
SOLI DEO GLORIA

From Him, Through Him, To Him Are All Things

A Comprehensive Biblical and Theological Defense

of the Doctrines of Grace

An Argumentative Essay Demonstrating That Reformed Soteriology

Is the Inescapable Testimony of Holy Scripture

“For from him and through him and to him are all things.
To him be glory forever. Amen.”

Romans 11:36



I. The Question That Demands an Answer

There is a question that every Christian must answer, and upon which the 
entire architecture of the gospel rests. It is not a question of secondary 
importance or academic curiosity. It is the question that determines 
whether the glory of salvation belongs entirely to God or is shared between 
God and the human will. The question is this:

Why do some people believe the gospel and others do not?

Only two categories of answer are possible. Either the decisive 
difference lies in God — in His sovereign choice, His effectual calling, His 
gift of faith, and His regenerating work — or the decisive difference lies in 
the individual human being, in some autonomous act of will that one 
person exercises and another does not. There is no third option. Every 
attempt to construct a middle path between these two answers, upon 
examination, collapses into one or the other.

For five centuries, Protestants have debated this question. Both sides 
claim the Bible. Both sides claim fidelity to Scripture. But when you stop 
negotiating with the text and let it speak — when you trace the argument 
Paul constructs through Romans 9 through 11, when you hear the words of 
Christ in John 6 and John 10, when you stand before the apostolic witness of 
Philippians 1:29 and Acts 13:48 and Ephesians 2:1–9 — the answer emerges 
with a clarity that does not whisper. It thunders.

God chooses. God draws. God grants faith. God regenerates the 
dead heart. God opens blind eyes. God hardens whom He wills and 
has mercy on whom He wills. The human being genuinely believes — but 
the belief itself is the gift of the God who first made the believer alive.

The thesis of this essay is that the New Testament answers the question 
of salvation’s ultimate cause with overwhelming, consistent, and 
unambiguous clarity: the decisive difference is God. This is not a survey of 
theological opinions. It is not a diplomatic exercise in presenting “both 
sides.” It is an argument — sustained, exegetical, and unapologetic — that 
the doctrines of grace are not merely one permissible reading of the Bible 
among many, but the reading that the biblical text demands when taken on 
its own terms.



What follows will demonstrate this truth from Scripture by establishing 
ten interlocking pillars: the total inability of the fallen will, the sovereignty 
of the Father’s giving, the unassailable logic of Romans 9, the resolution of 
Romans 11, the cumulative apostolic witness to faith as a divine gift, the 
destruction of the boasting problem, the proper relationship of means and 
causes, the regeneration that precedes and produces faith, the systematic 
demolition of every major objection, and the devastating silence that 
remains when the alternative is pressed to provide its own biblical 
foundation. The detractors will have nowhere to run, and nowhere to hide.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

II. Dead Men Cannot Decide: The Condition of 
Fallen Humanity

Before we can understand what God does in salvation, we must first 
understand the condition of those He saves. And the apostle Paul’s 
diagnosis is as devastating as it is precise. He does not begin with an 
invitation. He begins with an autopsy.

“And you were dead in the trespasses and sins in which you once 
walked.”

— Ephesians 2:1

Dead. Not sick. Not weakened. Not struggling. Not spiritually fatigued. 
Dead. Paul selects the most absolute image of inability available in human 
language. A dead man does not contribute to his own resurrection. He does 
not reach up from the grave and cooperate with the one who raises him. He 
does not exercise “receptivity” toward the surgeon’s scalpel. He is acted 
upon wholly and entirely from outside himself.

Some object that “dead” is a metaphor and should not be pressed to 
mean total inability. But metaphors are chosen for their force, not in spite of 
it. Paul could have said “sick in trespasses” or “weakened by sin” or 
“struggling under the weight of transgression.” He did not. He said dead. 
And every detail of his subsequent description confirms the totality of the 
condition: these dead ones “walked according to the course of this world, 
following the prince of the power of the air” and were “by nature children of 
wrath.” The condition is not partial. It is comprehensive. It is their nature — 
not their occasional tendency, not their cultural inheritance, but their very 
essence as fallen beings.



Paul reinforces this diagnosis with language that permits no 
qualification:

“For the mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God, for it does 
not submit to God’s law; indeed, it cannot. Those who are in the 
flesh cannot please God.”

— Romans 8:7–8

Observe the precision of the apostle’s words. “Does not submit” 
describes present behavior. “Cannot” describes present capacity. These are 
not the same thing. A man who does not eat may simply be choosing not to. 
A man who cannot eat has no ability to do so. Paul uses both, and the 
second interprets the first: the unregenerate mind does not submit to God 
because it cannot submit to God. The inability is not merely volitional 
reluctance. It is constitutional incapacity.

And if the unregenerate mind cannot submit to God’s law, it certainly 
cannot generate the supreme act of submission that Scripture demands — 
saving faith. You cannot have a faculty that is constitutionally hostile to God 
and simultaneously free to embrace Him. The math does not work. The 
theology does not work. The text does not permit it.

