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p. 66
To take no pleasure in assertions is not the mark of a Christian heart; indeed, no one must delight in assertions to be a Christian at all. (Now, lest we be misled by words, let me say here that by ‘assertion’ I mean staunchly holding your ground, stating your position, confessing it, defending it and persevering in it unvanquished.  …And I talking about the assertion of what has been delivered to us from above in the Sacred Scriptures.)
p. 67 
Take the Apostle Paul—how often does he call for that ‘full assurance’ (Col. 2:2; 1 Thess. 1:5; Heb. 6:11;10:22) which is, simply, an assertion of conscience, of the highest degree of certainty and conviction.

…


Nothing I is more familiar or characteristic among Christians than assertion. Take away assertions, and you take away Christianity. Why, the Holy Spirit is given to Christians form heaven in order that He may glorify Christ and in them confess Him even unto death—and is this not assertion, to die for what you confess and assert?

p. 67 
Paul tells Timothy to reprove, and to be instant out of season (2 Tim. 4:2); and what a clown I should think a man to be who did not really believe, nor unwaveringly assert, those things concerning which he reproved others! 

p. 71
I certainly grant that many passages in Scriptures are obscure and hard to elucidate, but that is due, not to the exalted nature of their subject, but to our own linguistic and grammatical ignorance; and it does not in any way prevent our know all the contents of Scripture. For what solemn truth can the Scriptures still be concealing, now that the seals are broken, the stone rolled away from the door of the tomb, and that greatest of all mysteries brought to light—that Christ, God’s Son, became man, that God is Three in One, that Christ suffered for us, and will reign for ever? And are not these things known, and sung in our streets? Take Christ from the Scriptures—and what more will you find in them?
p. 73-74
In a word: The perspicuity of Scripture is twofold, just as there is a double lack of light. The first is external, and relates to the ministry of the Word; the second concerns the knowledge of the heart. If you speak of internal perspicuity, the truth is that nobody who has no the Spirit of God see a jot of what is in the Scriptures. All men have their hearts darkened, so that, even when they can discuss and quote all that is in Scripture, they do not understand or really know any of it. They do not believe in God, nor do they believe that they are God’s creatures, nor anything else—as Ps. 13 puts it, ‘The fool hath said in this heart there is no God’ (Ps. 14:1). The Spirit is needed for the understanding of all Scripture and every part of Scripture. If, on the other hand, you speak of external perspicuity, the position is that nothing whatsoever is left obscure or ambiguous, but all that is in the Scripture is through the Word brought forth into the clearest light and proclaimed to the whole world. 

p. 78 
Indeed, let me tell you, this is the hinge on which our discussion turns, the crucial issue between us; our aim is, simply, to investigate what ability ‘free-will’ has, in what respect it is the subject of Divine action and how it stands related to the grace of God. If we know nothing of these things, we shall know nothing whatsoever of Christianity, and shall be in worse case than any people on earth! He who dissents from that statement should acknowledge that he is no Christian; and he who ridicules or derides it should realize that he is the Christian’s chief foe. For if I am ignorant of the nature, extent and limits of what I can and must do with reference to God, I shall be equally ignorant and uncertain of the nature, extent and limits of what God can and will do in me—thought God, in fact, works all in all (cf. 1 Cor 12:6). Now, if I am ignorant of God’s works and power, I am ignorant of God himself; and if I do not know God, I cannot worship, praise, give thanks or serve Him, for I do not know how much I should attribute to myself and how much to Him. We need, therefore, to have in mind a clear-cut distinction between God’s power and ours, and God’s work and ours, if we would life a godly life.  

p. 80
It is, then, fundamentally necessary and wholesome for Christians to know that God foreknows nothing contingently, but that He foresees, purposes, and does all things according to His own immutable, eternal and infallible will. This bombshell knocks ‘free-will’ flat, and utterly shatters it; so that those who want to assert it must ether deny my bombshell, or pretend not to notice it, or find some other way of dodging it.
p. 81
The will, whether it be God’s or man’s, does what it does, good or bad, under no compulsion, but just as it wants or pleases, as if totally free. 

p. 83 
I would also point out, not only how true these things are (I shall discuss that more fully from Scripture on a later page), but also how godly, reverent and necessary it is to know them. For where they are not known, there can be no faith, nor any worship of God. To lack this knowledge is really to be ignorant of God—and salvation is notoriously incompatible with such ignorance. For if you hesitate to believe, or are too proud to acknowledge, that God foreknows and wills all things, not contingently, but necessarily and immutably, how can you believe, trust and rely on His promises? 

p. 84 
If, then, we are taught and believe that we ought to be ignorant of the necessary foreknowledge of God and the necessity of events, Christian faith is utterly destroyed, and the promises of God and the whole gospel fall to the ground completely; for the Christian’s chief and only comfort in every adversity lies in knowing that God does not lie, but brings all things to pass immutably, and that His will cannot be resisted, altered or impeded. 

p. 86 
As I said above, what may be found in or proved by the sacred writings is both plan and wholesome, and so may safely be published, learned and known—and, indeed, should be.
p. 91 
The world and its god cannot and will not bear the Word of the true God, and the true God cannot and will not keep silent. Now these two Gods are at war; so what else can there be throughout the world but uproar? 

