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Is the Savıng Grace of God Resistible?
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UMMARY
roblem does NnOTL arıse the ‘’Middle Knowledge’

Yhis article influential aCcCounts CONMNCETT- aCcCount. A sShow that the ’Middle Knowledge’ aCcCount
ng whether the savıng of God IS resistible, ONeEe IS consistent ith what the Scriptures 5SdYy concerning
offered by theologians following the yno of Dordrecht, human epravity, the atonement, ASs well divine eTl-
and the other the ’Middle Knowledge’ account. eignty, omnıpotence, freedom, election, love and
that aCCount IS nconsiIistent ith the love of God conclude that the ’Middlie Knowledge’ aCCOounT IS be
d manifested DY the extent of the atonement, but this preferred.
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RESUME
l’expiation, alors UU probleme disparait lorsqu’on alt

auteur COMDaTE deux positions influentes SUrT Ia QUES- appe! UuNne (< CONNaAaISSaAaNCE MOYVYENNE » de [N10O11-
tion de SavoIr SI I9 gräce divine VUe du salut est Irre- trer UE faire intervenır Ia C COoONNaAaISSANCE IMOyYENNE
sistible, celle des theologiens quIi acdherent AUX CanorNns est compatible aVEeC ’enseignement scripturalire SUT 19
de Dordrecht, et celle quı fait intervenır Ia < CONNAaIS- corruption humaine, l’expiation, alnsı UU SUT Ia VeO@-

IMOyENNEC » plaide UE Ia position du synode rainete el I’omnipotence de Dieu, Ia liberte, ’election,
de Dordrecht n est Das compatible AdVEC l’affirmation de I’amour el Ia grace. conclut |l’avantage de 19 DOSI-
l’amour de JIeu telle qu'il revele Dar Ia nortee de tıon aisant appe! UNE < connalssance IMOYyECNNEC »
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
Reichweite der rlösung erwiesen hat. | )ieses roblem

Dieser Artikel vergleicht ZwWeEeIl einflussreiche Meinungen stellt sich ingegen Hei der ese VO| ‚Mittleren
In ezug auf die rage, ob [T1dfl) der rettenden na Wissen‘ nicht. Ich werde darlegen, dass die Aussage
es widerstehen kann oder nicht. [ Die eıne Meinung Vo ‚Mittleren Wissen‘ mıit dem übereinstimmt, WAdS$
wurde VOT) Theologen In Anlehnung die Synode VOT) die Schrift über Themen WIE menschliche ekadenz,
Dordrecht verfasst, Hei der anderen geht 5 die rlösung und göttliche Souveränität, WIE auch MaC  p
sogenannte Darstellung VOoO ‚Mittleren Wissen‘. Meın Freiheit, Auserwählung, J1e und na aussagt. Als
Argument esa;  / dass | Jorts Posiıtion nicht mMit der Schlussfolgerung ergibt sich, dass die Darstellung Vo
1e (iottes Im inklang steht, WIE SIE sich Urc die ‚Mittleren Wissen‘ vorzuziehen ist
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Introduction and scriptural AaASSESSMENT of It iın COomparıson with
Can humans resist the SaVINg of God? Dort’s aCCOUNT iın TECeNT non-Roman Catholic dCd-

Theologians wiıth different of divine demic theological lıterature. Thıs 15 DIty Decause,
providence would AaNSWeET thıs question dıffer- d5 shall show 1in the FreSsTt of thıs article, the ‘“Middle
ently. In thıs artıicle chall COMDAIC influential Knowledge’ ACCONHINE has iımportant insıghts
„ OIlC offered Dy theologians following offer the academic theologian wiıth reSpECLthe yno ofDordrecht and the other the “‘Miıddle number of difhcult theological 1SSUES concerning
Knowledge’ ACCOUNT Ihe first AaCCOUNT 15 ell divine providence, and It 18 demonstrably superi0rknown theologians. The second AaCCOUNT Dort’s 2CCOMNTE chall that the Synod of
has een wiıdely discussed 1ın recCenit philosophical Dort’s ANSWeTr the openıng question of thıs
literature‘ but there 15 ack ofdetailed theological 1S inconsistent with the love of God ASs manifested
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DYy the extTeEenNnT of the aTtONCMCNL; by CONTraSL, the Dort explains,
given Dy the “Mıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT In thıs WAdY, therefore, faıth 15 oift of God, NOT

15 NOT inconsıIıstent. will then consıder In the that It 15 offered Dy God for
number of objections that theologians ollowing choose, but that It 15 1n actual fact bestowed
Dort would ralıse agalnst the ‘Middle Knowledge’ INaN, breathed and infused into hım Nor 15
aCCOUNLT, in particular the objections elated It oift in the that God bestows only the
human depravity, the atONCEMENL, A ell 45 divine potential believe, but then QAWAaItSs ASSCNT the
sovere1gnty, Oomnıpotence, freedom, election, love AGTE of believing from man’s choice; rather, 1t
and M4  5 and shall cshow that these objections 15 gift 1in the that he wh: works both
Can be adequately addressed My argum«cenNts will an actıng and, indeed, works all thingstake seri10usly whart the Christian Scriptures aVe 1ın all people produces 1ın both the wiıll

Sd Y these ISSUES, AS Dordrecht’s theologians believe and the belief itself./
ould Dort rejJects those

Who teach that the Dy which COIl-
Problems WI1 the 4ACCOUuNT of Dordrecht verted God 15 nothing but gentle DCISUA-

The Synod of Dordrecht (1618-1619) Wads S10N wh: teach that God in regenerating
assembly OIt Dutch Reformed Church convened INan O€s NOT bring bear that of hıs

omnıpotence whereby he INAaYy powerfully and1: Dordrecht (a CIty also known 4S Dordt Dort
Dy the States-General deal with the Armıiınıan unfaıllingly bend Man ’'s will faıth COM VETI-

CONLFOVEFTSY. In addition about 100 Dutch Dal- S10N wh: teach that and free cho1ice
t1C1panNts there WCIC also SOTIIC representatives CONCUrrent partıal CAdUusSCcsSs which COOPCFaLC

inıtlate COnNversi0n, and that O€es NOTof churches in England, Scotland, Swıtzerland
and the German terriıtories. Ihe Synod passed five precede iın the order of cCausalıty the eiIifeC-
artıcles Or Canons asserting unconditional elec- t1ve influence of the will; that 1S SdV, that God
t10n, imiıted AaTtONCMECNL, the total depravity of O€s NOT effectively help man’s n 11 COMNIC