The implications are staggering. If the fallen human will is not merely 
resistant but unable, then the entire synergistic framework — the 
framework that requires the sinner to contribute autonomous faith as the 
decisive act distinguishing believer from unbeliever — has no foundation. It 
requires dead men to make living decisions. It requires hostile minds to 
generate the supreme act of love. It requires those who cannot please God 
to perform the one act that pleases Him above all others: believing.

This is why Paul’s description of the saving act in Ephesians 2:4–5 
begins exactly where it must:

“But God, being rich in mercy, because of the great love with 
which he loved us, even when we were dead in our trespasses, 
made us alive together with Christ — by grace you have been 
saved.”

— Ephesians 2:4–5

“But God.” Two of the most consequential words in Holy Scripture. The 
subject of the saving action is God. The objects are “us” — those who were 
dead. The verb is “made alive.” The timing is “when we were dead.” God did 
not make us alive after we believed. He made us alive when we were dead. 
The making-alive precedes any human response, because dead men have no 



responses to give. Regeneration precedes faith because it must — the dead 
cannot believe until they are first made alive.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

III. The Father Gives, the Son Receives: John 6 and 
the Architecture of Divine Initiative

The Gospel of John presents what may be the most concentrated and 
explicit teaching on divine sovereignty in salvation found anywhere in 
Scripture. In John chapter six, Jesus delivers a discourse that leaves no 
room for ambiguity about the origin and cause of saving faith. The 
architecture of divine initiative is laid bare in a single sentence:

“All that the Father gives me will come to me, and whoever comes 
to me I will never cast out.”

— John 6:37

The structure of this statement is devastating in its clarity. A group is 
identified — “all that the Father gives me.” An outcome is guaranteed — 
they “will come.” The verb is not conditional, not aspirational, not 
probabilistic. It is a statement of certain outcome in the future indicative. 
Every single person whom the Father gives to the Son will come to the Son. 
Not might. Not can, if they choose. Will. The certainty of the coming is 
grounded not in the quality of the human will but in the act of the Father’s 
giving. The giving precedes and guarantees the coming.

Critics argue that “the given ones” refers to the believing community as 
a class — a teleological statement about the group defined as believers, not 
a causal guarantee about specific individuals. But this reading evacuates 
the sentence of meaning. If “all that the Father gives” simply means “all 
who believe,” then the promise reduces to a tautology: all who believe will 
believe. The promise has force only if the giving identifies people prior to 
and as the cause of their coming.

Seven verses later, Jesus closes the door on any attempt to ground this 
coming in human ability:

“No one can come to me unless the Father who sent me draws 
him. And I will raise him up on the last day.”

— John 6:44



“No one can.” This is a statement of inability — not unwillingness, not 
improbability, but incapacity. The Greek ou dynamai expresses the absence 
of ability, not the absence of opportunity. And the condition for overcoming 
that inability is not internal human effort but external divine action: “unless 
the Father draws him.” The drawing is the necessary condition. Apart from 
it, coming is impossible.

Some have attempted to soften this by arguing that the drawing is 
merely an invitation, a wooing, a resistible beckoning. But this reading 
cannot survive contact with verse 37. If all whom the Father gives will 
come, and no one can come unless drawn, then the giving and the drawing 
are effectual acts that guarantee the result. An invitation that may or may 
not be accepted does not produce a “will come” guarantee. Only an 
effectual, irresistible drawing does.

Jesus reinforces this with unmistakable finality after disciples abandon 
Him in verse 66:

“This is why I told you that no one can come to me unless it is 
granted him by the Father.”

— John 6:65

Coming to Christ is “granted” — given, bestowed, conferred. The 
language is not of opportunity made available but of capacity actively given. 
Jesus gives the departure of the many as the occasion for restating that 
coming requires granting. The granting — or its absence — is the complete 
explanation for why some come and others leave. Not a partial explanation. 
The complete explanation, in Jesus’ own words.

The Reversed Causal Arrow: John 10:26

And in John 10, Jesus draws the causal arrow with a directness that 
should stop every synergist in his tracks:

“You do not believe because you are not among my sheep.”

— John 10:26

Not: “you are not my sheep because you do not believe.” The causal 
order is explicit. Belonging to Christ’s sheep — a category defined by the 
Father’s giving (John 10:29) — is the cause of believing. Believing is the 
result of belonging. The attempt to reverse this order requires rewriting the 
sentence.



The parallel in John 8:47 is instructive: “The reason why you do not hear 
them is that you are not of God.” Being of God explains hearing; not being 
of God explains not hearing. The grammar runs one direction and requires 
more than relabeling to reverse.

The Johannine witness does not stand alone. It is reinforced by the 
“giving” language that saturates the Gospel: John 6:37, 6:39, 6:44, 6:65, 
10:29, 17:2, 17:6, 17:9, and 17:24 all describe the Father giving specific 
people to the Son. This is not a metaphor for general providence. It is the 
repeated, emphatic, structural foundation of John’s soteriology. The Father 
gives. The Son receives. The given come. The coming believe. And the 
believing is the final link in a chain that begins entirely with God.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

IV. Not of Human Will: Romans 9 and the 
Sovereignty of Mercy

If John 6 is the most concentrated Christological statement of sovereign 
election, Romans 9 is the most concentrated apostolic argument for it. Paul 
is not musing. He is not exploring possibilities. He is constructing a 
sustained theological argument about the nature and basis of God’s saving 
work — and he begins where all honest theology must begin: with grief for 
those who are lost and a fearless question about whether God’s word has 
failed.

