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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 of the Journal for Baptist Theology and Ministry focuses on 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 Broadman and Holman, from 
their own perspective. 
 

Whosoever Will:  A Biblical-Theological Critique of Five Point Calvinism:  
Reflections on the John 3:16 Conference, ed. David Allen and Steve Lemke 

  
The Baptist Center for Theology and Ministry and New Orleans Baptist Theological 

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 four former presidents of the 
SBC, three SBC entity heads, and the deans of three of the largest SBC seminaries.  Flowing 
from that conference is a book entitled Whosoever Will:  A Biblical- Theological Critique of Five 
Point Calvinism:  Reflections on the John 3:16 Conference, co-edited 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 I serve as 
Editor of the Journal, I had some reluctance to give our book this amount of attention.  
However, Whosoever Will has been something of an instant success, ranking number 1 at 
various times in four different categories in the amazon.com sales rankings (òBaptist,ó 
òSystematic Theology,ó òCalvinism,ó and òOther Denominationsó). Although more 
technical theological works rarely sell widely, Whosoever Will has ranked as high as in the top 
8,000 of the hundreds of thousands of books sold on amazon.com.  Furthermore, on the 
christianbooks.com website, Whosoever Will was ranked 19th out of 2,166 books in the area 
of òDoctrinal Theology,ó and has been ranked first in the òDivine Sovereignty and Human 
Freedom category. A copy of Whosoever Will has even been included in a time capsule 
dedicated at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary. Therefore, I believe it has drawn 
attention sufficient to validate a multiperspectival response. 

 
The first section of Whosoever Will highlights the plenary speakers 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 Ministries, former SBC 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. Scarborough Chair of Evangelism at Southwestern Baptist 
Theological Seminary, former SBC President) provides a biblical and theological critique of 
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òTotal Depravity.ó In òCongruent Election: Understanding Salvation from an ôEternal Nowõ 
Perspective,ó Richard Land (President of the SBC Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission) 
critiques òUnconditional Electionó and proposes an alternative of òCongruent Election.ó 
David L. Allen (Dean of the School of Theology, Professor of Preaching, George W. Truett 
Chair of Ministry, and 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 òLimited Atonement,ó and challenges the 
scriptural basis for 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 the Journal for Baptist Theology and Ministry at New Orleans Baptist Theological 
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 security of the believer 
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 conference. In òWas 
Calvin a Calvinist?: Calvin on the Extent of the Atonement,ó Kevin Kennedy (Assistant 
Professor of Theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) questions whether 
Calvin himself held some of the views advocated by some modern Calvinists. Malcolm 
Yarnell (Associate Professor of Systematic Theology, Director of the Center for Theological 
Research, Director of the Oxford Study Program, and Editor of the Southwestern Journal of 
Theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary) provides a richly 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 the Criswell Theological Review at Criswell 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 Seminary) raises questions about whether the kind of 
determinism held by some Calvinists is consistent with Scripture, logic, and human 
experience. Finally, in òEvil and Godõs Sovereignty,ó Bruce Little (Professor of Philosophy 
and Director of the Bush Center for Faith 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 responses from across the theological spectrum.  In this 

issue of the Journal, we have invited authors from three perspectives to critique the book ð 
Greg Wills (Associate Dean for Theology and Tradition, Director of the Center for the 
Study of the Southern Baptist Convention, 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 Reformed 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 perspective (more on this in the next paragraph). 

