SPRING 2010

OURNAL

FOR BAPTIST THEOLOGY
& MINISTRY

RY Doctrine of Salvation

A RESEARCH INSTITUTE OF NEW ORLEANS BAPTIST THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY



VOL. 7 - NO. 1 SPRING 2010

"JOURNAL

FOR BAPTIST THEOLOGY
& MINISTRY

BAPTISTS AND THE DOCTRINE OF SALVATION

3 Editorial Introduction: Baptists and theDoctrine of Salvation
Steve W. Lemke

SECTION 1: RESPONSES TO WHOSOEVER WILL: A BIBLICAL-
THEOLOGICAL CRITIQUE OF FIVE-POINT CALVINISM

9 Whosoever Will A Review Essay
Gregory A. Wills

25 Whosoever Will A Review Essay
J. Matthew Pinson

43 WhosoeverVill: A Review Essay
C. Fred Smith

57 Neither Calvinists nor Arminians but Baptists
SECTION 2: RESPONSES TO SALVATION AND SOVEREIGNTY

67 AnIntroduction to Salvation and Sovereignty
Kenneth D. Keathley

69 Salvation and SovereignyA Review Essay
Deidre Richardson



2 JBTM VOL. 7 - NO. 1 SPRING 2010

73 Salvation and SoverelgnjA Review Essay
Steve W. Lemke

79 Salvation and SovereigniA Review Essay
Steven W. Ladd

86 Book Reviews

99 Joe McKeeverds Cartoons

100 Impressions

Editorin-Chief Assistant Editor
Dr. Charles S. Kelley Suzanne Davis
Executive Editor & BCTM Director Graphic Editor
Dr. Steve W. Lemke Gary Myers
AssociateEditor Design Editor
Dr. Christopher Black Rhyne Putman

The Baptis€enter for Theology & Minigsya research TheJournal for Baptist Theology and Nmistnjished
institute of New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary. semiannually by the Baptist Center for Theology and |
seminary is located at 3939 Gentilly Blvd., New Orlean: ministry sponsored by the Near@rTheological Semina
70126.For more information abgutlease visit our websit Vol.7. No. 1.Copyright @0102011New Orleans Baptist
www.baptistcenter.coar call B066628701, ext. 3303.  Theological Seminary. All Rights Reserved.



http://www.baptistcenter.com/

EDITORIAL INTRODUCTION: BAPTISTS
AND THE DOCTRINE OF SALVATION

DR. STEVE W. LEMKE

N o doctrine is more central to the Christian faith than the doctrine of salvation, and
issues related to this doctrine has been debated through the years from a variety of
perspectives. This issue ofibarnal for Baptist Theology andddunstsyon a

couple of recent books which center on soteriology (the doctrine of salvation), although they

both address numerous theological issues. Authors from diverse perspectives have been

sought to evaluate each of these books, both published by Broadmamand fktwh

their own perspective.

Whosoever Will: A BiblicaiTheological Critique of Five Point Calvinism:
Reflections on the John 3:16 Conferenas. David Allen and Steve Lemke

The Baptist Center for Theology and Ministry and New Orleans Bapilstyidat
Seminary, along with Jerry Vines Ministries and five other Baptist seminaries and colleges,
helped sponsor the John 3:16 Conference several years ago at First Baptist Church of
Woodstock, Georgia. The speakers at the conference included feupfesidents of the
SBC, three SBC entity heads, and the deans of three of the largest SBC seminaries. Flowing
from that conference is a book entitféldosoever Will: A Biblitedological Critique of Five
Point Calvinism: Reflections on thé Gonfie8choeedited by David Allen and by Baptist
Center Director and John 3:16 Conference speaker, Steve Lemke. The contributors included
nine different faculty members from four Baptist seminaries and colleges. Because | serve as
Editor of theJoural, | had some reluctance to give our book this amount of attention.
HoweverWhosoever Wik been something of an instant success, ranking number 1 at
various times in four different categories i
0OSystEmaaliegy, 6 oCal vinism, 6 and 060t her Deno
technical theological works rarely sell wid#ipsoever \Wat ranked as high as in the top
8,000 of the hundreds of thousands of books sold on amazon.com. Furthermore, on the
christiamooks.com websit&/hosoever Wiis ranked 19th out of 2,166 books in the area
of oDoctrinal Theology, 6 and has been ranked
Freedom category. A copywghosoever \Wak even been included in a time capsule
dedicated at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary. Therefore, | believe it has drawn
attention sufficient to validate a multiperspectival response.

The first section divhosoever Widjhlights the plenarpeakers at the John 3:16
Conference, each of whom addressed a key component of the traditional five points of
Reformed soteriology flowing from the Synod of Dort. This section is introduced by a
sermon by Jerry Vines (Director of Jerry Vines MinistriegerfSBC President, and former
Pastor of First Baptist Church of Jacksonville, FL) on the soteriological implications of the
John 3:16 text that was the namesake of the conference. Paige Patterson (President,
Professor of Theology, and L. R. ScarborQinglir of Evangelism at Southwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary, former SBC President) provides a biblical and theological critique of
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0Tot al Depravity. o6 I n 0Congruent Election: L
Perspect i ve, Gsidddtotthe&BCEthicssandIRel{giBus eberty Commission)
critiques oUnconditional El ectiond and propo

David L. Allen (Dean of the School of Theology, Professor of Preaching, George W. Truett
Chair of Ministry,rad Director of the Southwestern Center for Expository Preaching at
Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) provides a carefully documented examination
of the Calvinists who reject the doctrine of
scriptural basier the doctrine. Steve Lemke (Provost, Professor of Philosophy and Ethics,
McFarland Chair of Theology, Director of the Baptist Center for Theology and Ministry,
and Editor of thelournal for Baptist Theology andalviNestrrleans Baptist Theologica
Seminary) questions the biblical foundation and theological adequacy of the Calvinist
doctrine of Irresistible Grace. Ken Keathley (Dean of Graduate Studies and Professor of
Theology at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary) affirms the sdwaibglief/er

while providing a critique of the view of perseverance held by some Calvinists.

In the second section of the book, five new chapters are added on theological and
ministry issues arising from Calvinism that were not addressed in the canfarenceWa s
Calvin a Calvinist?: Calvin on the Extent of
Professor of Theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) questions whether
Calvin himself held some of the views advocated by some modern Clsllaiogsts.
Yarnell (Associate Professor of Systematic Theology, Director of the Center for Theological
Research, Director of the Oxford Study Program, and Editor®dtittewestern Journal of
Theology Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) provicley documented
assessment of a number of ecclesiological issues for Baptists in regard to Calvinism. R. Alan
Streett (Professor of Evangelism and Pastoral Ministry, W. A. Criswell Chair of Expository
Preaching, and Editor of theiswell TheologicaeCriswell College) addresses the issue
of the appropriateness of offering public invitations or altar calls in churches, which are
rejected by some Calvinists. Jeremy Evans (Assistant Professor of Philosophy at
Southeastern Baptist Theological Sewir@ses questions about whether the kind of
determinism held by some Calvinists is consistent with Scripture, logic, and human
experience. Finally, in O0Evil and Godo&s Sove
and Director of the Bush Center feith and Culture at Southeastern Baptist Theological
Seminary) challenges the adequacy of the answer to the problem of evil proposed by some
varieties of Calvinism, especially in regard to the glory and holiness of God

This book has evoked many resgsfrom across the theological spectrum. In this
issue of thdournalve have invited authors from three perspectives to critique thie book
Greg Will{Associate Dean for Theology and Tradition, Director of the Center for the
Study of the Southern BegptConvention, and Professor of Church History at Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary) will provide a response from a Calvinist perspective; Matthew
Pinson (President and Professor of History, Free Will Baptist Bible College) addresses the
book from a lRformed Arminian perspective, and Fred Smith (Associate Professor of
Theology and Biblical Studies at Liberty Baptist Theological Seminary and Graduate School)
evaluates the book from what might be described as a mainstream/majoritarian Southern
Baptist pespective (more on this in the next paragraph).

One of the interesting aspects of the reactiondtisoever Witlleast to those of
us associated with the book, is that our reviewers have tended to label us as being either of
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two extremes: Arminians or Calvinists. One book from an Arminian perspective described

the perspective Whosoever Wik 0 mo d e r a AnetheCAxrhiniain labelsd the 6

contributors toVhosoever Wik dCah tvii ni st , andrefArmiaianindha! | t he
classical sense,é while at the same ti me que
di stance from Arminiani smé and’Howeyeeint i ng t o
an issue of the Founders Journal dedicated to critdingever Wiftom a Calvinist

perspective, one article sought to dnswer th
whil e another opined that the authors shoul d
classically Ar mi nf &hatisquierarangkfeom medsrate posi ti on

Calvinist to amntCalvinist, from critics of Armianism to rank openness of God Arminians!

In response to this tendency toward extremist labeling in some of the early reviewers,
some of the contributors Whosoever\Wils ued a jJ oi nt statement cal
Nor Armini an, But Baptist. o OQur position is
intentionally maintains the tension between divine sovereignty and human freewill which we
see affirmed in Scriptufeis frustrating to us that others would try to force us into either of
the more extreme positions (reducio ad Armirwareducio ad Calv)nidimdeed, we would
prefer expressing our soteriological beliefs directly from Scripture rather togunetfitter
relevant to Reformed theology, but thisiet grid is where soteriological positions tend
to be compared. We understand our o0Cal mi ni an
the Southern Baptist Convention. Indédd\Way Researshatistics indicate that five
point Calvinism is a small minority (roughly 10 percent) among Southern Baptists as a
wholée’ It is surprising, then, that some recent multiviews booksachlEssiegtissues
include Calvinist perspectives and AianiOpenness of God perspectives, but ignore the
maj ority view of Americads | argest Prostest a
traditions. This response, ONeither Calvinis
reiterate claims made repdat inWWhosoever \tsilf, as a clarification of the
mainstream/majoritarian position we defend in the book.

1J. Matt hew Pi nE€lassical Amninianism:d\dhealdgy of Balizabion
Forlines (Nashville: Randall House, 2011).

2 Roger Olson, review @Whosoever Wit the Baptist Theology website at
http://www.baptisttheology.org/WhosoeverWill.cim See al so Ol sonds additio
New, NorAr mi ni an, Ar mi nan Book, 6 available on the R
http://rogereolson.com/2010/09/02/ayoodnewnon-arminiararminianrbook

SMatthew Barrett, 0ls Irresistible Grace Unbi
Ar mi ni an 6dpdersJouddaneps eddFall 2010), 4.