Paul’s answer begins with an assertion that reorients everything: “Not 
all who are descended from Israel belong to Israel.” Election has never been 
coextensive with biological descent. To establish this, he reaches for the 
sharpest possible illustration — not a comparison of nations, but of twins. 
Jacob and Esau. Same womb. Same parents. No works performed:

“Though they were not yet born and had done nothing either good 
or bad — in order that God’s purpose of election might continue, 
not because of works but because of him who calls — she was told,  
‘The older will serve the younger.’”

— Romans 9:11–12

The pre-birth framing is not incidental. It is the fulcrum of the 
argument. Paul specifically chooses the individual, pre-birth moment to 
eliminate every human variable — ancestry, behavior, faith, covenant 
participation — as the explanation. If Paul wanted to argue merely that God 



redefines which corporate group carries His purposes, he did not need the 
womb. Corporate election does not require the pre-birth moment. Individual 
predestination does.

The timing is decisive: before birth, before any action, before any 
response. The purpose of this timing is stated explicitly: “in order that God’s 
purpose of election might continue.” If election were based on foreseen 
faith, Paul’s argument collapses entirely. He would have no reason to 
emphasize the pre-birth timing, because the relevant factor — future faith 
— would be a human act occurring in time, and the pre-birth framing would 
prove nothing about God’s sovereign initiative.

Paul then delivers the decisive statement that every synergistic 
framework must reckon with and none has survived:

“So then it depends not on human will or exertion, but on God, 
who has mercy.”

— Romans 9:16

The scope of this statement must be appreciated. Paul does not say 
salvation does not depend on human works — though it does not. He does 
not say it does not depend on human merit — though it does not. He says it 
does not depend on human will. The will itself — the faculty of choosing, 
deciding, wanting — is excluded as the determining factor. He frames the 
contrast as a comprehensive alternative: not will, not exertion — but God 
who shows mercy. He does not say: “partly God’s mercy, partly human 
receptivity.” He eliminates the human side of the ledger entirely and places 
the whole weight on divine mercy.

Those who wish to preserve autonomous human faith as the decisive 
element in salvation must reckon with the fact that Paul explicitly names 
the human will and excludes it. Not works only. Not exertion only. Will.

Pharaoh and the Intensification of the Argument

Paul then extends the principle with Pharaoh, and here the argument 
reaches its most formidable intensity:

“For the Scripture says to Pharaoh, ‘For this very purpose I have 
raised you up, that I might show my power in you, and that my 
name might be proclaimed in all the earth.’ So then he has mercy 
on whomever he wills, and he hardens whomever he wills.”

— Romans 9:17–18



God hardens whomever He wills. And Paul knows exactly what objection 
this teaching provokes — because he voices it himself:

“You will say to me then, ‘Why does he still find fault? For who can 
resist his will?’”

— Romans 9:19

This objection is profoundly revealing, and it constitutes one of the 
strongest internal proofs that Paul is teaching sovereign, pre-emptive 
determination — not mere judicial confirmation of human choices. The 
objection only has logical force if the person being blamed genuinely could 
not have done otherwise.

Consider: if God’s will were merely to elect a group and humans could 
freely enter that group by faith, the objection evaporates. You would simply 
say: “Believe, and you will be included.” No one objects to a judge punishing 
a criminal by asking “Why does he still find fault?” That question has an 
obvious answer: because the criminal chose to commit the crime. The 
objection arises only when God’s will is presented as the ultimate 
determinant of the person’s condition. The objector protests: if God is the 
one who determines the hardening, how can the hardened person be held 
responsible?

And Paul’s answer is not to soften the doctrine. It is not to introduce 
“judicial hardening” as a qualification. It is not to say “God only hardens 
those who first rebel.” It is not to correct a misunderstanding. His answer is 
breathtaking in its directness:

“But who are you, O man, to answer back to God? Will what is 
molded say to its molder, ‘Why have you made me like this?’ Has 
the potter no right over the clay, to make out of the same lump one 
vessel for honorable use and another for dishonorable use?”

— Romans 9:20–21

That is not the answer you give to someone who has misunderstood the 
argument. That is the answer you give when the question is accurate but 
the posture is wrong. Paul asserts the potter’s absolute, unilateral authority 
over the clay. From the same lump — the same fallen humanity — God 
makes one vessel for honor and another for dishonor. The difference is not 
in the clay. The difference is in the potter.

    ✦ ✦ ✦



V. The Remnant Chosen by Grace: Romans 11 and 
the Resolution

Romans 9 through 11 constitute a single, continuous argument. Romans 
9 establishes the principle of sovereign election. Romans 10 describes the 
means through which that election is realized — the preaching of the gospel 
and the response of faith. Romans 11 applies the principle to the present 
situation of Israel and the Gentiles. These chapters are not in tension with 
each other. They are the same argument, viewed from three angles.