 
One of the interesting aspects of the reactions to Whosoever Will, at least 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 in Whosoever Will as òmoderate Calvinist.ó1 Another Arminian labeled the 
contributors to Whosoever Will as òanti-Calvinist, and that òall the authors are Arminian in the 
classical sense,ó while at the same time questioning why the authors were at òso much 
distance from Arminianismó and objecting to their criticism of Arminianism.2 However, in 
an issue of the Founders Journal dedicated to critiquing Whosoever Will from a Calvinist 
perspective, one article sought to answer the òArminian objectionsó presented in the book,3 
while another opined that the authors should òaccept the judgment that they defend a 
classically Arminian, or openness, position.ó4  That is quite a range ð from moderate 
Calvinist to anti-Calvinist, 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 to Whosoever Will issued a joint statement called, òNeither Calvinist 
Nor Arminian, But Baptist.ó  Our position is neither fully Arminian nor Calvinist, but 
intentionally maintains the tension between divine sovereignty and human freewill which we 
see affirmed in Scripture. It is frustrating to us that others would try to force us into either of 
the more extreme positions (i.e., reducio ad Arminian or reducio ad Calvinian).  Indeed, we would 
prefer expressing our soteriological beliefs directly from Scripture rather than through a filter 
relevant to Reformed theology, but this five-point grid is where soteriological positions tend 
to be compared. We understand our òCalminianó perspective to be a strong majority within 
the Southern Baptist Convention.  Indeed, LifeWay Research statistics indicate that five-
point Calvinism is a small minority (roughly 10 percent) among Southern Baptists as a 
whole.5 It is surprising, then, that some recent multiviews books addressing issues such as election 
include Calvinist perspectives and Arminian/Openness of God perspectives, but ignore the 
majority view of Americaõs largest Prostestant denomination, not to mention other Baptist 
traditions. This response, òNeither Calvinist Nor Arminian, But Baptistó is included to 
reiterate claims made repeatedly in Whosoever Will itself, as a clarification of the 
mainstream/majoritarian position we defend in the book. 
  

                                                 
1  J. Matthew Pinson, òIntroduction,ó Classical Arminianism: A Theology of Salvation, by Leroy 

Forlines (Nashville:  Randall House, 2011). 
 

2  Roger Olson, review of Whosoever Will, on the Baptist Theology website at 
http://www.baptisttheology.org/WhosoeverWill.cfm.  See also Olsonõs additional review, òA Good, 
New, Non-Arminian, Arminan Book,ó available on the Roger Olson website at 
http://rogereolson.com/2010/09/02/a-good-new-non-arminian-arminian-book.  

 
3  Matthew Barrett, òIs Irresistible Grace Unbiblical?õ A Response to Steve Lemkeõs 

Arminian Objections,ó Founders Journal 82, rep. ed. (Fall 2010), 4. 
 

4  Tom Nettles, review of Whosoever Will, in Founders Journal 82, reprint issue (Fall 2010), 4. 
 

5 See L. Lovelace, ò10 Percent of SBC Pastors Call Themselves 5-Point Calvinists,ó 
Baptist Press, September 18, 2006, http://www.bpnews.net/bpnews.asp?ID=23993. 
 

http://www.baptisttheology.org/WhosoeverWill.cfm
http://rogereolson.com/2010/09/02/a-good-new-non-arminian-arminian-book
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Salvation and Sovereignty: A Molinist Approach, by Ken Keathley 

The second book addressed in this issue of the Journal is Salvation and Sovereignty: A Molinist 
Approach, by 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 Orleans Baptist Theological 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 circumstances led to Keathley 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 conferences, as well as to Salvation and Sovereignty. Echoes 
of Keathleyõs presentation at the Building Bridges conference, òA Molinist View of Election: 
How to Be a Consistent Infralapsarianó6 are seen in Salvation and Sovereignty, and Keathleyõs 
chapter on perseverance is foundationally the same in both Whosoever Will and in Salvation and 
Sovereignty. 

Four thinkers were asked to evaluate this significant contribution of Salvation and 
Sovereignty, which 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 Keathleyõs at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, evaluates the book from 
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 Southeastern Baptist Theological 
Seminary) provide a response to in Salvation and Sovereignty from the mainstream/majoritarian 
Baptist perspective.  A Calvinist critique was sought from another author, but unfortunately 
because of other pressing writing assignments he was not able to 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 the Journal will be of help to Baptists in assessing these two 
recent Broadman and Holman books and the profoundly important issues they address.   

 
Future Issues 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 provide our busy contributors 
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 Ethics and another issue on theological 
issues.  We also intend to produce a festschrift in honor 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 and ministry. 