COnversion before man ’’s wıll iıtself motivateshumanıity, the ırresistibilıty of and the
and determines itself®PEISCVCFANCEC of the saınts.“ In the English speak-

ing WOFTF. these artıicles aVEC become known 4A5 the TIhe Decision maıntaıns that humans ultımately
1Ve Points of Calvinısm, although there has GEn aVeC part play 1ın determiniıng whether
SOMIC CONLFOVECISY 4A5 whether they truly €> NOT they aCCCDL Christ their Savlour and that
SCHNT the VIEWS of Galvın himself£f.® eologians fol- person’s Comıng salvatıon 15 totally of God
lowing Dordrecht hold that humans?* arc totally In ther words, God 1S the sole determiner of
depraved and worthy of eternal damnation, and whether PCISON hım for salvatıon NOL;
that ONC freely choose recelve 0d’s this V1CW 1s known N Monergism. Dort STates,
offer ofsalyation without 0d’s enabling As But the of this undeserved election 15
“Che Decisiıon of the yno of Dordrecht’ here-
after ort STATCS,

exclusively the gxood pleasure of God hıs O€s
NOT involve his choosing certaın human quali-

Therefore. people arc conceiıved 1ın SIN and t1es OTr acCt10Ns from those possible d
Orn children of wrath, nüt for alıy SaVINg condiıtion of salvation.?

g00d, inclined evil, dead 1n theır SINS, an hıs differs from the “Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT
slaves S1N; without the of the rCSCHNCL- described below, hıch afırms that humans ave
atıng Holy piırıt they aIc neither willing NOT non-merlitori10us part play in determiningable return God, reform their distorted theır COom1ng salvatıon. Theologians following
9 CT C V dispose themselves such Dordrecht would that DCISON has aCCCDLreform _> Christ willingly, but they would 1NSs1Ist that the SIa
Dort also that God Srants iırresistible CIOUS influence from God 15 the sufficıent

certaın lected humans, but NOT the that determines their willing aCCCPLANCE ofhrist
'reprobates’ wh would eventually perish.“® hıs Concerning scrıiptural such AS who-

1s understood 4S certaın influence that SOCVCT will,; let hım take the öf ıfe treely
compels PCISON recelive offer of salva- (Revelatiıon 22:170); they would Sa Y that PCISON
tıon and that 15 mediated Dy the Holy parı As would be willing take the of lıfe ıf and
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only if STAaCIOUS influence AGE uDON them of hıs death, 1t 15 implied the only allusıon
and thıs divine influence 1s the sufhcient for the Peter). hıs image of redemption AS

making them wiılling the transferral of slaves 11CW ownership Was fairly
TIThe problem wiıth Dort’s ACCOUNLT Bin irresistible COINMON in early Christianiıty (see Corinthians

6:20; TE Revelatıon ö  > 14:3-4, Acts 20:28.15 tHat ıf thıs ACCOUNLT WEIC LrUuC, OIlCc could
rightly ask why O€es God NOT providentially apply Peter En  )12 DPeter 2:1 therefore iımplhıes
thıs human that uman that Jesus died DaYy the price of redemption for
would hım, gıven that God desıires the “reprobates’. In denying the Master, these false
uman hım Acts 17:26-27)? Dordrecht’s prophets reject the Payment that the Master had
theologians, following alvın and Augustine, made and thus they would NOT eN]JOY the benefits
would claım that the the question An of the aster’s Paymcent but would ave be
why only certaın people ATrCc lected 1s divine IMNYS- puniıshed for their S1NS.
tervV.“ However, such reDPILY ould be ducking The doctrine that Christ died for the non-elect

1SSUE that 15 problematic for their posıition, for 15 also INOTC consıstent wıth Timothy 4:10, hıich
there could only be three possibilities: the Sa VD that God 15 the Savıour of humans, and
15 either conditional God humans especlally of those wh: believe. The ‘al men 1n
cCcreatures ther than humans. thıs clearly refers larger of people

ecologlians following Dort deny that than °*those who believe’, ‘al men includes
election 1s condıiıtional anythıing INtrFINSIC those who would NOT believe (the ‘reprobates’).
humans:; in particular, It 15 NOT A4SE! fore- hıs implies that God has one something
known human God But could It be for PCISON such that he Can be deemed A
conditional ther creatures such A4S5 angels the Savıour of al men’,  2 13 although only those
demons? ccording the Scriptures, humans wh: believe would recelve the salvıfıc benehts of
(including those who dIC regarded by Dort ICD- what God has one The “something’ hıch God
robates) AdIC the only creatures that explicitly has OnNne for PCISON 1S evidently the death of
stated be made In the image of God (Genesis Christ, AS5 iımplied by the phrase °the INnan Christ
6-2 they ATC at the of PUTrDOSCS Jesus, who SaVC himself A [alnllsOmm for al 1n

for creation.!! T herefore., It 15 implausıble that
condiıitions INtrINsIC ther creatures could aVe

earlier PaASSapc of Timothy (1 Timothy 2:5-6)
What the doctrine of unlıimiıted atonement

caused God refraın from electing human made implies 15 that God deems the salvatıon of each
in hıs image reCelve salvatıon. uman MOTC PreCcI10us than C VE the ıfe of hıs Son

Could the then be conditional Given this doctrine, OC wonders Wwhy, after S1VINg
God alone? If thıs WEIC S It would be hard hıs Son for certaın people (the Teprobates:); God

wıth the doctrine of unlimiıted AatrfONemMen would withhold from QIVINS them hıs irresistible
ccording thiıs doctrine, God loves single L4  > 45 theologians following Dort AaSSCITS What
uman much that he sSEeNT hıs Son die for ther consiıderations apart from those conditional
each uman Ome theologians deny this doctrine humans could God ave deemed LNOTC 1Mpor-
by cıtıng scriptural such Revelatıon Lant than CVCIN the ıfe of hıs Son, such that he
5  > Hebrews DA Z Tiıtus 2:14, Ephesians 5:25. would refraıiın from granting hıs irresistible
John 1015° 15:13 and Acts 20:28, an claiming for securıng their reception of hıs Son whom he
that Yıst Was sacrılıced only for those who AUe had gy1ven for them? Ihe aNsSWer 1S cClearly, “None) .!*
eecn lected for salvation. In reDILY, these scriptural