4 Tom Nettles, review &/hosoever WhiFounders Joud2alreprint issue (Fall 2010), 4.

5See L. Lovelace, 010 PercRaoitntof C&IBLCi Piast o1 &
Baptist PreSgptember 18, 2006, http://www.bpnews.net/bpnews.asp?ID=23993.
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Salvation and Sovereignty: A Molinist Approachy Ken Keathley

The second book addressed in this issue dbdhafionraatisogety: A Molinist
Approaclby Ken Keathley, who serves as Vice President for Academic Affairs at
Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary. This volume has an interesting history, having
been begun in response to the encouragement of New Orleand Bapitigfical Seminary
President Chuck Kelley. It was initially a coauthored project with Baptist Center founder and
NOBTS Theology Professor Stan Norman when Keathley was also a faculty member at
New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, but circumsezhtteKeathley completing
the book alone. Keathley was the only person to make a presentation at both the Building
Bridges Conference and the John 3:16 Conference, and traces of these presentations can be
found both books relating to these conferensegekas t&alvation and Sover&ghboes
of Keathleyds presentation at the Building E
How t o Be a Con ¢garsseeniBalvatiomand Soveigayad i Kenadt h|l ey 6
chapter on perseveraris foundationally the same in Bdihosoever \Afiitl inSalvation and
Sovereignty

Four thinkers were asked to evaluate this significant contribiB@lmaifon and
Sovereigmich proposes Molinism as a compromise approach to resolve the tension
between divine sovereignty and human freedom, particularly with regard to soteriology.

First, Dr. Keathley offers a brief introduction to the book. Then Deidre Richardson, a
student of Keathleyds at Sout heamwdkéramn Bapti s
an Arminian perspective. Steve Lemke (Provost, Professor of Philosophy and Ethics, and
McFarland Chair of Theology at New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary) and Steve Ladd
(Associate Professor of Theology and Philosophy at SoutheaststT Bagithgical

Seminary) provide a response t®dlvation and Soveffegntihe mainstream/majoritarian

Baptist perspective. A Calvinist critique was sought from another author, but unfortunately
because of other pressing writing assignments hetvahterto complete his review essay

in time for publication in this issue. We hope to publish his article in a later issue. However,
our prayer is that this issue of dbarnatill be of help to Baptists in assessing these two

recent Broadman and Ha@mbooks and the profoundly important issues they address.

Future [ssues of the Journal

The editorial staff of the Journal for Baptist Theology and Ministry apologize that
the Spring 2010 issue has been so delayed. We had to delay to provideootnitutsys
time to complete their assignments, or in some cases to take up assignments on fairly short
notice that others simply did not have time to complete. However, we hope to catch up
over the next six months with an issue on Christian Ethice@hdrassue on theological
issues. We also intend to produtssischiiithonor of longtime NOBTS Church History
professor Dan Holcomb. We invite contributors to submit articles on these themes, as well
as book reviews in any area of theology amsitmi

6Ken Keathl ey, OA Mol inist View of Election:
Calvinism: A Southern Baptist Diedo@rad Waggoner and Ray Clendenen (Nashville: Broadman
and Holman, 2008), 19%5.
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Upcoming Baptist Center Events and Resources

We look forward to two events-sponsored by the Baptist Center for Theology
and Ministry in the next few months. We will be hos#ap#ést Center conferencén
association with the Gredeard PoirCounterpoint Forum on the New Orleans campus
on Friday afternoon, February'2®atthew Pinson, President and Professor of History at
Free Will Baptist Bible College, is presenting a paper enfittado m aham's@ healogy of
At onement anmwbich Piossrtcontrasts taet Reformed @r Classical Arminian
soteriology of General Baptist Thomas Grantham from the Wesleyan Arminian John
Goodwin. A panel of scholars will interact with Pinson on thécsubj

We are also pleased to announce that the Baptist Centpyansmring théower
in the Pulpit Conferenceat Metro First Baptist Church in Lawrenceville, Georgia, on
March 34. Initiated by Jerry Vines Ministries, the conference features feupextth
known expository preachers in the SBC: Jerry Vines, Jim Shaddix, David Platt, and David
Allen. Vines, Shaddix, and Platt are all graduates of New Orleans Baptist Theological
Seminary, with Shaddix and Platt having served as professors of Rrehelsimpean of
the Chapel at NOBTS. Vines and Shaddix published the excellent text on expository
preaching from which the conference draws its awey in the Pulpiavid Allen is
Dean of the School of Theology and Director of the Southwesteen foeixpository
Preaching at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary. Allen isedsoraaw
contributor towhosoever Will

Steve Lemke and David Allen are alsedating another book flowing from the
Acts 1:11 Conference, sponsored by JaresWiinistries the year after the John 3:16
Conference. Entitle@he Return of Christ: A Premillennial Perspectivéhe book will
feature the presentations made at the conference by former SBC President Jerry Vines,
Liberty Seminary professor Ergun Cabeutheastern Seminary President Danny Akin,
Southwestern Seminary President Paige Patterson, Southwestern Seminary Dean David
Allen, ERLC President Richard Land, and evangelist Junior Hill, as well as new chapters by
Stan Norman (Provost at Oklahoma Baptniversity and former Director of the NOBTS
Baptist Center), Craig Blaising (Provost and New Testament professor at Southwestern
Seminary), Lamar Cooper (Provost and Old Testament professor at Criswell College),
Steven Cox (Research Professor of Netafiest and Greek at Miimerica Baptist
Theol ogi cal Seminary), and Michael VIach (Pr
and Director of the Theological Studies website). We anticipate the book will be released in
summer 2011.

The Baptist Centalso hopes to announce our partnership with -&nastin
Baptist blogin the near future. Our desire is that this blog could be a vehicle for Baptists
communication with other Baptists about issues of interest and importance. We hope to be
able to annoumcthis partnership within the next few weBkanks for your interest in and
support for the work of the Baptist Center!

Steve Lemke,
Director of the Baptist Center for Theology and Ministry, and
Editor of theJournal for Baptist Theology and Ministry



SECTION 1

RESPONSES TO WHOSOEVER WILL: A
BIBLICAL-THEOLOGICAL CRITIQUE OF
FIVE-POINT CALVINISM

‘FOR GOD SO LOVED THE WORLD, THAT HE
GAVE HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN SON, THAT
WHOSOEVER BELIEVETH IN HIM SHOULD NOT
PERISH, BUT HAVE EVERLASTING LIFE.

JOHN 3:16




WHOSOEVER WILL: A REVIEW ESSAY

GREGORY A. WILLS!

C alvinismhas grown in popularity among Southern Baptists in the past generation,
just as it has among evangelicals broadly. Most Southern Baptist ministers and
laypersons however do not consider themselves Calvinists. It is unsurprising then that as
Calvinism grows popularity in the denomination, it should meet with some opposition.
Non-Calvinist Southern Baptists believe that Calvinism is in error in some of its core beliefs,
and many fear that it undermines commitment to evangelism and missions.

In 2008 a nutmer of nonCalvinist Southern Baptist leaders decided that the time

had come to offer a public response to Cal vi

conference and designed it to offer an alternative-aofivieCalvinism. This book derives
from that cofference. The first six chapters were presented at the conference. The final five
chapters were added subsequéntly.

Fivepoint Calvinism refers to the five positions affirmed by the Synod of Dort in
1619 in response to the objections of the new Arnmmagament against the confession of
faith of the Dutch church. In the twentieth century these five points have been conveniently
remembered in English by the acronym TULIP, standing for total depravity, unconditional
election, limited atonement, irresistgraceand perseverance of the saints.

In the interest of full disclosure, | believe that Calvinism represents a generally
correct interpretation of the Bible. Many of my heroes in the gospel ministry have been
Calvinist8 such men as George Whitefidtwhathan Edwards, John Leland, Adoniram

Judson, Jesse Mercer, Basil Manly, James Boyce, James Gambrell, and Charles Spurgeon.

Although I care little for TULIPs and find the name Calvinist rather distasteful, these are the
commonly accepted terms and | gahewill employ them.

'Gregory A. Wills (PhD, Emory UniversityProfessor of Church History,
Associate Dean, Theology and Tradition, and Director of the Center for the Study of the
Southern Baptist Convention at the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville,
Kentucky.

“This book continues a public discussion concerning Southern Baptist Calvinism that
began when a number of Southern Baptist |
Bridgesdéd conference in 2007. Se&avihisa:d J.
Southern Baptist Dia{dbizshville: B&H Academic, 2008).

ead
Wa g
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Southern Baptists, Calvinism, and the Sandy Creek Tradition

Southern Baptist discussions regarding Calvinism usually involve some discussion of
how much Calvinism existed in the Southern Baptist past. History does not estiablish t
but historical precedent lends credibility to claims of legitimacy. Calvinists and non
Calvinists both have c¢cl aimed that the denomi
position. In this volume, Richard Land and David Allen for example shjgibst
prevailing theology of Southern Baptists has
beliefs of the Separate Baptists, sometimes called the Sandy Creek traditidd44)6
0The Separate Baptist Sandy GCroeaudkh etrrna dBiatpitd rs
Land wrote. O0Southern Baptists are i mmersed

The Separate Baptists, who originated in
preached the gospel in the South from the 1750s to the 1790s and estatuistradat
that shaped Southern Baptists deeply. With a few exceptions, however, Separate Baptists
were Calvinisfs.and cites Yale historian Sydney Ahlstrom to support his claim that the
Separates were not Calvini 9BaptidespittradAhl ot
di stinctly Reformedo6 and that the Separate E
Philadelphia Confessibdohn Taylor, one of the most celebrated of the Separate Baptist
preachers, recalled that the church covenants of 8dép& Bapt i st churches w
Ca l v i °Mhedirst Baptistichurch in Georgia, for example, was planted by Sandy Creek

evangeli st Daniel Marshall and adoptheed a cov
great doctrines of election, effectulihgg[now called irresistible grace], particular
redemption [now called | imited atonement], O

Arian, Socinian, and Arminian errors, and every other principle contrary to the word of
God &

James Ireland, anotloedebrated Separate Baptist preacher, said that both Separate
and Regul ar Baptists 0 werheeDoveradBaptist Assosatian,c i n t h

%E. Brooks Holifield, in the most recent scholarly discussion of early Baptist
theol ogy, concluded that o0Calvinism became t
Brooks HolifieldTheology in Aitee Christian Thought from the Age of the Puritans to the Civil
War(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 20039@[¢Riote on 279].

‘See Sydney AhlstroAReligious History of the AmericaiNPedpgsen, CT: Yale
University Press, 1972), 320

°John TaylorA History of Ten Baptist Chu2okle=d. (Bloomfield, KY: Wm. H.
Holmes, 1827), 10.

®Church Book, Kiokee Baptist Church, Columbia Co., Ga., microfilm, Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary.

