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In the progress of the debate, the original proposition that Christ redeemed the elect on
(the Minute records it: “Debate about Redemption of the elect only by Christ”), was
exchanged for this; ‘That Chridid intend to redeem the elect onlIt is important to
remember that the propositions stated in the Minutes were not indicative of the view of th
assembly itself, but were propositions put forward for debate, (Cf. H.LHANKO, “Answer”).
This exchange seems likely to have been the response of the stricter Calvinists to the li
taken in the opening speech by Calamy: “Christ did pay a price for all, - absolute intentior
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for the elect, conditional intention for the reprobate in case they do beAdwbe divines

were agreed that the death of Christ was intrinsicalfycgerit for all: the question between
them was, whether the divine intention respecting the atonement was determined in i
extent by thesufficiency of the atonement or by itsfficacy. The former view was the
teaching of MoiseAmyraut of the French Reformed theological school at Saumur: the
atonement wagniversalin God’s intention, because its extent was determined by its suf
ficiency (HANKO, “A Comparison”). Calamy was the leading spokesman in this debate for
the followers oAmyraut (or of Davenant, according to BEVERIDGE) at\WWestminster
Assembly “Amyraldism,” or so-called “hypothetical universalism,” taught that God wills
the salvation of all, but that manwill is incapable of causing the will to believe apart from
the operation of God in the elect. “Amyraut was acquitted of heresy by two French
Protestant synods, but the Swiss Reformed condemned his doctrine Forthela
Consensus Helveticl675), which denied universal atonement and the notion that God
desires the salvation of all” (DAS). The same writer adds perceptivehAmyraldism

lives on, howeveln much of modern Calvinism.” DArrowsmith, an important mem

ber of the Committee on the Confession, is surprisingly not recorded as having contribute
to this debate, although his writings express sympathy with the Davenant position. Seama
Marshall,Vines and Harris all agreed with Calanay least in part. The final decision of
theAssembly on this point is not recorded in the Minutes; what we do have of course is the
language of Sectiovil of Confession Chapter 11EOf God’s Eternal Decree,this debate
belonging to the work upon that Chapter:

“As God hath appointed the elect unto gloy, so hath he, by the eternal and
most free purpose of his will, foeordained all the means thezunto. Wherefore they
who are elected being fallen idam, are redeemed by Christ; ae efectually called
unto faith in Christ by his Spirit working in due season; ae justified, adopted, sane
tified, and kept by his powerthrough faith unto salvation. Neither are any other
redeemed by Christ, éectually called, justified, adopted, sanctified. and saved, but
the elect only”

MITCHELL & STRUTHERS comment cautiously: “....though at first sight it may not
seem easy to reconcile the opinions of these divines (Cagam)ywith the language of the
sixth section of this chapter of the Confession, it would be rash for me to say it is +mpossi
ble. They certainly did not succeed in getting any positive approbation of their opinions
inserted; but it is just possible that the language of this section may have been so arrange
that they felt warranted in accepting it as not positively condemning thsmse who in
modern times have pronounced most confidently that the more restricted view is exclu
sively intended, seem to me to have unconsciously construed or interpreted the werds, ‘ne
ther are any other redeemed by Chrigeatfially called, justified, adopted, sanctifieshd
saved, but the elect orilwas if they had run, ‘neither are any other redeemed by Girist,
effectually called, or justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved, but the ele¢Butlthese
two statements do not necessarily bear the same meaning. Cataomysmith, and the
others who agreed with them, may have felt justified in accepting the fahoegh they
might have scrupled to accept the latter” (pp.lvi,lvii).
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The suggestion is that the Confessional statement was purposely framed to allow for tr
viewpoint that Christ redeemed, or paid a price fllose who are natlso effectually
called, justified, adopted, sanctified, and savdds is most unlikely CUNNINGHAM
comments on this clause: “Here it has been made a question, whether the concludir
restriction, to ‘the elect onlyapplies to each of the preceding predicates, ‘redeemed,’
‘called,’ ‘justified,’ etc.,singly and separatelyor only to the whole of them taken collec
tively; that is, whether it be intended to be here asserted that not any one of these thing
such as ‘redeemeaan be predicated of any but the elect patymerely that the whole of
them,taken in conjunctioiemphasis mine), cannot be predicated of any otlibeslatter
interpretation, - namelyhat there are none but the elect of whom the whole collectively
can be predicated, - would make the declaration a mere truism, serving no purpose, al
really giving no deliverance upon anything, although the repetition of the general statemer
about the consequences of election, or the execution of @tathal decree, in a negative
form, was manifestly intended to be peculiarly emphatic, and to contain a denial of an errc
reckoned importanithe Confession, therefore, must be regarded as teaching, that it is no
true of any but the elect onlhat they are redeemed by Christ, any more than it is true that
any others are called, justified, or savéefhphasis mine).