The objection from Romans 10 and 11 — that Paul reintroduces real 
human conditions for salvation, and that these conditions moderate the 
sovereignty of chapter 9 — mistakes the structure of Paul’s argument. 
Romans 10 does not balance Romans 9. It continues it. The preached word, 
received by faith, is the means by which the elect purposes of Romans 9 are 
historically realized. The conditions are genuine instruments, not competing 
causes at the ultimate level.

In Romans 11, Paul brings the argument to its resolution, and the 
resolution is election:

“So too at the present time there is a remnant, chosen by grace. 
But if it is by grace, it is no longer on the basis of works. Otherwise  
grace would no longer be grace.”

— Romans 11:5–6

The remnant is “chosen by grace.” Not “made possible by grace and 
chosen by faith.” Not “offered grace and distinguished by response.” 
Chosen by grace. The grace does the choosing. The selection of who is in 
the remnant is an act of grace, not an act of human will.

And Paul immediately draws out the implication with a clause that is the 
death blow to every synergistic framework: “Otherwise grace would no 
longer be grace.” Paul’s principle is not merely that grace excludes works. 
It is that grace excludes any competing basis — because if any other factor 
determines the outcome, grace ceases to be grace. If human faith, 
originating in the autonomous will, is the factor that distinguishes the 
remnant from the hardened, then that faith — not grace — is the 
operationally decisive element. And grace is no longer grace.

Paul then states the outcome:

“What then? Israel failed to obtain what it was seeking. The elect 
obtained it, but the rest were hardened. As it is written, ‘God gave 



them a spirit of stupor, eyes that would not see and ears that 
would not hear, down to this very day.’”

— Romans 11:7–8

Two groups. One outcome determined by election: “the elect obtained 
it.” Another outcome determined by divine action: “the rest were 
hardened.” And lest anyone imagine the hardening is merely passive or 
reactive, Paul specifies: God gave them a spirit of stupor. God gave them 
eyes that would not see. The agent of the hardening is God.

Yes, Paul also says in Romans 11:20 that “they were broken off because 
of unbelief.” But this is not a competing explanation. It is a complementary 
one, operating at a different level. The unbelief is the judicial ground — the 
basis on which God’s judgment is righteous. The hardening is the causal 
ground — the ultimate reason the unbelief exists. The unbeliever is 
genuinely culpable for his unbelief. And God is genuinely sovereign over 
who believes and who does not. Both are true. Neither cancels the other. 
This is not paradox; it is the biblical pattern of dual causation that runs from 
Genesis to Revelation.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

VI. Faith Granted, Hearts Opened: The Cumulative 
Witness of the New Testament

The case for Reformed soteriology does not rest on a handful of proof 
texts read in isolation. It rests on a pervasive, consistent, multi-author 
witness that spans the entire New Testament. Consider the cumulative 
force of the following texts — each of which independently teaches that 
faith, repentance, or spiritual understanding is a divine gift rather than an 
autonomous human production:

“It has been granted to you that for the sake of Christ you should 
not only believe in him but also suffer for his sake.”

— Philippians 1:29

The Greek echaristhē — “has been graciously given.” What has been 
graciously given is to pisteuein — the believing. Not the capacity to believe. 
Not the opportunity to believe. The believing itself. The infinitive of the act 
is what Paul says has been granted. Belief is placed in the same 
grammatical construction as suffering. Just as the Philippians did not 
choose suffering by autonomous will but received it through God’s 



providential ordering, so they did not generate belief autonomously but 
received it as something granted by God. Same word, same verse, same 
construction. To apply different meanings to the same verb in the same 
sentence is not exegesis. It is evasion.

Critics respond that God is the origin from which faith comes, but the 
human may still actualize or resist that gift. The distinction collapses under 
scrutiny. If the gift can be declined, then what determines whether it is 
accepted or declined? Either God determines that — and we are back to the 
Reformed position — or the human determines it from uncaused will, which 
reintroduces the human as the decisive variable and evacuates the word 
“granted” of meaning. The gap is not open. Paul closed it.

“As many as were appointed to eternal life believed.”

— Acts 13:48

The order is: appointed, then believed. Not: believed, then enrolled. The 
appointment is the cause; the belief is the effect. And the verb “appointed” 
(tassō) is in the passive voice — they were appointed. The agency belongs to 
God, not to the individuals.

“The Lord opened her heart to pay attention to what was said by 
Paul.”

— Acts 16:14

Lydia’s heart was not naturally open. It was opened — by the Lord. The 
receptivity that led to her faith was not a pre-existing human condition but a 
divinely created one. The Lord did not knock and wait. He opened.

“Who were born, not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the 
will of man, but of God.”

— John 1:13

The new birth is “not of the will of man.” John could hardly be more 
explicit. The regeneration that produces faith does not originate in human 
willing. It originates in God. This single verse, taken at face value, 
forecloses the entire synergistic framework.

“God may perhaps grant them repentance leading to a knowledge 
of the truth.”

— 2 Timothy 2:25

Even repentance — the turning of the heart toward God — is something 
God grants. It is not manufactured by autonomous human will. It is given.



“For who sees anything different in you? What do you have that 
you did not receive? If then you received it, why do you boast as if 
you did not receive it?”