‘James Irelan@he Life of the Rev. JameXViétahester, VA: J. Foster, 1819), 136.
Ireland was convinced of the doctrine of unconditional election from the time of his
conversion, and r eme mb etharedwadshch & thihgas Goaisn c | ud e d
electing love in Christ, and of gracadegiven to such before thewérld ( i B).d . , 92



WHOSOEVER WILL: A BIBLICAL-THEOLOGICAL CRITIQUE OF FIVE-POINT CALVINISM  / 11

which was the largest of the Separate Baptist associations in Virginia, adopted a statement in
18llacknowl edgi ng t h dhe Baptists of Virginiaxgerierally kkold thevn t h a't
doctrines ¢ ommo fAEagy Baptst histerchns Gaadlthe sameé. s m. 6

Land references the Separate Baptist preacher John Leland as especially significant in
establishingtheneéda |l vi ni st character of Separate Bapt

influenceodo (46). John Lel anmbintwalnistiAftdr|l uent i al
preaching the gospel for fitgven years, Leland told fellow preagames Whitsitt that he
still believed the doctrines which he had | e

did, before the foundation of the world, predestinate a certain number of the human family
for his bride, to bringtograceandgloty and particul ar redempti on
sinners, and fo%Y his elect sheep only. 5o

The bookds chief interest however 1 s not
unscriptural character of the five points of Calvinism.

Total Depravity

Paige Patterson, president of Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, affirms the
doctrine of total depravity but explains it in a Wesleyan fashion at some points. He affirms

that ohumans are totally depr awisitthgpthessind t hat
of Adam upon his posterity (43). He endor ses
passed on to al/|l humans not by virtue of i mp

union with Adarii all humans were united organically tavAeseed though not
individually (37). The depravity renders all persons, Patterson explains, spiritually blind and
deaf, and ounable to do anything to save the

Traditional Wesleyans and Calvinists agree that prevenient or prereggaegating
is necessary to the conversion of any sinner. Without it, because of depravity, no one can
turn from their love of sin to receive the gospel. They differ however in the character and
extent of that grace. Calvinists believe that the Holy Spgipresiénient grace upon the

®Dover Baptist Associatioijnutesl811, 7. Separate Baptists and Regular Baptists
in Virginia agreed in the 1780s that they believed the same doctrines and practices,
announced their full ecclesiasfelfdwship with one another, and no longer called
themselves Separates and Regulars.

°Cf. David Benedich General History of the Baptist Denomination iroA@erica
(Boston: Lincoln and Edmands, 1813), 61, 237; J. H. Spafistory of Kentuckptidts
vol. 1 (Cincinnati: n.p., 1885), 107, 482.

Wohn Leland, OAnonymously t oThe&Writngsy James
of the Late Elder John |.eldnd. F. Greene (New York: G. W. Wood, 1845), 625. Leland
argued at some length elsewhene f avor of total depravity, |i
the atonement is proved to be universal, i f

and effectual calling in opposition to the innovations of New Divinity Calvinism (Appendix,
OThestFiRi se of -B).n, o6 in ibid., 161
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elect alone and that it is always effective in turning a sinner from the love of sin to love of
Christ and reception of the gospel. It is a grace that brings about conversion. They
traditionally refer to it as effectual calbingresistible grace.

Patterson argues in favor of the Wesleyan view that prevenient grace extends to all
persons alike. The Holy Spirit gives to all sinners sufficient grace to turn them from their
love of sin to love of Christ, if only they choosmtiperate with rather than resist the
Spiritdéds work. Quoting Arminian schol ar Robe
preregenerating grace o06opens the heartd of
positively i n f gudethatthe Spuithasremsved the blindmessando ar
opened the hearts of all sinners equally.

Calvinists reject this view of prevenient grace. The tenor of scripture seems to run in
the opposite direction, inasmuch as so many passages speak of tredrichtiaedness of
unbelievers. In the Wesleyan view, prevenient grace has removed the blindness, but the Bible

says that it is still there because of the h
gospel i s veil ed tloi ntdheed Itohset ,misnidnsc eo fS atthaen uhna
4:4)"

The strongest argument in favor of the Wesleyan view is philosophical. It is the
argument that since God commands all sinners to repent and believe the gospel, therefore all
sinners are fully able topead. Calvinists believe that all sinners have tmatea ability
to repent of their sins and believe the gospel. They believe that the Bible teaches that sinners
however lack theoral ability repent and receive the gospel. They do not warnifesso
their sins, abandon their autonomy, and submit to their Creator. They have the power to
choose and are not coerced in their choice. They choose as freely to reject Christ and his
gospel as they do in all other decisions. The problem is not paskrdbut a lack of will.

They do not want to repent.

God required Adam to love and obey him. When Adam disobeyed, the cosmic fall
was the result, which rendered it impossible for humans to obey God, since part of the
punishment of sin was deliverancAddm and his posterity to a corrupt nature. Adam
chose to rebel, so God punished him by g
inability isnotunjusti t i s rather the just puni shmen
of rebellion. God alleed Adam to give his heart to it. All persons since Adam have
endorsed his rebellion by their own voluntary sin.

i vion
t of

If the American command had ordered a battleship in World War Il to cross the
Atlantic to bombard enemy positions, and the sailors dexstieatlito mutiny and to
scuttle the ship, they could not subsequently excuse their disobedience by pleading they were
unable to obey the command, since they had no ship. Their inability was a result a voluntary
course of disobedience. So it is with hun@malrmability. The inability to repent and

!See also such passages as Matt2[7;:26:1415; Jn 3:19; 6:3B, 4445, 65; 7:17;
8:4347; 9:39; 10:2%8; Eph 5:8; 1 Pet 2:9; | Jn219

’See for example, Rom-2® 5:121, and 7:135.
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believe derives from fallen humanityds invet
voluntary course of disobedience.

And what if the sailorsd mutiny hardened
sogreat that they preferred to perish in the North Atlantic rather than to be rescued and
returned to naval duty? Though in great peril, the sailors would refuse to cooperate with
their intended rescuers. Sinners according to scripture are in a sintitar. coimely are
not clamoring to return to the Lordods servic
to God through repentance and faith in Christ. Jesus told the disciples that the world cannot
receive the Spirit (Jn 14:17) and that the worldthate$ecause it hated him (Jn 15:18
19), in order that the scripture might be fu
15:25). Their inability resides in their perverted desires.

Unconditional Election

Richard Land, president of the Ethics andgjiRal Liberty Commission of the
Southern Baptist Convention, argues for a unique form of conditional election that he calls
ocongruent election. 6 He argues that God el e
but the election is simultaneous to t@dn response. When the Bible speaks of election in
terms of foreknowledge and predestination, God is using phenomenological language,
because human beings experiencé tarieefore and an after. But God, Land argues, does
not experiencet htei nket:eronGold Now.eés Gond has t her

the believerds own acceptance of the gospel
Godds election. 0Godds experience of my resp
caused Himtoelal di fferently with me than He does
eternal experience has9 .been rebellion and re

This interpretation of biblical election leans heavily on the speculative philosophical
notion that God does not experienageti One does not find this notion in scripture. God
repeatedly speaks of before and after, not merely in dealing with human history, but in

dealing with his own activities. The Holy Sp
the beginning, Godce at ed. 6 wlelwéet & Was . aoWhere were you
foundati on of the earth, 6 God asked Job. Jes
and Omega, the beginning and the end. He appbafstes evi dence of his de
Abrham wa s, Il am. 6 The Holy Spirit testifies

not that he experiences them as always happening in his experience of an éternal now.

“The idea is also eistologically problematic. It is difficult, perhaps impossible,
for human minds to form a meaningful conception of an eternal now. It is like trying of
conceive of a state in which nothing gxiite mind is powerless to conceptualize such a
state and relehgainst the endeavor. Human experience, consciousness, and thought seem
to require the element of time. If God does not experience time, | do not see how humans
have the capacity to discover the fact. For
however, see Paul Helaigrnal God: A Study of God withquritirad. (New York:
Oxford University Press, 2010). See also the critiques of Alan Padgett, William Lane Craig,
and Nicholas Wolterstorff in Gregory E. GanssleGed.and Time: Four iPagners
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001).
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The appeal of the speculative notei on of a
speaks of God electing persons to salvation, it would mean that God did not elect persons
unconditionally in advance of birth. Instead, his election of individuals would be
0si multaneousd6 and | ogically ocspa.Baetqquent 6 t o
the doctrine of conditional election, in whi
of the gospel, it is hard to see how this can be called election in any meaningful sense. It is
even harder to see how it is consistent with thelNeww t ament 6 s use of the
does not address the New Testament texts except to suggest that Raneash@s that
national election is unconditional but individual election is conditieh).(B®mans-91

indeed addresses the issue oélsrd s nat i onal el ection, but it
fact that most Jews individually rejected the gospel and many Gentiles received it. National
election did not result in the Jewsd individ

led to individual faith and salvation. Paul explains that the rejection of Jesus by national
Israel does not discredit the gospel, for among national Israel were many who were not
individually elected to salvattbn.

But Paul in fact spoke throughout Rontahsl of i ndi vi dual el ecti
el ection of Isaac, Paul says, was onot becau
in terms of an eternal now. Paul 6s point is

chose Isaac and did not choose Bs, o0t hough t he twins were not
anything good or badé (Rom 9:11).

The basic objection against unconditional election and against Calvinism generally, is
that it makes God unfair. Calvinism holds that the Bible teaches thab&osiarhe
persons before the foundation of world to receive eternal life, not based on foresight of the
individual 6s faith but on Godds mere mercy i
God to choose to give saving grace to some which he clooegbbdld from others.

Godds justice is impartial. But his grace
favor and undeserved kindness to some that he does not show to others. There is no
unfairness with God if he deals justly with all persong, thedsame time shows kindness
to some more highly than they deserve. J. Newton Brown, a niregaanthBaptist
leader, reminded the Baptists of his day thaglechpersons had no ground of complaint.
0The condition of thpsesnonhocwosseae, bhd&8nowh

none chosen. 6 Al persons deserve eternal ju
bestowing grace and is fair to others by ren
will not be because you are not electedbecause others were, but because you preferred

your sins to the Savior, and t°hcencurwitbur eye W

Brown, who was also the chief drafter and promoter of the New Hampshire Confession.

“Yor a helpful discussion of these issues
Teach I ndividual El ection?, 6 i nStillSowergigns R. Sc
Contemporary PerspectivémonHeleknowledge, and@eexckRapids: Baker, 2000), 89
106.

3], Newton BrowrQbjections against Election C{iPkidetelghia: American
Baptist Publication Society, n.d.), 6.
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Limited Atonement

David Allen, dean of the school of theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological
Seminary, argues against the doctrine of limited atonement principally by construing it as a
marginal or extreme position within historical Calvinism. Many Calvinists, Allen argues,
rejected limited atonement in favor of universal atonement, among them Calvin, Cranmer,
Bunyan, Ursinus, Edwards, Hodge, as well as many of the delegates to the Synod of Dort

and to the Westminster Assembly. OAIlIIl were C
atonement, 6 All en asserts. 0 SQiaclhv ian icsl tasi na loif kt
(67).