 
  
                                                 

6  Ken Keathley, òA Molinist View of Election: How to Be a Consistent Infralapsarian,ó in 
Calvinism:  A Southern Baptist Dialogue, ed. Brad Waggoner and Ray Clendenen  (Nashville: Broadman 
and Holman, 2008),  195-215. 
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Upcoming Baptist Center Events and Resources 
 
We look forward to two events co-sponsored by the Baptist Center for Theology 

and Ministry in the next few months.  We will be hosting a Baptist Center conference in 
association with the Greer-Heard Point-Counterpoint Forum on the New Orleans campus 
on Friday afternoon, February 25th.  Matthew Pinson, President and Professor of History at 
Free Will Baptist Bible College, is presenting a paper entitled òThomas Grantham's Theology of 
Atonement and Justification,ó in which Pinson contrasts the Reformed or Classical Arminian 
soteriology of General Baptist Thomas Grantham from the Wesleyan Arminian John 
Goodwin.  A panel of scholars will interact with Pinson on this subject. 

We are also pleased to announce that the Baptist Center is co-sponsoring the Power 
in the Pulpit Conference at Metro First Baptist Church in Lawrenceville, Georgia, on 
March 3-4.  Initiated by Jerry Vines Ministries, the conference features four of the best-
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 Preaching and as Dean of 
the Chapel at NOBTS.  Vines and Shaddix published the excellent text on expository 
preaching from which the conference draws its name, Power in the Pulpit.  David Allen is 
Dean of the School of Theology and Director of the Southwestern Center for Expository 
Preaching at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary.  Allen is also a co-editor and 
contributor to Whosoever Will. 

Steve Lemke and David Allen are also co-editing another book flowing from the 
Acts 1:11 Conference, sponsored by Jerry Vines Ministries the year after the John 3:16 
Conference. Entitled The Return of Christ: A Premillennial Perspective, the book will 
feature the presentations made at the conference by former SBC President Jerry Vines, 
Liberty Seminary professor Ergun Caner, Southeastern 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 Baptist University 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 New Testament and Greek at Mid-America Baptist 
Theological Seminary), and Michael Vlach (Professor of Theology at the Masterõs Seminary 
and Director of the Theological Studies website).  We anticipate the book will be released in 
summer 2011. 

 
The Baptist Center also hopes to announce our partnership with a well-known 

Baptist blog in 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 announce this partnership within the next few weeks. Thanks 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 the Journal for Baptist Theology and Ministry 



  

 



  

 

 

 
 
alvinism has 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 in 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 number of non-Calvinist Southern Baptist leaders decided that the time 
had come to offer a public response to Calvinism. They organized the òJohn 3:16ó 
conference and designed it to offer an alternative to five-point Calvinism. This book derives 
from that conference. The first six chapters were presented at the conference. The final five 
chapters were added subsequently. 2 

 Five-point Calvinism refers to the five positions affirmed by the Synod of Dort in 
1619 in response to the objections of the new Arminian movement 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, irresistible grace, and perseverance of the saints. 

 In the interest of full disclosure, I believe that Calvinism represents a generally 
correct interpretation of the Bible. Many of my heroes in the gospel ministry have been 
Calvinistsñsuch men as George Whitefield, Jonathan 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 I generally will employ them. 
  

                                                 
1Gregory A. Wills (PhD, Emory University) is Professor 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. 
 

2This book continues a public discussion concerning Southern Baptist Calvinism that 
began when a number of Southern Baptist leaders and pastors convened the òBuilding 
Bridgesó conference in 2007. See Brad J. Waggoner and E. Ray Clendenen, eds., Calvinism: A 
Southern Baptist Dialogue (Nashville: B&H Academic, 2008). 
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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 establish truth, 
but historical precedent lends credibility to claims of legitimacy. Calvinists and non-
Calvinists both have claimed that the denominationõs theological heritage endorses their 
position. In this volume, Richard Land and David Allen for example suggest that the 
prevailing theology of Southern Baptists has been the òneither Calvinist nor Arminianó 
beliefs of the Separate Baptists, sometimes called the Sandy Creek tradition (46-51, 104-5). 
òThe Separate Baptist Sandy Creek tradition has been the melody for Southern Baptists,ó 
Land wrote. òSouthern Baptists are immersed in Sandy Creekó (50, 105).  