— 1 Corinthians 4:7

Paul’s rhetorical question is unanswerable on synergistic premises. 
“What do you have that you did not receive?” The scope is universal: 
anything you possess. If faith is the one thing the believer contributes from 
autonomous resources — the one element not received — then the believer 
does have something he did not receive, and Paul’s argument collapses. The 
question only functions as Paul intends if everything the believer has, 
including faith itself, was received from God.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

VII. The Boasting Problem: Why Autonomous Faith 
Destroys Grace

The elimination of boasting is not a peripheral concern in Paul’s 
theology. It is the structural purpose of his entire soteriology. Ephesians 2:9 
— “not a result of works, so that no one may boast.” Romans 3:27 — “Then 
what becomes of our boasting? It is excluded.” First Corinthians 1:29 — “so 
that no human being might boast in the presence of God.” Paul is relentless 
on this point. Every element of salvation is designed by God to prevent any 
human being from claiming credit for any part of it.

Now consider the implications. If two people receive identical grace — 
the same gospel proclamation, the same general enabling, the same 
resistible drawing — and one believes while the other does not, what 
accounts for the difference? On the synergistic view, the answer must 
ultimately be: the person. One exercised faith; the other did not. The grace 
was the same. The opportunity was the same. The decisive variable was the 
human response.

But if the decisive variable is the human response, then the believer 
possesses something the unbeliever does not — a willingness, a receptivity, 
a spiritual sensitivity that made the ultimate difference between heaven and 
hell. The believer may dress this up in the language of humility: “I merely 
received.” “I only accepted the gift.” But the structural reality remains: I 
did something my neighbor did not, and that something is the 
reason I am saved and he is damned. That is a ground for distinction. 
And distinction is the seed of boasting.



The synergist may protest: “Faith is not merit, so believing does not 
create boasting.” This is the strongest version of the objection, and it is 
clever enough to obscure what it is actually saying. Consider: if faith as a 
human act of reception does not create boasting, then works of the law 
should not either — because Israel could have said, “We are not boasting in 
earning righteousness, just in performing the covenant.” Paul does not 
accept that. Why? Because anything that originates in the human will and 
differentiates one person from another becomes a ground of distinction 
before God.

Paul does not merely exclude works as a basis for boasting. He excludes 
the human will: “It depends not on human will or exertion, but on God who 
has mercy” (Romans 9:16). He asks the question that destroys every 
synergistic claim: “What do you have that you did not receive?” (1 
Corinthians 4:7). And he grounds the election of the remnant in grace alone: 
“Chosen by grace — otherwise grace would no longer be grace” (Romans 
11:5–6).

Paul’s system is airtight. Grace is the cause. Faith is the result. Boasting 
is impossible — not because faith is defined as non-meritorious by fiat, but 
because faith itself is a gift, and a gift received cannot be grounds for the 
recipient’s self-congratulation. The Reformed answer to “Why is faith not a 
work?” is clear and grounded: faith is not a work because it is not a human 
production. It is a divine gift.

The Grace Intensity Problem

There is a further devastating implication that the synergistic position 
cannot escape. Some have argued that God distributes grace unevenly — 
varying the intensity of conviction, the clarity of the gospel presentation, 
the internal movement of the Spirit from person to person — and that this 
explains why some believe and others do not without recourse to sovereign 
election.

But this argument, intended to preserve human free will, actually 
destroys it. If God gives some people more conviction, more exposure, 
more internal movement of the Spirit than others — and that differential 
produces faith — then the synergist has conceded that God’s grace, not 
human will, is the decisive variable. The human will has become a function 
of the degree of grace applied to it. This is irresistible grace by another 
name.



You cannot simultaneously maintain that human will is the ultimate 
deciding factor and that God varies the intensity of grace person-to-person. 
Those claims are in direct tension. If God controls the degree of grace, God 
controls the outcome. The synergist has arrived at Reformed soteriology by 
a longer route.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

VIII. Means and Causes: Why ‘Whoever Believes’ 
Does Not Refute Sovereign Election

The most common objection to Reformed soteriology appeals to the 
universal language of the gospel: “whoever believes,” “God desires all to be 
saved,” “choose this day whom you will serve.” If God has already 
determined who will believe, the objection runs, then these invitations are 
meaningless theater.

This objection rests on a fundamental misunderstanding of how divine 
sovereignty relates to human means. God does not ordain ends apart from 
means. He ordains ends through means. The decree of election is 
accomplished through the preaching of the gospel, the hearing of the Word, 
and the response of faith. The means are real. The invitation is genuine. The 
call to believe is not theater — it is the instrument through which God 
brings His elect to Himself.

Paul makes this explicit:

“God chose you as the firstfruits to be saved, through sanctification 
by the Spirit and belief in the truth. To this he called you through 
our gospel.”

— 2 Thessalonians 2:13–14

God chose. Through belief. Through the gospel call. Election and the 
means of faith are not in competition. They are the same sovereign plan 
operating at different levels. God chose — that is the eternal decree. 
Through belief in the truth — that is the temporal means. Through our 
gospel — that is the instrumental cause. The choosing does not eliminate 
the believing. The choosing produces the believing, through the appointed 
means.

This is confirmed in Acts 18:9–10, where God tells Paul to keep 
preaching in Corinth: “Do not be afraid, but go on speaking and do not be 
silent, for I am with you... for I have many in this city who are my people.” 