To sustain this claim, Allen defines limited atonement strictly in terms of John
Owe n 0 s -paymantkaigement for it. The key point for Allen is that @vgered that if
Christ died for all persons, it would mean that God unjustly and illogically punished the sins

of unbelievers twice, once in Christds death
indeed argue that t hesnotamsweoablatothbegugticeewhnich of a d
God demonstrated in setting forth Christ to
oprobabledé that o6God calls any to a second p

satisfaction of their siffsBut Owen placditle weight on this point.

Owen placed the burden of his argument for limited atonement upon the meaning
of such terms as reconciliation, ransom, and
descriptions of the atonement in such terms as ransomptiede and propitiation did not
refer to its sufficiency but to its efficiency. The Bible, for example, did not teach that the
atonement made ransom possible, but that it was an actual ransom. Ransom thus did not
mean that a sufficient price was paidtHautthe payment was effective in actually securing
the ransom of all for whom it was intentddhat is why Owen believed that it was a logical
absurdity to affirm that the atonement was a ransom for all persons. Under the doctrine of
universal redemptio, Owen said, o0a price is paid for a
of all is consummated, yet few of them redeemed; the judge satisfied, the jailor conquered,
yet the prisoner enthralled. If there be a universal redemption of all, then all men are
re d e e MEniversal redemption, Owen held, was therefore unscriptural.

Arminians replied that lost persons are not pardoned because of their unbelief.
Owen answered that unbelief was one of the chief offenses for which Christ died. If he
atoned for allhe sins of all persons, then unbelief was among the sins for which he made
atonement. If Christ made atonement for unbelief, then why should it hinder the release of
the captive more than other sitBZhrist atoned for all the sins of all persons, Owen

®John OwenSalus Electorum, Sanguis Jesu, Or, the Deatthefi2eathahChrist
3d ed. (Falkirk: T. Johnston, 1799);3.94

YCf. Ibid., 228D.
“bid., 177.
bid., 49.
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concluded repeatedl vy, al | persons should be
onthedoublp ay ment argument as on the Biblebds tea
actual ransom, reconciliation, and satisfaction.

Much of t he rguneesttonsists in Quiotingvaridis Calvinists asserting
universal aspects of the atonement. Allen has more than two pages of quotes from Calvin in
which Calvin affirms that God calls all persons to faith in Christ and offers grace to all
persons, and th&thrist redeemed all persons by his blood. This is followed by similar
guotes from more than a dozen other prominent Calvinists from Ursinus to Dabney.

Allen is right that most Calvinist preachers have held that Christ died for all persons
in some sens€alvin believed this. So did Edwards and Hodge and Boyce and Dabney. His
death for all was such that any person, even Judas, if he should repent and believe the
gospel, would not be rejected but would rece
sacrificial death was universal in that it made all men salvable, contingent on their repentance
and faith in Christ.

But Allen is incorrect to argue that such a position is not limited atonement, for
these same theologians affirmed that the atonementimpsrtant respects particular to
the elect.

Take Calvin for example. Calvin nowhere affirmed explicitly a limited atonement,
and in places affirmed universal characteristics of the atonement. But in a number of places
Calvin affirmed that the atonamevas particular to the elect. Calvin held that | John 2:2 did
not teach that Christ made propitiation for all people without exception but rather that
propitiation extended o0to the whole Church. ¢

those whoreci ved t he gospel. oUnder the word all
reprobate, but des%Cpndatiens stihdde rwhyo shad Idi & vhea.
2: 11 o06does not mean individual m€alvind but r at
interprets oransom for all é i n lalmustm 2: 6 i n

always be referred to classes of men and not to persons, as if he had said, that not only Jews,

but Gentiles also, not only persons of humble rank, but palscewere redeemed by the

deat h o*fThigkimd of istarpreéation has little appeal from a general atonement

point of view? It also reveals a complexity in Calvin that is not always recognized by those

wishing to locate him in their camp. Nalyrghis cuts in both directions. In this case, Allen

does not take notice of such passages in Calvin and does not attempt to square them with
Calvinds affirmations of universal aspects o

?John CalvinCommentaries on the CatholictEgistidehn Owen,@a |l vi n 6 s
Commentar2? vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984), vol.cdadspart, 173 [I IJn 2:2].

?IJohn CalvinCommentaries on the Epistles to Timothy, Titus, &ach$ Wgizon
Pringle,ilCal vi n o s, vd @Imseeondtpartr 57,853 [I Tim 2:5, Tit 2:11].

For a particulari stsecki Rowsesgi AN cofl eGa lowiorh
View of the Ext eWestmioster TheblegicaMio@@®d@s8)me nt , 0
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Charles Hodge and RobeargumeDtadaimstdoubler gued t h
punishment was invalid to establish the truth of particular redemption, and they argued for
universal aspects of the atonement. Both however taught that particular redemption was

scriptural. Dabney ag@pmrentitomhl electiontadoeeoBi bl ed s t
several oirrefragable grounds on ®Weich we pr
held that certain aspects of the atonement were general, satisfaction and expiation, for

example, but that others were particdad e mpt i on and reconciliatior
sinners in some sense, 6 Dabney summari zed, b

intention®*to the elect. 6

Even John Owen, who for Allen represents the most objectionable form of

particularism, affr med wuni ver sal aspects of the atonem
was sufficient to save all sinners whatsoever, but that it was efficient for the elect alone, for
whom it was intended. Owen assertedistthat it
should ooffer a sacrifice of infinite worth,
redeeming of all|l and every man, if it had pl
atonement was sufficient 04&ndforthe éxpiationefd e mpt i on
all sins, of all *frhee e@wermpye |l Man firre et pe oworslad .
mercy, Owen said, is ogrounded upon the supe
Christ in itself, for whomsoever (fewer or mére) b e i “AAneinmvaseetfectide to

save all who believe: oO0WhosoevéiThecome to Chr

atonement was sufficient to seawmsoever ied

What distinguishes Calvinists from Arminians on this point is that Calvinists hold
that Christ died in a fundamental sense particularly for the elect. He intended that his
propitiatory sacrifice, which was sufficient for the sins of the world, shotédttpeedbr
the elect alone. The key difference relates to the question of intent, not to the question of its
universal sufficiency. Nd@ulvinists affirm that God intended that Christ should make an

*Robert L. Dabnegyllabus and Notes of the Course of Systematic and &tlemic Theology
Louis: Presbyterian Publishing, 1878), 521. pabmep peal ed al so to the 0
Godods purposesd (i f God ever intended to sav
saved); to the fact that Christds intercessi
Spirit gave gifts of contimn, regeneration, and faith to some but not to others; to the fact
that God made saving faith conditional upon hearing the gospel when he providentially
established also that so many would never he
accomplish #h salvation which he purposed in his atonement (Reb; 8:31439). See
ibid., 5213.

*DabneySyllabu$278.

?*John OwenSalus Electorum, Sanguis Jesu, Or, the Death of Death in the Death of Christ
3d ed. (Falkirk: T. Johnston, 1799);&27

Abid., 255.
“Ibid., 235.
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atonement that secures the possibility of salvatidtydquboth the elect and the ron

elect. Calvinists affirm that God intended that Christ should make an atonement that not
only makes salvation possible for anyone who should believe, but that actually secures the
salvation of the elect. Allen did notradd this fundamental point.

Irresistible Grace

Steve Lemke, provost of New Orleans Baptist Theological Seminary, argues against
the Calvinist doctrine of irresistible grace, which Baptists traditionally called effectual calling.
Lemke defines irresiseldrace in a way that Calvinists explicitly reject. He describes it as

God oforcing one to change oneds mind agains
to choose Christo (114). l ndeed, Leuwmke ar gue

then sinners do not need to respond to the gospel, and are saved without any response or
commitment. He refutes his version of the doctrine easily enough by quoting scripture
passages where a response is demanded in order to be s@2d (119

Calvin st s uniformly have insisted on the
work in drawing sinners to faith in Christ. John Calvin, for example, held that God did not
save sinners against their will, but rather made them willing to be saved. li&fdrgdke

unwilling will to make it willing. Calvin ta
wonder ful wayso6 to draw them to Christ, dr aw
that men believe against their wills, but that the unwillinguadeem w# | | i ng. 0

Calvinists agree with n@alvinists that God deals with humans as moral creatures,
and so the gospel invites sinners to choose, to exercise the will, in following Christ or
refusing him. God commands all persons everywhere to lovethist, tom, and to obey
him. Calvinists believe that everyone resists the will of God. That is why the special work of
the Holy Spirit is necessary for conversi
respond to the gospel. But it is not bectheseare unable to choose, it is because they do
not want to abandon their sins and submit to God. They do not lack the ability, they lack the
will. If irresistible grace means that God saves sinners apart from or contrary to their wills,
then it is unsgotural. But that is not what Calvinists mean by it. It means that God
produces a change in the will, so that the will is made willing.

The difference between Calvinists andQalminists is how much help that Spirit
must render to draw sinners to faltkkangelical ne@alvinists agree with Calvinists that
the human heart and will were perverted by the corruption ensuing from the fall of Adam.
They agree also that without the aid of the Holy Spirit, none would be saved. They differ
with Calvinistshowevr i n t eaching that the Spiritos
remove the damaging effects of that corruption equally for all persons, sufficiently to permit
a ofreeo choice for or against the gospel
places all sinners on more or less neutral ground.

8John CalvinConcerning the Eternal Predestinatibans. GoH. S. Reid
(Cambridge, UK: James Clarke, 1961), 84. For an extended discussion of divine sovereignty
and human freedom, see Calvistjitutes of the ChristianriRligts., ed. John T. McNeill
and trans. Ford Lewis Battles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1960x\ixv6l1.ii.611.vi.4.

ma

T
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This view falls under the same criticism however as the Calvinist view. If it is correct,
then the Holy Spirit irresistibly placed persons back on this neutral ground without giving
them a choice in theatter. God did not seek the consent of the will of any sinner prior to
accomplishing this work for each and every s
them to this higher ground.

Calvinists however believe that the scriptures do not poitedieuers as standing
on more or less neutral ground. They have chosen their ground, and it is the ground of
rebellion against God. I't i s the ground of w
While they love sin, they cannot simultaneouslyt,rettandon it, and love the Savior. It
requires the special work of the Holy Spirit changing the heart and working a new desire,
taking away the heart of stone and giving a heart of flesh.

In John 8:317 Jesus explained that most Jews could not bel@vebecause

they were corrupt, deaf, and blind. O0OWhy do
because you cannot hear my word. o6 And they c
to serve Satan. o0You ar e odothgdesiresoffyaut her t he
father. o6 Their hearts | oved sin and served S
their ears so that they could not hear: OHe
reason you do not hear them, because yoodreno f* God . 6

Unbelievers cannot acknowledge the truth of the gospel without crucifying their
sinful desires. Six different times the New
the rejection of the gospel (Isa-B® John cited it to explainyhe Jews were unable to
believe: OFor this reason they could not bel

eyes and he hardened their heart, so that they would not see with their eyes and perceive
with their heart, and be converted and Ithdale md 6 -40)3° MheilpPoblendwvas not
that they needed a free will, but that they needed a new heart.