p. 100
God has surely promised His grace to the humbled: that is, to those who mourn over and despair of themselves. But a man cannot be thoroughly humbled till he realizes that his salvation is utterly beyond his own powers, counsels, efforts, will and works, and depend absolutely on the will, counsel, pleasure and work of Another—God alone. As long as he is persuaded that he can make even the smallest contribution to his salvation, he remains self-confident and does not utterly despair of himself, and so is not humbled before God; but plans out for himself (or at least hopes and longs for) a position, an occasion, a work, which shall bring him final salvation. But he who is out of doubt that his destiny depends entirely on the will of God despairs entirely of himself, chooses nothing of himself, but waits for God to work in him; and such a man is very near to grace for his salvation. 

p. 101 
Faith’s object is things not seen. That there may be room for faith, therefore, all that is believed must be hidden. Yet it is not hidden more deeply than under a contrary appearance of sight, sense and experience.
p. 102 
For if it is not we, but God alone, who works salvation in us, it follows that, willy-nilly, nothing we do has any saving significance prior to His working in us.
p. 102-104 



(viii) Of the spontaneity of necessitated acts (634-635)  


As for the other paradox, ‘all we do is done, not by free-will, but of mere necessity’—let us take a brief look at it, for we must not let such a mischievous remark go unchallengedl My comment is simply this: if it be proved that our salvation is not of our own strength or counsel, but depends on the working of God alone (which is something I hope to demonstrate later in the main discussion), does it not clearly follow that when God is not present to work in us, all is evil, and of necessity we act in a way that contributes nothing towards our salvation? For if it is not we, but God alone, who works salvation in us, it follows that, willy-nilly, nothing we do has any saving significance prior to His working in us. 


I said ‘of necessity’; I did not say ‘of compulsion’; I meant, by a necessity, not of compulsion, but of what they call immutability. That is to say: a man without the Spirit of God does not doevil against his will, under pressure, as though he were taken by the scruff of the neck and dragged into it, like a thief or footpad being dragged off against his will to punishment; but he does it spontaneously and voluntarily. And this willingness or volition is something which he cannot in his own strength eliminate, restrain or alter. He goes on willing and desiring to do evil; and if external pressure forces him to act otherwise, nevertheless his will within remains averse to so doing and chafes under such constraint and opposition. But it would not thus chafe were it being changed, and were it yielding to constraint willingly. This is what we mean by necessity of immutability: that the will cannot change itself, nor give itself another bent, but, rather, is the more provoked to crave the more it is opposed, as its chafing proves; for this would not occur, were it free or had ‘free-will’. Ask experience how impervious to dissuasion are those whose hearts are set on anything! If they abandon their quest of it, they only do so under pressure, or because of some counter-attraction, never freely—whereas, when their hearts are not thus engaged, they spare their labour, and let events take their course. 


On the other hand: when God works in us, the will is changed under the sweet influence of the Spirit of God: Once more it desires and acts, not of compulsion, but of its own desire and spontaneous inclination. Its bent still cannot be altered by any opposition; it cannot be mastered or prevailed upon even by the gates of hell; but it goes on willing, desiring and loving good, just as once it willed, desired and loved evil. Experience proves this too. How firm and invincible are holy men, who, when forcibly constrained to sin, are the more provoked thereby to desire good—even as flames are fanned, rather than quenched, by the wind. Here, too, there is no freedom, no ‘free-will’, to turn elsewhere, or to desire anything else, as long as the Spirit and grace of God remain in a man.


In a word: if we are under the god of this world, strangers to the work of God’s Spirit, we are led captive by him at his will, as Paul said to Timothy (2 Tim. 2.26), so that we cannot will anything but what he wills. For he is a ‘strong man armed,’ who keeps his palace to such good effect that those he holds are at peace, and raise no stir or feeling against him—otherwise, Satan’s kingdom would be divided against itself, and could not stand; but Christ says it does stand. And we acquiesce in his rule willingly and readily, according to the nature of willingness, which, if constrained, is not ‘willingness’; for constraint means rather, as one would say, ‘unwillingness’. But if a stronger appears, and over comes Satan, we are once more servants and captives, but now desiring and willingly doing what He wills--which is royal freedom (cf. Luke 1 1.18-22). 


So man’s will is like a beast standing between two riders. If God rides, it wills and goes where God wills: as the Psalm says, ‘I am become as a beast before thee, and I am ever with thee’ (Ps. 73.22-3). If Satan rides, it wills and goes where Satan wills. Nor may it choose to which rider it will run, or which it  will seek; but the riders themselves fight to decide who shall have and hold it.
p. 104 
Hence it follows that ‘free-will’ without God’s grace is not free at all, but is the permanent prisoner and bondslave of evil, since it cannot turn itself to good.  

p. 105 
People think it means what the natural force of the phrase would require, namely, a power of freely turning in any direction, yielding to none and subject to none. If they know that this was not so, and that the term signifies only a tiny spark of power, and that utterly ineffective in itself, since it is the devil’s prisoner and slave, it would be a wonder if they did not stone us as mockers and deceivers, who say one thing and mean another—indeed who have not yet decided what we do mean! 

p. 107 
That is to say, man should realize that in regard to his money and possessions he has a right to use them, to do or to leave undone, according to his own ‘free-will’—though that very ‘free-will’ is overruled by the free-will of God alone, according to His own pleasure. However, with regard to God, and in all that bears on salvation and damnation, he has no ‘free-will’, but is a captive, prisoner and bondslave, either to the will of God, or to the will of Satan. 

p. 112 
But no miracle from God has ever yet been seen or heard of in support of any doctrine about what is fact in man; miracles are only given to support doctrines that tell us facts about God! 

