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I. Contradictory Wills?

One charge often raised against Calvinism is thatsits contradictory wills within God.
However, the fact is thaoth Calvinists and Arminians must struggle with thesfion

of how God can will one thing and yet at the saime tappear to will to the contrary.
This question arises for theologians of both pesisunes at two distinct points: (a) in
regard to the existence of human evil, and (bggard to the non-universal scope of
salvation.

First, in regard to the existence of evil, bothv@akts and Arminians must provide an
answer to the question of how God can, on the ané fenjoin humans not to sin and yet,
on the other hand, clearly will the commission af & at least some cases. The
Calvinist faces the most sweeping challenge inrégggrd, given the Calvinist belief that
all human desires, intentions, and acts, includilthgvil desires, intentions, and acts, are
willed by God as part of his eternal decree oftek comes to pass (i.e., God’s so-called
decretive wil). This decretive will of God appears to confligth what has often been
called God’'spreceptive will(i.e., moral will), by which God is morally oppakeo the
commission of sin (indeed, the very same sins #aiprding to Calvinism, God
decretively wills humans to commit). Arminians ot face this tension between the
decretive and preceptive wills of God in the sanag @as do Calvinists, given that
Arminians either reject the notion of an exhaustiuveconditional decree of God, or else
if they accept the idea of an exhaustive decr&e Arminius did himself) they generally
assume that it is conditioned to some extent onsFoceknowledge of man’s free
choices. Arminians nonetheless do not entirelpes@ similar dilemma, for they must
still account for how God can will the existencehofman evil in at least a permissive
sense. Moreover, Arminians must reckon with thmsssages of Scripture which



suggest that God in particular instances doesowgiromote the commission of human
sins in apparent contradiction to his revealed maila(e.g., the sins of the Jewish
leadership and Roman authorities who facilitateddéath of Christ; Acts 2:23).

Second, in regard to the non-universal scope ghtiah, both Calvinists and Arminians
must account for how God can both will that eves/be saved and yet ultimately save
only some. Again, this dilemma is perhaps mosteg for Calvinists, who believe
that God of his own accord unconditionally electsave only a portion of humanity.
This raises the obvious question of how God casaie to truly will the salvation of all
people if he takes unilateral steps to providdtersalvation of only some. While
responding to this objection, some Calvinists (&grtretin, Reymond) have countered
that Arminianism faces a similar dilemma: If Godly wants all people to be saved, as
Arminians often emphasize, and if God has the pdavensure this outcome (few
Arminians would question that God has #imlity to do so), then doesn’t the fact that
God doesiot ensure universal salvation contradict the claiat God desires all to be
saved? What prevents God's will that all be sdveih being arefficaciouswill?
Indeed, how can God be considered truly God, soater@ists argue, if his will can be
thwarted?

In this essay | would like to explore in more detiae challenges faced by both Calvinists
and Arminians in responding to the above objectieteted to apparent contradictions
within the will(s) of God. The issues involved ateimes both complex and subtle,
which has no doubt contributed to the confusioeroftvident in this area of the
theological literature. | hope to clarify somewlrathis essay just what the critical
guestions are, and what sort of answers are thepnasising. In Section Il below |
will begin by assessing Calvinist and Arminian agus of God’s seemingly conflicting
wills toward the existence of human evil. | wiblow this in Section Ill with a
discussion of Calvinist and Arminian resolutiongte apparent contradictions in God’s
will(s) toward the scope of human salvation. lddmote that like its preceding
companion essay, “Philosophical Reflections on Fvédk” the present essay relies
primarily on (nontechnical) philosophical and thegptal argumentation rather than on
extensive biblical exegesis. | hope to addressesointhese same issues in a future
essay (currently in preparation) on the topic efdivine decree(s), in which | hope to
present arguments based on a more sustained bibliegesis.



[l. God’s Wills Toward the Existence of Evil

| will begin by considering the first paradox raissbove, namely, the seemingly
contradictory wills of God toward human sin. Theradox can be approached from
two different perspectives. The first concernsltgical possibilityof God willing
seemingly contradictory outcomes at the same tinfdat is, how is it possible for God
to will one thing (e.g., within Calvinism, the detiwe outcome that man sin) and
simultaneously will its apparent opposite (the ppttve outcome that man not sin)
without the one will negating the other? We mighl this the “logical question”
regarding God’s seemingly contradictory wills todidwuman evil. The second
perspective from which we can approach the paradagerns thenorality of God being
involved in such a paradox. That s, even if wauae it is possible for God without
any ultimate contradiction to will these seemingbntradictory outcomes, is it morally
right for him to do so? Is God being fair to the huragents who play out the
interaction of his decretive and preceptive wills®/e might call this the “morality
guestion” regarding God’s will(s) toward human evil will begin in Section A below
by considering first the logical question, devotingst of my attention to an evaluation
of Francis Turretin’s influential Calvinist formulan of the interaction between God’s
permissive decretive will and his preceptive willn Section B | will turn to the
morality question, exploring in particular the tela usefulness for Calvinism versus
Arminianism of an appeal to the greater good (paeyustine and Calvin) as a means to
justify God’s willing of human sin. | will returonce again in Section C to the logical
guestion and propose a tentative resolution t@#nmadox of God’s seemingly
contradictory wills toward human evil.

A. The Logical Question and God’s Preceptive and Perrssive Wills

We begin by considering the logical paradox raisgthe assertion that God both wills
and does not will that humans sin.  As mentioneml/apthis paradox is most extensive
when considered within the Calvinist worldview. odeding to Calvinism, God’s
primary act was to unilaterally decree all that witer come to pass within his creation.
As the Westminster Confession declares, “God, fatireternity, did, by the most wise
and holy counsel of His own will, freely, and unogaably ordain whatsoever comes to
pass . ..” (Westminster Confession of Faith,)lll/iThis is the exercise of what
Calvinists sometimes call God’s decretive will. dZodecretive will is said to
encompass “whatsoever comes to pass;” that isyalits, including all evil desires,



intentions, choices, and acts on the part of athdws throughout history.

Those who hold to Calvinism are generally awaretta notion of an all-encompassing,
determinative decree appears to conflict with tbigom of God’s moral, or preceptive
will.  The preceptive will is that will of God by wch he prescribes that man choose
what is good and abstain from what is evil. Whgr@ad's decretive will can be
viewed as “what God wants to do,” his preceptivé may in one sense be taken as
referring to “what God wantssto do.™ There would be no conflict between God’s
decretive and preceptive wills, of course, if Gedrmtively willed that man commit only
good deeds. The problem arises from the factGloat is said to decree both the good
and the evicommitted by people, while at the same timeegng Himself morally good
andenjoining people to be morally good as welllhis sets up an apparent conflict of
wills within God: the decretive will that man contrevil, and the preceptive will that
man (ought) not commit evil.

John Calvin recognized this appearance of conti@gievills within God toward human
evil, but Calvin himself refused to delve into tbgical aspects of the issue, instead
concluding that the resolution of this paradoximspdy an element of the divine mystery
beyond human comprehension, there being no gewoimeadictionn God’s mind:

“Still, however, the will of God is not at varianesgth itself. It undergoes no
change. He makes no pretense of not willing wieawitls, but while in himself
the will is one and undivided, to us it appears ifiadsh, because, from the
feebleness of our intellect, we cannot comprehewd kthough after a different
manner, he wills and wills not the very same thing.Nay, when we cannot
comprehend how God can will that to be done whielionbids us to do, let us call
to mind our imbecility, and remember that the lightvhich he dwells is not
without cause termed inaccessible, (1 Timothy §:hécause shrouded in
darkness.” lgstitutes I, 18, 3, p. 267-268).

One important early attempt within Calvinism toalee the above paradox was made by
the seventeenth century Reformed theologian Francigtin (nstitutes of Elenctic
Theology, Vol. 1: First Through Tenth Topig@sans. by George Giger, Ed. By James
Dennison, Jr., Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian &drefed, 1992), referred to by Samuel
Alexander as “the best expounder of the doctrindn@fReformed Church.” Turretin’s
resolution of the paradox in question seems toéhorgtwo central devices. Firstis



Turretin’s definition of the preceptive will. Aimies Turretin presents a definition of
God’s preceptive will that is essentially equivdlemwhat | have presented above, as that
which God “wills that we should do,” in contrasthis decretive will which refers to
“that which God wills to do or permit himself” (Vol, Top. 3, Q. 15, 1, p. 220). When
he elaborates, however (as when he wrestles wethlibve paradox of conflicting wills
within God), Turretin’s definition takes on distiremphases. For Turretin, the
preceptive will of God, unlike the decretive wilhncerns only God’s willing “as to the
proposition of dutybut yet not as to the execution of the event’|(\lfpTop. 3, Q. 15, V,
p. 221; emphasis added). There are two impor&peds to this definition: (a) the
preceptive will is concerned only with a madisty (what heshouldor oughtto do rather
than what he actually ends up doing), and (b) thead of the preceptive will is properly
considered only thpropositionof that duty (God preceptively wills only tkemmancor
statemenbf that duty, not any actions of man that maydwlin consequence from that
command or statement).

Given this understanding, Turretin can argue thete is no contradiction between the
two types of divine wills, in that “they are notaupied about the same thing” (Vol. 1,
Top. 3, Q. 15,V, p. 221). God’s decretive wilhcerns what God wills to actually
occur, whereas God'’s preceptive will (on Turretimiglerstanding) refers only to what
“God wills to enjoin upon maas pleasing to himself and his bounden duty” (\{plTop.
3, Q. 15, XVI, p. 223; emphasis addéd)That is, the preceptive will as defined by
Turretin refers not to what God actually wants rtado (which could easily be
construed as potentially conflicting with God’s detove will), but instead only to what
Godwants to telli.e., “enjoin upon”) man to do. By way of illuation, consider
Turretin’s discussion of God’s command for Abrahtansacrifice his son Isaac:

“Thus God willed the immolation of Isaac by a vafisign [= preceptive will] as to
the preception (i.e., he prescribed it to Abraham #est of his obedience), but he
nilled it by a beneplacit [= decretive] will astte event itself because he had
decreed to prohibit that slaughter. Now althougsée two acts of the divine will
are diverse (“Will to commandibraham to slay his son” and “I do not will that
immolation”), yet they are not contrary, for botens true—that God botikecreed
to enjointhis upon Abraham and equally decreed to hindeetfecting of it.
Hence God without contrariety willed Isaac to bfedd up and not to be offered
up. He willed it as to the precept, but nilledstto the effect.” (Vol. 1, Top. 3,
Q. 15, pp. 223-224; XVIII; emphasis added)



Though this move by Turretin may successfully pn¢amy contradiction between the
decretive and preceptive wills by placing the pptiee will on an entirely different plane
(i.e., as referring to what God wills or decreesdagabout what man should do), it comes
at a high cost. Followed through to its logicahclision, Turretin’s above explanation
of the matter may be taken to suggest that God leedytwo kinds of desires or wills:  (a)
his will regarding what man actually does (i.e¢r@égéive will), and (b) his will regarding
his own communicatioto man regarding moralitfy.e., Turretin’s preceptive will).

Missing from this scheme is any direct statemenhefsort “God did not want the man

to commit murder” (as applied to the case of one attually commits murder). That

is, by redefining the preceptive will so that itaws only to a decree concerning what God
saysabout his own communicative actdod can no longer be said to directly will a
given action of man in terms of tiheorality of that action. Given Turretin’s view, the
closest God can come to willing that a person mofis a case where the person actually
does sin) is for God to will teay wordgo the effect, “You should not sin.” God’s
preceptive will cannot, however, reach beyond thvagils so as to apply directly to the
action of the person. It seems to me that Turseformulation, once understood in this
way, must be considered a radical and unsatisfadieparture from the traditional
understanding God’s moral will.

Whereas the first device above employed by Turiiatims attempt to resolve the tension
between God's decretive and preceptive wills inedla redefinition of the preceptive
will, Turretin’s second device represents an attetmpesolve this tension by softening
the force of God’s decretive will. It does so lBvdloping the concept of God’s
permissive will It is important to note that for Turretin andhet Calvinists, God’s
permissive will is not such that it allows humang authentic power of
self-determination, such that a person nmefact choose to either sin or not sin in a given
instance. Instead, God’s permissive will as foraed by Calvinists is one particular
form of God’s absolute decretive will; specificaliyis what Turretin terms an instance of
God’s “negative” decretive will, “by which hgeterminesiot to hinderthe creature from
sinning” but in such a way as to absolutely guaarftoreordain) the sinful outcome
(Vol. 1, Top. 3, Q. 15, VI, p. 221; emphasis added)

God'’s permissive will comes into play in cases veh®od preceptively commands
obedience to a given law but then “does not [de@f will to give [man] the strength”
to obey that law. Turretin asserts that a perwgs@iegative) decree of this sort “does



not contend with [God’s] command when he prescribesan his bounden duty” (i.e.,
God’s permissive decretive will and his preceptui do not conflict). Instead,
Turretin argues, there would be a contradictiory 6iiGod by the power of his decree
wouldimpelmen to do what he has by his law prohibited, vhEn attempting to obey
the law he would by an opposite impedimedall them from obedience,” in which case
God “would will repugnancies and be himself oppotedis own will” (Vol. 1, Top. 3,

Q. 15,V, p. 221; emphasis added). This, Turrasiserts, God does not do.

Turretin’s argument from permissive will essenyiddbils down to the following claim:
God's decretive and preceptive wills regarding hareeil cannot in principle conflict,
because in exercising his permissive decree, Gsithigly choosing to in some sense
withdraw any coercive influence on his part (iseich that he neither “impels” nor
“recalls”) and to not stand in the way of (“notltmder”) the natural, inexorable human
initiative to sin.  According to this understandioigpermissive will, when humans sin it
is because God has decided (decreed) not to empberar(“he does not will to give
[them] the strength”) to overcome their natural utges to sin. It might be said (though
Calvinists themselves might not choose to worlig tvay) that God is merely
determining that outcome to occur (i.e., humanwsimch humans would in some sense
choose to will anyway.

There is, however, a monumental problem with tbisception of a permissive decree.
The whole point of appealing to a negative permessiill of God toward human sin
within a Calvinist worldview seems to be to in sosease “get God out of the way”
when it comes to human sin so that God cannot Aegel as the author of that sin.  Put
differently, the concept of a negative permissieerde is designed to benefit Calvinism
by gaining the emotional force of thbsenceof a divine decree for human swithout
actually having to posguch an absence. Turretin could thus say thatdioply “does
not hinder” man’s impulse to sin, and likewise “do®t give man the strength” to
overcome this impulse. But here is where the mmoldrises: Does a negative
permissive decree of the sort envisioned by Turratiequately characterize God’s
involvement in the process of bringing about hursianwithin a Calvinist worldview? |
think not, for if God’s permissive decree in regérdin is truly limited to having
negative force, as Turretin has argued in ordevtad a conflict between it and God’s
preceptive will, this leaves us wondering whasitiveforce remains to determine or
ensure the human choice to sin.



There are only two logical possibilities. The fiisthat some factor(s) outside the
scope of and therefore not determined by the didewree provides the impetus for
human sin. This, however, is not an availableayptithin the Calvinist worldview.
Recall that within consistent Calvinism, God’s atdrdecree is exhaustive; there is
nothingwithin creation that it does not touch, theradasevent or state outside of God
himself that is not determined by the decree. tAged earlier, this includes all sinful
intentions, desires, choices, and acts on thegbéwtmans. This exhaustive nature of
the divine decree is demanded within Calvinism bw@ists understanding of the
sovereignty of God: To the extent that there mighany state, condition, or event not
fully determined by God, then to that extent hisabte sovereignty over creation would
be seen as compromised. Accordingly, there caroldeuman initiative or desire that is
in any sense “outside of” God’s eternal decreetltan be no undetermined,
independent human initiative or desire that mightdft “unhindered” to motivate human
sin. There can be no sense of what man wouldl{fe&ish or choose to do considered
somehow apart from the divine decree. The divewrek necessarily encompasses and
determines all human impulses and responsessthiga regardless whether one views
the implementation of that decree in a direct, kdeterminist sense or in a
soft-determinist, compatibilist sense (i.e., in @¥h{God decisively conditions all human
choices by means of the person’s inner and outgre@mments; for discussion see my
essay “Philosophical Reflections on Free Will").n dither case, the Calvinist conception
of God’s decretive will is such that each aspechah’s sin--from its initial impulse in
the realm of human desire to its consummationereitt of sin itself--each aspect of this
process is necessarily ordered and ensured byuime dlecree. It is not possible within
Calvinism, then, that the positive impetus for harsa could arise from any factor(s)
lying outside the scope of the divine decree.

