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Preordination and divine election were previoustyoduced in our October 2013 newsletter, but
beginning with this newsletter, we shall take aliedl approach toward the study of soteriology @huely of
salvation as an effect of divine agency) by exangrive essential doctrines that confirm God’s seigmty
over every aspect of mankind’s present and etesriatence. In our May 2014 newsletter in which we
discussed the delusive doctrine of Arminianismame detail, we mentioned an important reformer rmame
John Calvin (cf. Book lll, page 235) whom God ragein defense of crucial biblical truths. In theswsletter
we shall begin an in-depth study of five essepipahts that were formulated by Calvin’s followensresponse
to the insidious threat of Arminianism. In doing s@& shall utilize edited text taken froG@omprehensively
Reformed Chrigtianity, Book |, Chapter 3.5. Below is the first portion afchart, taken from that chapter,
comparing the basic doctrines of Arminianism withttof biblical reformed Calvinism in five briefaséements
or points. In this first newsletter we shall limitirselves to a discussion of the first two pointsich convey
the state of mankind’s utter depravity and Godsamdlitional election of his own, thus leaving teenaining
three points for later discussion in upcoming nettsis. These first two points demonstrate the uitede
mercy revealed in God’s grace as it is unconditigragoplied through sovereign election to thoseviaials
who have been preordained from eternity to redeivéhus fully redeeming Adam'’s fallen race thrbugem.

ARMINIANISM CALVINISM

1.Mansdepravity isnot total — man has free | 1. Total depravity — man is morally powerless to
will — there is some good in man which he cahmake any effort to save himself and does not even

exercise to turn to God and accept Christ have the desire to seek God
2. Election conditional upon faith — faith as an| 2. Unconditional election — God supplies the faith to
effort of man comes before election believe to whomever He will

The word “depravity,” found in the first point dfis chart, means corrupt, wicked, or perverted in
thought and action. This correctly describes faftean’s dreadful mental state from the fall of Adam If a
man is depraved, he is completely ruined in charastd is therefore incapable of reaching outhola God;
indeed, he does not even have any desire to beaitmbto God but deliberately suppresses all kedgg of
Him (cf. Ro.1:19-22). Therefore, it follows thatsélvation were dependent upon an initiative agisiom a
man’s depraved mind, no one could ever be saveaubecman is morally unwilling and incapable of the
undertaking due to his spiritual blindness. Indeibeé, bound will (cf. Newsletter September 2013)aof
depraved man can be seen to generate nothingnfuit tioughts so that his freedom to act upon sughll
can result in nothing but evil works. When we thaflevil, we most often think of sinister acts sashmurder.
While murderous acts cannot be excluded, the usheofvord “evil” here denotes all of the self-ceate
thoughts and actions that exclude the interestsiofellow men and still more significantly exclutte will of
God. The doctrine of total depravity does not misat a man deliberately sets out to do evil thihgs,that
because of his fallen nature, he is morally inchpab doing only that which is good. Therefore, danot
appropriate salvation through any of his own efftotattain a level of self-righteousness accegtabGod.

We all know of “good men” (after our own human jutgnt) that have nevertheless rejected Christ.
Many of these men and women would seem to be tegriiean most of us both in intellect and compassi
The Arminian says that such men have within theen“thherent goodness” to turn to Christ and be dave
Nevertheless, that does not happen; instead, th@ynae to rely upon their own efforts to gain atpkt of
righteousness apart from Jesus’ atoning sacrifité death finally overtakes them. All of their bexfforts
were tainted with evil because they did not seekpérfect righteousness of Christ as a gift fronu Gi.
R0.9:31,32). The implication of Arminianism is tleatery man has an innate capacity for both goodeaitd
and given favorable conditions he will not only oke to do good, but perform it as well. But Paid séthis
conjecture, “I know that in me (that is, in my figsdwelleth no good thing: for to will is presewith me; but