p. 122
The saints are pearls and precious jewels, which the Spirit does not cast before swine; but (as Scripture puts it) He keeps them hid, that the wicked may not see the glory of God! Else, if they were open to the recognition of all, how could they be so vexed and afflicted in the world as they are? So Paul says: ‘Had they known him, they would not have crucified the Lord of glory’ (1 Cor. 2:8).
p. 122
I do not say this because I deny that those whom you cite are the saints
-123
and church of God; but because it cannot be proved that they really are saints, should anyone deny it; it is left completely uncertain; which means that no position is sufficiently guaranteed by their holiness to make good any doctrine. I call them saints, and so regard them: I call them the church, and so judge them—but by the rule of charity, not by the rule of faith. By which I mean that charity, which always thinks the best of everyone, and is not suspicious, but believes and assumes all good of its neighbor, calls every baptized person a saint. There is no danger involved if she is wrong; it is the way of charity to be deceived, for she is open to all the uses and abuses of every man, as being handmaid of all, good and bad, believing and unbelieving, true and false. Faith, however, calls none a saint but him who is proclaimed such by divine sentence; for the way of faith is not to be deceived. Therefore, though we should all look on each other as saints as a matter of charity, none should be declared a saint as a matter of faith, as if it were an article of faith that so-and-so is a saint. (In this way, that adversary of God, the Pope, canonizes as saints men of his own choice, whom he never knew, so setting himself in God’s place [cf. 2 Tess 2:4].) 
p. 137 
For all who hear mention of ‘free-will’ take it to mean, in its proper sense, a will that can and does do, God-ward, all that it pleases, restrained by no law and no command; for you would not call a slave, who acts at the beck of his lord, free. But in that case how much less are we right to call men or angels free; for they live under the complete mastery of God (not to mention sin and death), and cannot continue by their own strength for a moment.  Here then, right at the outset, the definition of the term and the definition of the thing are at odds, for the term connotes one thing and what is really in mind is another. It would be more correct to call it ‘vertible-will’ or ‘mutable-will.’ 

p. 142
But you make the power of ‘free-will’ to be equal in both directions: by its own power, without grace, it can (you tell us) both apply itself to good and turn itself from evil. You do not realize what a might power you are ascribing to it by the pronoun ‘itself,’ or ‘its own self,’ when you say: ‘can apply itself’; for you completely exclude the Holy Spirit and all His power as if superfluous and unnecessary.  

p. 145
Do you think you think that to apply itself to what bears on eternal salvation (as your definition says that ‘free-will’ does) is not good? If there were enough good in ‘free-will’ for it to apply itself to good, it would have no need of grace! 
p. 147
For that power of applying itself to salvation cannot be just willing, unless salvation itself is said to be nothing! 
p. 149 
Who can endure the abuse of speech involved in our saying that man has ‘free-will’ while at the same time we maintain that he has lost his freedom, and is bound in the service of sin, and can will no good? 

p. 151-153



(V) That a command does not always imply ability to fulfil it (673- 674) 


Here the Diatribe will retort: ‘Ecclesiasticus, by saying "if" thou art willing to keep", indicates that there is a will in man to keep  or not to keep; otherwise, what is the sense of saying to him who has no will, "if thou wilt"? Is it not ridiculous to say to a blind man: "if thou art willing to see, thou wilt find a treasure"? or to a deaf man: "if thou art willing to hear, I will tell thee a good story"? That would be mocking their misery.'  


I reply: These are arguments of human reason, which is wont to pour out wisdom of this sort. Wherefore, I now have to dispute, not with Ecclesiasticus, but with human reason, concerning an inference; for reason, by her inferences and syllogisms, explains and pulls the Scriptures of God whichever way she likes. I shall enter this dispute readily and with confidence, for I know that all her gabblings are stupid and absurd, and especially so when she begins to make a show of her wisdom in holy things.


First then: if I ask how it is proved that the existence of ‘free-will’ in man is indicated and implied wherever the phrases ‘if thou art willing’, ‘if thou shalt do’, ‘if thou shalt hear’, are used, she will say, ‘Because the nature of words and use of language among men seem to require it.’ Therefore, she bases her judgment of things and words that are of God upon the customs and concerns of men; and what is more perverse than that, when the former are heavenly and the latter earthly? Thus in her stupidity she betrays herself as thinking of God only as of man. 


But what if I prove that the nature of words and use of language, even among men, is not always such as to make it an act of mockery to say to the impotent, ‘if thou art willing’, ‘if thou shalt do’, ‘if thou shalt hear’? How often do parents thus play with their children, bidding them come to them, or do this or that, only in order that it may appear how impotent they are, and that they may be compelled to call for the help of the parent’s hand? How often does a faithful physician tell an obstinate patient to do or stop doing things that are impossible or injurious to him, so as to bring him by experience of himself to a knowledge of his disease or weakness, to which he cannot lead him by any other course? And what is more common and widespread than to use insulting and provoking language when we would show our enemies or friends what they can and cannot do? I merely mention these things to show reason how stupid  she is to tack her inferences on to the Scriptures, and how blind she is not to see that they do not always hold good even in respect of the words and dealings of men. Let her see a thing occur once, and she jumps precipitately to the conclusion that it occurs as a general rule in all the statements of both God and men—generalizing from a particular case, which is the way of her wisdom.