The only other possibility available, and the oahe consistent with Calvinism, is that
some factor(s) governed by God’s positive (i.enpeymissive) decree must provide the
positive impetus for human sin.  Likely candidatedude the factors that underlie
human depravity, the factors that condition the anriree will in a compatibilistic sense
to choose as it does, and so forth. Cruciallysadih factors must be considered within
Calvinism as wholly determined and ordered by tiesitive) divine decree, not as
independent of that decree. As Berkhof statesef@ls no absolute principle of
self-activity in the creature, to which God simpdyns His activity. In every instance
the impulse to action and movement proceeds frooh Go. So God also enables and
prompts His rational creatures, as second causésction, and that not merely by



endowing them with energy in a general way, bueibgrgizing them to certain specific
acts” Systematic Theology: New EditidBrand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996, p. 173).
Thus, God positively orders all of the circumstantteat make human nature what it is,
and he either directly or compatibilistically cotidins all of the factors within our
environment that work together to render our clr®toesin certain.

But--and here is the critical point--if God so aigleur nature and environment, then
what is the benefit of Turretin’s appeal to a p&siie negative decree? Turretin’s
original intent in appealing to a permissive deaxgté strictly negative force was to rule
out any possibility of conflict between this negatpermissive decree and God'’s
preceptive will that man should not sin.  Turrdiglieved that by so formulating God’s
decretive will toward human sin in a negative fashihe could then say that God via this
permissive will did noactivelypromote human sin or compel man to sin, but imstea
simply omitted to give man the strength to obey ‘&talv and thereby did not stand in
the way of human nature taking its course. Bthat very same human nature turns out
to be wholly determined elsewhere by God’s positigeree, and if God so orders our
environments such that our choice to sin is rerdleegtain, then the original problem
faced by Turretin reemerges. How can God positigedler reality such that humans
will inevitably sin, and at the same time precegivenjoin humans not to sin?

Turretin’s claim that God does not “compel” humamsin but rather only negatively
decrees (permits) that they will sin seems besidebint, for the exhaustive nature of
God’s positive decree in the realm of human natuejan intentions, and the human
environment, with or without a negative permissiegeree, yields the same “compelling”
result that humans are unfailingly determined by Gosin.

It seems to me that by focusing exclusively on tim8on of God’s negative (permissive)
decree in regard to human sin, Turretin and thdse lvave followed in his footsteps have
failed to see the relevance within their systerthefbroadepositivedecree of God for
the occurrence of human sin.  We might say thatefumrand his heirs are guilty of
tunnel vision, having attempted to derive the besef a “negative” decree in regard to
human sin while ignoring the implications of Gollimader positive decree. Within
consistent Calvinism, the permissive will said lyr€tin to simply “not hinder” man’s
sin is but a part of the larger exhaustive decrsewltich, in keeping with the Calvinist
understanding of God’s unilateral sovereignty, ®ndwingly intends to absolutely
determine all of those factors ensuring that mdhimfact sin.  Ultimately, then, there
is no way within a Calvinist system for the posgtiorce driving human sin to be



accounted for outside of God’s exhaustive decrégémiting the permissive aspect of
God’s decretive will such that it has only negafiorce does not solve the problem of
contradictory wills within God; it simply shifts éhproblem to another area of God'’s
decretive will, namely, his positive decree. lishappears that Turretin has jumped out
of the frying pan only to land in the fire, and dygparent contradiction between God’s
decretive and preceptive wills within Calvinismrgla, despite Turretin’s efforts to prove
the contrary: >

We have seen, then, that Turretin attempted towlgalthe apparent logical
contradiction between God’s decretive and preceptils by first redefining God’s
preceptive will as pertaining only to what God @il communicateegarding morality,
and second by softening the force of God’s deagetill toward human sin such that it is
only anegative permissivédecree. | have argued above that Turretin failedath
counts. Calvin, in contrast, did not attempt talgpe the logical paradox as such, but
remained content to assign it as one of the unbtdvaysteries of the divine mind. In
Section II.C below | will return to this questiohtbe logical possibility of God having
opposing wills, and will suggest a preliminary resion to the paradox. In order to
understand my proposal there, however, it will beassary for us to first consider the
apparent contradiction within God’s wills towardnhan evil from a moral rather than
logical perspective.

B. The Morality Question and the Argument from a Greaer Good

The question being considered in this section felkk®wvs: Even if we assume that it is
possible for God without any ultimate contradictiorhold seemingly contradictory wills
toward human evil, is inorally right for him to do so? Is God being fair to the human
agents who play out the interaction of his decestind preceptive wills? Calvin was
less reticent to address this second questionthe morality question) than he was to
address the first question (i.e., the logical gmBsi question). In regard to this
morality question, Calvin followed Augustine in angg that God can rightly decree
man’s sin, because he uses man’s sin as a mewasdaos good ends (e.g., the just
punishment of the wicked, the availability of rege#ion through Christ’'s death). God’s
intentions are thus good, unlike the intentionthefhumans who commit the sins in
qguestion. As Calvin quotes Augustine, God can ategly remain guiltless throughout
the process while man is held guilty because “endhe act which they did, the reasons
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for which they did it are different’ifistitutes I, 18, 4, pp. 270).

Augustine and Calvin’s proposal here is essentailyargument from the “greater good,”
whereby God wills human sin for the sake of aclmg\a greater or higher good purpose
that in some sense transcends or counterbalareewithnvolved. In such cases, God
subordinates a particular aspect of his preceptillen order to achieve a greater good
than could have been achieved through compliantetive precept alone. It seems to
me that this basic insight drawn upon here by Atigasand Calvin is correct, though, as
we will see below, the reasoning underlying theuargnt may ultimately prove more
helpful to Arminians than to Calvinists. The galesalidity of an argument from the
greater good can perhaps most easily be seen figrafaaumerous examples that might
be constructed from within the human realm. Imagfor example, a situation in which
two kidnappers holding a hostage get into an arguinvéh each other. Blows are
exchanged, and the hostage takes the opporturstiptaway unnoticed while the
kidnappers are thus distracted. When the politeen$ and the relatives of the
now-free hostage learn how the escape took plaeg,are delighted that the kidnappers
got into an argument and fought each other. (lddelever police officers negotiating
with the kidnappers might even have tried to triggiech an argument between the
kidnappers in order to bring about this very reyultAnd yet, we would hardly blame the
officers or the relatives for desiring that therlagpers sin against each other by getting
into a fight, precisely because the kidnappersglemallowed the achievement of a
greater good, namely, the escape of the hostage.

John Piper (“Are There Two Wills in God?” 8till Sovereign: Contemporary
Perspectives on Election, Foreknowledge, and Grabemas R. Schreiner & Bruce A.
Ware (Eds.), Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1995, 20@0,1197-131) has astutely observed
that arguments from a greater good are requirdamitoth Calvinism and Arminianism
to account for the moral validity of seemingly a@ualictory wills in God. Though
Piper’s focus is on the question of how God cat aliito be saved and yet ultimately
save only some (a question | will address belowart Il of this essay), his comments
are also applicable to the question at hand comgphuman evil. Before we consider
Piper’'s remarks in more detail, recall that, asshtioned in the introduction to this essay,
both Calvinism and Arminianism face daunting quesiabout God’s multiple wills
toward human evil. Until now | have focused priityaon the challenges this paradox
presents to Calvinism (viz., how can God exhaultigecree all instances of human sin
while at the same time preceptively willing thatmreot sin), but an Arminian
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understanding of God'’s relation to the world raisesilar questions.

To begin with, even if per Arminianism God does generallydecreethat humans sin
(i.e., God does not determine their specific sinke certain by his own volition), the
reality that theres sin in the world forces Arminians to acknowledpattGod knowingly
permitssin to occur (though not in the decretive sengseomission, as Calvinists such
as Turretin would claim; see Section Il.A aboveThe significance of this observation
increases when we remember that God was presumadr no compulsion to create
the world or humans in the first place. Moreowen granting the creation of humans,
God presumably has sufficient wisdom and poweratgetcreated a world in which
humans were conditioned to perform only good. fHueis, however, that God created
humans beings with genuine freedom of will andahgity to obey or disobey him.
Indeed, God created them even though in his onarisei he knew beforehand that
humans would sin against him. It is clear, thaaf even from an Arminian perspective
God in some sense willed that humans would sinittyesof the fact that he (a) in at
least in most cases does not stop them from sirdesgite having the power to do so,
and (b) created them with the capacity to sin dedgiowing beforehand that they would
sin (for discussion of this and related points fraf@alvinist perspective, see Gordon H.
Clark, Religion, Reason and Revelatjdthiladelphia: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1961,
p. 205; also Robert L. ReymonlNew Systematic Theology of the Christian Faith
Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1998, pp. 350-353; famfius’ view of the permissive will
of God, see “Public DisputationsThe Works of James Arminjusondon Edition, Vol. I,
trans. James Nichols, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Bpp886, Disputations 9 and 10, pp.
162-189). Though this Arminian sense in which ®@alds human sin is not
deterministically causal in the same way that Gadwin’s divine decree is, Arminians
must still contend with the fact that God has galhechosen not to prevent the
commission of the very sins that he proscribessmtoral law.

It is at this point that Piper’'s remarks come iptay (John Piper, “Are There Two Wills
in God?” inStill Sovereign: Contemporary Perspectives on kect-oreknowledge,

and Grace Thomas R. Schreiner & Bruce A. Ware (Eds.), Giaagids, MI: Baker,
1995, 2000, pp. 107-131). Why does God permit taasin while at the same time
enjoining him not to sin (and punishing him for Big)? The answer assumed by both
Calvinists and Arminians, Piper says, is that “Gdommitted to something even more
valuable” than preventing the occurrence of humaln e“The difference between
Calvinists and Arminians lies not in whether thare two wills in God, but in what they
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say this higher commitment is.” For Calvinists,d3zermits (decrees) human sin in
order to achieve the greater good seen in the ‘fiestation of the full range of God’s
glory in wrath and mercy,” as well as the relateddrealized in the “the humbling of
man.” For Arminians, God permits human sin in ordepreserve the greater good of
“human self-determination [i.e., authentic humasettom reflecting the image of God in
man] and the possible resulting love relationshih od” (Piper, p. 124).

Both Calvinists and Arminians, then, attempt tovegrsthe moral question of how God
can simultaneously both will and proscribe humanbsi appealing to an argument from
the greater good. The greater good invoked byifiiatg tends to be the glory of God
revealed in his wrath and mercy, whereas the grgated generally invoked by
Arminians is the love relationship with God madegible by significant human freedom.
Which of these is correct? Obviously, the answehat question will ultimately

depend on an extensive amount of biblical exedbaiswould take me beyond the scope
of this essay, in which | am instead considerirggrtature of God’s will from a
philosophical-theological perspective. In all likeod there is a measure of truth in
both of the above conceptions of the greater good fuoclvGod allows human evil.
However, there do seem to me to be reasons to thgokrminian understanding of the
issue as the more basic. Let me explain.

The Arminian appeal to significant human freedona asstification for the existence of
human evil is rooted in an ancient argument stietchack at least as far as Augustine
and echoed more recently by writers such as Ce®wid (The Problem of Pain The
various versions of this argument have been refdoas Free Will Theodicies
(“theodicy” = an explanation of why God allows g\ly one of the argument’s ablest
expositors in the modern era, Alvin Plantin@o(, Freedom, and EviHarper & Row,
1974; Eerdmans, 1977). Plantinga, for reasonsnéed not concern us hére,
characterizes his own presentation of this argumame specifically as the Free Will
Defense, the purpose of which is to demonstratestphically that there are some good
states of affairs that God cannot himself bringuahathout permitting the existence of
evil. The Free Will Defense attempts to show thatexistence of human evil is
consistent with the existence of a God who is omaig, omnipotent, and wholly good.
The main argument is summarized by Plantinga dswel

“A world containing creatures who are significarftige . . . is more valuable, all else
being equal, than a world containing no free cnestat all. Now God can create free
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creatures, but He carcauseor determinghem to do only what is right.  For if He does
so, then they aren’t significantly free after éley do not do what is rigifiteely. To

create creatures capablenobral good therefore, He must create creatures capable of
moral evil; and He can'’t give these creatures teedom to perform evil and at the same
time prevent them from doing so. . . . The fact thee creatures sometimes go wrong . . .
counts neither against God’s omnipotence nor aghiissgoodness; for He could have
forestalled the occurrence of moral evil only bjnoing the possibility of moral good”
(God, Freedom, and EviHarper & Row, 1974; Eerdmans, 1977, p. 30)

Crucial to this argument is how one defines hunmraadom. To be “significantly free”
with respect to a given action means that a passtfree to perform that action and free
to refrain from performing it; no antecedent coiwatis and/or causal laws determine that
he will perform the action, or that he won’t. dtwithin his power, at the time in
guestion, to take or perform the action and witiigapower to refrain from it” (Plantinga,
p. 29). This is essentially a statement of whabpbphers sometimes call
contra-causabr libertarian free will, which contrasts to the notion @mpatibilistic
freedom accepted by most Calvinists. AccordinGoonpatibilism, all seemingly free
actions of humans are in actuality decisively cboded by God through the
characteristics of the person’s mental and exteanalronments, with the result that all
human choices are predetermined by God to occtiaguthey do and not otherwise. In
contrast, contra-causal freedom entails the alidijo otherwise The contra-causally
(or significantly) free agent, as Plantinga staes it “within his power” to either
“perform the action” or “refrain from it” (for extesive discussion of these differing
conceptions of human free will see the separatyeg®ilosophical Reflections on Free
Will™).

The Free Will Defense (or Theodicy) offers Armirsaarobust response to the question
of why God permits human evil. God permits evitdase in his wisdom he saw that
doing so was the only way to ensure the possilityignificant human freedom, which
in turn is a prerequisite for what we might tesignificant relationshipsthat is,
relationships in which the contribution of neitimeember is causally predetermined or
decisively conditioned by the other (or by a thpatty). This does not mean that the
members of a significant relationship may not iaflae one another’s choices. Rather,
it only means that in a significant relationshiacle member of the relationship ultimately
has the ability to either participate in or withdr&tom the relationship; in short, each
member may exercise contra-causal freedom in regatte relationship. The most
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important relationship, of course, is that betw€em and man. Arminians believe that
it is crucial to the integrity of the relationsthptween the two thdtoth Godand man
exercise contra-causal freedom with respect todlagionship. God ensured this
possibility by creating man “in his image” (Gene%i&7), one aspect of which by
hypothesis includes man’s ability to exercise gigant (contra-causal) freedom, just as
God himself possesses.