CAll be taken INCan that Christ died for
the elect make them redeemed, but these PaS- The “Middle Knowledge’ 41CCOuUuNT

do NOT Sa V that Christ died for the elect only. TIThe above difhculties disappear ‘“Miıddle
On the ther hand, there ATICc Bible Knowledge’ ACCOUNT of divine providence.

hıch ımply that Christ died for the °“non-elect?. The doctrine of “Mıddle owledge’ (SCLEN-
For example, Peter 21 aflırms that certaın false t1a media) Was classıcally proposed by Lu1s de
prophets who would ultimately perI1s (and whom olına (1535—-1600), Spanısh Jesult theolo-
Dort’s theologians would 4S "reprobates’) g1an of the Counter-Reformation and the author
deny °the Master who bought them  » New of the Concordıia Lıber. arbıtrı1 CU gratıne don1s
Testament cholar chard Bauckham> )15 However, iın recCent Protestant the
Jesus 15 the Master wh: ‘bought them (at the COST ologians ave a1lsSO utilised the doctrine of ‘“Miıddle
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Knowledge whıiıle afırming agalnst Molina) the 0d’s offer of salvatıon wıithout enabling
Reformatıion doctrines of Sola Gratıia, Sola 1de However, the “Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT

and Solus Christus.}© According the doctrine of ould include crucial qualification that 15 denied
diviıne Middle Knowledge, God knows what Ally by Dort Ihe “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLT would
particular PCISON would eely do 1in CIrCum- hold that 0d’s enabling 15 NCCCSSATL Y, but
STANCC Molıina explains, Middle Knowledge 15 NOT sufhicıent condition, for person’s reception
that of 0d’s offer of salvatıon. olına PUtS lt,

DYy which, 1ın virtue of the MOST profound and TIhe aSsıstance through which helped
inscrutable comprehension of each faculty of Dy God toward justification 1S NOT efhcacıo0us
free choice, He Sa  S 1n Hıs OW) ESSCI1ICC whart intrinsically and Dy Its Nature; rather, Its being
each such faculty would do with Its innate efhcacious depends the free CONSENT of the
freedom WEeEeIC 1It be placed 1in thıs ıIn that faculty of choice, CONSENT that the will 15 able
OT, ın  CcE in infinıtely INa orders of things NOT g1ve despite that aSsSıstance indeed,

EVECn though It would really be able, ıf ıt when 1t>1t 15 able dissent.“%
willed, do the opposite.*/ Thıs 15 1in wiıth Dordrecht’s ACCOUNLT, which

Thıs knowledge 15 °“middle’ iın the that It 1S holds that 0d’s enablıng 15 NCCCSSAL Y an
conceptually between 0d’s natural knowledge sufhcıent condıiıtion. In ther words, Dort holds
(1:e owledge of possibilities, including what that only God determines person’s aCCCPTLANCE of

free could do ın alnıy SCTt of CIrCcum- Christ, whereas the ‘“Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT
stances) and free knowledge (God’s knowl- that both God and PCISON aVve part
edge of what in fact I1T HE STAaTteEes of affaırs in the play ıIn determinıng their aCCCPTLANCC ofChrist Ihıs
actual world) According Molina, God freely distinction 15 important in the because It
decreed actualise world known Dy hım be allows the “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT avo1d
realisable the basıs of hıs Middle Knowledge.** the aforementioned problem wıth Dort’s ACCOUNT

oliına tormulated hıs VIECW agalnst hıs whıiıle affırming the eed for divine enabling
Domuinıcan OpPONCNLES who, ıke the Synod of The enabling 15 needed COuUNfTer the NCBA-
Dort, held V1CW of divine providence hıich t1ve influences of the person’s depravity, such
afırms that God 1S the sole determiner of PCISON their sinful desires, corrupted thoughts and pride
Comıng salvatıon. In ICSPONSC, olına Arg UuCS. In such depraved the PCISON would ave

H the method of predestining SOMNC adults and real desire for God (Romans S:11) Hence:;
NOT others Was the OLIC that has ecCn gleaned (HIE could eely turn God and recelive COChriıst 4A5

Lord without a1d (John 6:44, Corinthıiansfrom the theory of these authors wıth their PFC-
determinations, then do NOT SCC 1n what 12:5) COn the “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLT hıch
It 18 IT1I6e that God wills uman eINgs be 15 being defended here; the enabling of God
saved f they themselves do NOLT PrEeVCNL it 19 would humans aVe the NCCCSSALY desıire

Hefre, Molina ASSUMCS that there 15 certaın for God by exerting them certaın influences
in hıch God wills all uman beings be saved. an iluminatıng their mınds through the work of
Thıs 15 assumption hıch eologlans following the Holy parıt, and then they could freely deter-

mıne whether respond posıtıvely thıs desire,Dort would deny, but It 15 valıd assumption gyıven
what has eeCn explained iın the previous secti1on, resist the Holy Darı (as the Jews 1n Acts
namely the implications of the doctrine that Christ 76500
died for the non-elect. The above quotation also Thus, wiıth reESpCCL the notion of irresist-

ble S  5 the ‘“Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNThighlights OC of the [CaSONS why INanıy eologı-
ans through the centurıies AVe found 1t important would atlırm that, 1ın accordance wiıth hıs desire

object those of divıne providence grant humans element of determiıinatıon
which make God the sole determiner of PCISON 1ın theır reception of salvatıon, God has deter-
comıng salvatıon, namely that It 15 inconsıstent mıned that each individual acCcept reject
wıth loving God wh: 15 °*the Savıour of men the STACIOUS influence that 15 gıven them Ihe
© Timothy 4:10; SCC above). ‘Mıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT would SaV, however,