If, now, God, as a Father, deals with us as with His sons, with a view to showing us the impotence of which we are ignorant; or as a faithful physician, with a view to making known to us our disease; or if to taunt His enemies, who proudly resist His counsel and the laws He has set forth (by which He achieves this endmost effectively), He should say: ‘do’, ‘hear’, ‘keep’, or: ‘if thou shalt hear’, ‘if thou art willing’, ‘if thou shalt do’; can it be fairly concluded from this that therefore we can do these things freely, or else God is mocking us? Why should not this conclusion follow rather: therefore, God is trying us, that by His law He may bring us to a knowledge of our impotence, if we are His friends? or else, He is really and deservedly taunting and mocking us, if we are His proud enemies? For this, as Paul teaches, is the intent of divine legislation (cf Rom. 3.20, 5.20; Gal. 3.19, 24). Human nature is blind, so that it does not know its own strength—or, rather, sickness; moreover, being proud, it thinks it knows and can do everything. God can cure this pride and ignorance by not readier remedy than the publication of His law. We shall say more of this in its proper place. Let it suffice here to have touched upon it so as to refute this inference of a carnal and stupid wisdom: ‘ “if thou art willing"; therefore, thou canst will freely.' The Diatribe dreams that man is whole and sound (as to human view, in his own sphere, he is); hence it argues from the phrases: ‘if thou art willing’, ‘if thou shalt do’, ‘lf thou shalt hear’, that man is being mocked, unless his will is free. But Scripture describes man as corrupted and led captive, and, furthermore, as proudly disdaining to notice, and failing to recognize, his own corruption and captivity; therefore, it uses these phrases to goad and rouse him, that he may know by sure experience how unable he is to do any of these things.  

p. 164 
If thou wilt turn, then will I also turn thee’; that is: ‘if thou wilt turn, then will I also turn punishing; and if thou shalt be converted and live well, I also will treat you will by turning away your captivity woes.’ But it does not follow from this that man is converted by his own power, nor do the words say so; they simply say: ‘If thou and wilt turn’, telling man what he should do. What he knows it, and sees that he cannot do it, he will ask whence he may find ability to do it.” 

p. 169
As to why some are touched by the law and others not, so that some receive and others scorn the offer of grace, that is another question, which Ezekiel does not here discuss. He speaks of the published offer of God’s mercy, not of the dreadful hidden will of God, Who, according to His own counsel, ordains such persons as He wills to receive and partake of the mercy preached and offered. (note: And it is here we disagree. The Bible does not support any statement that says God wills people to Hell. It was not God’s will that anyone would perish. Rather, His will is that everyone should live. It is for this fact that Hell is what it is. God will eternally desire that those burning in Hell have life. However, because they resist His will, they eternally burn. As such, God’s will never changes.
p. 170 
God does many thing which He does not show us in His Word, and He wills many things which He does not in His Word show us that He wills. Thus, He does not will the death of a sinner—that is in His Word; but He will it by His inscrutable will.
p. 171​ 
So it is right to say: ‘If God does not desire our death, it must be laid to the charge of our own will if we perish’; this, I repeat, is right if you spoke of God preached. For He desires that all men should be saved, in that He comes to all by the word of salvation, and the fault is in the will which does not receive Him; as He says in Matt. 23: ‘How often would I have gathered they children together, and thou wouldst not!; (v. 37). But why the Majesty does not remove or change this fault of will in every man (for it is not in the power of man to do it), or why He lays this fault to the charge of the will, when man cannot avoid it, it is not lawful to ask; and though you should ask much, you would never find out; as Paul says in Rom. 11: ‘Who art thou that repliest against God?’ (Rom. 9:20). 

p. 180
[Exhortations] are intended to stir up those who have obtained mercy and have been justified already, to be energetic in bringing forth the fruits of the Spirit and of the righteousness given them, to exercise themselves in love and good works, and boldly to bear the cross and all the other tribulations of this world.  

p. 182
The sons of God , however, do good with will free from self-concern, seeking no reward, but the glory and will of God only, and ready to good even if (though this is impossible) there was neither a kingdom nor a hell. 

p. 182
These things are, I think, sufficiently established by that single saying of Christ which I have just cited from Matt. 25: ‘Come, ye blessed of My Father, receive the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world’ (v. 34). How do they merit what is already theirs, and was prepared for them before they were in existence?

p. 192-193 


I have noticed that all heresies and errors in handling the Scriptures have come, not from the simplicity of the words, (as almost all the world tells us), but from not regarding the simplicity of the words, and from hankering after figures and implications that come out of men’s! own heads. 


I Look at this example: ‘Upon whichever thou wilt, stretch forth thine hand.’ As far as I recall, I never treated these words by giving this forced explanation of them, ‘grace shall stretch forth thine hand upon which it wills’; nor did I ever say that ‘Make you a new heart’ means: ‘grace shall make you a new heart’, or anything like it—albeit the Diatribe traduces me in print t o this effect; but the Diatribe is so swollen and self-deceived with its figures and implications that it does not see what it is saying about anything! What I said was this: that the words ‘stretch forth thine hand’, taken simply as they stand, without bringing in figures and implications, just mean that the stretching forth of our hand is required of us; so that here we are told what we ought to do, according to the nature of an imperative verb as fixed by the grammarians and the common use of language. But the Diatribe disregards this simple mean- ing of the phrase, violently drags in implications and figures, and interprets thus: ‘Stretch forth thine hand’ means: ‘you can stretch forth your hand by your own power’; ‘Make you a new heart’ means: ‘You can make a new heart’; ‘Believe on Christ’ means: ‘you can believe’. It treats imperative and indicative statements as meaning the same thing, and if this is not granted it is ready to make out that Scripture is absurd and futile. And when these ‘explanations’, which no grammarian could tolerate, occur in theologians, they may not be called violent or arbitrary; they are ‘the views of the most reputable and time- honoured doctors’!
p. 203
Many things seem, and are, very good to God which seem, and are very bad to us. Thus, afflictions, sorrows, errors, hell, and all God’s best works are in the world’s eye very bad, and damnable.  