 The Separate Baptists, who originated in New Englandõs Great Awakening, zealously 
preached the gospel in the South from the 1750s to the 1790s and established a movement 
that shaped Southern Baptists deeply. With a few exceptions, however, Separate Baptists 
were Calvinists.3 Land cites Yale historian Sydney Ahlstrom to support his claim that the 
Separates were not Calvinists, despite Ahlstromõs assertion that the òBaptist tradition was 
distinctly Reformedó and that the Separate Baptists generally agreed with the Calvinistic 
Philadelphia Confession.4 John Taylor, one of the most celebrated of the Separate Baptist 
preachers, recalled that the church covenants of Separate Baptist churches were òtruly 
Calvinistic.ó5 The first Baptist church in Georgia, for example, was planted by Sandy Creek 
evangelist Daniel Marshall and adopted a covenant that committed members to support òthe 
great doctrines of election, effectual calling [now called irresistible grace], particular 
redemption [now called limited atonement],ó among others, while explicitly òdenying the 
Arian, Socinian, and Arminian errors, and every other principle contrary to the word of 
God.ó6 

 James Ireland, another celebrated Separate Baptist preacher, said that both Separate 
and Regular Baptists òwere Calvinistic in their sentiments.ó7 The Dover Baptist Association, 

                                                 
3E. Brooks Holifield, in the most recent scholarly discussion of early Baptist 

theology, concluded that òCalvinism became the predominant Baptist dialect.ó See E. 
Brooks Holifield, Theology in America: Christian Thought from the Age of the Puritans to the Civil 
War (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2003), 273-90 [quote on 279]. 

4See Sydney Ahlstrom, A Religious History of the American People (New Haven, CT: Yale 
University Press, 1972), 320-1. 

5John Taylor, A History of Ten Baptist Churches, 2nd ed. (Bloomfield, KY: Wm. H. 
Holmes, 1827), 10. 

6Church Book, Kiokee Baptist Church, Columbia Co., Ga., microfilm, Southern 
Baptist Theological Seminary. 

7James Ireland, The Life of the Rev. James Ireland (Winchester, VA: J. Foster, 1819), 136. 
Ireland was convinced of the doctrine of unconditional election from the time of his 
conversion, and remembered that he concluded then that òthere was such a thing as God's 
electing love in Christ, and of grace being given to such before the worldó (ibid., 92-3). 
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which was the largest of the Separate Baptist associations in Virginia, adopted a statement in 
1811 acknowledging that òit is well known that the Baptists of Virginia generally hold the 
doctrines commonly called Calvinism.ó8 Early Baptist historians said the same.9  

 Land references the Separate Baptist preacher John Leland as especially significant in 
establishing the non-Calvinist character of Separate Baptist doctrine, due to his òenormous 
influenceó (46). John Leland was influential, but he was in fact a five-point Calvinist. After 
preaching the gospel for fifty-seven years, Leland told fellow preacher James Whitsitt that he 
still believed the doctrines which he had learned in his youth, including election, òthat Christ 
did, before the foundation of the world, predestinate a certain number of the human family 
for his bride, to bring to grace and glory,ó and particular redemption, òthat Jesus died for 
sinners, and for his elect sheep only.ó10  

 The bookõs chief interest however is not history. It seeks rather to establish the 
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 òhumans are totally depravedó and that the depravity is the result of God visiting the sin 
of Adam upon his posterity (43). He endorses Augustus H. Strongõs view that Adamõs sin 
passed on to all humans not by virtue of imputation, but by virtue of their ònaturaló or real 
union with Adamñall humans were united organically to Adam in seed though not 
individually (37). The depravity renders all persons, Patterson explains, spiritually blind and 
deaf, and òunable to do anything to save themselvesó (36).  

 Traditional Wesleyans and Calvinists agree that prevenient or preregenerating grace 
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 Spirit visits prevenient grace upon the 

                                                 
8Dover Baptist Association, Minutes, 1811, 7. Separate Baptists and Regular Baptists 

in Virginia agreed in the 1780s that they believed the same doctrines and practices, 
announced their full ecclesiastical fellowship with one another, and no longer called 
themselves Separates and Regulars. 

9Cf. David Benedict, A General History of the Baptist Denomination in America, vol. 2 
(Boston: Lincoln and Edmands, 1813), 61, 237; J. H. Spencer, A History of Kentucky Baptists, 
vol. 1 (Cincinnati: n.p., 1885), 107, 482. 