The “Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLT could that there eXIStS extrinsıcally efhcaciıous S  >
wıth Dort’s theologlans that, given humanıty’s understood SraCIOUS influence that 15 applied

individuals whom God oreknew ould deter-depravity, OLIC freely choose recelve
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miıne aCCCDL it 21 PCISON would respond In Circumstance before
galnst the possibility of free will, It has ecen they WeIC CVCN created .“ Furthermore, God 15 the

argued that foreknowledge determines OLlC who determined the tim: and place where
the choices of creatures such that they could NOT each PCISON ould lıve Cts 26) Tom these
choose otherwise (€:2 ıf God foreknows that Peter considerations, the “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT

choose do > that Peter could would respond that God placed PCISON whom
NOT choose NOT do tomorrow). Martın he oreknew would determine reject him be
Luther explains, orn in first-century Palestine and that thiıs PCISON
I he foreknows d he wills, then hıs wıll would eventually be OIlCc of the I welve, r Judas
15 eternal and unchanging (because It belongs Iscarıot. In simıiılar WAaY, God could direct the

hıs nature), and ıf he wills 4A5 he foreknows, eart of any particular PCISON lıving Aat alnıYy partıcu-
then hıs knowledge 15 eternal and unchanging lar point in t1m: accompliısh his predetermined
because It belongs hıs nature) TOm thıs It plan (ef. Proverbs 21:1) Therefore, the fact that
follows irrefutably that verything do, CVC- the of EVENTS determined Dy God
rything that happens, CVCN f It us O€Ss NOT point In favour of Dort’s AaCCOUNT ver
happen mutably and contingently, happens In the “‘Middle Knowledge’ AaCCOUNTLTL
fact nonetheless necessarıly and ımmutably, if
VOU ave regar the will of God .*?

On the “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLT, Judas
CaNnnOT complain that hıs rejection of Christ Wäds

In thıs theological fatalısm, ONC determined Dy God NOr by the depravity that Wäads
that foreknowledge 1s dependent whart ultımately traced back Adam)’s fall The ICason 18

CTFATHNTES ll freely choose do (not VICE versa) that the enabling hıch Was needed COULU
anı foreknowledge in iıtself has causal influ- er the negatıve influences of thıs depravity would
CICE what creatures wiıll freely choose d0 23 ave een gıven hım at SOINC point ın time, an
It: God foreknows that Peter will freely choose hıs rejection of Christ Was determined Dy himself.
do A, Peter freely choose do A but Peter Thus, he ought be punıshed for hıs SIN [{ ’hıs

freely choose NOT do A and f Peter freely result 15 cConsıstent NOT only wıth 0d’s Justice but
chooses NOT do God would ave foreknown also wiıth the scrıiptural AaCCOUNT of0d’s love. For
that Peter WOU. choose NOT do But Peter according the ‘“Miıddle Knowledge’ aCCOUNLT,

NOT freely choose NOT do (even though he God has NOT any condiıtion for
Can freely choose NOT do A); rather, Peter will the reception of salvatıon from those wh: wouldfreely choose do, and that 15 why God fore-
knows that Peter I] freely choose do There ultimately reject hım Rather, God loves these

people (as well AS believers) much that he has15 possible WOTr. iın which Peter will choose gıven of them the genumne abılıty choosedo and God foreknows that Peter choose whether OTr NOT aCCCDL him IT 15 reasonabledo AL and there 15 possible world that Peter 1l think that the consideration that God would aVechoose NOT do and God foreknows that Peter deemed INOTC ımportant than CVCN the ıfe of hıswill choose NOT do However, there 15 DOS- Son, whom he BaVC for uman being,sıble WOT.| In hıch Peter wıll choose NOT do
but God foreknows that Peter choose do WOU be something that 15 INtrINSIC humans.
(and VICE versa). TIhe ‘“Mıddle Knowledge’ aCCOUNT would atlırm

that this consideration 15 the human person’s SCIH-At this polt, theologians following Dordrecht i1ine freedom choose. Thıs afırmation would bemi1ght object by pomting scrıiptural
which Sa V that the OUTCOME of EVENTS 1S deter- cCOonsıstent wiıth the highest PULIDOSC that God has
mined Dy God (Proverbs 16:9. Jeremıiah 10:25, for humanity, which 15 ave love relationship

wıth hım (Matthew Since God has deter-etC) and that these EVENTS include the future aCTS
of individuals (Isaıah 44:28 ).“* For example, God mıined love human PCISON In Q1VINS hıs
determined that certaın people would reject Jesus, Son for each OIlC of them person’s
including ONC of the I welve whom Jesus predicted hıs love MUST be determined Dy that PCISON hım

self ın order that genumne love eXIStS between Godould betray him However, such problems Can

easıly be resolved the °“Mıddle Knowledge’ and that PCISON.
AaCCOUNT For according thıs ACCOUNLT, God has
mıddle knowledge such that he knows how each
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Objections the Middle Knowledge gıven that God chooses allow humans
ACCOUNT the genumme abilıty determiıine whether NOT

aCCCPL hıs salvatıon. hat God has chosenTheologians followıng Dort ave objecte the
suggestion that humans VE Dart play in withhold the uUuSCcC of hıs omnıpotent and

allow hıs aCtIVIty be resistible by humans 15
determinıng theiır aCCCePTLANCE of 1St, Dy claım- plainly testified Dy scriptural such 4A5 Acts
ıng that thıs would imply human contribution Z:50 hıch speaks of Israelites resisting the AaCtIV-salvatıon hich CSeCcnHn deemed An meri1torI1-
OU:  ®N H would therefore be salvatıon bDy works and 1ty of the Holy pırıt It 15 evident that God

has chosen low hıs desires be resistible; for
there would be basıs for boasting. In rCSPONSC, example, when PDCISON SINS, they in fact resIist-
It should be emphasized that the “Mıddle Ing the desire of God Wırth rESPCCL 0d’s free-
Knowledge ACCOUNT hıich defending ere It
15 the merI1ts of Christ’s atonıng death that cancels dom, It cshould be emphasised that the