p. 206-207 



Let none think, when God is said to harden or work evil in us (for hardening is working evil) that he does it by, as it were, creating fresh evil in us, as you might imagine an ill—disposed innkeeper, a bad man himself, pouring and mixing poison into a vessel that was not bad, while the vessel itself does nothing, but is merely the recipient, or passive vehicle, of the mixer’s own ill—will. When men hear us say that God works both good and evil in us, and that we are subject to God’s working by mere passive necessity, they seem to imagine a man who is in himself good, and not evil, having an evil work wrought in him by God; for they do not sufficiently bear in mind how incessantly active God is in all his creatures, allowing none of them to keep holiday. He who would understand these matters, however, should think thus: God works evil in us (that is, by means of us) not through God’s own fault, but by reason of our own defect. We being evil by nature, and God being good, when He impels us to act by His own acting upon us according to the nature of His omnipotence, good though He is in Himself He cannot but do evil by our evil instrumentality; although, according to His wisdom, He makes good use of this evil for His own glory and for our salvation.  


Thus God, finding Satan’s will evil, not creating it so (it became so by Satan’s sinning and God’s withdrawing), carries it along by His own operation and moves it where He wills; although Satan’s will does not cease to be evil in virtue of this movement of God. 


David spoke in this way of Shimei, in the second book of Kings: ‘Let him curse, for God hath bidden him to curse David’ (2 Sam. 16.10). How could God bid anyone to curse, an act so virulent and evil? There was nowhere any external i precept to that effect. But David keeps in view the fact that God omnipotent speaks and it is done: that is, He works all things by His own eternal word. In this case, therefore, the Divine action and omnipotence impel Shimei’s already evil will (which was hot against David before), and all his members with it; confronts him at an appropriate moment, when David deserves such blasphemy; and the good God Himself, by means of an evil blaspheming instrument, commands this blasphemy (that is, speaks and effects it through His word, which is just the impelling force of His acting).

p. 208
When He says: ‘I will harden the heart of Pharaoh’, He uses the words in their simple meaning. It is as if he said: ‘I will cause the heart of Pharaoh to be hardened’; or ‘it shall be hardened by My operation and action’. W e have heard how it was to be done; thus: ‘By my ordinary movement within I will so move his evil will that he shall go on in his present headstrong course of willing; I will not cease to move present headstrong course of willing; I will not cease to move it, nor can I. From without, I will present to him My word and work; and his evil fury shall hurl itself against it; for he, being evil, cannot but will evil as I move him by the power of evil, cannot but will evil as I move him by the power of omnipotence.’ Thus God with full certainty knew, and with full certainty declared, that Pharaoh should be hardened; for He knew with full certainty that Pharaoh’s will could neither resist the movement of omnipotence, nor put away its own villainy, nor bow to Moses, the adversary set before him. While his will remained evil, Pharaoh must necessarily grow worse, more hardened and more proud; in his headstrong course, he would hurl himself against that which he would not have and which he despised, for he was confident of his power. So here you see that these very words confirm that ‘free-will’ can do nothing but evil, inasmuch as God, Who does not make mistakes through ignorance nor speak lies in iniquity, thus surely promises the hardening of Pharaoh; for well He knew that an evil will can only will evil, and that when good is presented as opposing it, it cannot but wax worse. 

p. 209
What God wills  is not right because He ought, or was bound, so to will; on the contrary, what takes place must be right, because He so wills it. 

p. 231 
‘Knowledge of meaning must be sought from the reasons for speaking,’ says Hilary; it is not afforded by the terminology alone. 

p. 238 
Paul’s exhortations, ‘If a man purge himself from these’ and the like, are patterns according to which we ought to be formed, but no witnesses to any work or desire on our part. 

p. 240-241
(*note: Speaking on Gen 6:1-2) It is enough for me that this passage proves that Divine authority called men ‘flesh’, and ‘flesh’ to such a degree that the Spirit of God could not continue among them, but was at a set time to be withdrawn from them. What God means by saying that His Spirit should not always judge among men, that His Spirit should not always judge among men, He at once explains, by specifying a hundred and twenty years as the period during which He would still continue to judge. He sets this ‘Spirit’ over against ‘flesh’ to show that men, as being flesh, do not receive the Spirit, and that He, as being spirit, cannot approve of ‘flesh’; so that the Spirit is to be recalled after a hundred and twenty years. So you should understand this passage of Moses thus: ‘My Spirit, which is in Noah and other holy men, rebukes the ungodly through the word that these men preach and through their godly lives’ (for to ‘judge among men’ is to go among them in the office of the Word, to reprove, rebuke, and beseech them, in season and out of season); ‘but it is done in vain; for the ungodly are blinded and hardened by the flesh, and grow worse the more they are judged} This happens whenever the word of God comes into the world; the more men are instructed, the worse they grow. That is the reason why the wrath is hastened, as the flood also was hastened at that time; for now men not only sin, but also despise grace, and it is as Christ says: ‘Light is come, and men hate the light’ (cf. John 3.19).
p. 243 
The Diatribe smartly retorts: ‘Why was time given for repentance, if no part of repentance depends on our will, but all is wrought by necessity?’ I reply: You may say the same of all the commandments of God—‘Why does He command, if all things come to pass by necessity?’ He commands in order to instruct and admonish men as to their duty, that they may be humbled by knowing their wickedness, and so arrive at grace; as has been fully stated. 

