err — a circumstance
which can admit of no denial in this argument.

3. A distinction ought to be made between the dbffié matters contained in the Confession. For
while some of them make a near approach to thedfation of salvation and are fundamental
articles of the Christian religion, others of thane built up as a superstructure on the
foundation, and of themselves are not absolutetgessary to salvation. The doctrines of this
former class are approved by the unanimous comdetitthe Reformed, and are effectually
defended against all gainsaying adversaries. Rigetiof the latter class become subjects of



controversy between different parties: and sontbesde are attacked by enemies not without
some semblance of truth and justice.

The blood of martyrs has sealed those of the fonfaess but by no means those of the latter. In
reference to this affair, it ought to be diligentlyserved, what was proposed by the martyrs of
our days, and on what account they shed their bliddlais be done, it will be found, that no man
among them was even interrogated on that subjeichwltonsider it equitable to make a
prominent part in the deliberations of a Synod,, @inerefore, that no martyr ever sealed it with
his blood. I will produce an example: when a questivas raised about the meaning of the
seventh chapter of the epistle to the Romans, mieidual said, "that the passage was quoted in
the margin of the Confession exactly in the sammsesas he had embraced it, and that the
martyrs had with their own blood sealed this Cosifes" But, in reply to this, it was stated,
"that if the strictest search be instituted thraugtthe entire large history of the martyrs, as it
published by the French, it will be discoveredt th@martyr has at any period been examined
on that passage, or has shed his blood on thatiaicto

To sum up the whole: the blood of the martyrs tendsonfirm this truth, that they have made
profession of their faith "in simplicity and sindgrof conscience.” But it is by no means
conclusive, that the Confession which they produsdtkee from every degree of reprehension
or superior
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to all exception; unless they had been led by €hris all truth and therefore rendered incapable
of erring.

4. If the Church be properly instructed in thateténce which really does and always ought to
exist between the word of God and all human wrgjrand if the Church be also rightly
informed concerning that liberty which she andGiikistians possess, and which they will
always enjoy, to measure all human compositiontheytandard rule of God’s word, she will
neither distress herself on that account, norshié be offended on perceiving all human
writings brought to be proved at the touch-ston&ofl’s word. On the contrary, she will rather
feel far more abundant delight, when she sees@bdthas bestowed on her in this country such
pastors and teachers, as try at the chief toustedteeir own doctrine, in a manner at once
suitable, proper, just, and worthy of perpetualeoance; and that they do this, to be able
exactly and by every possible means to expressdgeement with the word of God, and their
consent to it even in the most minute particulars.

5. But it is no less proper, that the doctrine ome@ived in the Church should be subjected to
examination, however great the fear may be "lettiddances should ensue, and lest evil
disposed persons should make such revision antalfjedicule, calumny or accusation," or
should even turn it to their own great advantalyg répresenting the matter so as to induce a
persuasion,] "that those who propose this exananatie not sufficiently confirmed in their own
religion ;" when, on the contrary, this is one @d® commands, "search and try the spirits
whether they be of God." (1 John 4:1.) If cogitai®f that description had operated as
hindrances on the minds of Luther, Zuinglius, atitecs, they would never have pried into the



doctrine of the Papists, or have subjected itgoratinizing examination. Nor would those who
adhere to the Augustan Confession have considepedper to submit that formulary again to a
new and complete revision, and to alter it in sgraiculars. This deed of theirs is an object of
our praise and approval. And we conclude, that,wheher towards the close of his life was
advised by Philip Melancthon to bring the eucharisbntroversy on the sacrament of the Lord’s
Supper to some better state of concord, (as @atead in the writings of our own countrymen,)
he acted very improperly in rejecting that counaet] in casting it back as a reproach on Philip,
for this reason, as they state his
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declaration, "lest by such an attempt to effecaimicable conclusion, the whole doctrine should
be called in question.” Besides, if reasons of king ought to be admitted, the Papists with the
best right and the greatest propriety formerly endeed to prevent the doctrine, which had for
many preceding centuries been received in the @hénam being called in question or
subjected again to examination.

But it has been suggested, in opposition to thegsans, "that if the doctrine of the Churches be
submitted to an entirely new revision as often Amfional Synod shall be held, the Church
would never have any thing to which it might adheren which it might fully depend, and it

will be possible to declare with great justice, @aming Churches thus circumstanced, that, they
have an anniversary faith: are tossed to and fidcarried about with every wind of doctrine.
(Ephesians 4:14.)

1. My first answer to these remarks, is, the Chalerays has Moses and the Prophets, the
Evangelists and the Apostles, that is, the Scrgstaf the Old and of the New Testament; and
these Scriptures fully and clearly comprehend wlates necessary to salvation. Upon them the
Church will lay the foundation of her faith, andiwest upon them as on an immovable basis,
principally because, how highly soever we may est€@nfessions and Catechisms every
decision on matters of faith and religion must obits final resolution in the Scriptures.