Moreover we should remember that “the statements of the Confession, or of any similat
document, must be taken in their entire context, and also in terms of the particular signifi
cation attaching to them at the time that they were used” (MACLEOD). Do then other sec
tions of the Confession speak to the matter? In the crucial ChépiteiOf Christ the
Mediator, we find three telling sections having respect to the question of the extent of the
atonement:

“The Lord Jesus, by his perfect obedience and sacrifice of himself, which he
through the eternal Spirit oncefefed up unto God, hath fully satisfied the justice of
his Father; and purchased not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inheritance in the
kingdom of heaverfor all those whom the Father hath given unto hif8&ctionV).

“Although the work of redemption was not actually wrought by Christ till after his
incarnation, yet the virtue,fefacy, and benefits thereakere communicated unto the
electin all ages successively from the beginning of the world..(SéctionVI).

“ To all those for whom Christ hath purchased redemption, he doth certainlyemd ef
tually apply and communicate the same(Sé&ctionVIll).

MITCHELL & STRUTHERS acknowledge the strength of thguanent which sees
especially SectioNlll as pointedly excluding thAmyraldian viewpoint. Notwithstanding
this, they maintain, “Still, it is also just possible that they Ahg/raldians) may have
accepted the words ‘purchased redemptias Baxter was willing to do, not of every fruit
of Christ's death, but of ‘thapecialredemption proper to the electyhich was accom
panied with an intention of actual application of the saving benefits in tim&/ii). This
“contest” among the divines did not end however with the debate on redemptionr in con
nection with Chapter Il of the Confession. Eighteen months, latken the Lager
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Catechism was being prepared, anothtarefvas made by th&myraldians to get their
opinions distinctly sanctioned and positively expressed in that documeoimmittee,
“apparently of English members only” (MITCHEI& STRUTHERS , p.lix), prepared and
brought up for discussion two questions and answers as recorded in the Minutes:

“.Session. 844.- May 17, 1647.- Monday morning.
TheAssembly proceeded in debate of the Catechism, and upon debate it was:

Resolved upon th®., These two questions and answers,

‘Q. Do all men equally partake of the benefits of Christ?

A. Although from Christ some common favours redound to all mankind, andsome spe
cial privileges to the visible church, yet none partake of the principal benefits of his medi
ation but only such as are members of the church invisible.

Q. What common favours redound from Christ to all mankind?

A. Besides much forbearance and many supplies for this life, which all mankind receive
from Christ as Lord of all, they by him are made capable of having salvation tendered tc
them by the gospel, and are under such dispensations of providence and operations of 1
Spirit as lead to repentanceshall stand for debate in order to the Catechism.”

It is apparent from the next Minute that #hesembly was not happy with these formula
tions:

“.Session. 845.- May 18, 1647Tuesday morning
TheAssembly proceeded in debate of the Catechism, and upon debate it was
Resolved upon th@.,
The two former questions and answers shall be recommitted; and the Commissioners fro
the Church of Scotland are desired to be present.”
The committee was duly reganised and several men were added hie. final form of
these recommitted portions was agreed at a later Session:

“Session. 873.- July 2, 1647.- Friday morning.
TheAssembly proceeded in debate of some things recommitted concerning Christ and th
Holy Ghost; and upon debate it wakesolvedipon theQ.,
Q. What benefits hath Christ procured by his mediation?
A. Christ, by his mediation, hath procured redemption, with all the benefits of the
covenant of grace. Ordered-
Q. How do we come to be made partakers of the benefits which Christ
hath procured?
A. We are made partakers of the benefits which Christ procured, by the application o
them to us, which is the work especially of God the Holy Ghost.”
These formulations entered the jar Catechism a9 & A. 57,58.We note that the whole
idea of common benefits for all was now specifically rejected.



In the record of the Debate about Redemption which now follows, the contributions of the
Scottish Commissioners are highlight@tiese are particularly interesting, because they
show opinions regarding the love of God, the gosgdel,adnd the decree of reprobation
that are challenged toddyote especially their interpretation of JOHN 3:1Bhe minutes
are here reproduced exactly as they appear in MITCHEISTRUTHERS. They are
plainly not complete, and in a few places the authors were unsure of the wording, and giv
their suggested emendations in brackets. | have supplied English renderings of the Lat
terms used by the participants in the debate.