10John Leland, òAnonymously to Elder James Whitsitt,ó in John Leland, The Writings 
of the Late Elder John Leland, ed. L. F. Greene (New York: G. W. Wood, 1845), 625. Leland 
argued at some length elsewhere in favor of total depravity, limited atonement (òIf therefore 
the atonement is proved to be universal, if follows of course that salvation is universal.ó), 
and effectual calling in opposition to the innovations of New Divinity Calvinism (Appendix, 
òThe First Rise of Sin,ó in ibid., 161-70). 
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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 calling or irresistible 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 choose to cooperate with rather than resist the 
Spiritõs work. Quoting Arminian scholar Robert Picirilli, Patterson affirms that this 
preregenerating grace òôopens the heartõ of the unregenerateó and òenables them to respond 
positively in faithó (43). He seems to argue that the Spirit has removed the blindness and 
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 the blindness and hardness of 
unbelievers. In the Wesleyan view, prevenient grace has removed the blindness, but the Bible 
says that it is still there because of the heartõs corruption. Paul for example asserts that the 
gospel is veiled to the lost, since Satan has òblinded the minds of the unbelievingó (2 Cor 
4:4).11  

 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 to respond. Calvinists believe that all sinners have the real natural ability 
to repent of their sins and believe the gospel. They believe that the Bible teaches that sinners 
however lack the moral ability to repent and receive the gospel. They do not want to confess 
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 a lack of power but 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 deliverance of Adam and his posterity to a corrupt nature. Adam 
chose to rebel, so God punished him by giving Adamõs heart over to love of rebellion. Moral 
inability is not unjustñit is rather the just punishment of Adamõs sin. Adam chose the path 
of rebellion. God allowed Adam to give his heart to it. All persons since Adam have 
endorsed his rebellion by their own voluntary sin.12  

 If the American command had ordered a battleship in World War II to cross the 
Atlantic to bombard enemy positions, and the sailors decided instead to 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 human moral inability. The inability to repent and 

                                                 
11See also such passages as Matt 11:20-27; 13:11-15; Jn 3:19; 6:37-39, 44-45, 65; 7:17; 

8:43-47; 9:39; 10:25-28; Eph 5:8; 1 Pet 2:9; I Jn 2:9-11. 

12See for example, Rom 3:9-20, 5:12-21, and 7:13-25. 
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believe derives from fallen humanityõs inveterate love of sin and is the result of Adamõs 
voluntary course of disobedience.  

 And what if the sailorsõ mutiny hardened into a hatred of their commander that was 
so great 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 similar condition. They are 
not clamoring to return to the Lordõs service, and prefer suffering and death to submission 
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 world hates them because it hated him (Jn 15:18-
19), in order that the scripture might be fulfilled: òThey hated me without a causeó (Jn 
15:25). Their inability resides in their perverted desires.  

Unconditional Election 

 Richard Land, president of the Ethics and Religious Liberty Commission of the 
Southern Baptist Convention, argues for a unique form of conditional election that he calls 
òcongruent election.ó He argues that God elects those who respond to Godõs offer of grace, 
but the election is simultaneous to the human response. When the Bible speaks of election in 
terms of foreknowledge and predestination, God is using phenomenological language, 
because human beings experience timeña before and an after. But God, Land argues, does 
not experience time: òGod lives in the Eternal Now.ó God has therefore always experienced 
the believerõs own acceptance of the gospel as a present experience, and this is the basis of 
Godõs election. òGodõs experience of my response to, and relationship with, Him has always 
caused Him to deal differently with me than He does with a person with whom Godõs 
eternal experience has been rebellion and rejectionó (58-9).  