p. 255
I draw clear-cut distinction between ‘flesh’ and ‘spirit’ as being contrary principles, and I say, according to the Divine oracles, that the man that is not born again through faith is flesh. But one that is born again I no longer call flesh, except in respect of the remnants of the flesh which war against the first-fruits of the Spirit that he has received. 
p. 265
I say that man without the grace of God nonetheless remains under the general omnipotence of the God who effects, and moves, and impels all things in a necessary, infallible course; but the fact of man’s thus being carried along is ‘nothing’—that is , avails nothing in God’s sight, nor is reckoned to be anything but sin. Thus he who is without charity is ‘nothing’ in grace.  

p. 267 
What I assert and maintain is this: that where God works apart from the grace of His Spirit, He works all things in all men, even in the ungodly; for He alone moves, makes to act, and impels by the motion of His omnipotence, all those things which He alone created; they can neither avoid nor alter this movement, but necessarily follow and obey it, each thing according to the measure of its God-given power. Thus all things, even the ungodly, co-operate with God. And when God acts by the Spirit of His grace in those whom He has justified, that is, in His own kingdom, He moves and carries them along in like manner; and they, being a new creation, follow and co-operate with Him, or rather, as Paul says, are made to act by Him (Rom. 8:14).
p. 268
What I say on this point is as follows: Man, before is created to be man, does and endeavours nothing towards his being made a creature, and when he is made and created he does and endeavours nothing towards his continuance as a creature; both his creation and his continuance come to pass by the sole will of the omnipotent power and goodness of God, Who creates and preserves us without ourselves. Yet God does not work in us without us; for He created and preserves us for this very purpose, that He might work in us and we might co-operate with Him, whether that occurs outside His kingdom, special power of His Spirit. So, too, I say that man, before he is renewed into the new creation of the Spirit’s kingdom, does and endeavours nothing to prepare himself for that new creation and kingdom, and when he is re-created he does and endeavors nothing towards his perseverance in that kingdom; but the Spirit alone works both blessings in us, regenerating us, and preserving us when regenerate, without ourselves; as James says: ‘Of His own will begat He us with the word of His power, that we should be the firstfruits of His creation’ (Jas. 1:18). (James is speaking of the renewed creation.) But He does not work in us without us, for He re-created and preserves us for this very purpose, that He might work in us and we might co-operate with Him. Thus he preaches, shows mercy to the poor, and comforts the afflicted by means of us. But what is hereby attributed to ‘free-will’? What, indeed, is left it but—nothing! In truth, nothing!
p. 278
Again: ‘He is not a Jew, which is one outwardly, but he who is a Jew inwardly’ (vv. 28-29). What can be clearer than this division? The Jew outwardly is a transgressor of the law. How many Jews do you think there were without faith who were yet most wise, most religious and most upright persons, and aspired after righteousness and truth with the highest endeavor? The apostle often bears record of them that ‘they have a zeal of God,’ ‘they follow after the righteousness of the law’, ‘day and night they strive to come to salvation’, they live ‘blameless’ (Rom. 10:2, 9:31; Acts 26:7; Phil. 3:6). Nonetheless, they are transgressors of the law, because they are not Jews in spirit, and, indeed, obstinately resist the righteousness of faith. What conclusion remains, then, but that ‘free-will’, when at its best, is then at its worst, and the more it endeavors the worse it grows and is? The words are plain; the division is clear-cut; nothing can be said against it. 

p. 290
But the ungodly man sins against God, whether he eats, or drinks, or whatever he does, because he abuses God’s creation by his ungodliness and persistent ingratitude, and does not from his heart give glory to God for a single moment.
p. 291
His statement, that all are ‘devoid of the glory of God’, teaches  the same truth. You can take ‘the glory of God’ here in two ways, actively and passively. This is Paul’s manner in the Hebraisms which he often employs. Actively, ‘the glory of God’ is that by which He glories in us; passively, it is that by which we glory in God. It seems to me that the phrase should here be taken passively; just as ‘the faith of Christ’, which in Latin idiom would denote ‘faith which Christ has’, means according to Hebrew idiom, ‘faith which we have in Christ’, and ‘the righteousness of God’, which in Latin idiom would denote a righteousness which God has, means, according to Hebrew idiom, a righteousness which we have from God and in God’s sight. Similarily, we take ‘the glory of God’, not in the Latin, but in the Hebrew way, as meaning the glory which we have in God and before God; which could be called, our glory in God. 