“.Session. 522.- OctobeR?2, 1645.\Wednesday morning.

Debate about Redemption of the elect only by Christ.
Mr. Calamy | am far from universal redemption in tAeminian sense; but that that | hold
Is in the sense of our divines in the Synod of Dort, that Christ did pay a price for all, -
absolute intention for the elect, conditional intention for the reprobate in case they dc
believe, - that all men should balvabiles, non obstante lapsualam....[savable, notwith
standingAdam?’s fall]....that Jesus Christ did intend, in giving of Christ, and Christ in giv
ing Himself, did intend to put all men in a state of salvation in case they do believe.

Mr. Palmer He would distinguish from th&rminians; they say all equally redeemed, but
not so the otheland...

Mr. Reynolds- This opinion cannot be asserted by any that can say he is not of the
Remonstrantgpinion....upon a condition that they cannot perform, and God never intends
to give them.

Mr. Calamy the Arminians hold that Christ did pay a price for this intention ptiigt all

men should be in an equal state of salvafldvey say Christ did not purchase any impe
tration....This universality of Redemption doth neither intrude upon either doctrine- of spe
cial election or special grace.

Mr. Seamant It is nothing whether the opinion of Remonstrants or Wat.must debate
the truth and falsehood of it....He doth not say a salvalgligad homines[as regards
men] butquoad Deum.[as regards God]..so far reconciled Himself to the world, that He
would have mercy on whom He would have mercy

Mr. Palmer- | desire to know whether he will understandaetomni homingconcerning
all men].

Mr. Calamy De adultis [of adults].
Mr. Whitakers..........

Mr. Young- This controversywhen first started in the Church, they used a distinction: they
said it wagro natura humanalfor human nature] ..In the application he expresseth it only
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electis. [elect] Some speak of the former branch as that....

Mr. Gillespie- Nothing to the thing itself; but for the state of the question, let more be
looked upon than that expressed in the proposition, bettsreds a concatenation [link

ing together] of the death of Christ with the decees; theefore we must see what they
hold concerning that which in order goes before and what in order follows
after....Cameron saith for all upon condition of believing, Anttyraut he hath drawn it fur
ther...Whether he hold an absolute reprobation of all that shall not be sAveatte. post

[in future eternity] what follows upon that conditional redemption.

Mr. Calamy- In the point of election, | am for special election; and for reprobation, | am
for massa carupta [sinful mass] ....Those to whom He....by virtue of Chsisteath, there

Is ea administratio [that administration] of grace to the reprobate, that they do wilfully
damn themselves. | neither holdfstiént grace nor special grace.

Mr. Marshall- For ordeyyou shall not need to know what this or that mainion is; if
you dispute the thesis, you will state it so as that it rejects all contrary opinions.

Mr. Reynolds The Synod intended no more than to declare tHecwufcy of the death of
Christ; it ispretium in sdga ransom in itself], of sfitient to all, - nayten thousand worlds.
There are twd\dams, one a fountain of mise@nd the other of mercyTo be salvable is
a benefit, and therefore belongs only to them that have interest in Christ.

Mr. Seaman All in the first Adam were made liable to damnation, so all liable to salva
tion in the seconddam.

This proposition to be debated: ‘That Christ did intend to redeem the elect only

Mr. Calamy | ague from the iii. of John 16, in which words a ground of Gadtention

of giving Christ, Gods love to the worlga philanthropy the world of elect and reprobate,
and not of elect only; it cannot be meant of the elect, because of that ‘whosoeve
believeth'....xvi. Mark, 15. ‘Go preach the gospel to every creattithé covenant of
grace be to be preached to all, then Christ redeemed, in some sense, all - both elect ¢
reprobate; but it is to be preached to all; there is a warrant for it....For the ifim@unt

versal redemption be the ground of the universal promulgation, then....the elsedhere

IS no verity in promulgatiorAll God’s promulgations are serious and true....Faith doth not
save me, but only as an instrument to apply Chrigre is no verity in the universalferf
except founded in the ....

Mr. Rutherford All the agument comes to this: there can be no truth in this proposition
except this be first granted, that Christ died in some sense..l deny this
connection..because it holds as well in election, justification, as iredemption; if he
believe, he is as well elected and justified asdeemed.