God already has people in the city — before they have believed, before they 
have heard. And this prior possession is the reason Paul should keep 
preaching. Election motivates evangelism; it does not undermine it.

The call “whoever believes” is gloriously true: every single person who 
trusts in Christ will be saved, without exception. The Reformed position 
affirms this with full-throated conviction. The question is not whether 
“whoever believes” is true — it is. The question is what causes belief. And 
the biblical answer, text after text after text, is God.

And if God’s sovereignty is “expressed through freedom” — as some 
have argued — whose freedom secured the atonement? The resurrection? 
The incarnation? Was God hoping humans would cooperate at each step of 
redemptive history? The same God who sovereignly secured every external 
condition of salvation sovereignly secures the internal condition too. That is 
not coercion. It is new creation.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

IX. The New Heart: Regeneration as the Foundation 
of Faith

Perhaps the most vivid Old Testament anticipation of the Reformed 
order of salvation comes from the prophet Ezekiel, where God describes the 
saving act not as an invitation awaiting human response but as a unilateral 
divine surgery upon the human heart:

“And I will give you a new heart, and a new spirit I will put within 
you. And I will remove the heart of stone from your flesh and give 
you a heart of flesh. And I will put my Spirit within you, and cause 
you to walk in my statutes and be careful to obey my rules.”

— Ezekiel 36:26–27

Count the divine first-person verbs: I will give. I will put. I will 
remove. I will cause. Four sovereign acts, all divine, none contingent on 
human cooperation. God does not say, “I will offer you a new heart if you 
accept it.” He says, “I will give you a new heart.” He does not say, “I will 
make it possible for you to walk in my statutes.” He says, “I will cause you 
to walk.” The human walking is real — genuine obedience, genuine 
faithfulness, genuine response. But the cause of the walking is divine.

Philippians 2:12–13 echoes this pattern precisely in the New Testament 
context:



“Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling, for it is God 
who works in you, both to will and to work for his good pleasure.”

— Philippians 2:12–13

The command is real: work out your salvation. The fear is real: with 
trembling. And the ground of both the command and its fulfillment is divine 
action: God works in you both to will and to work. Not merely to work — but 
to will. The willing itself — the wanting, the choosing, the desiring — is a 
product of God’s working. Sovereignty and human agency are not in tension 
here. The sovereignty produces the agency. God works the willing. The 
person wills. Both are true because the second is the effect of the first.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

X. Every Objection Answered: The Systematic 
Demolition of the Synergistic Case

Objection 1: “The Problem Is Corporate Identity, Not 
Individual Salvation”

This is the most frequently repeated move in Arminian theology, and it 
does not work — because Paul does not let you separate corporate and 
individual election in the way the objection requires.

Romans 9:6–13 names individuals: Isaac, not Ishmael. Jacob, not Esau. 
Before either had done good or evil. Paul explicitly anchors the argument in 
the individual, pre-birth moment to eliminate behavior, community, and 
covenant participation as explanations. If Paul wanted to argue corporate 
election, why anchor it in the womb? Corporate election does not require 
“before birth.” Individual predestination does.

Romans 9:15 quotes God speaking to Moses as an individual: “I will 
have mercy on whom I have mercy.” Moses is not a corporate symbol there. 
He is a person. Paul cites Malachi — “Jacob I loved, but Esau I hated” — 
written centuries after both men were dead, as a retrospective divine 
verdict on persons. And Paul’s immediate concern — that this looks unjust 
— is the very concern that proves the stakes are eternal. Historical role 
assignments do not generate charges of divine injustice. Eternal destiny 
assignments do.



Objection 2: “Vessels of Wrath Refer to Changeable 
National Roles (Per Jeremiah 18)”

Those who cite Jeremiah 18 to argue that the vessels of wrath represent 
mutable national roles cite it selectively. Read Jeremiah 18 fully: it 
establishes divine sovereignty absolutely — the potter remakes or destroys 
at his own discretion. Paul uses that same imagery in Romans 9:21 to argue 
for the potter’s unilateral authority, not mutability.

More decisively: Paul never says the vessels of wrath in Romans 9 are 
grafted back in. Romans 11 discusses Israel as a corporate entity being 
restored. Romans 9 presents individual examples — Pharaoh as the 
paradigmatic vessel of wrath. Those are not interchangeable categories 
without textual proof. None has been provided.

And the “glory” in Romans 9:23 carries full eschatological weight. In 
Romans 8:30, Paul writes that those God justified He also glorified. The 
glory chain is soteriological and final. To deflate “glory” in chapter 9 to 
mere covenant participation, while allowing it its full weight in chapter 8, 
requires a textual signal Paul does not provide.

Objection 3: “Faith Is Not Merit, So Believing Does Not 
Create Boasting”

This objection was addressed in Section VII, but its importance 
warrants a direct restatement. The argument sounds careful: faith is 
receptive, not meritorious, so the believer is not boasting when he exercises 
faith. But Paul’s principle in Romans 11:5–6 does not merely exclude merit. 
It excludes any basis other than grace — “otherwise grace would no longer 
be grace.” If autonomous faith is the factor distinguishing the remnant from 
the hardened, then faith is functioning as the operative basis of the 
distinction, regardless of how it is labeled. And grace is no longer grace.