Most Christians believe in irresistible grace when they pray. We pray for this very
kind of irresistible grace when we ask God to save p&vsamsyict them of their sins and
draw them to faith in Christ. We ask the Spirit to give them willing hearts because of
themselves they are unwilling. When we pray this we do so from a belief that the Spirit can
make them willing.

Many in the days ofd@tapostles opposed their teaching of election because it
included the notion of inability. They compl
fault? For who r e-GalvisistgiewhierestruayPaullcodld easily hateh e n o n
dispensed withhti s obj ecti on by pointing out that all
wi || . |l nstead, Paul replies that Godoés will
contrary, who are you, O man, who answers back to God? The thing moldedayitbnot s
t he molder, O6Why did you rRaOKe nso dldisk evitlHi 9 ,n0

»See similarly Jn 5:44, 6451 10:2&8.

0Cf. Mt 13:1315; MKk 4:1412; Lk 8:910; Jn 12:380; Acts 28:287; Rom 11:8.



20 » JBTM VOL.7 NO.1 BAPTISTS AND THE DOCTRINE OF SALVATION

does prevail in the human heart, but humans are nevertheless responsible for their choices,
since when they sin, they do precisely what they will to do.

Perseverance of the Saints

Kenneth Keathley, dean of the faculty at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary,
does not seek to refute the Calvinist doctrine of the perseverance of the saints, the fifth
point affirmed by the Synod of Dort. He agrees watlildictrine. Instead, his chapter
addresses the doctrine of assurance. Keathley argues that the doctrines of unconditional
election and limited atonement could potentially undermine the scriptural basis of assurance
of salvation and invite a theology ofat&dn by works. The Calvinist insistence on
unconditional election, Keathley says, could leave believers without any basis of assurance,
since no one could know whether God had elected them or not. He establishes his case
largely by arguing that the Ramg, who insisted strenuously on election and predestination,
were preoccupied with the problem of assurance, and urged believers to look to their good
works and gain assurance by trusting in the evidence of their good works.

This is an incomplete reagliof Puritan history. Puritans did discuss assurance at
some length. Sometimes believers doubted based on fears that they were not elect. But the
more common problem was doubt concerning the

The Puritans furthermore begkel that the evidence of good works was insufficient
to overcome doubts about salvation. They generally argued that since good works always
accompanied saving grace, they afforded a kind of presumptive evidence. But good works
could do little more than coboraté they were insufficient to afford true assurance. The
Westminster Confession of Faith, the most important statement of Puritan doctrine, did not
ground assurance in good works. Assurance of
assurareof faith founded upon the divine truth of the promises of salvation, the inward
evidence of those graces unto which these promises are made, the testimony of the Spirit of
adoption witnessing with our spifgentile t hat we
assurance was the internal testimony of the Holy Spirit mediated through the gospel
promises.

Keathley distinguishes his position on the role of works in assurance from the
traditional Calvinist approach, but the difference does not seeutaplgrticeat. Keathley
rightly rejects the onsaveealwayssaved doctrine of the Grace Evangelical Society. He
recognizes that true believers must have good works, and even if good works do not
produce assurance, they dffbedewadenoaéesodfiC
do not provide assurance, 6 Keathley concl ude
provide warrant to assurance but not assur an
Holy Spirit produces assurance by meandwoé gospel 6 s promi ses, not
works, but good works necessarily accompany assurance. Works are not the source of
assurance, but they cannot be separated from it. The differences are difficult to discern.

Keat hl eyds posisttieors omcpearss stvemanaowet h t he
irresistible grace. Keathley holds that those who genuinely repent and believe will not be
permitted to reject the gospel and be | ost.
than we are,and Helwi not f ai | to finish that which He
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the Holy Spirit has this prevailing power to save persons after conversion, on what basis
shall we deny Him this power before conversion? Does not the Spirit have the same power
to sae before conversion as after? Or do persons have power to reject the gospel before
they accept it but not afterward? If we affirm perseverance and at the same time reject
irresistible grace, then sinners have more freedom before they receive grareéndn aft
Calvinists hold that the Spirit exercises prevailing power both in converting and in keeping
those who believe.

Additional Points of Calvinism

The final five chapters criticize various other aspects of Calvinism. Kevin Kennedy,
assistant professof theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, suggests that
Calvin was not a Calvinist by arguing that Calvin taught a general afohia&dyvid
All ends similar argument, Kennedy adduces ma
cha acter of the atonement. This is all salut
affirmations of particularist aspects of the atonement, and so does not show how they relate
to Calvinds affirmations of r@avmbédieaddinaspect s.
three, four, or five of the canons of the Synod of Dort can be a helpful discussion, but
Calvin was not inspired. Calvinistic Baptists find Calvin helpful in some areas, but judge that
he was in error concerning infant baptism, tagaeship of the old and new covenants,
ecclesiology, and the relationship of church and state.

Malcolm Yarnell, associate professor of systematic theology at Southwestern Baptist
Theol ogi cal Seminary, argues adh@avinistt i s 01 mp
(234). Calvinism, he explains, leads to antinomianism, intolerance, diminished evangelism,
and a tendency to abandon scripture alone in favor of speculative doctrine. Since Baptists
have always opposed these principles, Yarnell condfodssoecombine them with
Baptist principles always prove unstable.

Yarnell appeals to James B. Gambrell, an early tweatitetty Texas Baptist
leader, as an example of the true Baptist approach and apparently as evidence that

oCal vinismble wntbmpht Baptist outlookd (231
Baptistandafiyoi nt Cal vinist. He taught that o0God
come to passo6 and that othe number of the el
oftheircomver si on are known and fixed in the Diuvi
atonement for the elect only: O0OWhen offered
actually save all for whom it was made. . . . It makes the salvation of al fibisvh

of fered, certain.déd Gambrell even taught that
did, since they were opreaching el e®tion and

e Kennedyds extended discussion of this
Seminary dissertatidgnion with Christ and the Extent of the AtonemeMemvadvkn
Peter Lang, 2002).

¥James B. Gambrell, oCalvinism and Armini
A g e nBaptistkecord2 0 June 1878, 2; Gambr eBaptist 0Br o.
Recopd 9 Jan. 1879, 2, Ga mb r eBaptist Stand@azBiAugo r i a | N ot
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Yarnell appeals also to B. H. Carroll, founding presidgatthwestern Baptist
Theological Seminary as his other example of a true Baptist. Carroll however was also
Calvinistic. He held that God decreed to save specific individuals before the foundation of

the world, which o0couldsdobubewascoadtogdt og
pl easur e *his notthecessanyitolbé a Galvinist in order to be a true Baptist, but
to judge by Yarnell s examples and by Baptis

Alan Streett, professor of agalism and pastoral ministry at Criswell College,
argues that OoOmost Calvinists oppose the wuse
Hulse, an English Reformed Baptist, and Lewis Sperry Chafer, founder of Dallas
Theological SeminaryandnotaBaptt , as evi dence of this oppo:
argument is largely directed at Hulse and Martin-ldoys. Streett appeals to such
Calvinists as Asahel Nettleton and Charles Spurgeon as examples of Calvinists who used
invitations. Some Calvinistiaugeern Baptists are critical of public invitations, in particular
oaltar calls, 6 but what they criticize are t
l'ittle objection to Streettds piotlseyrmuston on i n
urge, direct, and command sinners to repent and to come to the Savior by faith.

Jeremy Evans, assistant professor of philosophy at Southeastern Baptist Theological
Seminary, offersawideangi ng critique of Calvinist Vview:
sovereignty and human freedom. He advances objections similar to those that Steve Lemke
raised in his critique of irresistible grace. Neither Evans nor Lemke accepts the Calvinist
view that God is sovereign even over the free decisions of his moral ckra@insetke
Lemke, believes that if God is sovereign over moral decisions, then they are by definition

not free decisions. This is a olibertariano
teaches that God is sovereign over moral decisions anghhashare at the same time
responsible for their decisions. This is a @0

Judas, Pilate, the Sanhedrin, and the people of Jerusalem freely decided to deliver Jesus to be
crucified and were all guilty of the niastid crime in the history of the world. Yet Luke
recorded that the apostles praised God for h
this city there were gathered together against Your holy servant Jesus, whom You anointed,

both Herod and Pdius Pilate, along with the Gentiles and the peoples of Israel, to do
whatever Your hand and Your g8 rPpterafl'l/medr ede st i
that the people of Jerusalem delivered Jesus by their own choice and convicted them of their

gutk in the matter: oOoOMen of Israel, listen to
to you by God with miracles and wonders and signs which God performed through Him in

your midst, just as you yourselves Kntivis Man, delivered over by the predetezd

plan and foreknowledge of God, you nailed to the cross by the hands of godless men and

put Him to dZa3&)t.hoPqtAert sa f2f:i2r2med bot h Godds s
responsibility in their decisions.

1913, 8. Gambrell thought that Arminianism w
a St Baptst,Standa3doct. 1912, 1).

. H. Carroll, OElection, Foreordination
Corner st one s, BaptistsandBrtioctinesd Cranothy@mhdIDenise George
(Nashville: B&H, 1995), 122.
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Evans suggests that Molinism, a philosophy grounded in libertarianism that
originated in Jesuit reactions to Augustinian compatibilism, offers a more scriptural
explanation than Calvinism. Molinism, in my view, poses some grave theological problems.
Explarations can be helpful, but we must reject any explanation that either diminishes
human responsibility or di minishes Godods sov
of human beings.

Bruce Little, professor of philosophy at Southeastern Bédygwogical Seminary,
raises an objection similar to the one Evans raised. He argues that if God is sovereign over
human deci sions, then when humans decide to
are held responsible for their part in it). Thiddvoean that God ordained sin and that
God was the author of sin. Calvinists reject such a reprehensible conclusion, but Little urges
that they cannot legitimately evade it. Little claims that the view of sovereignty involving
libertarian freedom resoltbese problems. He suggests that God does not in any sense will

or ordain the evil that humans suffer. Godods
humans do suffer such evil. I f Littleds argu
thatGodi s i n some measure powerless in the face

e v P The striptures show that God permits demons and humans to do evil, and that when

they do evil they do it voluntarily and with full responsibility. The scriganedan

i nstances reveal s fiGe delirg ofpaseplp, the eviks inflicted wbani ng s o
Job and his household, and above all the crucifixion. God is perfectly just in exercising this
sovereignty and is not the author of sin.