It must be emphasized that in order to succeed;itbe Will Defense (Theodicy)
requires a contra-causal rather than compatilmlistderstanding of human free will.
Why this is so can be seen once we recall the olaim of the Free Will Defense, that
God could not have prevented human evil withoutlpiing the exercise of significant
human free will. Under Compatibilism, however,rthés no reason to think that God
couldnot have prevented human evil without precluding hufnea will (i.e., as
Compatibilism understands the term “free will”). hak is, if the good and evil choices of
humans are all equally conditioned and determindaktexactly what they are by God
(as Compatibilism in conjunction with Calvinism ¢tbas), then it is difficult to see why
God could not have just as easily conditioned atdrchinedall human choices to be
good(thereby preventing the occurrence of evil). Tdwt that he did not do so cannot
be explained by appealing to human free will asceored within Compatibilism, since
such a formulation of “free will” should be equatlgmpatible with any predetermined
outcome that might be conditioned by God. Indéee whole point of calling it
“compatibilistic” freedom is to claim that humaré&dom is reallgompatiblewith
(theological) determinism; hence one can see rsprewhy such freedom could not be
compatible with a world that was determined by Gote wholly morally good with no
sin.

The question, then, for Calvinism is why God did (given the assumption of
compatibilistic freedom) simply go ahead and caonditman to always desire only good
choices? If God didn’t care to give man significkc|eedom (of the contra-causal sort
described by Plantinga above), then why did hedydthallow evil to flourish when he
could have readily prevented it? The standardi@iglwesponse to this is the one
mentioned earlier, that God instead desired toegekuman sin in order to demonstrate
his wrath and mercy, and thereby increase his gloReformed theologian Robert
Reymond is representative when he proposes thdtighest good for which God allows
evil is “the unabridged, unqualifieglorification of God himselin the praises of his
saints for his judgment against their enemies antiis stark, contrasting display to
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them—who equally deserved the same judgment—ad$ungassing great grace in Christ
Jesus. Andhatend God regards as sufficient reason to decree lwehiaas, including
even the fact and presence of evil in his worl®R&ymond A New Systematic Theology
of the Christian FaithThomas Nelson Publishers, Nashville, 1998, p, 8@ghasis in
the original). Without the existence of human #ere would presumably have been
no opportunity for God to express his wrath anday@nd thereby gain glory in this
way.

| see two problems with this Calvinist appeal tad@alory as being the greater good for
which God decrees human evil.  First, it is noacliat such an appeal really gains
what it claims to gain over the Arminian alternativ Calvinists claim that God decrees
human evil in order to allow himself the opportyrtid display his wrath on sin and his
mercy on (some) sinners. Yet, how is this an athgeover the Arminian scheme of
things? Is not God’s wrath and mercy displayedtierbenefit of his glory within the
Arminian scheme as well? According to the Arminienderstanding of Scripture, God
burns with holy wrath upon all sinners for theibe#lion against his law and what he has
revealed of his nature; likewise, God lovingly eéxts his incomparable grace and mercy
to those who abandon all hope in their own ments @ace their loyal faith in Jesus
Christ. The fact of human sin, which God knew i dmniscience before he created
the world, gives equal opportunity for God to exhidmth his wrath and his mercy to
man, regardless whether that sin is decretivelgrdahed (as Calvinists say) or not (as
Arminians say). Arminians can thus fully acknowgedll the Scriptural expressions of
God'’s wrath and mercy, and glorify him for the Iaugd holiness to which these
expressions point.

The only significant factor present in the Calvirdisheme that might be argued to be
lacking in the Arminian scheme is the greater oppoty within the former for God to
make unilateral determinations (e.g., unconditipnddcreeing that some individuals will
experience eternal salvation and others eternalaronation). However, | have argued
at length elsewhere (see the essay “Does Armimabisninish God’s Glory?”), based
on a survey of relevant Scripture passages, teaBilhie does not ground God’s glory in
the exercise of unilateral determinations of tloit.s Though God certainly has the right
and ability to make unilateral determinations (hegision to create the universe being, of
course, the prime example), the Bible seems torgén@oint elsewhere when
establishing a basis for God’s glory. Thereforegems to me that the Calvinist
insistence that God act unilaterally at every g@esopportunity in order to preserve his
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glory to the maximum degree is misguided.

Moreover, it must be remembered that Calvinismiseabto God’s glory as being the
greater good for which God decrees human evil,ev@ining no advantage over its
Arminian alternative (as just argued), actually esmt a high cost: namely, the inability
to recognize significant (contra-causal) humandome. As noted earlier, Arminians
argue that there can be no meaningful relationsetveen God and humanity such as the
Bible portrays without significant, contra-caus@&ddom on the part doth Godand

man. A wholly conditioned, one-sided relationsbiggthe sort entailed by Calvinism, in
which God unilaterally decrees how the relationgigys out for both sides, rings hollow
upon thoughtful, unbiased reflection.

Does all of this mean that Arminians must rejeetribtion that God seeks to magnify his
own glory? Notatall. Indeed, as | hinted eayliehink there is an important kernel

of truth in the Calvinist appeal to the glory ofd>as a greater good motivating God’s
actions. One could run through a long list of Bltnie passages (as Calvinists often do)
that clearly suggest God is jealous for his glonand yet, it is important to remember
that the Scriptures do not isolate God’s love fanpon the one hand, from his desire to
receive glory from man, on the other hand, buteatends to wed these two themes in
speaking of God’s motivation for his acts on belofinan. Consider, for example,
Paul's assertion in Ephesians that God’s redemptoris through Christ are for “the
praise of thaylory of hisgrace (NASB; Ephesians 1:6; NIVHis glorious grac®. It
seems to me that this phrase beautifully captimegtoper perspective on the
relationship between God'’s glory and his grace. eréhs no competition between God'’s
desire to maintain his glory and his desire to motgrace. Nor does he extend grace
solely for the purpose of maximizing his glory (tipeaise” and “glory” are said to arise
on account of his “grace,” not the other way arqundnstead, God extends grace freely,
unselfishly, exuberantly, even what some might merswvastefully (cf. the father of the
prodigal son in Luke 15:11-32) because it is hisireato do so, and fdhis paramount
reason he gains immeasurable, wholly merited pamseglory. This is a perspective
that Arminians can fully embrace.

There is, moreover, another sense in which the Aiamiworldview with its recognition
of significant human freedom uniquely magnifies ¢fh@y of God. | touched on this in
the essay “Does Arminianism Diminish God’s Glory?There | noted that acts of
obedience and sacrifice by believers (e.g., maotydacquire their extraordinary force
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and significance precisely because they are frdevaluntary acts, initiated by human
agents for the purpose of glorifying God. It doesstrengthen the force of these acts
to view them as the Calvinist does as originatirtipvw God’s determinative decree, such
that the human agent could not have chosen othetivés to make the sacrifice in
guestion. If anything, viewing these acts as th&/i@ist does riskslecreasingheir

value insofar as contributing to the glory of Gtmt,on a Calvinist understanding the acts
become motions within a divinely orchestrated gaviger which the human actors have
no ultimatecontrol. This basic observation can be broadéoegply to all aspects of
the development of significant relationships betw&sd and man and among men.
When humans exercise significant human freedons $o eooperatively establish
significant relationships, this very act as weltlas resulting relationships (to which
human free will contributes) brings glory to Godrhis is so because the exercise of
human free will is an aspect of the image of Gothan; therefore, the good fruits of that
capacity are an image or reflection of God’s owondyeess and redound to his glory.
Moreover, to the extent that the Church freely avafes with the working of divine
grace such that these significant relationshipsrantbe members of the Body of Christ
are characterized by increasing love and holirtesis extent God’s glory is further
intensified, as the Church “attain[s] to the whaleasure of the fullness of Christ”
(Ephesians 4:13). This is the most important @spleGod’s eternal plan of the ages,
namely, “the summing up of all things in Christ'pfiesians 1:10), our role in this plan
being “to the praise of his glory” (Ephesians 1:12).

The first major problem, then, with the Calvinigpaal to God’s glory as the greater
good for which God decrees human evil is thatitinose not only does not really gain
what it claims to gain over an Arminian account, &tthe same time actually loses
something of great importance, namely, the recagnif significant freedom on the part
of man and the integrity of the relationship thigk@s possible with God. Somewhat
ironically for the Calvinist, it is this very freeth in man as posited within Arminianism
that makes possible authentic acts of obediencesatrifice, as well as significant
relationships characterized by love and holinds#, tbgether redound to God’s glory.

There is a second problem as well with the stan@aitdinist appeal to God’s glory as
the greater good justifying God’s decree of humah e Notice that the rationale for
God's glorification within the Calvinist appeal lg@s on the significance of the terms
judgmentandgrace(cf. the quote by Robert Reymond given earlieblowever, the
meaning of both these terms depends to a largatesttethe nature ahoral guilt a
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concept whose meaning in turn depends directhhemature of humainee will.  If
Arminian arguments concerning human free will asgect that genuine culpability for
sin on the part of humans cannot be adequatelyepbualized within a deterministic
framework (for extensive discussion see my essaydsophical Reflections on Free
Will”), then it becomes highly questionable whetkgthin such a framework the related
concepts of judgment and grace can carry the stgni€e that Calvinists wish to attach
to them, precisely because these concepts areatdiyrtied to the notion of human free
will.  If, despite Calvinists’ protests to the caary, human free will is a largely vacuous
concept within a deterministic framework, then ‘gmedent” and “grace” lose much of
their force as well within this same framework. isltesult casts grave doubt on
attempts by Calvinist determinists to ground aroaat of human evil in these concepts.
Arminians, in contrast, recognize the existencsigiificant (contra-causal) human
freedom and thus may legitimately draw on concspth as judgment and grace when
developing accounts of the existence of euvil.

It appears, then, that the notion of the “greaterdj employed by Calvin and others to
explain why God permits (Calvinists would say “d&=3”) human sin turns out to benefit
Arminians more than Calvinists. There is, howesg&h, one more significant challenge
facing Arminians in respect to the moral “rightriessGod permitting human evil. For
even Arminians must recognize the clear teachirf§cnipture that God in at least some
cases (which Arminians tend to see as the excemiber than the rule) actively
promotes if not directly determines or ensures plaaticular humans will carry through
with sinful actions. Obvious examples from Scripture include God's iial ensuring
Pharaoh’s refusal to let the Israelites leave E@ygbdus 4:21, 7:3, 9:12, 10:1, 10:27,
11:10, 14:4, 14:17) and in bringing about the actions of the Jews and Romans
responsible for Jesus’ arrest and crucifixion (A&3) (see Robert Reymond’s
comments on these passagedlew Systematic Theology of the Christian Faittomas
Nelson Publishers, Nashville, 1998, pp. 359, 3&&H aee Arminius’ comments on
various passages of this sort in “Apology Againsirfly-One Theological Articles,The
Works of James Arminiysondon Edition, Vol. Il, trans. James Nicholsa@d Rapids,
MI: Baker Books, 1986, Art. 23, pp. 40-42, and “RuBisputations,” ibid., Disp. 9,
VI-XX, pp. 164-175, and Disp. 10, VI-XII, pp. 18186).

The question, of course, is how in these instafims can, on the one hand, work to
bring about the commission of sin by humans andgrethe other hand, preceptively

enjoin people not to commit these same sins. Toases might be said to parallel, in a
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more limited sense, the problem faced by Calvimdien they hold that God more
generally decrees human sin. Though Arminianstéee notion of an exhaustive
unconditional decree of all events of the sort siovied by Calvinists, Arminians run into
the same conceptual problem when they grant thdtiGoertain specific cases promotes
human sin.  One might think of such cases fromiwithe Arminian perspective as a
“specific decree” of particular instances of hunsamthat stands in seeming
contradiction to God’s preceptive will.

The answer to this quandary for the Arminian, éras to me, is again an appeal to the
notion of a greater good, except that this timegifeater good is not the preservation of
human free will (which perhaps may well be overeddy God in some of these
instances; see Note 7), but instead a greater th@abds specific to the goals God wishes
to achieve through the situation. For example giieater good achieved by God'’s
hardening of Pharoah’s heart was the glory brotmi&od by Pharaoh’s persistent
resistance (Exodus 6:7, 9:16, 10:1-2, 11:9). Tieatgr good achieved through the
jealousy of the Jewish leaders and selfishnedseoRbman authorities who brought
about Jesus’ crucifixion was the provision of aomnaig sacrifice for the sins of humanity.
In each case we can assume that, the circumstaht®es situation being what they were
(i.e., including the constraints placed on theatitin by the results of the prior sins of
men), the particular greater good in question cowlidhave been achieved except
through the agency of man’s sinful actions. Gaatsntion in bringing about the sinful
state of affairs was therefore good (i.e., hisrtiten was to achieve the greater good
particular to that situation), with the result thatcould justifiably and without guilt act
to ensure that these sinful actions took place.cohtrast, the human agent in such cases
does not have in view the greater good but inst@@ads the sin for its own sake. As
Calvin suggested (following Augustine; see disaussibove), the human agent is for
this reason guilty for his actions.

The above line of reasoning raises a questionArnifinians can resolve the dilemma of
how God can work to bring about human sin in paléic exceptional cases (the
“specific decree”) by appealing to God’s intentiorachieve @&pecificgreater good (i.e.,
not the general preservation of human freedominst¢ad a greater good specific to the
situation), why canndEalvinistsemploy a similar tactic to explain God’s exhaustiv
decree of all human sin (not the general appetdidalory of God already critiqued
above, but instead an appeal to a greater goodfisgeceach situation). Such an
approach has been called “meticulous providencetliltl Petersergvil and the
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Christian God Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1982), tleaithat there exists a
specificgreater good counterbalanciegch and everinstance of human sin, or as
William Hasker phrases it, “that every single imgta of evil that occurs is such that
God's permitting either that specific evil or soptber equal or greater evil is necessary
for some greater good which is better than anyt@nd could have brought about with
permitting the evil in question.” Citing examplasch as the Holocaust, Saddam
Hussein’s invasion of Kuwait, and the ethnic cleéag$n Bosnia (“or a thousand more
that could have been added”), Hasker concludesstidt a proposal of meticulous
providence “strains one’s credulity almost beyandts” (William Hasker, “A
Philosophical Perspective,” ifthe Openness of God: A Biblical Challenge to the
Traditional Understanding of Godowners Grove, IL: IVP, 1994, pp. 146-147).
Indeed, it is not just “a thousand” more examplteg tould be added to those cited by
Hasker, but multiplied billions upon billions thrglwout the course of human
history—every single human sin that has ever beemutted. | agree with Hasker that
to posit aspecificgreater good offsetting each of these innumerabtevgould not be a
credible course for Calvinists to take. This peshaxplains why Calvinists are instead
usually content to appeal to the general glory ofl Gs the greater good justifying God’s
exhaustive decree (an appeal whose shortcominggel diready noted above).

To summarize this section, it seems to me that Aians, ironically, are in a better
position than Calvinists to make use of Augustiragid Calvin’s appeal to the greater
good as an answer to the moral question regardatisGeemingly contradictory wills
toward human sin (i.e., how God can rightly peronipromote the occurrence of the
same human sins that he proscribes). Arminiansbudg on the Free Will Defense to
argue that God permits (not decrees) all humanb&gause to do so is the only way to
preserve significant human freedom, which in twhi@ves the greater good of making
possible significant love relationships between @od man and among men. In
addition, Arminians may account for special caseshich God promotes particular
instances of human sin (the “specific decree”) lgpeg that in each such case there is a
specific greater good that can only be realizedugh the occurrence of that sin. God
is guiltless in such cases because his intentignamoting the sin is the attainment of
the greater good, whereas the human agent invobradins guilty because his intention
rises no higher than the sin itself. Calvinissbatommonly appeal to the notion of a
greater good in accounting for God’s willing of haimsin; specifically, they appeal to the
magnification of the glory of God achieved throubh display of God’s wrath and mercy
on sinners as the greater good justifying God’'sekeof all human sin. | argued,
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however, that this Calvinist appeal to God’s glfays to gain anything over the
Arminian alternative, given that God can also diggtis wrath and mercy (and thereby
magnify his glory) equally well within the Arminiamorldview and, what is more,
without having to compromise significant human @lee and the significant
relationships made possible by such freedom. diitiad, | argued that the concepts of
wrath and mercy assumed in the Calvinist accolg® touch of their force in a system
that fails to recognize significant (contra-causalinan free will.  Finally, | argued that
Calvinists may not appeal to a meticulous proviées an alternative justification for
God’s decree of human evil for the simple reasa titie number of sins involved (every
human sin ever committed) is too high to make ahtsedible alternative. It appears,
then, that Calvinism is left without a satisfactaryswer to the “moral question” of how
God can rightly decree human sin and simultanequslgcribe it through his preceptive
will. I conclude, therefore, that Arminianism peass the more reasonable alternative in
this respect.