Knowledge’ ACCOUNT God 15 still the First (ause.
the of SINn  26 Persons wh: choose respond He 15 the creator of humans and the OIllC wh: had
positively SrAaCIOUS influence aArCc merely determined that humans could determine whether
letting the meri1ts of Christ be applied them
eır posıtıve FeCSDONSCS (merely) condıition OLr NOT they respond him, and that wıthout hıs

determinatıon humans would NOT ave the abilıtyfor recelving the meri1ts of Christ’s atonıng death determine. Thus, the existence of humans wh:
Thıs 18 different from salvatıon Dy works, accord- could resist the Holy Dırı 15 totally dependenting which human x0o0d works regarded 4A5 the free choice of God wh: 15 pleased bringhavıng INtTFINSIC meri1ts for cancelling the of them Into exIistence. Hence; God 15 st1 absolutelyS$1N. Hence, according 1eW salvatıon 1S Dy free and sovereign 1in the that he could AVE

alone. COn ‘“Mıddle Knowledge’ AaCCOUNL, chosen NOT CTE 26 such humans. But he freely
PDCISON wh: chooses recelve Christ 15 analo- chose do In accordance hıs perfect char-

ZOUS destitute, paralysed and dyıng patıent and hıs desıire that humanıty ME genulmnewho Was gıven help by COmpasslıonate doctor, love relationship wıth hım, God wiıll gladly g1vesuch that he Was able IMOVC temporarıly and take hıs ın INAaNNCECT that 15 conditional Man ’'s
permanently curatıve medication costing billiıons wıthout feeling compulsion.of dollars for which the doctor had pald Should Thırd, It might be objected that Jesus’ words

the patıent be take the medication, theır 1ın Matthew A Ar Z o€ YOU, Korazın! Woe
willingness would NOT ave added the intrın- VYOU, Bethsaida! Ifthe miracles that WEeEIC performed
S1IC of the medication CLILE the disease. 1in VOU had een performed 1ın Iyre and Sıdon,
Rather, the medicatıon itself 15 efhcacı10us for the they would ave repented long dO 1ın sackcloth

of the disease. Furthermore, ONC would and ashes’) contradıct the “Miıddle Knowledge’
NOT SUDDOSC that after the patıent would AaCCOUNLT, for ıf the people al Iyre and Sıdon
boast of their ACE of taking the medicine; CVEN f would AVE repented in miracles, then
they WEIC do S! ONC would be impressed. accordıing the ‘“Mıddle Knowledge’ AaCCOUNLT,
Rather, what deserves boasting 15 clearly the 4114a2Z- God should indeed AaVE performed the mıiracles
ng COompassıon of the doctor. make them rCPCNL. Ihe Knowledge’

Second, It has een objected that. ıf God’s t_ ACCOUNT this objection ıIn WdY>S
Ing of salvatiıon 15 condıtioned human FCSPONSC, Firstly, It Can be argued that the author’s intent in
thıs would subject “the aCt1VItYy of Almighty GOod thiıs DaASSagcC 15 NOT o1ve hlıteral plece of Middle

the wiıll of man (Synod of Dordrecht, tıcle owledge. Rather, hıs intent 15 point OUT how
}VII) and freedom would be imıted In bad the people WEIE hıs DaASSaHC should be taken
ICSPONSC, It 1S ımportant OTE that divine 45 relig10us hyperbole. IThe Sayıng that the people
omnıpotence O€es NOT ımply that God could NOT 1n TIyre and Sıdon would aVve repented in sack-
choose wıithhold the UuSCcC of hıs omnıpotent cloth and ashes be understood A4S iıdıom for
WI  D' quite the CONTrAaFrY. Furthermore, divine the hard-heartedness of the people 1ın Orazın and
Oomnıpotence cshould NOT be understood imply Bethsaida. Secondly, 1t be argued that repCNL-
the abilıty bring about logically impossible ng 1n SacCKCIO and ashes O€s NOT necessarıly
STates of affaırs (e.2 “shapeless CUDeE ‘ ). and 1t indıcate real change of: heart It could indicate
18 logically impossible of affairs that o merely superficial rCepCNLANCC, Dordrecht’s
granting of salyvatıon 15 NOT condıtioned human theologians would Sd V 15 the CdSC for Ahab, wh
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HG tore hıs clothes, WOTC sackcloth and ourned that, wıthout graC10us influence from God,
when he WAas rebuked (1 Kıngs 21i2729) but humans do NOT (and indeed aArc unable tO) choose
died 4s5 ‘reprobate’ (1 Kıngs 22) though such Christ. They AarguCc that thıs OC€s NOT xclude
rCcpeNTLaANCE 15 better than repCNLANCE al all, yeLt the notlion that those whom God has chosen
thiıs 15 still NOT rCcpCNLANCE NTIO salvatiıon. The SITU- those whom God oreknew would respond DOSI-
atıon of the people In Korazın an Bethsaida Wäads tively hıs ZraCI1OUS influence.

Romans 3-3 hıs 15 ONC of the MMOST ftenbad that they NOT manıfest indicatıon of
rCpCNTLANCE &1: all ciıted ın SUppOTT ofDort’s ACCOUNT but the

DaASSagc Can also be interpreted in I1NaNNeCTr that 15
COonsıstent wıth the “Mıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLT,The apparent scriptural SUupport for d ollows:Dordrecht’s ACCOUNT In ]  > hıch includes PASSapic quoted

Theologians following Dort might object that the from Malachı 1:2-5; God SaVS that ‘“Jacob aVve
“Miıddle owledge’ ACCOUNT 15 contradıcted by loved, but Esau ave hated ? However, IT should
other scriptural hıch aVe een cıted In be noted that ‘“loved’ and ‘hated’ 1n thiıs PaSSagc
SUuppOrt of the doctrines of total depravity, 11- IMaYy refer 0d’s elective cConcerning
ditional election, 1imıted atonemen and IrresIisSt- 0d’s wiıth Israel and the roles hıich the
ble prace.“® TIThe concerning the EXICHT of natıons of Israel and Edom AT play in history,
the aArf0OnemMmen ave already een discussed above rather than their personal salvatıon and eternal
and the ther will NO be addressed destiny.“”

Verses 1576 should be interpreted in lıght of
otal depravity 11 d ell 45 ONC of the central themes of