Although | disageewith some points in this volume, | also find warm agreement at
many points. Above all | agree with its emphasihasoever Withe Calvinists whom |
know, love, and respect are whosoever Calvinists. The Calvinist preachers and theologians of
generatins past whose sermons and books inspire Christians today to sacrifice their lives for
their Savior were whosoever Calvinists. The Baptists whose Calvinist preaching spread the
Baptist movement in America and in the South were whosoever Calvinists.

May & Baptists, Calvinist and n@alvinist, preach the whosoewdl gospel with
all their hearts. Let us be about the business of urging sinners to repent and believe in the
Lord Jesus Christ.

¥Cf. Bruce LittleA Creatio@rder Theodicy: God and Gratuituas Earh, MD:
University Press of American, 2005).
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WHOSOEVER WILL: A REVIEW ESSAY

J. MATTHEW PINSON!

t was interesting growing up Free Will Baptist in the religious culture of the South in

the 1970s and 80s. It was dominated b$dbthern Baptist Convention, which
Martin Marty has called the o0Catholic Church
Southern religious life. If you were an intellectually curious and theologically oriented Free
Will Baptist, the finer points of sotéogy were always forced to the forefront of your
thinking. There was no way to avoid it: When a Southern Baptist askeal ybwireh you
wereamemberafnd you said oOFree Wil/l Baptist, o it
Baptist sai d,s OiEnv efrryebeo dwi Ible.l iVédhvaet makes you

You braced yourself, because you knew what was about to happen. Before you could
blurt out all the words OFree Wil/ Baptists
Southern Baptist friend would readtanror at the prospect that there were people who
actually believed in the possibility of apostasy from the faith. But no Southern Baptist would
react negatively to your belief that God had granted allfp@opieling the reprobdte
the freedom to resistshgracious, universal calling in salvation.

I n those days, at |l east in my neck of the
called Calvinists. They just said they were
oCal mi ni ans, 6 btuhati toMiassiummsairy rBaptnigst sé ha
Calvinism. But they would never have thought of themselves as Arminian. After all,

Arminians believédhorror of horroré that a believer could apostatize!

So when | rea@hosoever Wilseemed uncontrovetsilt seemed very familiar to
mdeimuch | ike the omilddé Calvinism of the o0Cat
theological shadow | grewfupnd from whom | was a friendly but persistent dissenter.

Whosoever \igilh fascinating and thouginbvoking book. Of course, like many
such works that arise out of church conferences, there is some unevenness both in style and
scholarly perspicuity. Some of this seems to be by design, with some of the authors, for
exampldPaige Patterson and Richard Land, taking on a more pastoral and conversational
tone, and others, for example David Allen and Steve Lemke, tending more to utilize
scholarly conventions. However, it appears that the whole book is designed to be read by
pastas and other church leaders who are interested in Christian theology, not just
professional scholars. So while | think some of the chapters could have gone into more
depth, on the whole the work strikes a good balance between practical and scholarly,
espeially given its intended readership.

1J. Matthew Pinson (MAR, Yale University; PhD, Vanderbiksident of Free
Will Baptist Bible College in Nashville, Tennessee.
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In this essay | do not intend to give a summary or systematic analysis of the book.
Rather, | would like to contemplate the general tenor of the book, emphasizing certain
features of chapters that stood out to me fif$tehree chapteiisthe sermon on John 3:16
by Jerry Vines, and the chapters on total depravity and election by Paige Patterson and
Richard Land respectiviélyepresent a pastoral sort of interaction with these themes that
will no doubt create interest@my younger Southern Baptist scholars to probe more deeply
the doctrines they discuss. Vines preaches the sort of ugha@esakermon one would hear
in most evangelical Protestant pulpits, expounding the text of John 3:16. He emphasizes,
throughwinsome x posi ti on and exhortation, that God?¢
and eternal.

| appreciate Patt er s o-Relosmmedffarpesvarkfort o a basi
understanding original sin and depravity, as represented by the late roeetagnth
Baptist thinker Augustus Strdflge s pi t e Pattersonds espousal of
to original sin and total depravity, | wish he had gone to greater lengths than he did to
articulate a consistent Reformed approach to these crucial doctrieeammiple, at one

point Patterson asks, OAre humans born guilt
cannot be demonstrated from Scripture. Humans are born with a sinfsiglkdissase
that makes certain that humans will sin and

In another place, Patterson tells the story of a World War Il sailor, blinded from an
explosion on a sinking ship. Floating in the water, and nearly deaf, the soldier faintly heard
the sound of a helicopter and began to cry for help. The helicopter dnepgpatht, but
the sailor was too weak to put it on. A corpsman took the initiative to go and save the sailor.
The disoriented sailor began fighting off the corpsman, but eventually the corpsman
overcame the sail or and rvenyEatherdsthe Admiral Patt er s
who saw our hopeless condition and sent that helicopter. That helicopter with the whirring
blades is like the Word of God. The Lord Jesus is like the corpsman; He came to earth and
leaped into the water to save us even whileave i st hi m6 (43) .

2Strong is joined in his Augustinian naturalism by his late ninetssgntly
Presbyterian colleague William G. T. Shedd, who goes to great lengths to demonstrate that
federalism is a | ater development in Cal vini
naturdist/realist (see William G. T. Shedgmatic Theolesy. 2:340).

Strong exerted a commanding influence on subsequent Baptist evangelical thought,
mediated through the work of the influential Wheaton College professor Henry Clarence
Thiessen. YetlTi e s s en mo d e r-pointeCdlvinBm consideyably. HiE 1049r
bookLectures in Systematic Thdobigywas used widely in Bible Colleges and seminaries as
an introductory text, had a strong influence on many evangelical theologians ared preacher
and is perhaps the most outstanding example of the sort of \Baptistietween
Calvinism and Arminianism representéfimosoever Wil Cur i ous | vy, after Thi
the book was revisedtoteachfopus i nt Cal vi ni sm. orfiginals t he ori g
mediating position has had less influence on recent generations. The first edition can be
found only in libraries and used bookstores.
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The problem with this story is that the sailor was injured and not so incapacitated as
to not be able to cry out for help. It might be helpful to note that this is an internecine
debate among Southern Baptists who are not strong @Galkmigxample, Kenneth
Keathley, in his excellent new b&ddyation and Sover@aynsich Patterson wrote the
foreword), provides what | think is a much better illustration of the biblical approach. He
cites Richard Cr os erding towhkicmtheisinaet iolikeean model , 6 ac
unconscious person who is rescued by EMTs and wakes up in an ambulance and does not

resist the EMTs®6 medical actions to save his
|l ncidentally, Jacobus Arminius Ilttemsel f wo
t han Pattersonds. Several Free Wil Bapti st

Stephen Ashby, and myself) have been attempting in their teaching and writing to revive

many of the views of Arminius, especially on depravity, aton@naguastification (this

vi ewpoint is often dubbed OReformed Ar mini an
subscribe to a genuinely Augustiiaformed approach to original sin and depravity while

still maintaining the resisitibility of divine drgwgrace.

Arminius espoused the Augustinian view of original sin and taughtthaé f r ee wi |
of man towards the true good is not only wounded, maimed, infirm, bemiasunid (
weakened; but it is alsativatQnmprisoned, destroyed, and lostd A:powers are not only
debilitated and useless unless they be assisted by grace, but it has no powers whatever except
such ar e exci?’Falehhumanityd Armainius @&guedyhasme ability or power to
reach out to God on its own. Arminius explains that "the mind of man in this state is dark,
destitute of the saving knowledge of God, and, according to the apostle, incapable of those
things with belong to the Spirit of Goll.He goes on to discuss "the utter weakness of all the
powers to perform that which is truly good, and to omit the perpetration of that which is evil."
Armi ni usds approach to depmmendtdBaptisswdo i nabi | i
affirm the sort o¥ia medsmteriology this volume espouses.

Richard Landds brief chapter on o0congruen
foreknowledge of individuals as being in Christ or outside of Christ a®hbekif in terms
of an eternahow sort of approach to God and time. In essence, Land is arguing that God has
an omniscient grasp on wisat ontological reality, and part of that is his knowledge of those
who are his by faith and those who haveategahemselves from him through unbelief. His
election and reprobation are based on this knowledge. Land presents some interesting ideas
here about the relation of divine foreknowledge to election (which seem to me to have more
fruitful possibilities thathe avangarde approach Keathley takes to divine knowledge in
Salvation and Sovereitinitys Molinist approach sgientia mgdiazne wonders if Land has to
embrace an oeternal nowd approach to God and
knowledg t hat i s demanded by his o0congruent el ec
far too brief and need to be expanded on by a doctoral student at a Southern Baptist seminary.

SArminius, 2:192.
4bid.
slbid., 2:193.
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Perhaps most compelling abouwhichseendds chap
to be an attempt to rebut the arguments of classical Calvinists in the Southern Baptist
Convention that true, historic Southern Baptist theology is Calvinist theology. | have long
found convincing the views of Tom Nettles and others thathistathern Baptist theology
is really Particular Baptist theology brought over from England and later institutionalized by
people like John Leadley Dagg and James Petrigru Boyce. Yet a more developed account similar
to Landds has t-tlassical Galvieiststin tree SBCtadistagicahg®unding that
challenges the formidable Particular Baptist historiography of scholars such as Nettles and
Michael Haykin. | am not yet convinced, but there are the makings of such an argument, for
example,ihandds di scussion of John Leland, whom h
t he 1790 ¢ gonctude thatahetermalgpurpod€sod and thédreedom of the human
willare both truths, and it is a matter of fact that the preaching thaehasdst blessed of
God and most profitable to menthe doctrine of sovereign grace in the salvation of souls, mixed witf
a little of what is called Armidianiénd 6 ) .

Chapters fourand fiieAl | ends defense of universal at
critigue dirresistible grafieconstitute the heart of the book. The most important part of
Al l ends chapter is his historical considerat

universal atonement, whom the vast majority of his readers would assumepogre five

Calvinists. Allen makes a cogent case for the fact that many Calvinists most people would

assume were adherents of limited atonement actually held some form of universal

atonement. His readers will be shocked to hear that people like Calvin, Bdinyan, a

Edwards, as well as many of the members of the Synod of Dort, did not support limited
atonement. Some of the arguments Allen empl o
the atonement are dealt with at greater length in Chapter Seven, KevirbkennédWa s

Calvin a Calvinist?6

Allen makes a convincing case for unlimited atonement without ever appealing to
any norCalvinist or Arminian writers. He probes the doctrine of the extent of the
atonement utilizing both exegesis and systematic theolayguasdconvincingly for
universal atonement. Especially helpful is his handling of the objecticp@mhfive
Calvinist8 best represented by John Ofiveéhat for Christ to atone for the sins of all
people, and then for the reprobate still to be punishétkfosins, would constitute a
odoubl e paymentdé for sins. Allen handles thi
satisfaction view of atonement at the same time.