Mr. Calamy We do not speak of the application, for then it would bring it in, but we speak
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of the ofer. It cannot be déred to Judas except he be salvable.
Mr. Rutherford There is no dierence betwixt redemption and justification in this....The

promise of justification is made no less to Judas than of redemption....The ground of his |
to make all salvable, and so justifiable.

Mr. Seaman He makes it absurd....But there is none. It comes only to this: look as every
man wasdamnabilis.[damnable, capable of damnation]..so is every sawabilis; [sawv

able, capable of salvation] and God, if He please, may choose him, justify him, sanctify
him.

Mr. Marshall- The strength of his gument is either not taken or is not answered....It is in
this that there can rfalsum subességfalse thing subsist] to the fef of the gospel.

Mr. Wilkinson - You know they cannot be partakers of redemption against whom Christ
takes special exception; Christ prayed not for the world.

Mr. Gillespie- In answer to the two guments, - one from the iii. John ¥61. The broth

er takes for granted that by the world is meant the whole world. It is a point much contro
verted. Our divines do deny that the word world must in some places be taken in anothe
sense....For that of the philanthropy it makes much againstannot understand how

there can be such a universal love of God to mankind as is maintainéichose that will

say it must needs deny the absoluteprobation; then alone [pehaps ‘a love’] to those
whom God hath absolutely eprobated both from salvation and the means of salva
tion....For the next gument from XVI Mark...... he conceives the ground of this universal
offer is the institution perhaps ‘intention’] of Christ in dying....For that of the truth....There
Is a truth in it: the connection of those two extremes must ever hold true faith and salva
tion. But what is that to a reprobatd@re is the mistakeThe voluntas decreti [will of
decree] andmandati [of command] are not distinguished....Aman is bound to believe

that he ought to believe, and that by faith he shall be saved. It is his dufijhe com

mand doth not hold out Galintentions; otherwise Gadtommand tébraham concemn

ing sacrificing of his son....Said | cannot say so to a devile;Tbut reason is, that it is the
revealed will of God that devils are absolutely excluded, but not so any man known to me

Mr. Marshall This distinction, there is use of it if rightly understodée say more: there
Is not only anandatum[command], but a promise.

Dr. Burges- You say thenovum foedus[new covenant] doth intend; then there be either
two covenants; one general to the elect, and another special to the elect.

Mr. Calamy The diference is not in the fdr, but in the application.... Thabluntas deaati

[will of decree] comes only in the application....For the word world....I grant it signifies the
elect sometimes, but sometimes it signifies the whole world, and so it must do here....Fc
this love he saith he under - ....There is a double love: general and gpgeiakral love
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to the reprobate, and the fruit of this, a generf@rofind general grace, and general refor
mation.

Mr. Gillespie It is acknowledged the word world may frfanother sense - the elect, but
said it must be a lger thing than believersA.. This is still taken for granted, which is
to be proved, forl say it is very good sense. God so loved the elect, that whosoever
believes in Him....The econciling of a general love with absoluteeprobation is not
answeed....The general ders of the gospel ag not grounded upon the seast decree.

Mr. Lightfoot- | understand the word world in a middle sense. It is only in opposition to
the nation of the Jews....For the univers&mn&od intends as the salvation of the elect, so
the inexcusableness of the wicked.

Mr. Price- For the first text suppose mankind be meant, yet it doth not follow that Christ
intended all...For the latter text, it doth not follow that Christ did die intentionally for the
redemption of all....Prove that there is such a covenant with mankind. If so, why mentior
the children of the covenant?...Then the signs of the covenant might be generally-admini
tered (?)....Said this may be a truth, though to a congregation of reprobates the reason
the prescious (perhaps ‘promiscuousfeofs because we do not know who is elect and
reprobate.

Mr. Vines That said of the covenant relates to the application. Is not the gospel a covenan
and is not that propounded to every creature?....What is the gospel preached to every cr
ture founded upon but the blood of Christ....By ‘the waidid' not understand the Gentiles,

but if | did, it were all one....As is whether the world here do not signify more than the elect.
It seems it doth, because the words do not else runetl word denotes an intention in

the gift and in the lovalVe could not live if there were not a general love of man (Sic. =
God) to mankind....For that xvi. Mark, 15....What is the gospel but a conditional proposi
tion of a covenant?....What is this founded upon but the blood of CWfestAust either
deny that there arefetting, etc.

Mr. Good.........
Ordered- To proceed in the debate to-morrow morning.
.Session. 523.- Octobe23, 1645.-Thursday morning.