Furthermore: if faith as a human act of reception does not constitute 
boasting, then works of the law should not either. Israel could have said, 
“We are not boasting in earning righteousness, just in performing the 
covenant faithfully.” Paul does not accept that reasoning. Why? Because 
anything originating in the human will that differentiates one person from 
another becomes a ground of distinction before God.



Objection 4: “The Objection in Romans 9:19 Does Not 
Require Determinism”

Read the objection carefully: “Why does he still find fault? For who can 
resist his will?” That objection is coherent only if the person being blamed 
could not have done otherwise. If God’s will were merely to elect a group 
and humans could freely enter it by faith, the objection evaporates. You 
would simply say: “Join the group.” The objector is not confused about 
covenant membership. He is asking why individuals are judged for 
outcomes God controls.

And Paul’s answer does not say: “You have misunderstood; God’s will is 
not deterministic.” He says: “Who are you, O man, to talk back to God?” 
That is the answer given when the question is accurate but the posture is 
wrong.

Objection 5: “God’s Sovereignty Is Expressed Through 
Freedom, Not Coercion”

This is philosophically attractive but exegetically empty. Show me 
where Paul says this. The word “coercion” appears nowhere in the relevant 
texts. What appears is: “I will give you a new heart” (Ezekiel 36:26). “God 
works in you both to will and to work” (Philippians 2:13). “The Lord opened 
her heart” (Acts 16:14). These texts describe not coercion but re-creation — 
the giving of a new nature that freely and willingly believes because it has 
been made alive by God.

Some appeal to 1 Timothy 2:4 — “God desires all to be saved.” But 1 
Timothy 2:4 sits inside a letter where Paul affirms election (2 Timothy 1:9, 
2:10). If God’s desire for universal salvation were sufficient on its own, 
universalism follows — because God can certainly remove all obstacles from 
everyone. The distinction between God’s decretive will and His preceptive 
will is one Reformed theologians have employed for centuries. It exists to 
explain why God permits what He does not morally approve. It does not 
prove that God’s salvific will is frustrated by human freedom.

Objection 6: The Concessive Strategy

The most sophisticated non-Reformed response is not to deny individual 
texts but to deny that they add up to what Reformed theology claims. The 
argument runs: Paul affirms decisive divine initiative and retains real 
human responsibility, and does not collapse one into the other 



mechanistically. Therefore, the Reformed inference goes one step beyond 
what the text explicitly states.

This argument has surface plausibility. It does not survive three 
observations.

First, the non-Reformed position also requires a philosophical inference 
not stated in the text — namely, that between God’s decisive mercy and 
human faith there exists a gap of genuine contingency where human will 
operates without divine determination. Paul never says this. The inference 
is equally post-Pauline on both sides. The question is which inference the 
text’s own language supports — and the texts give specific divine 
attributions for specific acts of faith: the Lord opened Lydia’s heart, as 
many as were appointed to eternal life believed, it has been granted to you 
to believe.

Second, the Thomistic philosophical tradition invoked to support “non-
competitive causation” does not actually support the non-Reformed position. 
Aquinas held that God moves the will from within, causing it to will freely — 
meaning the act is genuinely the human’s and is fully caused by God at the 
level of primary causation. The Dominican tradition distinguished sufficient 
grace (which can be resisted) from efficacious grace (which cannot) — a 
distinction structurally identical to the Reformed distinction between 
external calling and effectual calling.

Third, the longevity of the debate proves nothing about its resolution. 
The Arian controversy lasted centuries. The Pelagian debate lasted 
centuries. Longevity of disagreement is not evidence of equal merit. It is 
evidence that some errors are persistent. The Reformation itself was a 
moment when the church examined the texts and concluded the prevailing 
tradition had been wrong. Luther, Calvin, and the Reformers did not say, 
“Both readings have been around for a while.” They said: the text is clear, 
the tradition has obscured it, and we are going back to what Scripture 
actually says.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

XI. The Question That Was Never Answered

Across every formulation of the non-Reformed response — corporate 
election, temporal destruction, non-reductive causation, asymmetrical 
causation, contingent actualization, covenantal boasting, theological 



certainty without philosophical closure — one question has gone 
unanswered:

What explains the difference between the person who 
believes and the person who does not?

Not merit — this is conceded on all sides. Not autonomous will — this is 
distanced from at every turn. Not randomness — obviously false. Not non-
resistance — which is itself a human differential requiring its own 
explanation. Not layered causation — which names the problem without 
solving it. Not Paul’s deliberate silence — which concedes the question 
cannot be answered from the text.

The Reformed answer is direct: God, who grants faith as a gift, explains 
the difference. This is why no one can boast. This is why salvation depends 
not on human will. This is why all the Father gives will come. This is why 
believing is granted in Philippians 1:29. The explanatory variable is not 
hidden, inferred from a foreign philosophical framework, or imposed on a 
reluctant text. It is stated — in Paul, in John, in Luke’s account of Lydia, in 
the doxology of Romans 11:36: from Him and through Him and to Him are 
all things.

All things. The phrase does not exclude the faith of the elect.