Now, he who glories in God is he who knows for sure that God looks on him with favour, and deigns to regard him kindly, so that what he does is pleasing in God’s sight, and what does not please God s borne with and pardoned. If, now, the endeavor and effort of ‘free-will’ is not sin, but is good in God’s sight, it can certainly glory, and in its glorying confidently say: this pleases God, God looks with favour on this, this God deigns to accept or at any rate He bears with it and pardons it. This is the glory of those who have faith in God. To those that are without it belongs confusion of face, rather than glory, in God’s presence. But Paul here says that men are wholly devoid of this glory. And experience proves that they are. 

p. 301
And take the case of Paul, when he was Saul—what did he do with all the power of his ‘free-will’? Certainly, if his state of mind be regarded, his heart was set on what was best and highest. But look at the endeavor whereby he found grace! Not only did he not seek grace, but he received it through his own mad fury against it!
p. 307
Moreover, since Christ is said to be ‘the way, the truth, and the life’ (John 14:6), and that categorically, so that whatever is not Christ is not the way, but error, not truth, but untruth, not life, but death, it follows of necessity that ‘free-will’, inasmuch as it neither is Christ, nor is in Christ, is fast bound in error, and untruth, and death. Where and whence, then, comes your intermediate, neutral entity (I mean, the power of ‘free-will’) which, though it is not Christ (that is, the way, the truth and the life), should not be error, or untruth, or death? If all the things that are said of Christ and of grace were not said categorically, so that they may be contrasted with their opposites, like this: out of Christ there is nothing but Satan, out of grace nothing but wrath, out of light nothing but darkness, out of the way nothing but error, out of truth nothing but a lie, out of life nothing but death—were these things not so, what, I ask you, would be the use of all the apostolic discourses and, indeed, of the entire Scriptures? They would all be written in vain, for they would not compel the admission that men need Christ (which is their main burden), and that for the following reason: something intermediate would be found which, of itself, would be neither evil nor good, neither Christ’s nor Satan’s neither true nor false, neither alive nor dead, neither something or nothing (perhaps), and its name would be called ‘the most excellent and exalted thing in the whole human race’! Now, choose which you will have. If you grant that the Scriptures speak categorically, you can say nothing of ‘free-will’ but that which is the opposite of Christ: that is, that error, death, Satan and all evils reign in it. If you do not grant that the Scriptures speak categorically, you so weaken them, that they establish nothing and fail to prove that men need Christ; and thus, in setting up ‘free-will’, you set aside Christ, and make havoc of the entire Scripture.
p. 309
We know that man was made lord over things below him, and that he has a right and a free will with respect to them, that they should obey him and do as he wills and thinks. *note:  Man can receive nothing, except it were given him from above. 
p. 312
They [Christians] know that there are in the world two kingdoms at war with each other. In the one, Satan reigns (which is why Christ calls him ‘the prince of the world’ (John 12:31), and Paul ‘the god of this world’ (2 Cor. 4:4)). He, so Paul again tells us, hold captive at this will all that are not wrested from him by the Spirit of Christ; nor does he allow them to be plucked away by any other power but the Spirit of God, as Christ tells us in the parable of the strong man armed keeping his palace in peace. In the other kingdom, Christ reigns. His kingdom continually resists and wars against that of Satan; and we are translated into His kingdom, not by our own power, but by the grace of God, which delivers us from this present evil world and tears us away from the power of darkness.  

p. 313
(xvii) Rom. 7; Gal. 5: the power of the 'flesh’ in the saints disproves free-will’ (783)


I forbear to insist on the Achilles of my arguments, which the Diatribe proudly passes by without notice—I mean, Paul’s teaching in Rom. 7 and Gal. 5, that there is in the saints and the godly such a mighty warfare between the Spirit and the flesh that they cannot do what they would. From this I would argue as follows: If human nature is so bad that in those who are born again of the Spirit it not only fails to endeavour after good, but actually fights against and opposes good, how could it endeavour after good in those who are not yet born again of the Spirit, but serve under Satan in the old man? And Paul is not here speaking of gross affections only (which is the universal expedient by which the Diatribe regularly parries the thrust of every Scripture); but he lists among the works of the flesh heresy, idolatry, contentions, divisions, etc., which reign in what you call the most exalted faculties, that is, reason and will. If, now, the flesh with these affections wars against the Spirit in the saints, much more will it war against God in the ungodly and in their ‘free-will’! Hence in Rom. 8 he calls it ‘enmity against God’ (v. 7). May I say that I should be interested to see this argument punctured, and ‘free-will’ safeguarded from its attack!
p. 314-318



(xix) Of faith in the justice of God in His dealings with men (784-786) 

You may be worried that it is hard to defend the mercy and equity of God in damning the undeserving, that is, ungodly persons, who, being born in ungodliness, can by no means avoid being ungodly, and staying so, and being damned, but are compelled by natural necessity to sin and perish; as Paul says: ‘We were all the children of wrath, even as others’ (Eph. 2.3), created such by God Himself from a seed that had been corrupted by the sin of the one man, Adam. But here God must be reverenced and held in awe, as being most merciful to those whom He justifies and saves in their own utter unworthiness; and we must show some measure of deference to His Divine wisdom by believing Him just when to us He seems unjust. If His justice were such as could be adjudged just by human reckoning, it clearly would not be Divine; it would in no way differ from human justice. But inasmuch as He is the one true God, wholly incomprehensible and inaccessible to man’s understanding, it is reasonable, indeed inevitable, that His justice also should be incomprehensible; as Paul cries, saying: ‘O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are His judgments, and His ways past finding out!’ (Rom. 1 1.33). They would not, however, be ‘unsearchable’ if we could at every point grasp the grounds on which they are just. What is man compared with God? How much can our power achieve compared with His power? What is our strength compared with His strength? What is our know- ledge compared with His wisdom? What is our substance com- pared with His substance? In a word, what is all that we are e compared with all that He is? If now, even nature teaches us to acknowledge that human power, strength, wisdom, knowledge and substance, and all that is ours, is as nothing compared with the Divine power, strength, wisdom, knowledge and substance, what perversity is it on our part to worry at the justice and the judgment of the only God, and to arrogate so much to our own judgment as to presume to comprehend, judge and evaluate j God’s judgment! Why do we not in like manner say at this point: ‘Our judgment is nothing compared with God’s judgment’? Ask reason whether force of conviction does not compel her to acknowledge herself foolish and rash for not allowing God’s judgment to be incomprehensible, when she confesses that all the other things of God are incomprehensible! In everything else, we allow God, His Divine Majesty; in the single case of His judgment, we are ready to deny it! To think that we cannot for a little while believe that He is just, when He has actually promised us that when He reveals His glory we shall all clearly see that He both was and is just!