C. The Logical Question Revisited

Before proceeding in Part Il to the question ofdGawill(s) regarding the scope of
salvation, let me first pay off the promissory ntitat | left the reader at the end of
Section II.A above; that is, let me suggest a tergaesolution to the apparent logical
contradiction involved in God having opposing wiltsvard human evil. Logically
speaking, how can God on the one hand will thatdnssin (i.e., via his permissive will,
which, | will assume based on the preceding arguspénondecretive in nature and is
justified by the greater good made possible thranglpreservation of significant human
freedom) and yet on the other hand will that humatsin (i.e., via his preceptive will)?
| argued earlier that Francis Turretin’s attemptesolve this paradox failed. John
Calvin, in contrast, chose to leave the paradorsoived by assigning it to the realm of
divine mystery. | do not disparage Calvin in tlégard; it may be that we too will
ultimately conclude that no satisfactory solutiorthis logical paradox is available, in
which case it would be the course of wisdom toolwllCalvin’s example.

Perhaps it would be premature to give up entiraelyhe problem just yet, however, for it
seems to me that this logical question regardind'ssapposing wills does not have the
air we would expect of a true divine mystery. Boe thing, the phenomenon is not
limited to the divine realm, but holds true witliihre human realm as well, it being clearly
possible for a human agent to hold seemingly cdidtary wills at once. John Piper
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(“Are There Two Wills in God?” irstill Sovereign: Contemporary Perspectives on
Election, Foreknowledge, and Graéehomas R. Schreiner & Bruce A. Ware (Eds.),
Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1995, 2000, p. 128) sharesxample from Robert L. Dabney
(“God’s Indiscriminate Proposals of Mercy, as Retato his Power, Wisdom, and
Sincerity,” inDiscussions: Evangelical and Theologicat|. 1, Edinburgh, 1890; Banner
of Truth Trust, 1967, pp. 282-313), who drawingnfr€hief Justice Marshall’sife of
Washingtortells the story surrounding George Washingtorgsisig of the death warrant
for a certain traitor named Major Andre. The gkDabney’s illustration is that
Washington felt compassion for the traitor andsyetultaneously was moved by higher
principles of wisdom, duty, patriotism, etc., tonetheless sign the warrant for his
execution. Clearly, Washington simultaneously he#émted and did not want Major
Andre to die. More mundane examples of this soutd easily be multiplied from each
of our own lives. Standing on the edge of therdivdboard, my daughter both wants and
doesn’t want to experience her very first dive ithte water.  Sitting on the edge of my
son’s bed, | both want and do not want to applystbenking that he has just earned.
Peering into the refrigerator, the person struggimh a diet both wants and does not
want to eat that slice of chocolate pie. If we lamsican hold in tension such a wide
range of conflicting emotions and desires, surabg & a much more profound and pure
sense is capable of simultaneously willing andwiding certain actions in regard to
humans, even if we do not know quite how to charazt this phenomenon.

Recognizing that a full and satisfactory analy$ippssible at all, is far beyond the scope
of this essay, | will nonetheless hazard a prelanirexplanation of how God can
logically both will and not will a human agent tm.s The key to unlocking the paradox,
it seems to me, is to recognize (as | have arghede) that whenever God wills humans
to sin it is always for the attainment of some tgegood. This is true both in the case
of God’s general permissive will allowing humanst@rcise significant human free will
to sin (a permissive will on God’s part that | takebe nondecretive) and in the case of
God’s particular will to promote specific sins ipexial cases for the attainment of a
specific greater good.  In each case, God’s wiltie human agent to sin is strictly
subordinate to his will that the greater good H@exed. The former will (that the
human agent sin) is thus necessarily embeddednaittlei latter will (that the greater good
be achieved) and cannot be considered in isolftoon it. God’s will in such cases is
never simply a desirthat man sinput instead it is a desitkat man’s sin achieve the
greater good God doesot desire that the human agent Birisolation fromthe
achievement of that greater good. Consequently, <Gaill that the human agent sin

23



cannot be isolated in such a way as to directlyosppt to God’s preceptive will that the
agent not sin.  If these two wills thus framed carive directly opposed, then the
apparent contradiction between them disappears.

To the extent that, as argued in Section 11.B ab@advinism does not have legitimate
recourse to an argument from the greater goodstdylan exhaustive divine decree (i.e.,
because the Calvinist appeal to God’s glory agtbhater good depends on notions of
wrath and mercy that are without sufficient founolas given the Calvinist understanding
of human freedom), then to that extent Calvinismnce use the explanation just
proposed as a means to resolve the apparent ¢affirdlls within God. Arminianism,

in contrast, may employ the above explanation pedgibecause Arminianism has a
more legitimate recourse to arguments from thetgrepod (see Section 11.B).

[ll. God’s Wills Toward the Scope of Salvation

| now will move to the last major portion of thissay that deals with the question of
God’s seemingly contradictory wills toward the seap salvation. As noted in the
introduction earlier, both Calvinists and Arminiansist account for how an omnipotent
God can will that everyone be saved and yet ulehgatave only some. This dilemma
is again most apparent for Calvinists, who beligha God unconditionally elects to save
only a portion of humanity. The question thenesibow God can be said to truly will
the salvation of all people if he takes unilatstaps to provide for the salvation of only
some. For their part, some Calvinists have coedtérat the Arminian conception of
God is too weak, positing as it does a God whosvalll to be saved but who appears
unable to bring about this outcome. How can Guoly fbe considered God, they argue,
if his will to save is not efficacious--if it carelihwarted as the Arminians contend?

A. The Logical Question Regarding the Scope of Saltion

This question of God’s wills toward the scope d¥aton, like the question of God’s
wills toward human evil, can be approached fronhlzological perspective as well as a
moral perspective. Often, Arminians charge Cabtgsvith entertaining gical
contradiction between God’s decretive and precefdov moral) wills in this regard.
Randall Basinger, for example, asks:
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“Just what is the relationship between God'’s twhswi.e., within Calvinism]? They
seem to be at cross purposes. For example, he midlris that all be saved. Yet his
sovereign will is that not all be saved. Whathisreal will of God? Obviously it must
be the sovereign will, because this is what Goidhaltely brings about. But what then
of the moral will? In what sense is it real; toatlextent does it reveal something about
God? The Calvinist appears to face an unresohdildema. If God’s moral will
represents what God really wants to happen, therahisin really thwarts God’s will.
But then God is not sovereign. On the other hdr@pd is sovereign, then the human
will cannot be outside of the divine will. But th@ow can it be true that God really
does not want humans to sin?” (“Exhaustive Dividowereignty: A Practical Critique,”
in The Grace of God and the Will of Mad. by Clark H. Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN:
Bethany House, 1989, pp. 201-202)

Basinger’s confusion here arises from his insigehat there be only one “real” will of
God, an insistence which in turn arises from aufailto recognize that rationale agents
can simultaneously hold multiple wills. As waseubearlier, it is possible for me to at
once both want and not want to spank my childpoideneral Washington to both want
and not want to sign the death warrant for a traitd’hough this tension between
multiple wills may be difficult to characterize mill not help to deny its existence.

This is especially the case in view of the fact,tha noted earlier, Arminians themselves
must recognize multiple wills in God, as when Gaatlks to bring about the commission
of human sin in exceptional cases (the “specifirele”) despite the fact that such sin is
proscribed by God’s own moral law (see Section dd®ve), or as when God wills for all
to be saved and yet clearly does not will to exsertiis omnipotence in such a way as to
bring about this result.

Both Arminians and Calvinists, then, must recogrie it islogically possible for God

to hold multiple wills in tensiofl. This is true in regard to God’s wills toward Swpe

of salvation just as it was true in regard to Gadilks toward the existence of human sin.
In Section 11.C above | proposed a resolution mltygical paradox of God’s multiple
wills toward human sin, suggesting that in suctesa&Sod’s permissive will is never
simply a desirghat man sinput instead it is always a desthat man’s sin achieve the
greater goodwhich, according to the Arminian understandinglioad earlier, is the
preservation of significant human freedom and sicgmt relationships in the general
case, or some particular greater good in speafes). There is thus no contradiction
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between this statement of God’s permissive will tr@lcomplementary preceptive will

of Godthat man not sin Similarly, in the case of God’s will toward teeope of human
salvation we can resolve the logical paradox byvdrg on the notion of a greater good.
That is, we may say (to put it in Arminian termsatt God never wills simplghat a given
person not be savetut instead he wills onlhat a person not be saved apart from the
(significantly) free exercise of that person’s willhave faith in Christ Stated this way,
there is no logical contradiction between this wfllGod and his additional withatall
people be saved The latter will is merely contingent upon (obsudinate to) the

former will, in view of the greater-good statussagnificant human freedom and
significant relationships. As before in the cab&od’s wills toward human sin, it
seems to me that Calvinists may have difficultylgipg a parallel greater-good solution
to the logical paradox concerning God’s wills todvélnie scope of human salvation, given
that the greater good to which Calvinists typicalppeal (i.e., the magnification of God’s
glory through the display of his wrath and mercgpends on notions of wrath and mercy
that are without sufficient foundations given th@inist understanding of human
freedom (see Section 1.C above and my essay “Btyploical Reflections on Free Will”).

B. The Moral Question Regarding the Scope of Salviain

It is, however, in reference to the moral dimensbod’s wills toward the scope of
salvation that the inadequacies of Calvinism vigsdArminianism are more clearly seen.
The moral question concerns whether God can remanally uprightif he on the one
hand wills that all people be saved and yet (ifn@ps a complementary or subordinate
sense) on the other hand wills that only some geoltimately experience salvation. Is
God really being fair, just, honest, and loving &md/humans to exercise his will(s) in
this way? As was the case with the moral questgarding God’s wills toward human
evil, both Calvinists and Arminians typically respbto the moral question regarding
God’s wills toward human salvation by appealingdone notion of a greater good. Not
surprisingly, the answers to the moral questioregard to the scope of salvation closely
mirror the answers given earlier in regard to humah John Piper represents the
standard Calvinist position when he argues that @odiinely and with good intention
wills that all people be saved, but that he willse more so the magnification of his own
glory through the display of his wrath and mercyha unconditional election of some
individuals to salvation and of others to damnati#re There Two Wills in God?” in

Still Sovereign: Contemporary Perspectives on kec¢t-oreknowledge, and Grace
Thomas R. Schreiner & Bruce A. Ware (Eds.), Graagdiés, MI: Baker, 1995, 2000, pp.
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107-131). The result within Calvinism is that otthe (unconditionally) elect are
ultimately saved. Arminians in their turn arguattbod genuinely and forthrightly
wills that all people be saved, and yet this valtonditioned on the greater good of the
preservation of significant human free will and #ignificant relationships between God
and man (and among men) that it makes possiblee rdsult is that only those who
freely choose to accept God'’s offer of salvatiotl ultimately be saved.

1. Assessing the Calvinist Response

Do these responses to the moral question makeerGensidering first the Calvinist
response more closely, we are compelled to astotlosving: Granted that God
desired to magnify his glory through the displayhsf wrath and mercy, why is it
morally necessary that he unconditionally decreentlajority of the human race to
eternal damnation in order to achieve tHis?Could not this same goal (the
magnification of his glory through the display oéray and wrath) be attained within the
Arminian worldview as well? As | argued earlieef8on 11.B), a God who preserves
significant human freedom still has ample oppottuto display his wrath and mercy
upon the human race, as indeed Arminians intethesictual world to demonstrate
(Arminius seems to have recognized this point;ldezWorks of James Arminjus
London Edition, Vol. I, trans. James Nichols, Gr&apids, MI: Baker Books, 1986,
p.655). This goal can be attained within the Ananirworldview without unilateral
action on God’s part in the form of an unconditiondividual election, and without
sacrificing significant human freedom and the digant relationships made possible by
it. If the Calvinist regroups and argues thas iinistead the display of God’s sovereign
right to unilaterally determine the destiny of breation (rather than the display of his
wrath and mercy per se) that achieves the greatstd gf magnifying his glory within the
Calvinist worldview, then (as in Section I1.B) | wid argue to the contrary that the Bible
does not ground God’s glory in the exercise ofateilal action, but rather in the merits
of his incomparable moral nature (see my essay Soeninianism Diminish God’s
Glory?”). Unless the Calvinist can come up witimgoother greater good by which to
justify God’s will to unconditionally elect only s@e to salvation, then, it appears that
Calvinism presents a conjunction of wills within @&6.e., his will that all be saved and
his will to elect only some to salvation) that rensamorally suspect.

Moreover, it can be argued that to the extent thkiGist doctrine of unconditional
particular election grounds that election in amretedecree of God rather than in the
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person and redemptive acts of Jesus Christ (oati@teis “in Christ,” Ephesians 1:4), to
that extent it actuallgetractsfrom the glory of God, because it is Christ hirhgéio is

the very “radiance of God'’s glory” (Hebrews 1:3@P Corinthians 4:6). As William
MacDonald says, commenting on the repetition ofpfhi@se “in Christ” in Ephesians
1:3-14, “One must not talk about election withowntioning Christ in every breath—not
mechanically—but in recognition of the truth thia¢tte is not a chance of being chosen
outside of him” (“The Biblical Doctrine of Electighin The Grace of God and the Will
of Man ed. Clark H. Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethanyude, 1989, p. 222). Robert
Shank argues at some length in his batdct in the Son: A Study of the Doctrine of
Election(Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1970, 1989) thalvinism indeed
diminishes the centrality of Christ in election. or@menting on the Calvinist Canons of
Dort, Shank states: “Here Christ is not the groahélection, and the election becomes
in abstractiq for the choosing stands as a thing apart and fwrithe Cross, with Christ
and His act of atonement merely an accessory thefact. . . . In such a view as
Calvin’s and Dort’s, Christ is not tHendamentunof election that the Scriptures declare
Him to be” (p. 67). Shank likewise notes that stectin Calvin’s view “proceeds
exclusively from a determinant decree prior to toga in which case the ‘decision’ in
Gethsemane [see Matthew 26:52-54] wasta decision and the whole redemptive career
of Christ becomes symbolic rather than authenpg@’ 66-67). In a related vein,
MacDonald warns against inverting God’s grace arsdwil “so as to make the doctrine
of grace subordinate to election. . . . Attemptsike [unconditional] individualistic
election the absolute of a theological system fygnslicceed in doing so by backing away
from the contingencies of grace for the certaintiedecrees that people are helpless
against. God’s love for the whole world is thetlezhinto question, and it becomes
easy to conceive of him as a potentate like theliuSod, who loves most to impose
his will, andwhose identity and image are conceptualized toggtigrt from Christ
(William G. MacDonald, “The Biblical Doctrine of Ettion,” inThe Grace of God and
the Will of Man ed. Clark H. Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethanyude, 1989, pp.
224-225, emphasis added). Instead of the Calvinist doctrine of unconditibna
particular election, both MacDonald and Shank esp@uconditional corporate view of
election (I will discuss this concept momentarilyhich allows the election of God to be
firmly grounded in the person of Christ.