The alternative position has never produced — not in five centuries of 
attempted refutation — a single verse that teaches that the human will is 
the ultimate decisive factor distinguishing believers from unbelievers. Not 
one verse. Not one passage. Not one sustained exegetical argument. The 
silence is not an oversight. It is the absence of evidence, because the 
evidence does not exist. The New Testament nowhere teaches that 
autonomous human faith is the decisive cause of salvation. Every text that 
addresses the question of faith’s origin points in one direction:

Faith is granted (Philippians 1:29). Hearts are opened (Acts 16:14). 
People are appointed (Acts 13:48). The new birth is not of the will of man 
but of God (John 1:13). The willing itself is a product of God’s working 
within (Philippians 2:13). Repentance is given by God (2 Timothy 2:25). The 
elect obtain it; the rest are hardened (Romans 11:7). A remnant, chosen by 
grace — otherwise grace would no longer be grace (Romans 11:5–6).

    ✦ ✦ ✦



XII. Grace All the Way Down

The debate ultimately turns on the definition of a word Paul uses 
everywhere and explains nowhere — because its meaning, for him, is not in 
question. That word is grace.

Grace, in the Pauline vocabulary, is not merely unearned favor. It is 
unconditional gift — gift not conditioned on the response of the one who 
receives it. If grace were conditioned on the receiver’s non-resistance, it 
would be conditioned. It would be, in the strict sense, something other than 
grace. The receiver’s non-resistance would be the condition; grace would be 
the reward for meeting it.

Paul will not allow this. “To the one who does not work but believes in 
him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is counted as righteousness.” Faith 
is the instrument, not the ground. It is counted, not earned. It is received, 
not generated. And Philippians 1:29 completes the picture: even the 
receiving — the believing itself — is given. Grace goes all the way down. 
There is no floor at which the human contributes something God has not 
given.

This is not a cold philosophical system. It is the logic of mercy — mercy 
that is genuinely merciful precisely because it is not owed, not earned, not 
conditioned on the spiritual sensitivity or non-resistance of the one who 
receives it. Mercy that saves completely, because it is not shared between 
the merciful God and the receptive human. Mercy that therefore generates 
worship that is also complete — because the one who receives it 
contributed nothing to it.

    ✦ ✦ ✦

XIII. To God Alone Be the Glory

The case is cumulative, multi-author, multi-genre, and pervasive. John 
teaches that the Father gives specific people to the Son and that all who are 
given will come. Paul teaches that salvation depends not on human will but 
on God who has mercy. Luke records that as many as were appointed to 
eternal life believed and that the Lord opened Lydia’s heart. Ezekiel 
prophesied that God would give new hearts and cause obedience. Jesus 
Himself declared that no one can come unless the Father draws him, and 
that unbelief is the result of not belonging to His sheep — not the other way 
around.



The alternative — that autonomous human faith is the decisive factor 
distinguishing the saved from the unsaved — has no explicit textual support 
anywhere in the New Testament. No verse says the human will is the 
determining factor. No verse says election is based on foreseen faith. No 
verse says regeneration follows faith rather than producing it. No verse 
says the fallen will is free to choose God apart from divine enablement. 
Every verse that addresses the question of faith’s origin points in one 
direction: faith is granted, hearts are opened, people are appointed, the new 
birth is of God, and the willing itself is God’s work within.

Reformed soteriology is not a theological system imposed upon 
Scripture. It is the theological system that Scripture generates when its 
texts are read carefully, cumulatively, and without the imposition of 
philosophical commitments to libertarian free will. The Reformers did not 
invent this doctrine. They recovered it — from Paul, from John, from the 
prophets, from Jesus Himself. And five centuries of attempted refutation 
have not produced a single sustained exegetical argument capable of 
overturning the plain testimony of these texts.

The objections remain the same: “You are interpreting.” “Scholars 
disagree.” “The material is complex.” But the texts remain as well. And they 
say what they have always said.

God chooses. God draws. God grants faith. God regenerates the dead 
heart.

God opens blind eyes. God hardens whom He wills and has mercy on 
whom He wills.

The elect obtain it. The rest are hardened.

A remnant, chosen by grace — otherwise grace would no longer be 
grace.

Not of human will or exertion, but of God who has mercy.

“For from him and through him and to him are all things. To him be 
glory forever. Amen.”

Romans 11:36



SOLI DEO GLORIA



Appendix: Scripture Index

The following passages were exegeted in this essay, each independently 
supporting the thesis that the decisive cause of saving faith is God:

Old Testament: Ezekiel 36:26–27

Gospels: John 1:13; 5:40; 6:37, 39, 44, 65; 8:34, 47; 10:26, 29; 17:2, 6, 
9, 24

Acts: 13:48; 16:14; 18:9–10

Romans: 3:27; 8:7–8, 30; 9:11–12, 15–21; 11:5–8, 20, 36

1 Corinthians: 1:29; 4:7

Ephesians: 1:4–5; 2:1–9

Philippians: 1:29; 2:12–13

2 Thessalonians: 2:13–14

2 Timothy: 1:9; 2:10, 25

Total passages engaged: 35+

No verse cited by the synergistic position teaches that autonomous 
human faith is the decisive factor in salvation. The silence of Scripture on 
the synergistic thesis remains the most powerful argument against it.
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