Ephesians D Romans {)=1 These Romans, which 15 ‘salvatıon 15 NOT of works?. THOS,
whart VETITSCS 15-16 aflırm 15 that 0d’s determina-aflırm that humans arc dead In LrCSPASSCS

and SIN Proponents of the “Middle owledge’ t1o0n show 1S NOT based mer1tOor10us
AaCCOUNT COMICUNL. They could SaVy “Wıthout SLa- works OTr willingness do mer1tor10us works. But
C1IOUS influence from God, humans spirıtually this O€s NOT exclude the possibility that those
dead; they CaNnOT determine respond posıtıvely whom God wıll ave AICc those whom he

GOod_? They could then pomnt OUuUTt that these oreknew would respond posıtıvely hıs STACIOUS
do NOT xclude the notion that, after the influence.

enabling has een g1ven COUNTer the NCBaA- In VEISCS 149 Pharacoh 15 cıted 4A5 example
tıve influences of person’s depravity, that PCISON of PCISON whom God hardened instead of cshow-
Cal  — freely determine whether NOT respond Ing Agaıln, these VEISCS, AN ell 4A5 other DaS-God hıich speak of divine hardening of PCISONS,

such AS Samuel 2:25: Samuel 1/7:14;, KıngsUnconditional election 12411 15, Isa1ah 6:9—10, Matthew 11:25-27,
Ephesians 1:4- D 11 0S VETIrSCS aflırm that 13:11124 and Revelatıon 1/CE/S do NOT exclude
God predestined the elect be saved according the notion that those whom God hardens
hıs OW) gxo0d pleasure and wiıll But this O€es NOT those whom he oreknew would reject hıs SraCl1OUSxclude the notion that 0d’s g00d pleasure and influence.
will 15 that he WOU apply the extrinsically efhca- Nevertheless, OINCONC might think that the
CIOUS those he oreknew would respond notlion of divine hardening excludes uman
posıtıvely. ONSC, and he might ask “Why O€es God stil

Ephesians 2 S 8‘7 Timothy and Titus find fault?? (verse 19)
5  > CS VEISCS atlırm that the elect NOT hıs question 15 relevant OINC but in the COIN-
predestined be saved because of the g00d works TEXT of Romans the questioner 1S askıng It IrreV-
they do But thıs O€Ss NOT xclude the notion that erently an arrogantly. ( T’his 15 suggested by the
they predestined be saved because of their fact that Romans: contaıns allusıon
foreknown posıtıve reception of and Isajah 29:16 and 45:9, where the questioner 1S
the merits of Christ’s atonemen speaking arrogantly. ) Paul proceeds ANSWECLT this

John 15:16 hıs SaVS that 1t 1S NOT the question from VETITSECS
disciples who chose Christ, but Christ chose them Fırst, irreverence and needs
Proponents of the Miıddle Knowledge’ AaCCOUNT be corrected. Thus, 20, “But who Al C VOU,
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s the Savıng ( rate of God Resistible?

INal, talk back God?? and the subsequent thıs change Compare Ezekiel 16:91: where
VEISCS (verse D29) Al € intended make the QUCS- God exhorts the people CL 11C heart
tioner realıse that he 15 merely whereas Philıppians A  N Ihıs SayS It 15 God wh:
God 15 the sovereıgn CreaTtor. TIThe “what it ın works 1in the Philıpplans ll and ACT accord-
VErSCS - 27 that the questi1ons posed Ing hıs g0o0d pleasure, but It O€s NOT Sa Y
intended challenge the creature’s irreverence that God 15 the sufhcient of theır wiıll and
and arFOgallcCl, rather than affırmıng that humans aCT, NOT Oe€es It SaV that they CANNOT resist 0d’s
ATC judged and puniıshed sımply because God made work (1n the Samnıc WaY that the Jews AT€ sa1d
them thıs WAaYy.  30 TIhe of Isai1ah 29:16 and resist the work of the Holy Drı ın Acts 7:51
45:9, hıch alluded 1ın these VEISCS, ATC AS1-
cally rebuking those wh .0d’s wisdom Dy
thinking that they ATC wIıiser than God Therefore, Conclusion
what Paul 15 Sayıng 15 that humanıty should NOT It has een cshown ere that the Synod of

Dordrecht’s ACCOUNT 15 Inconsıstent wiıth the lovecontend with God wiıth the attitude of thinkıng
that they arc SsSMmMarter than God TIThe questioner of God as manıfested Dy the unlimıted EXTCHTE of
should Hirst humbly realise that God 4A5 the CI1CAa- the atonement, doctrine hıch 15 aftırmed Dy the
LOr has the authority make people Just the Scriptures. By CONtrast, the “Miıddle Knowledge’
pOotter makes POLtLErYy OUuUT of clay an that he could ACCOUNT 15 consıstent NOT only wıth the love of
have borne wıth patiıence the objects of hıs God but also with what the Scriptures SaVy COIN-
wrath cshow his wrath and W!  S 4A5 ell d cerning uman depravity, the atONCMECNL, divıine
make the riches of hıs glory known the objects sOvere1gnty, divine Oomnıpotence, divine freedom,
of hıs> V1IZ. those wh: aVe een called from election and Therefore, scriptural and
Jews and Gentiles 4S Hosea and sa1a prophesied. theological grounds, the “Miıddle Knowledge’
However, the real A11SWCI the question, indıi- ACCOUNT should be preferred Dort’s
cated Dy the phrase “What chall Sd Y then?? (verse Now do NOT wish that Christian
50); 15 that, unlike the Gentiles wh: avVe obtained MUST hold ‘“Mıddle Knowledge’ AaCCOUNLT, for there
righteousness bDy faıth, certaın Israelites dıd NOT might ell be ther (non-Dordrecht)attaın righteousness because they pursued It NOT IC aATC also consıstent wiıth the Scriptures and
DYy faıth but 4S though It WEeEeIC Dy works. Thıs 1S which do NOT aVe the problems that beset the
cCONsıstent wıth the ‘“Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT ACCOUNT of Dort What do hope DA shown
that election 1S conditioned Dy person’s determ1i- 1ın thiıs artıcle 15 that the theological SYSTICM of
natıon respond 1ın faıth Dort justifiably be rejected Dy Christians wh:

hold the authority of Scriptures. 'Thıs COIMN-Irresistible STACC clusıon 15 NOT wıithout pastoral significance, for
John 6:3  N hıs SaVyS that those whom
the ather 1VES Jesus ll COMNIC Jesus. Dort’s scripturally unjustified monergistic ACCOUNLT