Arminius raised the same objection to Calvinismigpéasis on an unconditional election,

specifically as it is expressed in the supralapsa@alvinist view: “This doctrine is
highly dishonourable to Jesus Christ our Saviotor, (1.) it entirely excludes him from
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that decree of predestination which predestindte®nd: and it affirms, that men were
predestinated to be saved, before Christ was piedtsd to save them; and thus it
argues, thahe is not the foundation of election(2.) It denies, that Christ is the
meritorious cause, that again obtained for us sheaion which we had lost, by placing
him asonly a subordinate caus# that salvation which had been already foreoreldin
and thus only a minister and instrument to app&y falvation unto us. This indeed is in
evident congruity with the [supralapsarian Calvipgpinion which states, ‘that God has
absolutely willed the salvation of certain men thg first and supreme decree which he
passed, and on which all his other decrees depmhdra consequent:” If this be true, it
was therefore impossible for the salvation of senan to have been lost, and therefore
unnecessary for it to be repaired and in somersgdined afresh, and discovered, by the
merit of Christ, who was fore-ordained a Saviourtfem alone” (“A Declaration of the
Sentiments of Arminius,The Works of James Arminjusondon Edition, Vol. |, trans.
James Nichols, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1986630-631sic;, see also Vol. I,
“Examination of Perkin’'s Pamphlet,” p. 303).

In view of these observations, we may concludeibabnly does Calvinism fail to
provide a valid “greater good” that might justifyp@®s choice to elect only a portion of
humanity to salvation (see my first objection ahobeit that Calvinism’s emphasis on
unconditional particular election also has thefté shifting the ground of election
away from Christ and to a timeless decree lackmgdkear relation to the person and
work of Christ or to the grace of Gad it is revealed in Christ In view of the fact that
Christ is “the radiance of God'’s glory” (Hebrew8):such an understanding of election
runs the risk of actually detracting from the glofyGod*?

Calvinism’s emphasis on election as being groundéde eternal determinative decree
of God risks having a similar diminishing effect i@ concept of faith. Faith receives a
strong emphasis in the Bible as being a centralpoorant to salvatiorthe central
component from the standpoint of human involveneriie process of salvation (Luke
18:8; Acts 20:21; Romans 1:17; 3:28,31; Romans&lhCorinthians 5:7; Galatians
2:20; 3:22,26; 5:6; 1 Timothy 1:4; 6:12; Hebrews3B) Hebrews chp 11; 1 John 5:4).
Indeed, often the Bible refers to the whole of Etin religion and practice simply as
“the faith” (e.g., Acts 6:7; Galatians 1:23; Phgdipns 1:25; 1 Timothy 1:2). Within a
monergistic system such as Calvinism, however,hicivall human involvement in
salvation is absolutely determined by the inexaaine decree, faith is no longer a
significant free act but instead becomes to sonbenéxncidental or symbolic. Granted
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that Calvinists stressola fide my point here is simply that the looming priordfythe
all-determining decree within Calvinism tends tmuhish the significance and efficacy
of all else within the system, not only the peraod work of Christ himself (as noted
above), but the role of faith as well. While so@evinists may applaud this outcome
(given that the decree is merely an expressiohe@fbsolute will of God, thus the will of
God is magnified in this view), it is in my view @stionable whether this perspective
maintains the proper biblical balance.

There are, as well, other difficulties of a morature presented by the Calvinist claim
that God wills a unilateral, unconditional part@uklection. One of the most important
of these problems concerns the relationship of smcklection to thaniversal offerof

God to all mankind that they be saved. The unalexstent of God’s offer is evident in
numerous passages (e.g., Isaiah 55:1,7; JohnRBeM&lation 22:17). As Jesus stated in
Matthew 11:28;Come to Me all who are weary and heavy-laden, and | will give you
rest.” Does not an unconditional election undermine théhfulness of this universal
offer of salvation to all? How can God be saidhémestly and forthrightly offer
salvation to those to whom he has already decidétbrgive the ability to accept that
offer? What content does such an offer really Havéhose to whom God refuses to
grant repentance and faith? The conjunction afresonditional election and a
universal offer of salvation would appear to beoatile-dealing on God’s part at bést.

It will not help the Calvinist in this regard to ptay a compatibilist understanding of
human free will and argue that God is dealing yaarhd honestly with the nonelect
because they do natantto accept God'’s offer of salvation. The contefrthe
nonelect’s desires matters little if those dedage themselves been decisively
determined by the outworking of the decree of Godlo better see this, imagine, for
example, a first grade teacher who promises hagebahat each will receive a special
gift at the end of the school year. The gift tthet teacher has in mind is the same for
each student, and it is indeed a marvelous gifthe fEacher, however, for reasons
known only to her, has her favorites in the clasSo then, each day during naptime as
the students are all soundly snoozing on theirftoats, the teacher goes around and
whispers in each ear, careful not to wake the stisde To her favorite students she
whispers, “You're going to love this gift | will ge you; it is wonderful, fabulous,
amazing!” To the other students she whispers, “dounot want this gift; it is yucky,
awful, and will bring you great pain.” This conties each day without the student’s
conscious awareness, until the final day of theskthear arrives. The teacher stands
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before the class with a large bag full of enticyngrapped presents. She calls each
student to the front and offers him or her onehefgifts. The power of her subliminal
suggestions still ringing in the students’ subcamse realms, each of the favored
students consistently and enthusiastically acdéptgift, whereas each of the disfavored
students consistently turns down the offer, chapsireturn to his or her seat
empty-handed. Now, despite the fact that eachestuthose exactly as nantedto
choose (the standard compatibilist defense), ciolld said that the teacher has dealt
honestly and straightforwardly with her students?

It seems to me that Calvinism places God in a ampibsition. We are taught within
Calvinism that God unilaterally and unconditionghgdetermines the eternal destiny of
each person and (within compatibilist Calvinisnm)ders this predetermination certain by
decisively conditioning each and every human desif@od thus conditions the desires
of the nonelect so as to ensure that they wilndtely reject the gospel, and he
conditions the desires of the elect so as to erggenithin them faith and repentance to
salvation. This parallels the actions of the teach the above analogy, though of
course the teacher’s powers of subliminal persmasire only relative, whereas God’s
ability to condition the desires of human agen@hisolute. If anything, then, the
analogy understates not overstates the moral @nedict in which Calvinism seems to
place God. How can his universal offer of salvati@ considered morally legitimate if
God decisively conditions the nonelect to uniformdject this very same offer?

The problem being dealt with here concerns not som@od’s right to unilaterally and
unconditionally elect only some to salvation, mgtead theonjunctionof this
hypothesized limited election withumiversal offerof salvation. Even if we were to
grant Calvinism a legitimate appeal to the gregterd of God’s glory as justification for
his willing an unconditional non-universal electi@@@mething | am not ready to grant,
for reasons stated earlier), the same sort of nagavould not be available to justify
God’s issuing of a universal offer (sometimes nefeito as the external call) to salvation.
That is, there appears to beagwnpellingreason for God to have extended this offer or
call universally** God could just as effectively have displayedurigateral right to
elect whom he chooses (thereby magnifying his glgingen Calvinist assumptions)
without having made a universal offer of salvatieither by making his external call and
his unconditional election coextensive, or at tagyleast by changing the external
presentation of the offer from the easily misuntierd “whoever will” (John 3:16) to a
clear ‘only the elect cait In that way, there would have been no question
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appearance of double-dealing on God'’s patrt.

To this one might object, as Reformed theologianit ®erkhof does, that God’s
external call or offer of salvation “must necedydre general or universal, since no man
can point out the elect'S{ystematic Theology: New Editiddtand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1996, p. 463). This does not necessarily folloawéver. One can readily imagine a
world, for example, in which there would have beemeed of a Great Commission;
instead, God could in each generation have mystegiarawn all of his elect to a given
geographical center where the truths of the gospeld be given to them and only to
them. Various similar arrangements can be imagasedell. That such thinking may
sound fanciful is not the point. The point, ratherthat we are not free to assume that
God could not have structured the dispensatiohe@fjbspel in some way other than he
did. Perhaps the easiest alternative to imagitigaisthe offer of salvation could indeed
have been extended universally, but reworded so&t® give the impression that all
men are potential recipients of it. Instead of &eter will,” the Bible might instead
have called men to first “test the waters” and fnd strictly by experience whether or
not they would be able to have faith and repentande this way the offer could remain
tentative for any given individual who might hegmwithout any promise of divine action
that might appear conditioned on man’s responses it &, the Bible doesot phrase the
call to salvation in this way. This is yet one moeason to suspect Calvinism’s
assertion that God unilaterally conditions only sgmeople to accept the universal offer
of salvation.

The unilateral, unconditional election posited hahists appears, then, to undermine
the truthfulness of God'’s universal offer of saleat Berkhof admitted “it need not be
denied that there is a real difficulty at this ggitut characterized it merely as “the
difficulty with which we are always confronted, wheve seek to harmonize the decretive
and the preceptive will of God™ Identifying God’s universal offer of salvationtvi

his preceptive will, which only “informs [man] as what is well pleasing in the sight of
God,” Berkhof then cautioned, “it should be borneriind that God does not offer
sinners the forgiveness of sins and eternal liigoaditionally, but only in the way of

faith and conversion; and that the righteousne$3hoilst, though not intended for all, is
yet sufficient for all.” (ibid., p.462).

What are we to make of this response? Berkhoéstification of the universal offer of
salvation with God’s preceptive will appears todomove to recast the universal offer
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merely as a statement of what Geduld like to see happéne., if matters were
determined by God to occur other than they realty,anotwhat God has any intentions
of actually bringing abouin the case of the nonelect (i.e., in the worldt asally is, in
which most people are in fact not numbered amoageléct). In this way, the universal
offer becomes less offgomiseper se and more ofveish statemendn God’s part.

More importantly, Berkhof's reminder that the oftd@rsalvation is conditional in nature
seems to be an effort to argue that though it npgear to the uninformed that God is
making a false offer of salvation to the nonel&etjs in actuality noteally lying to them.
This is so because it is still true thiamatters were such that they would have faith and
convert,thenGod would of course save them. One cannot blaotke (&0 the argument
goes) for what is left unsaid here, namely, thatdes not and never did in fact intend to
give the nonelect the gifts of faith and repentance does he actually intend (nor did he
ever intend) Christ’s righteousness to be credibetieir account.

This is an exceedingly disappointing answer on Befk part. It attributes to God a
rationalization for his actions that has all thegrof the words of a dubious politician:
“l did not, technically speakindie.” The fact raised by Berkhof that the nor¢leéo
not meet the conditions for salvation is besidepiat, for the universal offer of
salvation as it is phrased in Scripture (“whoeveél’ywould certainly lead an impartial
observer to believe that it is at legsissiblefor any recipient of the offer to meet the
conditions (faith and repentance) attached todffat. To argue that this does not
technicallyamount to a false offer on God’s part misses thietp It certainly gives
everyappearanceof meaning something the Calvinist is forced tp theat it doesiotin
fact mean. Such an offer, therefore, would be oolmng of a God who exhorts his
people to “abstain from all appearance of evilTfessalonians 5:22, KJV).

Berkhof goes on to argue that though to some in loaly “like mockery” for God to ask
man to believe and repent when God knows that siag nature unable to do so, this is
not really so, for “in the last analysis man’s itiépin spiritual things is rooted in his
unwillingness to serve God. The actual conditibthangs is not such that many would
like to repent and believe in Christ, if they oolyuld. All those who do not believe are
not willing to believe, John 5:40” (ibid, pp. 4653). Berkhof's appeal here to man’s
will as the cause of his spiritual inability is wpected, to say the least, and would sound
much more natural coming from an Arminian than fra@alvinist. Whereas the
Arminian could indeed stop the statement at thattgs Berkhof does (i.e., “man’s
inability in spiritual things is rooted in his urilingness to serve God”), the consistent
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Calvinist should be forced to complete the stateamefMan'’s inability in spiritual

things is rooted in his unwillingness to serve Gartj man’s unwillingness to serve God
is rooted in the unilateral, unconditional decreeGond by whichGod choosethat man
not be willing to serve God and by whi@od intendshot to grant to nonelect man the
gifts of faith and repentance.” By taking the fe@if of God and pointing to man’s will
as the critical factor in the discussion, Berkha$ lattempted to minimize the fact that the
same God who makes the universal offer of salvatidhe same God (according to
Calvinists) who decretively wills all events (inding all human choices) to occur
exactly as they do and who wills to not make itguale for the majority of humanity to
accept his universal offer of salvation. The fachowever, that this tension between
the universal offer and Calvinism’s limited, uncdmhal election is a glaring deficiency
within the Calvinist system and should be recoghiag suct®

A final objection to Calvinists’ handling of the mab question of God’s will(s) toward

the scope of salvation has to do with the moralicapons of the proposed unilateral,
unconditional election itself. As even Martin Latwho himself held firmly to an
unconditional election) candidly admitted, thersasnething chilling in the notion that
God unconditionally picks one person for salvatmid leaves another to face damnation,
without any prior consideration whatsoever of fastwithin the two men that might
differentiate them.

“Doubtless it gives the greatest possible offelmceammon sense or natural reason, that
God, Who is proclaimed as being full of mercy anddness, and so on, should of His
own mere will abandon, harden, and damn men, agjthble delighted in the sins and
great eternal torments of such poor wretches. edirs an iniquitous, cruel, intolerable
thought to think of God; and it is this that hasma stumbling block to so many great
men down the ages. And who would not stumble?at ithave stumbled at it myself
more than once, down to the deepest pit of despaihat | wished | had never been
made a man.” (Martin LutheBondage of the Wilktrans. J. I. Packer & O. R. Johnston,
Revell, 1957, p. 217)

Again, the question here does not concern thedbgissibility of God willing such a
situation, or even his right or authority as Creébodo so. Instead, the question here is
the appropriateness of God’s doingseiew of his own moral nature Does this
unconditional election contradict what we know &orbvealed in Scripture of the nature
of God, of his love toward those whom he has coate
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Luther, along with Calvin and many Reformed the@aog since (e.g., Gordon H. Clark),
answered this question in the negative by appeé#dinige absolute notion that whatever
God wills is right simply because God wills it. Lather’'s words:

“God is He for Whose will no cause or ground maydié down as its rule and standard;
for nothing is on a level with it or above it, buts itself the rule for all things. If any
rule or standard, or cause or ground, existed faraould no longer be the will of God.
What God wills is not right because He ought, os Wwaund, so to will; on the contrary,
what takes place must be right, because he soiwills(Martin Luther,Bondage of the
Will, trans. J. I. Packer & O. R. Johnston, Revell,7196 209)

Calvin similarly comments:

“God’s will is so much the highest rule of rightemess that whatever he wills, by the
very fact that he wills it, must be considered teglus.” (John Calvirinstitutes of the
Christian Religiontrans. Ford Lewis Battles, ed. John T. McNeHjl&delphia:
Westminster, 1961, 3.23.2)

There are, | believe, cogent arguments againsptisgion, several of which are
summarized in Jerry Walls’ excellent essay “Divib@nmands, Predestination, and
Moral Intuition” (in The Grace of God and the Will of Mad. Clark H. Pinnock,
Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1989, 1995, pp.-28&). Most importantly, the
position espoused by Luther and Calvin above caacmunt for the various passages in
Scripture that teach us that there are some thiregsGodcannot morally do God
cannot lie, for example (Hebrews 6:18), nor cafidemy himself” (2 Timothy 2:13). If
it were really true that “no cause or ground mayaie down as . . . [the] rule and
standard” for God’s will, as Luther asserted, tttegre would be no reason why God
could notin fact lie or deny himself and yet remain moralfyright. What would
prevent the raw exercise of his will in this martherThe truth is, however, that God is
not free to exercise his will in an arbitrary, cdetply unrestrained manner. A second
look at 2 Timothy 2:13 gives us an important clugywhis should be so: He cannot
deny himself Within the context of 2 Timothy 2:11-13, the mew of this phrase is
clear, namely, that God must taéthful to his own moral charactehe cannot violatlis
own nature As Robert Shank states it, “God is governedimddtions, not by the
judgment of His creatures, but by the moral intiggsf His own Person” and “by moral
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principles inherent in His own holy characteEléct in the Son: A Study of the Doctrine
of Election Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1970, 1989, p)119t is against the
moral nature of God to lie, for example; therefdre,is constrained by this nature in the
exercise of his will, such that he consistentlyades not to lie.