Interestingly, most Arminian theologians reject the-gatisthction account of
atonement in favor of some other theory of atonement (most often, historically, the
governmental view), using the same dqayment argument. They simply choose not to
believe that Christ paid the penalty for sin on the cross and safeguard the atenement

uni versality, whereas Owends and other Cal vi
safeguard the persatisfaction nature of the atonement and reject its universality. In this

regard, Reformed Arminians | th&kumivermadityeioul d agr
atonement is consistent with afull psnalt i sf acti on vi &w of Chri st d

sAr mi ni us would concur. See J. Matt hew Pir
Theol ogy of Jdumaloltse EvangalicahTihaolsgffiiSmrniatg).
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Lemkeds chapter on the resi stprobokimgi ty of d
and, alin-all, cogent. | deeply appreciate his commitmeimtéot Re monstr ant sd not
othe only way for anyone to be saved is for
justification, because even the-bestt ent i oned human being can
goodd apart from gl libestarignrfracondl doeq nbttle@ract frodk or L
human beingsd utter depravity and inabilit
graciousness in salvation. OHumans do not
Humans are too sinful in nature tokséed independently or take the initiative in their own
salvation. Humans can come to salvation only as they are urged to by the conviction of the
Holy Spirit, and they are drawn to Christ as

n

0
e
y
do

Libertarian free wilbf Lemke is not a humaentered concept that makes man the
author of his own salvation. Instead, it is set in opposition to meticulous sovereignty,
whereby God ordains all things that come to
wi | | 60 tosaytkat Gog dives humans creaturely freedom to make significant
deci sions as personal beings made in Godds i
decisions. But such freedom does not imply absolute free will: the ability to desire God or to
think,will, or do good apart from divine grace. According to Lemke, God graciously draws
and enables human beings, without which they would never yearn for God. But he
graciously gives them the ability to resist that gracious drawing. This is what | g#e as the d
of Lemkeds account, although at times some o
t o Pat t e r-saitonilisration) seeaned unctpar and inconsistent with his overall
antiPelagian line of thought.

| believe that Calvinistsneedta k e Lemkeds reflections on

sovereignty seriously. He argues that Cal vin
phil osophical than biblical considerations,
viewismoreabtu Godds reign and submitting to it or
oneds | ack of submission. This, finetaske argues
Godds Omicromanaging creation through meti cu
thatnohi ng happens without His control and spec
Calvinists do not have a corner on Godds sov

emphasis on the sovereignty and glory of God, but he asks,

Which gives God the greatgoryi a view that the only persons who can praise

God are those whose wills He changes without their permission, or the view that

persons respond to the gracious invitation of God and the conviction of the Holy

Spirit to praise God truly of their own voht? So the question is not, Is God

powerful enough to reign in any way He wants? Of course, He is. God is omnipotent

and can do anything He wants. As the Scri
(Rom 9: 19, HCSB) . But {il"hHow ltpsi@od ¢hosenrto i@ s,  Wh
reign in the hearts of persons? If God is truly sovereign, He is free to choose what

He sovereignly chooses. So how has He chosen to reign? (155).

| believe young ne@alvinists need to come to grips with the sovereignty andfgéod

and articulate a more robust doctrine of them-Ghdwinists can stand to learn from

Pi perds Edwardsean emphasis on the 0God of g
biblical way to affirm those beautiful truths that avoid the deteanenstencies of Piper
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and the New Calvinists. I hope Lemkeds accou
in that direction.

ued by Lemkeds discussion of
en e days that thiswwooihgand@itticing s & neceSspary o u |
ut ent condition for salvation,
hat we wi come to Christ.&6 Sproul argues
orceful thamcewoaddandsdemd means O0to compe
(113). The question in the Arminiands mind i
grace to people he does not enable to appropriate it (i.e., the general call as distinguished

from the effectual call). The question is: Why does God woo and entice people to come to

him if he has determined that they are among the reprobate and will hence be unable to

come to him? This concept involves, not just an externaba&ed call to the natecti

a general preaching of the Word of the Gospefitdatirather the Holy Spirit working

diligently with people, convicting them, wooing them, enticing them to come to him. Yet he

does this realizing that they will never come, because he hasfeteorddyned them to

damnation to the praise of his glory. This is a rather difficult concept for-dedern

Calvinists. It was discussed a great deal in Puritan literature, and especially in Jonathan

Edwards, but it is not dealt with openly by most cqueary Calvinists.

,_.._
(@]
D
wm
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— T S

Lemkeds discussion of Jesusds | ament over
il luminating. That text reads: OHow often |
gat hers her chicks under hecorrestlycogmentsy et you
that the Greekvetbhetl d wi I I ) i s used twice in the ver
willing.o6 He notes that Jesus is not referri

Jerusal em over manwil( émesdaball the anildren of Jerbsalem J e s us 0
to come to him, yet they frustrate his will and do not come because of thei)wih{®

is difficult to square with the Calvinistic concept of irresistible grace. | also think it is more
thanacudasi ty when Lemke poi rpass ionuto aal blo ustc rtihpet uurs
by inspiration of Godd6 (2 Tim. 3:16), OAI Il t
cannot submit to the same use Cafiowilni sts pl a
This is a stock ne@alvinist argument, but Calvinists need to be reminded of it.

Another important argument Lemke makes concerns placing regeneration prior to
faith. F. Leroy Forlines argues in his bidek Quest for Tautd his forthcominigook
Classical Arminiartisat there is a problem for the coherence of Calvinism when it places
regeneration before faith, because, as the Calvinist theologian Louis Berkhof states,
ORegeneration is the begi nncaltygoptacée sancti fi ca
regeneration prior to faith in thedo salytisecause, if regeneration is the beginning of
sanctification, and if justification results from faith, then logically Calvinism is placing

sanctification prior to justification. Lemke pasalleFor | i nesds argument whe
Lorraine Boettner as saying, OA man i s not s
Christ because he is saved, o0 to which Lemke
in Christ | ®fgeaetet ithhge dhtohes ec dr tThbh s questi on ¢

guestions about which comes first: Regeneration or salvation? Receiving the Holy Spirit or

salvation? Salvation or repentance and faith
138). Lemkeask, OWhen does the Spirit come into a |
Scriptures say about the order of believing
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particularly poignant, Lemke argues, I n v
eachof you be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins; and you

Wi

I recei ve t hewasg.ilfBdarkhal dnd Bobtteer ateocbrgect, @i r i t 6

regeneration is the beginning of salvation and sanctification, theniting @dty salutis
which places regeneration prior to saving faith, which is prior to justification and the gift of
the Spirit, is problematic.

Arminians will agree with Lemke when he argues that the two callings God gives,

according t o daadinward effectnal énd inafféctwad, serious and not
seriouso) necessitate two wills in God, a
presents problems for peopleds knowl edge

The revealed will of God issuestfa Great Commission that the gospel should be
preached to all nations, but the secret will is that only a small group of elect will be
saved. The revealed will commands the general, outward call to be proclaimed, but
the secret will knows that only a fellireceive the effectual, serious calling from

the Holy Spirit. The God of hard Calvinism is either disingenuous, cynically making
a pseudo offer of salvation to persons whom He has not given the means to accept,
or there is a deep inner conflict witthi@ will of God. If He has extended a general

call to all persons to be saved, but has given the effectual call irresistibly to just a few,
the general call seems rather misleading. This conflict between the wills of God
portrays Him as having a divideddnIn response to this challenge, Calvinists

appeal to mystery. Is that a successful move®)(144

Lemkeds concerns are encapsulated by some
Remonstrants, who he says were concerned that the perspective of thfel®ynhod
oportrayed God as riddled by inner conf i

8. Whomsoever God calls, he calls them seriously, that is, with a sincere and not with
a dissembled intention and will of saving them. Neither do we subscribe to the
opinion of those persons whssert that God outwardly calls certain men whom he
does not will to call inwardly, that is, whom he is unwilling to be truly converted,

even prior to their rejection of the grace of calling.

9. There is not in God a secret will of that kind which igmsed to his will
revealed in his word, that according to this same secret will he does not will the
conversion and salvation of the greatest part of those whom, by the word of his
Gospel, and by his revealed will, he seriously calls and invitesutal fegtlvation.

10. Neither on this point do we admit of a holy dissimulation, as it is the manner of
some men to speak, or of a twofold person in the Deity (145).

Lemke is right to argue that the most coherent, biblically consistent theodicy is

provided by the doctrine of libertarian freedom. Determinism, whether in a hard or soft
(compatibilist) sense, provides a troubling solution to the problem afleyilheras so

much evil in the world if there is a loving God. Lemke invokes a form of the classic free will
theodicyi that evil results largely because God created people free so that they could

i ew
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genuinely love him, freely, not because they are caused or dkteroweehim. Lemke
quips,

Babies do not come home from the hospital housebroken. They cry all night. They

break their toes, and they break your hearts. But when that child of his or her own
volition says, oDaddy, | Thepatestsawraoore 6 it r €
glorified with a real child than with a doll that could not have praised them had they

not pulled its string. So, then, which gives God the greatér ghogw that the

only persons who can praise God are those whose wills He alitdvoge sheir

permission, or the view that persons respond to the gracious invitation of God and

the conviction of the Holy Spirit to praise God truly of their own volition? (154

155).

Regarding compatibilism, Lemhkvlingi s right t
(wanting) to do something does not constitute a free action. There are too many examples in
human life of people being willing to do something but not having the choice to do
otherwise. Indeed, the way human freedom is normally defined, even wherilstsnpatib
use it of everyday human circumstances, is as the power of alternative choice. Furthermore,
0t he human analogies that come to mind about
whereby others change our minds irresistibly and invinciblyplassant phenomena such
as hypnotism or brainwashing. Obviously, these are not pleasant phenomena, and are not
appropriate when applied to Godo6 (150).

Lemkeds chapter is not without its probl e
appealing to DavidrEg e | s maGalsinism yna avers that irresistible grace might make
conversion unnecessary and infant baptism might result (p. 132) Englesma is not
representative of Calvinism on the necessity of conversion. Lemke also erroneously conflates
the issue ahfant baptism and salvation with the issue of Calvinism vs. Arminianism (133). |
think the following statement is unnecessary and somewhat beside the point in a work on
Calvinism and Arminianism:

Hopefully, very few Calvinistic Baptists are tempte@dtige nonconversionist

Calvinism in the manner of Engelsma. When Baptists go out of their way to organize
fellowship with such Presbyterians rather than fellow Baptists, or when they push to

allow people christened as infants into the membership afthaihurch without
believerds baptism, or when they speak of
of the sovereignty of God, seeing much difference between them is difficult (134).