how to perform that which is good | find not. Fbetgood that | would | do not: but the evil whiclwaduld not,
that | do” (R0.7:18,19). All such evil acts, redass of degree, are self-centered violations of'$ditine
Law that spring forth from a fully depraved humaatume that is waging war with our minds, through ou
fleshly members, such that we are held fully captwv its sinful dictates (cf. Ro.7:23). Therefordiile men
and women are free to act in accordance with their will, they cannot from that volition choosedo that
which is truly good, nor do they even have the incaeipacity to seek after God to learn of Him arehglfor
much-needed mercy. The Apostle Paul has said, ‘dneyall gone out of the way, they are togetheoimec
unprofitable; there is none that doeth good, nbpne” (Ro.3:12). Moreover, it follows that if tieapacity for
attaining true righteousness is actually within mamne have achieved it for Paul emphatically didié is
written, There is none righteous, no, not one” 8RiM).

The Arminian would say that we come to believe mi§t because of a small residual “desire for God”
that is inherent within every man sufficient fomhio reach out in faith and trust in Christ. BuPasl went on
to say, “There is none that understandeth, then®ne that seeketh after God” (Ro.3:11). Therefaltenen
must be drawn to Christ by God the Father throbghwiorking of the Holy Spirit so that they may cotoe
believe that which their depraved human natureipusly prevented them from accepting (cf. Jn.6:4¥4@.
must reiterate here that “all have sinned and cshwt of the glory of God” (Ro.3:23); all are edyal
depraved and every bit as guilty before God. Gadrid searched to elect the best He could fincbbthie
mutually depraved multitude of mankind, but oftémo@ses those we would judge to be the worse, fiath t
we should recognize that only God can accomplighdteat feat; God’s mercy is greatly magnifiedhat
choice. Salvation is not about us at all, thoughgveaitly benefit from it; salvation is altogetheoat God and
his amazing grace exercised in the election obwis such that God must receive all the Glory.

Consequently, we find that the doctrine of Totap2wity and the doctrine of Free Will are mutually
exclusive. The Arminian must forthwith reject thecttine of Total Depravity and in doing so rejda entire
biblically reformed doctrine of salvation that musgically follow, as we shall discover when we atiss
points 2-5. Although many who embrace the Arminictrine would deny it, they essentially believatth
man can save himself through the exercise of samumind to create a saving faith within himselfobe
redemption can take place. But, according to Seepsaving faith is a gift of God, not somethingttis
generated within the human mind by the prowessalérf man (cf. Ep.2:8). The real issue, then, i no
depravity versus free will, but grace versus wddftsRo0.3:20-22). If man can exercise a “free widi"grasp
salvation for himself — even if we only refer taathof initial belief — then salvation strongly hesyupon
human works. Conversely, if a man is so depravedcarrupt that he is completely helpless even tiee
then his salvation is totally dependent upon thecifug grace of God alone made possible throughatbaing
work of Christ (cf. Ro.3:24). The Apostle Paul maltevery clear that we can not mix works and griacke
matter of salvation when he said, “if by gracentieit no more of works: otherwise grace is no engrace.
But if it be of works, then is it no more gracehatwise work is no more work” (Ro.11:6). God greatl
glorifies Himself when He furnishes all of man’sieenption; to boast of our own works as having hgdpart
in our redemption, even its acceptance, is butfalsattempt to steal some of God’s glory for oiwss.

The human mind automatically rejects the possybdit total depravity out of hand because it cannot
bear to consider that we have all fallen so desglgriow that only God can save us through an ex¢ract of
totally undeserved mercy that defies all humanamiag and understanding. Yet, that is painfullyetyef.
R0.3:12-18)! In fact, that is the full thrust oketlbospel message: the “good news” is not that weldhry to
work harder to achieve an acceptable level of eginess or even to fabricate a saving faith outuof
disbelieving minds. Rather, the Gospel, the “Go@ivdl” is that God has done it all for his elecbtlgh a
spiritual rebirth, and He has freely given us whgeéhcome to believe in Jesus Christ everything eesl o be
saved — including faith itself. “For by grace asesaved through faith; and that not of yourselitas:the gift
of God: not of works, lest any man should boasp.?E,9).