2. Some points in the Confession are certain amibt@admit of a doubt: these will never be
called in question by any one, except by here¥Wes there are other parts of its contents which
are of such a kind, as may with the most obviougyibecome frequent subjects of conference
and discussion between men of learning who fear, @odhe purpose of reconciling them with
those indubitable articles as nearly as is prauigca. Let it be attempted to make the
Confession contain as few articles as possiblejeritipropose them in a very brief form,
conceived entirely in the expressions of Scriptust.all the more ample explanations, proofs,
digressions, redundancies, amplifications and exateons, be omitted; and let nothing be
delivered in it, except those truths which are ssagy to salvation. The consequences of this
brevity will be, that the Confession will be lessble to be filled with errors, not so obnoxious to
obloquy, and less subject to examination. Let tlaetre of the ancient Church be
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produced as an example, that comprehended, inedsadorm of words as was practicable,
those articles which she judged necessary to hevieel. Some individuals form a distinction
between the Confession and the Catechism with cespeevision; and, since the Confession is
the peculiar property of the Dutch Churches, armhishat account found in the hands of
comparatively few people, they conclude, "thas ipossible without any difficulty to revise it in
a Synod and subject it to examination., But siheeGatechism belongs not only to us, but
likewise and principally to the Churches of thed®ahte, and is therefore to be found in the
hands of all men, the same persons consider thmieaton of it "to be connected with great
peril." But to this | reply, if we be desirous ajrestituting the Heidelberg Catechism a formulary
of concord among the teachers of the Churchesif éinely be obliged to subscribe it, it is still
necessary to subject it to examination. For no €ies whatever ought to hold such a high
station in our esteem, as to induce us to receiyenaiting of their composition without, at the
same time, reserving to ourselves the liberty bhstting it to a nice scrutiny. And | account
this to be the principal cause, why the Churcheadiftérent provinces, although at perfect
agreement with each other on the fundamental poi@hristian doctrine, have each composed
for themselves their own Confessions. But if theddiberg Catechism be not allowed, to
become a formulary of this kind, and if a suitdiiderty be conceded in the explanation of it, it
will not then be necessary either to revise itubjsct it to examination; provided, | repeat, that
the obligatory burden of subscription be removed, @ moderate liberty be conceded in its
explanation.

This is all that | had to propose to your mightses as to my most noble, potent, wise and
prudent masters. While | own myself bound to rerasreaccount of all my actions, to the
members of this most noble and potent assemblyf &fter God,) | at the same time present to
them my humble and grateful acknowledgments, bectney have not disdained to grant me a
courteous and patient audience. | embrace thisrappty solemnly to declare, that | am
sincerely prepared to institute an amicable anerinal conference with my reverend brethren,
(at whatever time or place and on whatever occabisrhonorable assembly may judge proper
to appoint,) on all the topics which | have now t@amed, and on any
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other concerning which it will be possible for antreversy to exist, or at some future period to
arise. | also make this additional promise, thatlllin every conference conduct myself with
eguanimity, moderation and docility, and will shewself not less actuated by the desire of
being taught, than by that of communicating to ms®me portion of instruction. And, since in
the discussion of every topic on which it will besgible to institute a conference, two points
will become objects of attention. First. "Whetheattbe true which is the subject of the
controversy,” and, secondly, "Whether it be neaggsabe believed unto salvation,” and since
both these points ought to be discussed and prawedf the Scriptures, | here tender my sacred
affirmation, and solemnly bind myself hereafteptiserve it, that, however cogently | may have
proved by the most solid [human] arguments anglarto be agreeable to the word of God, |
will not obtrude it for an article of belief on tb® of my brethren who may entertain a different
opinion respecting it, unless | have plainly provtefdom the word of God and have with equal
clearness established its truth, and the necassitysalvation that every Christian should
entertain the same belief.



If my brethren will be prepared to act in this manras far as | know the complexion of my own
opinions, there will not easily arise among us setyism or controversy. But, that | may on my
part remove every cause of fear that can possivlde this most noble assembly, occupied and
engaged as its honorable members now are with taaptoroncerns on which in a great measure
depends the safety of our native country and oRé&®rmed Churches, | subjoin this remark,
“"that to hinder my toleration of any matters in brgthren, they must be very numerous and
very important. For | am not of the congregationhafse who wish to have dominion over the
faith of another man, but am only a minister taébadrs, with the design of promoting in them
an increase of knowledge, truth, piety, peace andhj Jesus Christ our Lord."

But if my brethren cannot perceive how they carsjiibg tolerate me, or allow me a place
among them, in reference to myself | indulge irhope that a schism will on this account be
formed. May God avert any such catastrophe, si@c®b many schisms have already arisen
and spread themselves abroad among Christianggtit @ather to be the earnest endeavor of
every one, to diminish their number and destroy the
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influence. Yet, even under such circumstances, fwishall be rejected from the communion of
my brethren,] in patience will | possess my soanl ghough in that case | shall resign my office,
yet | will continue to live for the benefit of oaommon Christianity as long as it may please
God to lengthen out my days and prolong my exigeNever forgetting this sentiment, Sat
Ecclesae, sat Patriae daturm, Enough has beentasagsfy the Church of Christ and my
country!