Mr. Goodwin- Two aguments brought....Said universal redemption must be the founda
tion of the preaching of the gospel to every creaflinge, it must be preached to every
creature; but then the questionMghat is the gospel ther@he message is reconciliation,
‘God was in Christ,and this contains a reconciling only of such a world to whom God doth
not impute their trespassd@he decrees of God concerning the world of His elect kept up
in indefinite expressions, that is the world; and hence there is a universal obligation of min
isters to preach it to every creature, and upon every creature to come unto Christ-...| exer
plify it by that in the iv 11 to the Hebrews: Some must enter into this rest, therefore let us
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labour to enter into this re&tnd so God doth but speak as He means....Said that whoever
believes shall have eternal liféo me there is this distinction....Said the Scriptures mean
the ratherthat if all mankind believe they shall be saved, for Christ did not die forfpropo
sitions, but for persons....But the sense is rather.

Mr. Rutherford- For the two scriptures alleged yesterday desire when | give a reason of
the denial of a proposition....For that of iii. John 16, three grounds ofyjamant taken

from this place: 1. From the word loved; a general love to elect and reprobate. 2. From th
word world, generally taken, because distributive afterwards. 3. Grounded ups God’
intention upon condition of faith....For the first Christ speaks of a particular special
love....This all one with those places....This love is parallel with that expressed in thos
three places....The love of one giving his life for his friends....the love that moved Him to
send His only-begotten Solf.the love in the iii. of John be the same with those, as in
those places is meant the special gaular love of God commensurable with elec
tion....not one scripture in all the NewTestament whee it can be expounded fothe
general....2.The love in the iii. of John 16 is estricted to the Church; v. Eph. 21,
restricted to a Church....so ii. Gal. 20: loved me; the apostle who lives the life of God by
faith,....v Rom. 8, the sinners and ungodly are set down to be the justified by faith....Suct
a love as moved the husband Christ to give His life for His spouse, such as moved....su
as God commends, for the highest love is a restricted special loveis. &1 actual sav

ing love, and theefore not a general love.

.Session. 524.- Octobet4, 1645.- Friday morning.
TheAssembly proceeded in the debate.

Mr. Vines - A connexive proposition if it be impossible in the assumption (?)....He that
believes not shall be damnédhis is so positively set down as that it implies not only to
be a sin against a lawut a sin against a remedyl'hey have some fruits of the death of
Christ and the benefits thereof....Whether this tends to make a man salvable we cannot
well say

Mr. Harris - That which the brother last spake, his conclusion | wholly agree
with....Distinguish betwixmeritum motis [deserving of death] anpgropositum morien
tis.. [proposition of the dying]. 1About the stating of this question - a noble question.
Objections strong on both sides; | see more than | can afdveebest way to answer an
erroneous opinion is well to state the question....| doubt whether there be any such thing
all as conditional decree....df there be any such thing, whether the condition is founded
upon a possibility.. Those two guments mentioned, they are in part answered; by world
there is meant the world of the Gentiles, as appears in the whole Chipiiscourse is
with Nicodemus, a Jew.That of love is the highest love and highest expression of love that
ever that can be....That that holds out the highest love that ever God sealed up to mankir
that cannot be meant of common love..For that of work (probably ‘Ndatk’15]) suffi-
ciently answered....Only move that the reverend brother may produce the rest gfithe ar
ments.

Ordered Proceed in debate.
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Nothing further of consequence is recorded in the Minutes: mention is made of a “Repor
made by Mr Reynolds about Reprobation,” (Session. 530. November 7, 1645) which was
debated at Session. 532.- Novemiderlb45.

It is striking to what degree the sentiments of Calamgonfessedmyraldian, are

shared by much of modern Calvinism will or desire in God for the salvation of all men;
a general love of God as a ground for His giving Christ; a common grace iethefdhe
gospel; and salvation for the reprobate if only they supply the condition of faith.

The logic of these opinions led Calamy in one direction omalyuniversal redemption.
Quite correctly he could not comprehend how a promiscuodsrcdnd a promiscuous
promise of salvation (the so-called “well-meanfied could be sincerely founded upon
any other basis. Are some of todag’ Calvinists in danger of following down the same
road? Calamyg views were ably refuted by other participants and, | believe, in the final
formulations of théAssembly Gillespie and Rutherford were obviously satisfied that their
own viewpoints, as expressed above, were fully reflected in the agreed form of words, fo
theWestminster documents were swiftly approved and adopted by the Church of Scotlan
without amendment. Let us stand upon the same sure ground.
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