This leads us directly into the second point of ¢hart above, which is unconditional election. One
could ask why God chooses one man over the othhecéive salvation. Perhaps one could merely asthanhe



one man or woman is just a little more deservirgg tis another of God’s grace. Yet, that is cleanlyossible
since all men and women are so tainted by evilttieat all fall far short of the divine righteousagsquired of
God without exception (cf. R0.3.23). The Arminigasons that God knows in advance which one willectam
believe of his own volition, and that He selectst thne because of his foreknowledge of a particéarice
that a certain man or woman will render for Him ro&eother. Such contorted thinking requires sortresic
worth within a man or woman that drives God to d®one over another when there is actually novedh
there at all. It is very important for us to undansl that no man or woman ever deserves to be saved
absolutely none of us. Salvation is received omlyhie grace of God who chooses to extend mercyeaseds

fit to those who are totally unworthy of receivihg

We are often amazed that God has chosen certairomeomen whom we would never have thought
“capable” of accepting salvation in Christ. Those aften men and women who, in our opinion, havedi
terrible lives and have committed egregious sir@v@rsely, we are often amazed that God has naeocho
certain other men and women who through their “gamtks” have diligently strived to attain their own
righteousness. Nevertheless, neither person waableapf living up to God’s high standards; both are
desperately in need of redemption by an act of §&admerited mercy. Election is therefore not bagsuh
some positive condition that God has found withidividual men or women since none has any redeemabl
qualities. We need but look at the Law of Moses anthe nation of Israel to see the inability ofnnta
measure up to God’s righteous requirements evenghrthe force of divine Law established withinideal
theocracy. Therefore, God’s election must be unitiondl — without qualification — because none sfaan
meet any of God’s conditions for a self-righteossnat must be on a par with God’s own rightecsse.
Mt.5:48). The source of salvation is not found & but in the heart of God. He has not revealedsthis
reason for choosing one and not another, and we tneefore trust that his choices are right anddgo
because of who He is. If our Creator would saveynfisom the horrors of Hell by pulling them out biet fire
with out specifying any condition for his doing $te is not doing something unfairly evil, as sonwid dare
suggest, but something amazingly wonderful, graad, very good indeed. In the process of divinetielec
God'’s glory is openly revealed in all of its maggeht splendor.

Since we must by careful examination accept theridecof divine sovereign election as being fully
biblical, we must then ask ourselves if it is alage that God chooses some to eternal ruin. Thaften
referred to as the “doctrine of reprobation.” lagparent that if God does not elect a certainopeis receive
salvation, He does by default abandon them to dufudgment and to be the recipient of his divinatiur
How, some may foolishly ask, can God condemn thiwesteare only acting out their evil desires in adeoce
with God’s own decision in not redeeming them frimair sinful state (cf. R0.9:19)? This question lgou
dangerously suggest that God could be somehow @niplman’s continuing sinful condition. Accordjly,
the primary objection most have to the doctrindieine election is that it characterizes God asdpeinfair to
the reprobate (those whom God has abandoned adeennable through sovereign choice). But man is not
equal with God such that God should be bound byt wiearightly judge to be fair dealings between ralort
men who are his equally mutual creations. As weiposly discussed in our October 2013 newsletter, t
Creator has no restraint placed on Him regardiag\linich He has created. Who are we to argue wiith'sG
sovereign choice, since God is God and we areibutrdation to do with as He wills? He is the potied we
are but the clay to be formed into any kind of eéfizat He so chooses (cf. R0.9:21). While God @dasdon
many to eternal damnation by default, He perform&xpress action in doing so, but merely gives toger
to their own natural desires to sin as they withaut divine intervention of any kind (cf. Ro.1:28herefore,
the future punishment of the reprobate remaing julitified, because their unredeemed state ftdigns from
their own sinful thoughts, actions, and nature,@otl’s supposed neglect. God has no obligatiorave &is
enemies (cf. R0.5:10), which we all once were inrebellious Adamic state. Nevertheless, God haseinto
save many out of an abundance of his great lovegynand grace, not out of any obligation due hast
exalting the greatness of his glory in doing s@aider God for his amazing grace and the unfathonusgéhs
of his mercy! @vrthur J. Smith June 2014