In this vein, it has often (and | believe rightbgen argued by Arminians that it is against
what we know of God’s moral nature as revealedcmp8ire that he would
unconditionally elect some to salvation and ottterdamnation, apart from any prior
consideration of their response to God. | haveaaly argued above in this regard that
the doctrine of unconditional election when comdimeth a universal offer of salvation
undermines God'’s truthfulness (i.e., it goes addhesassertion just noted in Hebrews
6:18 that “it is impossible for God to lie”). Silaily, it has been argued that the
doctrine of unconditional election clashes shawaly the Bible’s account of God’s love
and goodness. As John Wesley stated (quoting Ps&9), “Nothing is more sure,
than that as ‘the Lord is loving to every man,*lsis mercy is over all his works™ (John
Wesley,Works1872; reprint, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1979, @24 Jerry Walls pulls
together Wesley's thoughts on the matter: “Lovéhes‘attribute which God peculiarly
claims, wherein he glories above all the rest.” t e whole notion of love is utterly
perverted if it is held that a loving God unconali@lly damns some persons. ‘Is not
this such love as makes your blood run cold?Can you think, that the loving, the
merciful God, ever dealt thus with any soul whieéhhath made?’” (Jerry Walls, “Divine
Commands, Predestination, and Moral Intuition,The Grace of God and the Will of
Man, ed. Clark Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethany Houk@89, 1995, p. 266; quoting
John WesleyWorks 10:227, 229).

Closely related to this objection is the concemt #n unconditional election of the sort
envisioned by Calvinists casts doubt on God’s ¢gastir fairness as one who is not a
respecter of persons (Acts 10:34; Romans 2:11; étphe 6:9; Colossians 3:25; 1 Peter
1:17). The question for evangelicals is not wheted has a right to damn sinners
(evangelical Arminians would readily agree thatbes), but whether God would be just
to choose to create a mass of sentient beingsiovim image knowing that he will
ultimately destroy them, while at the same timeasiognot to destroy another group of
such beings, alvithout any consideration of differences betwe@&sé¢htwo groupée.g.,
without any consideration of the fact that one grcaucomprised of all those who fail to
have persevering faith in Christ, while those ia tither group do possess such faith).
Keep in mind that according to Calvinism God’s &tatis not conditioned in any way
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on factors in man. As Berkouwer remarks, man nalishately remain “completely
passive in the process of conversion,” and themebeano “cause within men for their
different reactions to the gospel” (G. C. Berkouvidavine Election Translated by Hugo
Bekker. Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1960, p. 34l such factors as faith,
repentance, and perseverance are viewed by Casvaggifts unconditionally granted by
Godas a result ofsod’s prior decree. They do not in any way caandithe content of
that decree. Many Arminians object that this veffectively makes God a respecter of
persons, in violation of his moral nature as reséah Scripture’

Recognizing the way in which this doctrine of unditional predestination grates on
one’s sense of justice, Luther nonetheless defetidedhoral rightness of it by reassuring
us that in the afterlife God’s ways will be vindied and we will “in the light of glory”
finally understand how God was just to decree ddimmdor the majority of mankind.
Luther draws a parallel between this situation gxedproblem of evil. Just as in the
“light of nature” we could not understand how theked may prosper, and yet in the
“light of grace” we come to understand that theran afterlife in which all such wrongs
will be righted, so in the light of this preserielive may not understand how God can be
just to unconditionally damn the nonelect, yetha later “light of glory” this paradox

will be cleared up for us as weBgdndage of the Wilpp. 314-318).

Walls, however, questions the legitimacy of Luteemalogy:

“The point of the analogy seems to be that thelatdom of the afterlife provides us with
new information that gives us a new perspectivéhernjustice apparently discerned by
the ‘light of nature.” In other words, we comeutaderstand that the prosperity of the
wicked in this life is not the final word. Howeveme’s salvation or damnatiasthe
final word, so to speak. There is nothing beyoredral salvation and damnation that
can redress the seeming injustice of some simphgbshosen for damnation. . . . We
have no reason at all to hope [for example] thad @gght choose in the end to spare
such persons, as he did Isaac, or raise them fierddath of damnation to eternal life. . . .
The seeming injustice is not such that we haveraagon to hope it will eventually be
rectified. The injustice is not merely on the sgd but seems to be intractable, for
damnation is the ultimate, irreparable tragedytridévalls, “Divine Commands,
Predestination, and Moral Intuition,” the Grace of God and the Will of Map.
273-274).
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To summarize the problems presented by Calvinisrarglling of the moral question
regarding God’s will toward the scope of salvatiae, first saw that the standard
Calvinist appeals to a greater good (i.e., the nii@gtion of God’s glory through the
display of his mercy, wrath, justice, or sovereigt to unilateral determination) as a
means of justifying God’s unilateral unconditioeédction of only a portion of humanity
are all dubious. This is so either because theapyains no advantage over its
Arminian alternative (and at the added cost ofss laof significant human free will and
significant relationships) or because, in the cdgdbe supposed magnification of God’s
glory through his sovereign right to unilateraletatination, the appeal rests on a shaky
scriptural basis (as discussed at length in myye$3aes Arminianism Diminish God'’s
Glory?”). Second, we saw that Calvinism’s emphasisinconditional particular
election shifts the ground of election away fronri€thand to a timeless decree lacking a
clear relation to the person, work, and grace afsth Such an understanding of
election runs the risk of actually detracting fridme glory of God by detracting from the
centrality of Christ, who is the “radiance of Godlery” (Hebrews 1:3). Third, |
argued that faith risks becoming incidental or sghawithin a monergistic system in
which all human involvement in salvation is abselyidetermined by the divine decree.
Fourth, | argued that the unilateral, unconditicsetree of Calvinism undermines the
integrity of the universal offer of salvation, aagtdoubt on God’s honesty and
forthrightness. Lastly, | argued that a unilatessconditional decree of this sort more
generally calls into question God’s love and fassie In this regard | quoted a number
of Arminian authors who argue that the exercis&odl’s will cannot be in conflict with
his own moral attributes as revealed in Scripturealso noted doubt concerning the
legitimacy of Luther’s appeal to the “light of gidras a means of resolving the paradox
faced in this regard by Calvinist theologians.

2. Assessing the Arminian Response

What then of the Arminian response to the moraktjae regarding God’s will(s) toward
the scope of salvation? Recall that the questomterns whether God can remain
morally upright if he on the one hand wills thdtdople be saved and yet (in perhaps a
complementary or subordinate sense) on the othwt Wals that only some people
ultimately experience salvation. Arminians gengradspond by arguing that God
genuinely wills all to be saved; however, he walianething else even greater, namely,
the preservation of significant human free willasoto make possible significant
relationships between God and man and among melne reBult is that only those who
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freely choose to accept God’s offer of salvatiotl ultimately be saved.

This does not mean that Arminians reject the nodioelection. Clearly the Bible
teaches that God elects, and Arminians embraceghaehing, though there are several
different lines of thought within Arminianism asegactly how God’s election is
formulated. Arminius himself like Calvin held th@bd decrees which individuals will
be saved; Arminius, however, believed that God asechoice of who will be elected
on his foreknowledge of who will respond in faiththe offer of salvation and persevere
in that faith (e.g., “Nine QuestionsThe Works of James Arminjusondon Edition, Vol.

I, trans. James Nichols, Grand Rapids, MI: Bakeolg, 1986, Q. 1, p. 64). Thus,
Arminius’ conception of the divine decree was caoindal (i.e. the content of the decree
is conditioned on man’s faith), in contrast to @als unconditional decree. Many
modern Arminians have moved away from the notioaroindividual election based on a
determinative decree altogether, and hold insteaddorporate understanding of election,
according to which God does not elect individualsdlvation, but instead elects a
corporate bodycontingently comprised of any and all who areCinrist” through their
faith in him.  An individual can be considered atett(ed),” then, only in a contingent
sensdn relation to Christ through faith in hinwho is the head of this corporate body.
The corporate understanding of election is thua sede dynamic rather than static, and
can be applied to no mapart froma consideration of his present faith in Chriir an
introduction to the notion of corporate electioe $¢illiam MacDonald’s essay “The
Biblical Doctrine of Election,” inThe Grace of God and the Will of Maad. Clark H.
Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1989, 21p/-229).

| do not have space in this essay to deal withetldféerences among Arminians (or other
differences that could be brought up as well). tdad, | only want to assess briefly
whether the broad Arminian perspective is succéssfaddressing the moral question of
God's will(s) toward the scope of salvation. Ddenake sense to say that though God
genuinely wants all people to be saved, he norethgdermits as many as freely choose
So to reject his sincere offer of salvation andebg ensure their own damnation? Does
such an arrangement place God in any moral dilerdma®elieve that this Arminian
perspective does make sense, and that this undeirsgeof God’s will toward the scope

of salvation best maintains God’s integrity andigipiness as revealed in Scripture, and
therefore best magnifies the glory of God.

Notice first that this Arminian perspective alloth& ground of election to remain
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squarely in Christ and his redemptive work instetshifting the focus to an independent,
timeless decree (cf. discussion in section Ill.B\&). This is particularly evident in the
corporate view of election, according to which eangtatus as “elect” can only be
evaluated dynamically in regard to one’s partiggrathrough faith in the corporate body
of Christ. On this view there is no abstract deeeeelection of individuals standing
somehow independent of or logically prior to Chast his redemptive work for fallen
humanity. Similarly, faith in Christ receives itgper biblical emphasis as a significant
free act carrying authentic causal influence withie Arminian system, whereas faith
risks becoming incidental or symbolic within a magstic system in which all human
involvement in salvation is absolutely determingdte divine decree. Moreover,
within the Arminian system God’s universal offersaflvation can only be taken as a
sincere offer; there is no appearance of doublérdear falsehood—God really will

save any who freely put their faith in Christ. Gimks not work “behind the scenes”
through decisive conditioning so as to unilateragligvent most men who hear the gospel
from accepting God'’s offer. Thus the integrity®dd’s offer of salvation is preserved.
Similarly, the integrity of God'’s love and fairnesspreserved, for God does not
unconditionally pick one man over another or plewbrites” in regard to salvation
without consideration of man’s faith response to.hi In all these respects, it seems to
me that the Arminian perspective best preservepribyger biblical emphases and
safeguards the moral integrity and the glory of God

There is, however, a set of charges sometimes angalast Arminians that touches on
both the logical and moral questions concerning’&waill toward the scope of salvation.
The first charge is that Arminians posit irrecoabike wills in God when they say that
God genuinely wills all men to be saved yet hagtention to bring about this state of
affairs, but instead leaves the ultimate salvatibimdividuals up to the uncertain
exercise of those individuals’ free will. As Fra@urretin states: “Who would dare
to attribute such wills to a man of sound mindtaasay that he willed seriously and
ardently what he knew never would happen, and mhele®ild not happen because he
nilled to effect it, on whom alone the effect deg&?’ (nstitutes of Elenctic Theology,
Vol. 1: First Through Tenth Topic$rans. by George Giger, Ed. By James Dennison, Jr.
Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 199227).

Aside from the fact that Turretin assumes the y&int he needs to prove (i.e., that God

is the one “on whom alone the effect depends,” thlisg out from the start any
significant agency for man), Turretin fails to rgodze that, as was stated earlier, it is
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quite possible for God as well as man to hold mldtwills in tension, genuinely willing
that all men be saved and yet also willing that Htate of affairs be accomplished only
insofar as the greater good of significant humaedom and the significant relationships
made possible by it can be preserved (cf. the ds8on in Sections I1.B and Ill.A above).
Thus God wants all men to be saved, but he doewanatany man to beompellednto
this salvation, for to do so would negate the veature of that salvation. As Arminius
guoted Bernardue Libero Arbit. Et Gratig, “No one, except God, is able to bestow
salvation; and nothing, except Free Will, is capaiflreceiving it” (“Public
Disputations,"The Works of James Arminjusondon Edition, Vol. Il, trans. James
Nichols, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1986, DiXp.p. 196). This fact becomes
evident once we understand that salvation is noélya state of affairs, a condition into
which man may passively enter by the unilaterabaadf God. Instead, salvation is a
dynamic relationshippetween God and man. As such, God desires thatat
significant relationshipand this is possible only if it is entered intedly and fostered by
all parties concerned through the mutual exerdisegaificant freedom (i.e.,
contra-causal freedom; see Section II.B). The ardy for this goal to be achieved was
for God to create man with the same capacity fgmicant freedom enjoyed by God
himself, this being a key aspect of the “image otlGn man. This creative decision
by God necessarily entailed that many humans nfighty choose to reject a significant
relationship with God. As noted earlier, howew&od apparently considered the
significant relationships established with thosewlo freely receive Christ, along with
the resulting magnification of God’s glory and gato be greater goods justifying his
original creative decision.

A related charge often brought against Arminianisitihat it posits an inefficacious,
weak God who is unable to bring about his desir&surretin, for example, argued that
the very notion of a conditional will in God of tlsert envisioned by Arminians “is
deservedly rejected because it is unworthy of Gorepugnant to his independence and
wisdom and power (because it would remain doulaifa uncertain, viz., suspended on
the mutable will of man and so ineffectual and tirated, making God often to fail in his
purpose)” [nstitutes of Elenctic Theology, Vol. 1: First Togh Tenth Topicslrans. by
George Giger, Ed. By James Dennison, Jr., PhilligglNJ: Presbyterian & Reformed,
1992, Top. 3, Q. 16, XIX, p. 230). Elsewhere Ttirrstates, “It is absurd for the
Creator to depend upon the creature, God upon métha will of God (the first cause
of all things) upon the things themselves. Bus thust be the case if the decrees of
God are suspended on any condition in man” (ididp. 4, Q. 3, IV, p. 317). Indeed, it
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has often been argued that it would effectivelyidisih God’s divinity if he were to
condition his will on anything outside of himselfAs Christopher Ness emphatically
states, “A conditional decree makes a conditiorad,&nd plainlyjungodsHim” (An
Antidote to ArminianispMillersville, PA: Classic-A-Month Books, 1964, pp4-15).

Or, as Robert Reymond puts it, “from the very natnfrthe case the condition [for God’s
will] could not lie in the creature. If it did, éhcreature would be the determining agent
in salvation and become thereby, for all intents parposes, God” (Robert L. Reymond,
A New Systematic Theology of the Christian Fdittomas Nelson Publishers, Nashville,
1998, p. 371).

At issue here is what it means to say that Godaséreign.” Implied in all of the

above quotes is the idea that for God to be troleseign he must always act unilaterally,
without any external conditions impinging on hidl\iincluding those conditions arising
from the exercise of human freedom). Butis thie? Indeed, Reymond’s quote
above looks suspiciously circular in nature. I & reduced, in effect, to the following
argument: “God must completely determine man'saten. Why? Because man
cannot be allowed to determine his own salvatioWhy not? Because man is not God,
and only God can determine man’s salvation.” Hhashard to see from a comparison
of the head and the tail of this argument thasstuanes the very claim it purports to
demonstrate, namely, that God’s sovereignty entlagshe unilaterally and
unconditionally determine man’s salvation.

The fact is that we need not make this assumptiaifl.a There are other and better
ways to view the divine sovereignty. | have death this question at some length in
the essay “Does Arminianism Diminish God’s Glory?One of the key points made
there was that full sovereignty includes the diviighit to self-limitation. As Jack
Cottrell observes, God freely and sovereignly cltosgeate a world in which human
beings have significant freedom of will, and he slidknowing that the exercise of this
freedom on the part of humans would place limitagion the exercise of his own will,
for he would be bound to respond to humans in veayspatible with his own nature.
Such limitations on the exercise of God’s will, hewer, “in no way contradict God’s
sovereignty, simply because they aedlimitations. . . . If they were limitations impase
on God from outside God, then his sovereignty wandzied be compromised. But
they areGod’s own choiceand as such are not the negation of sovereigittthle very
expression of it. The sovereign God is free tagde pleases, and this includes the
freedom to limit himself’ (Jack W. Cottrell, “Thedture of the Divine Sovereignty,” in
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The Grace of God and the Will of Ma@dlark Pinnock (Ed.), Minneapolis, MN: Bethany
House Publishers, 1989/1995, p. 110).