Thıs Oces NOT exclude the notion that those of predestination has troubled the consclence of
INanıYy lay Chrıstians and caused people STUM-whom the Father QIVES Jesus in fact those ble and surely Chrıistian would WAantTt bewho would respond positively SId-

CIOUS influence. PDCISON through whom the tumblıng OC

John 6:4  N hıs SdaVd that ONC COMIC (Matthew 18:6-9 Consider, for example, the teSs-

Chrıist unless God draws hım I hıs Oes NOT tımOonYy of philosopher Edwıin Curley g1ven in
debate Chrıistian theism note that ın the COIN-ımply that PCISON resist God when
TEXT of the debate the ‘pre-destination’ he refersGod draws hım

Romans These VETITSCS5 Sd V that those 15 monergist1ic ACCOUNLT of predestination, which
whom God predestined he calls, but agaln 15 different from “Miıddle Knowledge’ ACCOUNLTL of

predestination explained above):*this O€es NOT exclude the poss1ibility that those
The usual label for OINCOINIC wh MNCC embracedwhom God predestined indeed those wh

would respond positively hıs ZTACIOUS influ- Christianıty and then rejected it 15 ‘heretic).
CHEC ave 11Ö objection that label  What started
Ezekiel 26:26 hıs SdaVd that God ll thıs path Wa readıng the PIaycCcI book
change the Israelites’ heart of stone eart of mother BAaVC when Was At the back
flesh It O€es NOT Sd Y than DCISON CaAaNNOT resist WCEIC printed the Articles of Religion members
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of IV church, the Episcopal Church, WeTrC ACCcCcSs5 ıt (Institutes Christian elıgıon,
Book Chapter 21) 15 beyond the ofexpected aCCCPL.* ANDREW LOKE ®  of my church, the Episcopal Church, were  no access to it’ (Institutes of the Christian Religion,  Book 3 Chapter 21). It is beyond the scope of  expected to accept. ... I was disturbed that my  church accepted pre-destination. Before the  this article to discuss this Universalist position fur-  foundation of the world, the Articles said, God  ther, except to note that it is inconsistent with the  had chosen some vessels for honour and others  Scriptures; see Stephen TI. Davis, ‘Universalism,  Hell and Ihe Fate 6f Ihe Ignorant;, Modern  for dishonour.  nothing happens except by  his will. So, if I end up in Hell, he will have  Theology 6 (1990) 173-186.  The Third and Fourth Main Points of Doctrine,  known that from eternity, and he will have  Article 14.  willed it from eternity. Pre-destination is not so  The Third and Fourth Main Points of Doctrine,  Rejection of the Errors VII, VIII, IX.  widely accepted now as it was when my church  was founded in the 16th century. I find many  The Third and Fourth Main Points of Doctrine,  Christians who reject it. And I sympathize with  Article 10.  10  See Calvin, Institutes, Book 3, chapter 2.  them. Their hearts are in the right place, cer-  11  This does not imply that the planet on which  tainly. I cannot believe that a just and loving  God would create beings he knew and had pre-  humans are living would be at the centre of the  solar system or of the universe, neither does it  determined would spend eternity in hell. But  exclude the possibility of aliens.  Christians can reject pre-destination only at the  12  Richard Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter (Waco: Word  cost of ignoring the authority of their scriptures  Books, 1983) 240.  and the implications of their theology.  IS  Millard Erickson,  Christian Theology (Grand  Rapids: Baker, 1998) 851.  How sad it must be for Curley’s mother to know  14  It has been suggested (e.g. by Jonathan Edwards)  that a misunderstanding of the doctrine of predes-  that God desires the manifestation of his attributes,  tination found in a prayer book she gave her son  including the manifestation of his wrath on those  led to his rejection of Christianity.  who perish, in order that he is seen to be just, and  It is my prayer that such tragic misunderstand-  that ‘the saints will be made more sensible how  ings can be removed by the cClarification of the  great their salvation is’; see Jonathan Edwards,  doctrine presented in this article and that this  Sermon XI, “Ihe Eternity of Hell Torments’, in  would lead many to a better comprehension of the  Edward Hickman (ed.), 7Zhe Works of Jonathan  infinite love of God.®  Edwards, Volume 2 (Edinburgh: Banner of Truth,  1988) 87. In response, the manifestation of his  Andrew Loke MPhil PhD is assistant professor at  wrath and justice had already been accomplished  through the suffering of Christ on the cross for the  Global Enrichment Theological Seminary.  sins of humanity and a reflection of the incompre-  hensible depths of his suffering would be enough  Notes  to make the saints sufficiently sensible as to how  great their salvation is. For more on this line of  See for example the essays in Ken Perszyk (ed.),  rebuttal to Edwards, see Oliver Crisp, ‘Augustinian  Molinism: The Contemporary Debate (Oxford:  Universalism’, International Journal for Philosophy  Oxford University Press, 2011).  of Religion 53 (2003) 127-145.  ‘Dort, Synod of”, in E.A. Livingstone (ed.), 7he  I5  ‘Molina, Luis de’, in E. A. Livingstone (ed.), 7%e  Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church  Concise Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church  (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006).  (Oxford University Press, 2006).  See Carl Trueman, ‘Calvin and Calvinism’ in Donald  16  See for example William Lane Craig, ‘A Calvinist-  K. McKim (ed.), Zhe Cambridge Companion to  Arminian Rapprochement?’ in Clark Pinnock (ed.),  John Calvin (Cambridge: Cambridge University  The Grace of God and the Will of Man (Minneapolis:  Press, 2004).  Bethany Publishers, 1989).  That is, apart from Adam and Eve, and Jesus. This  17  Luis de Molina and Alfred J. Freddoso, On Divine  qualification applies for the rest of the article.  Foreknowledge: Part IV of the Concordia (Ithaca:  The Third and Fourth Main Points of Doctrine,  Cornell University Press, 1988) Qu.14, Art.13,  Article 3,  Disp.52; No.9.  One might hold the position that this irresistible  18  William Lane Craig and James Porter Moreland,  grace would eventually be given to all, resulting in  Philosophical Foundations for a Christian Worldview  the salvation of every individual. This ‘Christian  (Downers Grove: IVP, 2003) chapter 28.  Universalist’ position is not the view of Dort’s the-  19  Molina and Freddoso, On Divine Foreknowledge,  ologians nor of Calvin, who writes that ‘salvation is  Qu.14, Art.13, Disp.53, Part 2, No.29.  spontaneously offered to some, while others have  20  Molina and Freddoso, On Divine Foreknowledge,  36° ° EIT 221Was disturbed that
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eNSsS1DIeE cp of hıs suffering WOUL be enough