Al s o, Lemkeds reasoni ng i sviewthat soraepéoplaicean when h
be saved without preaching and then confl at e
certainly unrepresentative of Calvinism.

| think Lemke goes too far in trying to paint Calvinism with the brush of hyper
Calvinism. This #do more to rally the ne@alvinist troops than to win over Calvinists.
Still, 1 think he is onto something in pointing out the inconsistency of mainstream Calvinism
in affirming irresistible grace and a distinction between a universal, ineffegwaical
particular, effectualcalingnd t he resultant distinction bet
secret wiil while at the same time affirming the free offer of the gospel. What he is trying
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to do, like Engelsma, is get mainstream Calvinists te seeothsistency of their

particularistic soteriology with a general call of the gospel. | think he is right. Both Arminians
and Calvinists have errors that they are liable to, and Lemke, even though he takes his
rhetoric too far in places, is right to reCalvinists of the peculiar errors to which they are
liable, errors that Calvinists have sadly repeated at various points in their history (hyper
Calvinism).

Chapter six by Kenneth Keathley argues a position on perseverance and assurance
that is Calvist in its assertion that genuine believers cannot cease to be believers and hence
fall away from a state of grace. However, Keathely is criticat®éfoyatation Reformed
(especially Puritan) views of assurance that predicate it on sanctificattbamather
justification. He argues that o0good wor ks an
assurance. They provide warrant to assurance

Keathley spends much of his chapter critiquing the view of Thomas Schreiner and
Ardel Canaday, which holds that the warning passages in the New Testament are genuine
warnings that God uses as a means of helping the elect to persevere. Keathley rightly sees
the difficulty with saying that God is threatening people with the posdibpibgtasy
which is not in reality a threat since it cannot ibdocuhelp them persevéravhich they
cannot keep from doing.

Yet in his critique of Schreiner and Cana
Keathley fails to provide his readers with an stagheling of how they are to treat the
warning passages. | assume this is because his Southern Baptist audience is not an Arminian
one (i.e., believing in the genuine possibility of apostasy), and so he sees no need to do this
in the context of this bookitil§ it would have been helpful if Keathley had provided a brief
explanation of how someone who argues for unconditional perseverance should explain
warning passages such as Hebrevés Bidther words, how can a Southern Baptist say
0 Ame ndé t ave readingarschuoch, iithout comment, on, say, Hebreh&?6:1

It is gratifying to see that Keathley explicitly eschews tHmkaggm views of
Charles Stanley, which are shared by Zane Hodges and the Grace Evangelical Society. This is
what | belieg SBC people who are not classical Calvinists need to be on vigilant guard
against: opreaching people into heavendé just
ago, even though their lives have been characterized by the consistent practidaof sin an
progressive sanctification. Thus, it was refreshing to hear Keathley say:

The genuinely saved person hungers and thirsts for righteousness, even when he is
struggling with temptation or even if he stumbles into sin. In fact, | am not as
concerned alub the destiny of those who struggle as | am about those who do not
care enough to struggle. Indifference is more of a red flag than weakness.

The absence of a desire for the things of God clearly indicates a serious
spiritual problem, and a continuedffedence can possibly mean that the person
professing faith has never been genuinely converte26§184

| would add, of course, that it could also possibly mean that the person has ceased to believe
in Christ, is no longer in union with Christ, and tlassapostatized from saving faith.
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However, |l believe that Keathl eyds- approach
present temptation of an eé®jievism that places all the emphasis ontnusegast

decision a s i n n dra@dsot pnrhange@nand thirsting for righteousness in the

here and now.

All the chapters | have just discussed comprise Part One of the book. Those were
chapters that were plenary sessions at the conference from which these essays originated.
Part Two of the book consisikfive additional essays that complement the general
argument of the book. | will spend less time discussing thesatteellessays. | have
already made reference to Kevin Kennedyods ex
extent of the atonement

Chapters eightand nindMa |l col m Yarnel |l ds di scussion of
Calvinism on Baptist churches and Al an Stree
invitation§ raised more questions in my mind than they answered.

Yarnell argues his chapter that embracing Calvinism lays Baptists open to Calvinist
ecclesiological tendendidhings like moving away frauola Scriptucavard an exaltation
of the ancient church, specifically Augustine, and an aristgitisttichurch polity.
Malcdm Yarnell is one of the brightest evangelical scholars writing today. What he is doing
in his writings and the journal he edits is brilliant. | look forward to his future writings and
have learned a great deal from his writings to date. However, disagareect with him
that seems to arise from historiographical differences: He tends to exaggerate the Anabaptist
influence on Baptist thought and radically discount Reformed and Puritan influences. | exalt
the Reformed and Puritan influence on Baptsigtit while believing that the continental
Anabaptist movement did exert modest influence on early Baptist thought.

It is ironic that | am a fufledged Arminian who comes from a faith community that
has always seen itself ascggisciously and intedly connected with Arminius and with
the General Baptist tradition. Yet | have far more appreciation for the Reformed tradition
and the Puritans than Yarnell does. I think
being not chiefly a soteric wdmat an ecclesial one.

The English General Baptists of t
according to the Scripturesdé every b
Particular Baptists were radical Puritans who inheritedrttes desire to reform and
purify the church according to the Scriptures. Just as there were both Calvinist and Arminian
baptistic puritans (Baptists) who wanted to reform the church according to the Scriptures,
there were Calvinist and Arminian (dahn Goodwin) paedobaptist Puritans who wanted
to reform the church according to the Scriptures. There were also Calvinist and Arminian
(e.g., Jacobus Arminius) paedobaptist continental Reformed churchmen. Neither do | think
OReformedo6 i smamdénbut church gove

he seven
it as mu

| view being o0reformed, 6 as my ancestors
the church along New Testament lines and (2) thefg@speément and justification, by
grace alone, through faith alone, in Christ alone, to the glory of @odalme of the
people | think are doing more than anyone else for ecclesial renewal and the gospel are
OReformed. 6 | think it makes more sense to s
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PuritanReformed sensibilityalbeit with important influeas from continental
Anabaptismi than as an Anabaptist movement.

| am not as concerned with Calvinist tendencies on Baptist churches as Yarnell is,
unl ess by oOtendenciesd6 one is referring to u
irresistible gracand the perseverance of the saints as conceived by Calvinism. | am not
worried about Calvinism in the Kuyperian sense having a negative influence on Baptists, or
Calvinist theological method having a negative influence on Baptists. The only thing that
worries me is that Baptists will become Calvinists in the soteriological sense. | am not any
more worried that Southern Baptists are going to becorb@jpiistic in polity and
baptismal theology by reading Calvin than | am that Free Will Baptists wiflatoelby
reading Arminius. What | am hoping to see is more people who are reforming the church
according to the Scriptures in ways similar to John Calvin and Jacobus Arminius, John Owen
and John Goodwin, Hanserd Knollys and Thomas Grantham.

Yarnell raes two other issues on which | feel the need to comment. First, He says
that Calvinism is guilty of ecclesiological antinomianism, not holding closely enough to the
scriptural pattern in polity and other matters. | am sympathetic to Yarnell, andhatlieve t
this can be said of many of us modern evangelicals. However, | think much of Reformed
confessional ecclesiology forms the basis for Baptist views on the sufficiency of Scripture for
the life of the church, including its polity, worship, and otheicpgadthis explains why
both the Orthodox Creed of the General Baptists and the Second London Confession of the
Particular Baptists relied heavily on the Westminster Confession for many of their
statements on the sufficiency of the Scripture, and ofihelylordained means of grace,
for the life of the church. Second, Yarnell argues against the concept of the worldwide,
invisible church. Yet many historic Baptists have shared this commitment (I subscribe to it
because of my own Free Will Baptist coiofesiscommitments). Thus, | do not believe that
subscription to the idea of a universal, invisible church is a problerBafptish
Calvinists.

Streett has done a great deal of work defending the idea of a public invitation
biblically, theologically,can hi st ori cally. Hi s fear i s that t
the public invitation is that thahat dondt r ea
there is a tension in their thought on the free offer of the gospel that keeps them from
thinking that people can respond to that free offer in a public invitation.

| am not opposed to nemanipulative public invitations for people to come forward
for prayer and counseling with the hope that they will be converted. However, | do not see
thisas a Calvinigtrminian issue. There are many Arminians who argue against the use of
public invitations because they think it does not have warrant in Scripture or that it is
manipulative and goes against the free human response to the offer of tardjtrepel
mysterious conviction of sin that is taking place between the Spirit and the individual. For
example, Wesleyan writer C. Marion Brown writgseiArminian Magazined Go s p e |
preaching at its best is aided and abetted by the Holy Spirit coanettingvincing men
of sin. When men are shown their sins and convicted of the same, they need not be begged,
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cajoled, or subjected to second r‘dseph psychol
D. McPherson, in a later issue of the same magammed @ut some similar concerns in
an article entitled oOoOModern Altar Methods: A

Meeti(nTgh.ese perspectives remind me of fundam
indictment of o D& talssknawvrAaniniarRAagjieams esynargistioo n . 6
Lutherans, and traditionalist Mennonites who would never dream of offering a public

invitation.

At the same time, | must admit that | am intrigued by the reasons my Calvinist
friends sometimes give for néfeoing public invitations. | have often wondered the
following: Calvinists all admit that the Spirit uses means to convert the elect. So why could
the Spirit not use the means of a public response to an invitation to receive prayer and
counseling with theope that one will be converted? How is inviting people to respond
publicly during a church service and have someone pray that they will be converted, with the
hopes that they will, any different from doing the same thing in another location? | can
undergand if there are other reasorsmilar to the Wesleyan Arminian brothers | cited
abové that Calvinists would want to do things differently, but why all the concern over
offering public invitationger s® respond to the gospel? In the end, howevemaditdo
think this is a CalvinisArminianism issue. | know too many Calvinists who offer public
invitations and too many Arminians who do not.

Along with the chapters by Lemke and Allen, those by Jeremy Evans and Bruce
Little represent the most substangimd incisive chapters in the book. If the Southern
Baptist Convention produces young scholars along the lines of Evans and Little, then it is
sure that theia medsteriological approach of this book will experience a renaissance.

Jeremy Evansds chapter contains some pene
libertarian free will that attempt to remain biblical anéalatyian. In that vein, Evans
makes approving refer ence FatbandRhijohpa rodAnGrios s o6 s
Pel agianism and tfilte Rristiess ithddtihtlye ywds Grachk,. 6
much more detail Dbiblically and theol ogicall
do adopt . . . that there can be no natural active human doaperaistification. Would
such a position require us to accept the i
Evans think it would not, and Evans calls

rr
t h
reminds me of Armi ndtulséd sgrdeasti g et tposnaiimiteaidi

‘C. Marion Brown, 0Some ThedrintaraMagagimes on t h e
Vol. 4, No. 1 (Fall, 1983)ttp://www.fwponline.cc/v4nl/v4nlcmbrown.html

sSee al so Joseph D. McPherson, oModern Al t
for the Met ho dhesArmintVagaziggolM8, &o. 2 (fFajl,,1997),
http://www.fwponline.cc/vi5n2/v15n2joemac.html

shttp://www.biblicaltheology.net/decisional regeneration.htm
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