Another way of viewing this same truth is to seenha freedom as a form délegated
sovereigntythe very expression or image of God’s sovereigefigcted in man (Terry L.
Miethe, “The Universal Power of the Atonement,Tine Grace of God and the Will of
Man, Pinnock (Ed.), Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House$991995, p. 74). It was
God's desire to grant this measure of sovereignpyowver of self-determination to man
in order to make significant relationships betw&sad and man and among men possible.
This parallels the situation with other aspectthefimage of God in man, for example,
man’s ability to communicate verbally, and his @pilo reason. All such aspects of the
divine image in man are necessary prerequisitea sagnificant divine-human
relationship (and for significant human-human relahips). Significant human
freedom is no exception; for, as argued earlignicant relationships require that no
one party determines (in an absolute sense) thieipation of the other party (or parties)
in the relationship. Though this power of selfetatination that God has delegated to
humans necessarily influences and even constianaays in which God chooses to
exercise his own will, it in no wagontradictsGod’s will, for being delegated to man,
human freedom is (in its design) wholly derivednfirand reflective of the divine
sovereignty. Thus, human freedom neither dimirgghe divine glory nor accrues
glory to itself, but rathereflects glory back upon God, its source

It is not true, then, that by in part conditionithg exercise of his will on man’s exercise
of free will, God “often fails in his purpose,” asirretin claimed above. Man’s free will
is not a blight on God’s plan and purpose for huityait is in factincorporated within

that plan. Indeed, the plan could not be accor@tisvithout significant human
freedom, inasmuch as God’s goal is not to writeaehin which the decisions of we the
characters are all scripted beforehand; instead;sGudtimate purpose for humanity is the
establishment of a kingdom or family of humans urle headship of Christ engaged in
authentically free relationships of love and haim@among themselves and with God who
indwells them, all to the unending glory of Godighteousness and grace (Ephesians
1:4-10, 22-23; 2:14-22; 4:13-16).

Moreover, there is no need within an Arminian pecipe to say that God’s will ever

“fails” or is “ineffectual” or “frustrated.” Suckerms would be appropriate only in a
case in which God willed a certain goal or outcdmg., the salvation of a particular
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individual) and moved to realize this goal or outebut was effectively thwarted in the
process, such that the goal or outcome did notmaare. Just what are God’s goals,
however? What does he will? We need to thinkfadyeon this point in order to
avoid confusion. | have argued throughout thisg$isat God’s will is conditioned on
the achievement of greater goods, one of the nmesgbpive being significant human
freedom, because such freedom makes possibleghificant relationships by which
God’s glory and grace are most intensely magnifiethus, for example, God wills that
all people patrticipate in his salvation, but hesloet will this in isolation from his will to
preserve significant human freedom. As noted abibve"salvation” that God wills is
not merely a state of affairs into which man magspeely enter by the unilateral action
of God. Instead, God’s will or goal is that peoetger into a dynamic, significant
relationship with him. Because the achievemeinhisfgoal entails the exercise of
significant free will on the part of man, God’s lWahn never be said to have “failed” or
to have been “ineffectual” or “frustrated” whenigen person freely rejects God’s offer
of salvation. It wasever God’s goal in the first pladbat any person would be brought
into the kingdom apart from the exercise of thaspe’s own significantly free will, so
there is no sense in which God can be chargedhaiting failed to reach such a goal
when a person freely rejects faith. Indeed, toetktent that salvation as a significant
relationship presupposes significant (contra-causahan freedom, to that extent it is
not everpossiblefor God to decisively determine one’s salvatiomthrerwise compel
one into salvation, for if God did so, the resugtitsalvation” would be a pale shadow of
the dynamic, significant relationship (i.e., bilalicalvation) that God seeks with men.

What about Turretin’s statement above that it wdaddabsurd for “the will of God (the
first cause of all things)” to depend “upon thentis themselves™ Note that there is an
ambiguity here in Turretin’s claim that the will Giod is “the first cause of all things.”
This phrase may be taken in two possible ways. st,ifire may take this phrase in an
ontological sense to mean that it is by God'’s thidlt all things were created and have
their being and are sustained. With this meanigugd other Arminians would heartily
agree. However, taking the phrase in this ontcllgense, it does not follow that the
exercise of God’s will may not be conditioned (&t on the exercise of man’s free will.
Truly, man’s free will (which is not, properly spgeag, a “thing” at all but aapacity

exists in man only by God’s design and intentiom this sense, thiact of man’s free

will is completely dependent on God, and this fefatan in no way be reversed (i.e., the
fact of God'’s free will is in no way dependent oarmfor God possesses this capacity
entirely of himself). However, thehoicesresulting from the exercise of man’s free will
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are not in the same sense uniformly dependent @h &d instead by definition depend
critically on man’s own free will. Of course, tlgeshoices can be informed by various
circumstances and motivations, such that the chsipartially (or, in exceptional cases,
decisively) conditioned by these circumstancesrantivations. To the extent that God
so orders these circumstances and motivations sopessuade the human will to choose
in one direction or another, to that extent thereége of the human will can be said to
depend on or be influenced by the exercise of Gadl{see my discussion of divine
“wooing” in the essay “Philosophical Reflectionseree Will”). But unless this
conditioning is decisive (as it may be in excepgiorases), it cannot properly be said that
man’s choice depends on God’s will ina@solutesense. Likewise, there is no sense in
which the exercise of God’s will ebsolutelyconditioned on the choices made by
humans, but this does not rule out the possilitify the exercise of God’s will may in
some cases be influenced by the choices that humakes. As noted above, God may
sovereignly choose to place self-limitations onakercise of his free will (i.e., his will
may be conditioned on man’s choices), without tHiesgations contradicting his
sovereignty, precisely because they are self-ingpbyeGod. So then, while it is true
that thefact of God’s will cannot be conditioned in an ontologlisense on thiact of

man’s will (a point with which Arminians agree)jgldoes not entail any absurdity in the
claim thatexerciseof God’s will may be conditioned on the choicestttiow from the
exerciseof human free will.

Alternatively, if we take Turretin’s statement thlaé will of God is “the first cause of all
things” not in an ontological sense but insteath&an that God unilaterally determines
all events within time and space, including theislens of men, then it turns out that
Turretin has fallen prey to circularity. ObviousiiyGod’s will is such that it

unilaterally determines all the decisions and astiof men, then it must be the case that
the exercise of God’s will can in no sense be doomied on the exercise of man’s will,
by definition. But this assertion that God unitatyy determines all things is the very
point that needs to be proven by Calvinists. Hemoeretin’s objection when
understood this way is circular and of itself destoates nothing.

| conclude, then, that the Arminian view of God’8l(s) toward the scope of salvation is
not damaged by the objections most commonly broaghinst it. Arminians do not
posit irreconcilable wills in God when they sayttad genuinely wills all men to be
saved but chooses not to violate the exercisegoifgiant human freedom to bring about
man’s salvation. Indeed, it would not evenplossiblefor God to compel men into
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salvation as most Arminians understand the conoeptripture, because the salvation
presented therein is not a static state but insaedghamic relationship between God and
man which presupposes the exercise of authenti@hdreedom. Nor is it true that
Arminian thought leads to the conception of a “Weak"inefficacious” God whose

plans are constantly being “frustrated.” God’sailvays has the preservation of
significant human freedom in mind as a greater geodis will can never be said to
have been “frustrated” by the exercise of that skeelom. Moreover, | argued that
Turretin was wrong to reason that God’s will canbetconditioned on man’s will
because God’s will is “the first cause of all trsrig If one takes this phrase “first cause
of all things” in an ontological sense, then italstonly that théact of human free will

is absolutely dependent on God’s will, not that¢heices made in thexerciseof human
will are likewise dependent. Alternatively, if otekes Turretin’s phrase to mean that
God'’s will absolutely determines all events inchiglhuman choices, then Turretin will
be seen in this instance to have reasoned inla.circ

V. Conclusion

Given the length of this essay and the fact tiatvie throughout attempted to summarize
the essential points at the end of each sectiwiil hot here attempt a summary of the
entire essay. Instead, let me just make two biservations by way of conclusion.

First, we have seen that both Calvinists and Aramaimust recognize that God may hold
multiple and seemingly contradictory wills in temsiin regard to his will(s) toward
human evil and his will(s) toward the scope of atbn. It is not the case, as has
sometimes been assumed, that only Calvinists fade & paradox (a point correctly
noted by John Piper, “Are There Two Wills in God?'Still Sovereign: Contemporary
Perspectives on Election, Foreknowledge, and Grabemas R. Schreiner & Bruce A.
Ware (Eds.), Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1995, 20@0,187-131). | have argued that
the resolution to this problem, considered frorogidal perspective, is that God’s will
that man siror that a given man not be sav@dhether framed in Calvinist or Arminian
terms) cannot be considered in isolation from hikthat the relevant greater good be
achieved (e.g., God wills that no man be saved &man that man’s significantly free
choice of faith and repentance).

Second, although both Calvinists and Arminians theeparadox of God’s seemingly
contradictory wills, I have argued on a numberairgs that the Arminian worldview
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provides a more reasonable and satisfying resportbés paradox. Perhaps the most
important and far-reaching considerations in thgard have to do with how we
conceptualize what it is that best magnifies tlogyghnd beauty of God. Calvinists
have tended to focus on God'’s right to make unidieterminations as being the
ground of his glory. | have argued in this essay ia the essay “Does Arminianism
Diminish God’s Glory?” that this Calvinist focusnsisguided. A major omission in
Calvinist theology is any recognition of the glogflected back to God by man’s exercise
of significant free will.  This is true both in tlaets of obedience and sacrifice freely
committed by believers (e.g., martyrdom) and indaeelopment of free, significant
relationships within the Body of Christ that arardcterized by love and holiness. In
all of this, the exercise of significant free oy humans is a reflection of the image of
God in man, and the good fruits of that capacitsnem redound to the greater glory of
God himself. Similarly, | argued that the humalatienship to God (like relationships
among men) should be viewed as dynamic in natdhershan as a static state into
which a person may be passively brought by Godsiemnal determination. For God to
unilaterally determine any man’s participationhie salvation relationship would destroy
the very nature and goal of salvation itself, whikhat man wilfreelyembrace his
creator andreely grow into a corporate Body that reflects all thiénfess of Christ, to the
unending glory of God (Ephesians 1:5-6; 4:11-16).

Notes:

1. Francis Turretin distinguished God’s decretind preceptive wills in this way:

“The former means that which God wills to do ormp#himself; the latter what he wills
that we should do. The former relates to the ftitur and the event of things and is the
rule of God’s external acts; the latter is concdrwéh precepts and promises and is the
rule of our action. The former cannot be resisted is always fulfilled: ‘Who hath
resisted his will?’ (Rom. 9:19). The latter isenftviolated by men: ‘How often would |
have gathered you together, and ye would not’ @at37).” (Francis Turretinnstitutes

of Elenctic Theology, Vol. 1: First Through Tentbpics, Trans. by George Giger, Ed.
By James Dennison, Jr., Phillipsburg, NJ: Preskane. Reformed, 1992; Top. 3, Q. 15,
Il, p. 220).
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However, it should be noted that only several padgs providing the above definitions,
Turretin began working with an adjusted definitmfrthe preceptive will based on the
Scholastics’ notion of the “will of sign.” See th&ain text below for discussion.

2. One might protest that Turretin’s definition &eefers in the context of his discussion
not to God’s preceptive will but to the Scholastiostion of the “will of sign.” Note,
however, that Turretin explicitly identified the llof sign with the preceptive will
(Institutes of Elenctic Theology, Vol. 1: First Thgh Tenth Topicslrans. by George
Giger, Ed. By James Dennison, Jr., Phillipsburg, Rtésbyterian & Reformed, 1992;
Top. 3, Q. 15, XV, p. 223); therefore, his assagdicegarding the one apply to the other
as well.

3. Arminius also taught a divine concurrence, “Whig necessary to produce every act;
because nothing whatever can have any entity exaaptthe First and Chief Being,
who immediately produces that entity.” HoweverAminius’ view this divine
concurrence respects the integrity of human sddrdenation or free will, such that
“God is at once the Effector and the Permittehef$ame act, and the Permitter of it
beforeHe is the Effector. For if it had not been thdl wf the creature to perform such
an act, the influx of God would not have been uthat act by Concurrence” (“Public
Disputations,”The Works of James Arminjusondon Edition, Vol. Il, trans. James
Nichols, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 1986, Digpion 10, IX, p. 183, emphasis
added). This contrasts with the standard Calvimsterstanding according to which
“the divine concursus energizes man determines him efficaciously the specific act,”
in accordance with the divine decree (Louis BerkBgktematic Theologgombined
edition with new preface), Grand Rapids, MI: Eerds)al996, p. 175, emphasis added).

4. The concept of God’s “permissive decree” ha®tyeca standard one within
Calvinist/Reformed theology. Louis Berkhof, foraemple, relies heavily on the concept
when discussing how God can ordain human sin witheung considered the author of
sin.  Berkhof distinguishes between those things &od directly brings to pass and
those things that he merely permits to come to:pass

“In the case of some things God decided, not mehalythey would come to pass, but
that He Himself would bring them to pass, eithemiadiately, as in the work of creation,
or through the mediation of secondary causes, wdmeltontinually energized by His
power. He Himself assumes the responsibility heirtcoming to pass. There are
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other things, however, which God included in Hisrée and thereby rendered certain,
but which He did not decide to effectuate Himsadf the sinful acts of His rational
creatures. The decree, in so far as it pertaitisetee acts, is generally called God’s
permissive decree. This name does not imply tiefuturition of these acts is not
certain to God, but simply that He permits thersdme to pass by the free agency of His
rational creatures. God assumes no responsiflitthese sinful acts whatsoever.”
(Louis Berkhof,Systematic Theologombined edition with new preface), Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996, p. 103)

“By His decree God rendered the sinful actions ahrmfallibly certain without deciding
to effectuate them by acting immediately upon anthe finite will.  This means that
God does not positively work in man ‘both to witicato do,” when man goes contrary to
His revealed will. It should be carefully notedwever, that this permissive decree
does not imply a passive permission of somethinighvis not under the control of the
divine will. It is a decree which renders the hetsinful act absolutely certain, but in
which God determines (a) not to hinder the sinéli-determination of the finite will;

and (b) to regulate and control the result of ghidul self-determination” (ibid, p. 105)

The same problems attached to Turretin’s formutatibGod’s permissive will apply to
Berkhof’s discussion as well. Berkhof’s insisteticat “God does not positively work
in man ‘both to will and to do,” when man goes cant to His revealed will”
notwithstanding, it is not at all clear how God ¢eander certain” human sinful acts
without the extensive involvement of his exhauspwesitive decree, as | have discussed
in the main text above. Once God’s positive de@&kawn back into an account of
human evil, Calvinism finds itself facing again gwme unresolved difficulty that
motivated the appeal to a negative permissive ddaarthe first place.