OTes make the Salnts sufhicıiently sensible how
their salvatıon 15 For LNOTIC thıs lıne of
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That 1S, from dam and kve, and Jesus. Thıs 1/ ul1s de olina and Alfred re  OSO, On Divıne
qualification applıes for the rest of the artıcle. Foreknowledge: Art of the Concord1a Ithaca
TIhe 1Ir: an Fourth Maın Points of Doctrine, Cornell Unıiversıity Press, 1988 Qu.14;, ATL.1S.
CIE Disp.52; No  O
One m1g hold the position that thıs iırresistible 18 Wılliam ane Craig and James Porter Moreland,

would eventually be g1ven all, esulting 1ın Phiılosophical Foundatıions for Christian Worldview
the salvatıon of individual Thıs “Christian (Downers Grove: 2003 chapter 28
Uniiversalist”? position 15 NOT the VIEW of Dort’s the 19 olına and re|  OSO, On Divıne Foreknowledge,
ologians L1LOT ofvin, who wrıtes that ‘salvatıon 15 Qu.14;, Art.15 Dıisp.53, art Z o.29
spontaneously offered SOIMNC, ıle others have 20 oliına and reddoso, On Dıivıne Foreknowledge,

EJT AD



s the Saving ( rac@e of God Resistible?

Qu.14; Art.15, Disp.559; Part Z o.30 tural such Romans 6:23 an 1s COMN-

21 William ane Cralg, “‘No er Name siıstent wiıith Calvın’s penal substitution cOrYy of
atonemen which Dort’s ecologlians holdowledge Perspective the Exclusivity of

Salvatıon through Christ’? ın Phıiılıp Quinn an See TEW Loke, ‘DDiıvine Oomnıpotence and moral
Kevın eeker (eas), The Philosophical Challenge perfection’, Relıgious TuUd1es 526
of Relıgions Diversity Oxford: Oxford Universıity 28 Ihe 1ıddle owledge ACCOUNT eiende: here oOe€es

NOT take 1Ssue wiıith the “"perseverance of the saınts)’.Press, 2000 46-47 Note that in thıs artıcle “fore-
knew’ refers owledge of future COunfter- For example of how Molinist defends thıs
factuals. Such understandiıng 15 consistent wıth doctrine, SCC Wılliam “NE Cralg, “‘L/CSt yone
the iblical definition of ‘foreknowledge’ sed Should owledge Perspective
ın CITISCS such Peter and Romans 8:29, Perseverance and Apostolic Warnıngs’,
1C SOIILC AVE argued 15 notion that International Journal fOor Philosophy of Relıgion
CNCOMDASSCSH NOT only owledge of future COUIN- 1991) 65-74
terfactuals but also self-determining Ben Witherington LEL The Problem 1th Evangelıcal

T heology. Testing the Exegetical Foundatıons ofpart thıs ellowshıp SCC Hermann Cremer,
Biblico-Theological Lexıcon 0New Testament VEE| Calyınısm, Dispensationalısm, an esleyanısm
(Edinburgh: I&T ar 1895 161 should be Waco Baylor University Press, 142143
noted that thıs notion O€es NOT xclude Some might object Dy claimıng that such
the Middle Knowledge’ ACCOUNT that those whom Proverbs 16:4 aflırm that the wicked made for
God had prıor determinatıon iInto rela- the day of eviıl In Can SaV that Hebrew
tionshıp wıth AIC those whom God knows would wriıters often mıt mentioning secondary agCNLTS
determine espond posıtıvely hıs SraCI10uUSs ın plan For example, in Samuel 24 ] 1t
influence. 15 mentioned that God incıtes aVl take the

4I CECNMNSUS, but Chronicles J SdyS that It 15 SatanMartın Luther, “The Bondage of the W
Watson, Luther?s Works, DO. CÖareer wh. incıtes aVl take the CCI1ISUS pparently

Reformer PE ed Phılıp Watson (Philadelphia: God OWS Satan incıte PAUT take the CCENSUS

Fortress, 27-238 ın hıs plan Proverbs 16:4 therefore does NOT
23 Craig and Moreland, Philosophical Foundatıons, xclude the poss1ıbılıty that the wıicked CIrSON 15 the

518-521 secondary wh. determines theır wickedness.
Loraıiıne Boettner, The EfOorme. Doctrine of In other words, this 15 NOTLT NCCCSSALY afırming
Predestination 5Sth edıtıon ran p1lds that the wıicked A1C created Dy the LORD be
Eerdmanss, 1941 FB T TDNS What It 15 rming 15 that God will CISUIC that the

25 Concerning the question how God COu ave wicked ATIC punished
known future counterfactuals, the dlie 231 For the full quotation an! Its CONTLECXL, SCC

owledge’ ACCOUNT eiende': ere WOU. aflırm reasonablefaith.org /the-existence-of-the-christian-
that this iıddle owledge 15 conceptual rather god-the-craig-curley-debate.

27 WOULU ıke an Professors aı Copanthan perceptual 1ın nature Ihat 1S, OmnıscCIENT
being God essentially has the property of OW1ng an Wılliam Lane Craig for introducıng

Irue proposıtions including counterfactuals, S$1M- Molinısm, ell Professor Robert SauUuCYy an Dr
ilar the mınd’s owledge of ıinnate ideas, wıth- Robert TICE from 101a University, Rev Dr Jeffrey
OuTt avıng see them cf_ Cralg and Moreland, Khoo, Mary Lım and ANONYINOUS referee for thıs
Phiılosophical Foundatıions, 52 journal for VCeLY helpful the earlier

26 The CONCECPL of "Wwages of SIN be OUunNn: in SCNMP- Ta of this artıcle.
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