I will give a parallel case, in order to strengthen our faith in God’s justice, and to reassure that ‘evil eye’ which holds Him under suspicion of injustice. Behold! God governs the external affairs of the world in such a way that, if you regard and follow the judgment of human reason, you are forced to say, either that there is no God, or that God is unjust; as the poet said: ‘I am often tempted to think there are no gods} See the great prosperity of the wicked, and by contrast the great adversity of the good. Proverbs, and experience, the parent of proverbs, bear record that the more abandoned men are, the more successful they are. ‘The tabernacle of robbers prosper,’ says Job (12.6), and Ps. 72 complains that sinners in the world are full of riches (Ps. 73.12). Is it not, pray, universally held to be most unjust that bad men should prosper, and good men be afflicted? Yet that is the way of the world. Hereupon some of the greatest minds have fallen into denying the existence of God, and imagining that Chance governs all things at random. Such were the Epicureans, and Pliny. And Aristotle, wishing to set his ‘prime Being’ free from misery, holds that he sees nothing but himself; for Aristotle supposes that it would be very irksome to such a Being to behold so many evils and injustices! And the Prophets, who believed in God’s existence, were still more tempted concerning the injustice of God. Jeremiah, job, David, Asaph and others are cases in point. What do you suppose Demosthenes and Cicero thought, when, having done all they could, they received as their reward an unhappy death? Yet all this, which looks so much like injustice in God, and is traduced as such by arguments which no reason or light of nature can resist, is most easily cleared up by the light of the gospel and the knowledge of grace, which teaches us that though the wicked flourish in their bodies, yet they perish in their souls. And a summary. explanation of this whole inexplicable problem is found in a single little word: There is a life after this life; and all that is not punished and repaid here will he punished and repaid there; for this life is nothing more than a precursor, or, rather, a beginning, of the life that is to come.


If, now, this problem, which was debated in every age but never solved, is swept away and settled so easily by the light of the gospel, which shines only in the Word and to faith, how do you think it will be when the light of the Word and faith shall cease, and the real facts, and the Majesty of God, shall be revealed as they are? Do you not think that the light of glory will be able with the greatest ease to solve problems that are insoluble in the light of the word and grace, now that the light of grace has so easily solved this problem, which that was insoluble by the light of nature?  

Keep in view three lights: the light of nature, the light of grace, and the light of glory (this is a common and a good distinction). By the light of nature, it is inexplicable that it should be just for the good to be afflicted and the bad to pros- per; but the light of grace explains it. By the light of grace, it is inexplicable how God can damn him who by his own strength can do nothing but sin and become guilty. Both the light of nature and the light of grace here insist that the fault lies not in the wretchedness of man, but in the injustice of God; nor can they judge otherwise of a God who crowns the ungodly freely, without merit, and does not crown, but damns another, who is perhaps less, and certainly not more, ungodly. But the light of glory insists otherwise, and will one day reveal God, to whom alone belongs a judgment whose justice is incomprehensible, as a God Whose justice is most righteous and evident-- provided only that in the meanwhile we believe it, as we are instructed and encouraged to do by the example of the light of grace explaining what was a puzzle of the same order to the light of nature.


I shall here end this book, ready though I am to pursue the matter further, if need be; but I think that abundant satisfaction has here been afforded for the godly man who is willing to yield to truth without stubborn resistance. For if we believe it to be true that God foreknows and foreordains all things; that He cannot be deceived or obstructed in His foreknowledge and predestination; and that nothing happens but at His will (which reason itself is compelled to grant); then, on reason’s own testimony, there can be no ‘free-will’ in man, or angel, or in any creature.

So, if we believe that Satan is the prince of this world, ever ensnaring and opposing the kingdom of Christ with all his strength, and that he does not let his prisoners go unless he is driven out by the power of the Divine Spirit, it is again apparent that there can be no ‘free-will’.


So, if we believe that original sin has ruined us to such an extent that even in the godly, who are led by the Spirit, it causes abundance of trouble by striving against good, it is clear that in a man who lacks the Spirit nothing is left that can turn itself to good, but only to evil.  

Again, if the Jews, who followed after righteousness with all their powers, fell into unrighteousness instead, while the Gentiles, who followed after unrighteousness, attained to an un-hoped—for righteousness, by God’s free gift, it is equally apparent from their very works and experience that man with- out grace can will nothing but evil.


And, finally, if we believe that Christ redeemed men by His blood, we are forced to confess that all of man was lost; other- wise, we make Christ either wholly superfluous, or else the redeemer of the least valuable part of man only; which is blasphemy, and sacrilege.  
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