Interestingly, in his desire to relieve God of theponsibility of man’s sinful acts,
Berkhof at one point comes dangerously close topromising his Calvinist worldview.
Responding to the objection that Calvinism’s detarsm makes God the author of sin,
Berkhof protests that “the charge is not true;dberee merely makes God the author of
free moral beings, who are themselves the autfa®d(ibid, p. 108). To credit God
with establishing the basis for human freedom, thed to emphasize the legitimacy of
this freedom by considering these “free moral bgirag being “themselves the authors
of sin” sounds suspiciously Arminian in outlook.
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Berkhof continues: “God decrees to sustain thee figency, to regulate the
circumstances of their life, and to permit thaefegency to exert itself in a multitude of
acts, of which some are sinful” (ibid, p. 108). elproblem in all of this for Calvinism is
that to speak of “free agency” being “permitted™éxert itself” implies a prior initiation
on man’s part that God in some sense neither causesithstands. But how can this
be, given the Calvinist emphasis on God’s exhaestbsolute decretive will? How are
we to interpret this implied initiation on the paftman? As | have argued in the main
text above, whatever impulse man supplies to tbegss has (given Calvinist
assumptions) been prior conditioned and crafte@bg via his exhaustive positive
decree, such that it could not have occurred otiserthan it did (i.e., humans do not
possess contra-causal freedom within the Calvp@stpective). How, then, can God be
said from the Calvinist viewpoint to merely “pertrtuman sin?

5. A slightly different argument (but one which nealessentially the same point as mine
here) against the Calvinist understanding of Gpdignissive will is developed by Jack
Cottrell, who argues that the notion of permissiiis “incompatible with an
unconditional decree, simply because the very nasigpermission igonditional it is a
reactive response. Although this is not necegstimél case regarding a general class of
actions ('l am allowing you to do whatever you [ge?, it is certainly true regarding
specific acts. One in authority can allow a sped@tt to take place only if he
foreknows it as planned and forthcoming, in whielecthe permission is@sponsdo a
plan or an intention known in advance. Now, fa& @alvinist God’s permission is not
general but specific, since it applies selectitelgins and not to good acts. Thus the
permission of sin is very much a reaction to amcgrdgted human act. But as such itis
inconsistent with God’s unconditional decree. 8w ltan the decree be unconditional
and permissive at the same time?” (“The Naturénefivine Sovereignty,” iThe

Grace of God and the Will of Mard. Clark H. Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethany
House, 1989, p. 105). Cottrell’s characterizatbdivine permission as a “response”
makes essentially the same point as | have maiihe imain text above, namely, that
there must be some positive initiation on the parhan to which God responds when
God permits him to sin.  The crucial questions &eom what source does this positive
initiation arise, and under what constraints?” Qtrell’s discussion implies, given the
Calvinist notion of an unconditional, exhaustivere, the answer can only be that the
positive initiation for man’s sin is ordered by Glihself, in which context the
inherentlyconditionalconcept of “permission” loses its meaning.
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6. Plantinga distinguishes a Free Will Theodicyrfra Free Will Defense as follows: a
theodicy is an attempt “to tell us why God pernewd,” or “what God’s reason for
permitting evilreally is” A Free Will Defense, in contrast, attempts otdyexplain

“what God’s reasomight possibly be(God, Freedom, and Eyip. 28). That is, the

aim of a Defense is merely to show that it is raico believe that God has a reason for
permitting the evil that exists in the world. ThRee Will Defense does this by showing
that the greater good made possible by the presemval human free will provides one
rational account (though not necessarily the onlhe right account) for why God would
permit evil. Whereas the Free Will Defense setiiesbroader philosophical purposes
of Plantinga, most Arminian theologians do not stopply with a defense as Plantinga
defines it, but seek to develop a more completedioy by relating the Free Will
Defense/Theodicy to Scripture and expanding omé¢hsons why the preservation of
human freedom is of such importance to God (eagabse it makes possible a
significant relationship between God and humans;nsg comments in the main text
below).

7. There is some question among Arminians whetloereSerdecisively overrides

human free will in a deterministic fashion, or whinethe simply in some cases presents
(or permits Satan to present) strong inducememtsém to sin, but such inducements as
do not absolutely remove or override the exercisggmificant human free will.

Arminius himself seems to have held the lattergomsi Arminius states that God’s
permissive will toward human sin is founded on “liberty of choosing, with which God
formed his rational creature, and which his constatoes not suffer to be abolished, lest
He should be accused of mutability” (“Public Disgtiins,” The Works of James
Arminius London Edition, Vol. Il, trans. James Nichols a@d Rapids, MI: Baker Books,
1986, Disputation 9, Xl, p. 167). Again, in dissugy God’s reasons for providentially
managing the incitement of humans to sin, Armirsitages that “God manages them, in
the first place, for the trial of his creature, aafterwards,if it be the will of the creature
to yield) for Himself to effect something by that act” (¥8logy Against Thirty-One
Theological Articles,” ibid., Art. 23, p. 41, em@isamine). It should be noted, however,
that whereas Arminius taught that God never compatsans to sin in such a way that
would override their free will, Arminius did beliewhat in some instances God may
compel humangotto sin, by placing impediments to sin before thespn “of such great
efficacy as to render it impossible to be resis{g¢gublic Disputations,” ibid.,

Disputation 10, Ill, p. 178). Itis not clear teerhow this claim interacts with Arminius’
prior claim that any violation of man’s “liberty choosing” would threaten the
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immutability of God.

1 Corinthians 10:13 might be employed to suppomifius’ position that God may seek
to influence or try but never override human frek. w This verse assures us that “God
is faithful” to not allow us to be tempted “beyowthat [we] are able,” but will always
manage the situation so that we will be “able tdura” the temptation without sinning.

It is not clear, however, whether 1 CorinthianslBds meant as a promise to all people
or only to believers in Christ. If the latter, thié cannot be used to necessarily rule out
the possibility that God would at times override gxercise of significant free will
among the unregenerate. The interpretation ofin@ans 10:13 in this regard hinges
on to whom or what “God is faithful” in referenarmanaging temptations. Does the
verse mean that he is faithful to his covenantairpses to man? If so, which of his
covenants with man is in view? One possibilitaied’s original covenant with Adam
(often termed the “Covenant of Works”), by whichd3aromised eternal life as the
reward for perfect obedience, but condemnatiommasdward for disobedience. It
might be argued that implicit in this covenant agament is the assumption that man’s
obedience or disobedience derives from the exeofibes significant free will, therefore
God would be “unfaithful” to his portion in this wenant if he were to allow human free
will ever to be overridden in order to bring abawdn’s disobedience. Such an
interpretation would then support Arminius’ positiabove that God never overrides the
exercise of free will in any man. Alternativelyy@might argue that it is God’s
faithfulness to the Covenant of Grace in JesussCtirat is in view in 1 Corinthians
10:13, according to which covenant God extendsriespiritual blessing” to those who
are “in Christ” by faith (Ephesians 1:3). One loé$e spiritual blessings is freedom
from the power of sin (Romans 6:14), to which thenpise in 1 Corinthians 10:13 might
be taken as a corollary. If so, then the promere Imight be restricted to only believers
in Christ.  Or, it may be that the “faithfulnes$’®od in view in 1 Corinthians 10:13 is
God’s faithfulness to some aspect of his own naduigharacter (e.g., God’s necessary
immutability, as suggested above by Arminius) pegive of any particular covenant, in
which case the more likely interpretation is thad@ever overrides the free will of any
person, regenerate or not.

| will not take any definite stand on this issueehdout will instead to simplify matters
merely assume in my discussion that God may indeetride human free will in some
cases. Apart from a consideration of 1 Corinthibd 3, it seems to me that an appeal
to a greater good makes it possible at least ioryhi®r us to recognize exceptional cases

52



in which God absolutely overrides human free willla/et remains morally upright in
doing so. The key question is whether there anegiwhen some particular good in a
given situation may be an even greater good thaiptdservation of significant human
freedom. If so, then in that instance human freeduway justifiably be overridden for
the achievement of that particular greater goodifadparring consideration of 1
Corinthians 10:13).

8. In one place Arminius appears to suggest a straesimilar resolution to the paradox
of God’s conflicting wills toward human evil. Armius states, “[W]hatever God
permits, He permits it designedly and willinglidis Will being immediately occupied
about its PermissigrbutHis Permission itself is occupied about;sand this order
cannot be inverted without great peril” (“Publicsputations,” The Works of James
Arminius London Edition, Vol. Il, trans. James Nichols a@d Rapids, MI: Baker Books,
1986, Disputation 9, Xl, p. 168, emphasis mine).rminius’ point here seems to be that
God does not so much will the sin itself as hesatil permit the sin.  To the extent that
God’s permission is designed to bring about goatsethis formula bears some
resemblance to the one | have presented in the tevein

9. Actually, Calvinists too, including Calvin himgéave often failed to recognize that
God can hold multiple wills in tension. This faidudrove Calvin to posit rather forced
interpretations of a number of passages (e.g.mbihy 2:4; 2 Peter 3:9; John 3:16) in
order to avoid the conclusion that God really desthe salvation of all people. Robert
Shank provides a good summary in this reggtddt in the Son: A Study of the Doctrine
of Election Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1970, 1989, [@p99).

10. Many contemporary Calvinists have sought to ermway from the notion of “double
predestination” taught by Calvin and other earlyv#sts, and instead suggest that God
can unconditionally elect a portion of humanitysedvation without correspondingly
unconditionally damning the rest of humanity. AgbRrt Shank observes, however,
“the election of particular men constitutes no cégn of other memnly if the election is
not conditional. Any unconditional choice of padiar men constitutes per se a
rejection of all men not choserglect in the Son: A Study of the Doctrine of Etatti
Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1970, 1989, p. 173Jhe force of this observation is
S0 obvious that it is hard to see how any unbiakserver could deny it.

11. Consider Fritz Guy’s exhortation in this regardif Christian theologyeally
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believes that Jesus the Messiah is the supremiatieveof God, that revelation ought to
determine also its understanding of God’s goveraeari¢he world. To the person who
takes seriously Jesus’ claim “He who has seen rmaéen the Father” (John 14:9) it is
obvious that divine power is expressed not by a@ageand controlling (in the fashion of
an ancient despot or a feudal lord), but by selfrg and enabling. A great but
seldom-recognized irony here is that some Christigino have, in principle, a ‘high
christology’ have nevertheless failed to let itagutheir understanding of God” (“The
Universality of God’s Love,” imThe Grace of God and the Will of Mad. Clark H.
Pinnock, Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 1989, 3$34).

12. Francis Turretinligstitutes of Elenctic Theology, Vol. 1: First Thgh Tenth Topics,
Trans. by George Giger, Ed. By James DennisorRlilljpsburg, NJ: Presbyterian &
Reformed, 1992; Top. 4, Q. 10, pp. 350-355) and4 8erkhof Systematic Theology
(Combined edition with new preface), Grand RapiMk,Eerdmans, 1996, p. 114) offer
arguments as to why Christ is in fact not the gbahelection. | do not have space to
address these here (though | hope to do so irueefessay focusing on election).

Suffice it say that their arguments are for the thpast circular, assuming the very notion
of a prior all-determining decree that needs taémonstrated for their claim to succeed.

Some Calvinists appear to wish to argue insteadGhastis the foundation of election.
F. H. Klooster, for example, states that “Chrishad merely a subsequent means to
effectuate a decree of election; election is ini€land through Christ. This is clearly
expressed in the Canons of Dort: ‘He has . . .@has Christ to salvation. . . . From
eternity He has also appointed Christ to be theiddedand Head of all the elect and the
foundation of their salvation. Therefore He dedraegive to Christ those who were to
be saved, and effectually to call and draw them ks fellowship through His word and
Spirit’ (1.7). Thus God’s election is in Christapé Christ is both the foundation of
election and the foundation of salvation” (“Eletection,” inEvangelical Dictionary of
Theology ed. Walter A. Elwell, Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Bgp1984, p. 349).

Notwithstanding Klooster’s (and the Canons of Bx)rprotestations to the contrary, there
is nothing here in Klooster’s discussion to essibihywe should take seriously this
claim that Christ can be considered the foundatioglection within the Calvinist system,
rather than “merely a subsequent means to effectudecree of election.” Klooster
asserts but does not demonstrate this claim, asefut reading of the quotation will
show. It is not enough for Klooster simply to quithie Scripture or the Canons of Dort
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to the effect that we are elect “in Christ,” forstlis the very point in question that needs
to be demonstrated as being compatible with Camni Nor is it enough to state that
Christ is the “Mediator and Head of all the eleat;'that God “decreed to give to Christ”
all of the elect. These observations at most teegstablish that Christ is the foundation
of salvation they do not explain how he can properly be carad within Calvinism to

be the foundation of an hypothesized unconditi@hedtion as well.

13. Robert Shank expresses it more strongly: déi@lone has the power to act to
reverse men’s wayward course, if men can exer@sauthentic personal decision for
God and salvation, if men have no power of respapdifirmatively to God apart from
an immediate particular act of enabling which GodHis sovereignty grants
unconditionally to some and withholds from othéert in the case of every man who
does not turn to Him, God’s appeals to men to ‘erirom your evil ways . . . turn you
at my reproof . . . turn thou unto me . . . letwieked forsake his way . . . let him return
unto the Lord . . . seek ye the Lord . . . why wéldie?’ and all such appeals and
admonitions constitute the most abhorrent, the meggehensible, the most malicious
and despicable deceptions that ever can be comemd God Himself constitutes the
most abominable curse that ever can be visitedisown creation. ‘But Oh, thank
God for God!" Praise be to God for Himself . nddor thekind of God He is!  All His
admonitions and invitations are offered in goodhfaand there is not the slightest
semblance of duplicity in any act or word of ourdzo . for men are free to act, and
there are valid alternatives before them, as thep@aand all God’s gracious appeals and
invitations imply. The general call to salvatienauthentic, for men are free to respond
affirmatively, if they will” (Elect in the SonMinneapolis: MN, Bethany House, 1970,
1989, pp. 173-174).

14. Louis Berkhof $ystematic Theology: New Editidarand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1996, p. 463) presents several reasons why Godgrealdriversal offer of salvation even
to the nonelect, one of which | will respond to netarily in the main text. None of
Berkhof’s other motivations for a universal offerd., that it exhibits the righteousness of
God’s judgments upon man’s sin), so far as | can ae such that they can be achieved
exclusivelyby a universal call. Consequently, they cannotfion as compelling

greater goods for the purpose of justifying a ursakoffer of salvation.

15. Of course, the “we” here can refer only to @Gasts, for, as we have seen earlier and
will touch on again below, Arminians do not facestbame problem of the decretive will.
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16. Berkhof raises one more defense for the legityrof a universal offer of salvation
within a Calvinist framework, namely, that manytlodse “who oppose the general offer
of salvation on the basis of man’s spiritual ingaildo not hesitate to place the sinner
before the demands of the law and even insist argdbis” (Systematic Theology: New
Edition, Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1996, p. 463). Howewvbkat Arminians object
to isnotthe bare fact that God would obligate humans teatoething that humans are
presently incapable of doing in their own strengtinstead, Arminians object to the
logical implication of Calvinism by which God obéites humans to do something
(whether obedience to the law or faith/repentancedlvation) that they are incapable of
doing, where this incapacity is dudimately to the unilateral decree of G@abt
ultimately to the free exercise of man’s own widhd where Godnconditionally
chooses to extend grace to some but not othergai@ame this divinely-engendered
incapacity

17. To this the Calvinist might respond that, ket s it may, the Bible clearly teaches
that Goddoesunilaterally and unconditionally elect some tovaéibn and others to
reprobation. Perhaps the most common passagehsit€dlvinists in support of this
assertion is Romans chapter 9 (e.qg., ‘it does epeddon the man who wills or the man
who runs, but on God who has mercy,’ vs. 16). Blibal exegesis of the relevant
biblical material is far beyond the scope of thegant essay; however, suffice it to say
here that | believe Calvin and his theological sibiave critically misread Romans
chapter nine. Paul clearly teaches an electidtoimans that is conditioned on man’s
faith. What Paul teaches in Romans 9 tabeonditionedy factors within man is
God's choice of if, when, and to whom he will exdemform of what Arminian
theologians have traditionally callpdevenient gracewhich, broadly construed, refers to
all those factors which God works within man anthw man’s circumstances so as to
give him the opportunity and ability to freely clsaoto exercise faith and repentance.
For detailed discussion see my essay “Electionam&hs Chapter Nine.”
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