 This interpretation of biblical election leans heavily on the speculative philosophical 
notion that God does not experience time. 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 Spirit reveals at the beginning of the Bible that òIn 
the beginning, God created.ó There was a when with God. òWhere were you when I laid the 
foundation of the earth,ó God asked Job. Jesus is called the Ancient of Days and the Alpha 
and Omega, the beginning and the end. He appeals to before as evidence of his deity, òBefore 
Abraham was, I am.ó The Holy Spirit testifies that God knows things before they happen, 
not that he experiences them as always happening in his experience of an eternal now.13  

                                                 
13The idea is also epistemologically 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 existsñthe mind is powerless to conceptualize such a 
state and rebels against the endeavor. Human experience, consciousness, and thought seem 
to require the element of time. If God does not experience time, I do not see how humans 
have the capacity to discover the fact. For a defense of the concept of Godõs timelessness, 
however, see Paul Helm, Eternal God: A Study of God without Time, 2nd ed. (New York: 
Oxford University Press, 2010). See also the critiques of Alan Padgett, William Lane Craig, 
and Nicholas Wolterstorff in Gregory E. Ganssle, ed., God and Time: Four Views (Downers 
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2001). 
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 The appeal of the speculative notion of a divine òeternal nowó is that when the Bible 
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 
òsimultaneousó and logically òconsequentó to a sinnerõs choice to receive the gospel. But in 
the doctrine of conditional election, in which God chooses as a result of a personõs reception 
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 the New Testamentõs use of the concept. Land 
does not address the New Testament texts except to suggest that Romans 9-11 teaches that 
national election is unconditional but individual election is conditional (53-55). Romans 9-11 
indeed addresses the issue of Israelõs national election, but it does so in order to explain the 
fact that most Jews individually rejected the gospel and many Gentiles received it. National 
election did not result in the Jewsõ individual acceptance of the gospel, but individual election 
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 salvation.14  

 But Paul in fact spoke throughout Romans 9-11 of individual election. Godõs 
election of Isaac, Paul says, was ònot because of worksó (Rom. 9:11). This makes little sense 
in terms of an eternal now. Paulõs point is that before Isaac or Esau had done anything, God 
chose Isaac and did not choose Esau, òthough the twins were not yet born and had not done 
anything good or badó (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 that God chose some 
persons before the foundation of world to receive eternal life, not based on foresight of the 
individualõs faith but on Godõs mere mercy in Christ. Many feel that it would be unjust for 
God to choose to give saving grace to some which he chooses to withhold from others.  

 Godõs justice is impartial. But his grace is particular and discriminating. He shows 
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 persons, and at the same time shows kindness 
to some more highly than they deserve. J. Newton Brown, a nineteenth-century Baptist 
leader, reminded the Baptists of his day that non-elect persons had no ground of complaint. 
òThe condition of those not chosen,ó Brown wrote, is òno worse than if there had been 
none chosen.ó All persons deserve eternal judgment. God is generous toward some by 
bestowing grace and is fair to others by rendering justice. òIf you are lost,ó Brown wrote, òit 
will not be because you are not elected, nor because others were, but because you preferred 
your sins to the Savior, and then your eye was evil because God was good.ó15 I concur with 
Brown, who was also the chief drafter and promoter of the New Hampshire Confession. 

                                                 
14For a helpful discussion of these issues, see Thomas R. Schreiner, òDoes Romans 9 

Teach Individual Election?,ó in Thomas R. Schreiner and Bruce A. Ware, eds., Still Sovereign: 
Contemporary Perspectives on Election, Foreknowledge, and Grace (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000), 89-
106. 

15J. Newton Brown, Objections against Election Considered (Philadelphia: 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. òAll were Calvinists, and all did not teach limited 
atonement,ó Allen asserts. òSuch a claim often shocks Calvinists and non-Calvinists alikeó 
(67).  

 To sustain this claim, Allen defines limited atonement strictly in terms of John 
Owenõs double-payment argument for it. The key point for Allen is that Owen argued that if 
Christ died for all persons, it would mean that God unjustly and illogically punished the sins 
of unbelievers twice, once in Christõs death, and again in their eternal torment. Owen did 
indeed argue that the òsecond payment of a debt . . . is not answerable to the justice which 
God demonstrated in setting forth Christ to be a propitiation for our sins,ó and that is not 
òprobableó that òGod calls any to a second paymentó for whom Christ made a full 
satisfaction of their sins.16 But Owen places little weight on this point.  

 Owen placed the burden of his argument for limited atonement upon the meaning 
of such terms as reconciliation, ransom, and satisfaction. He believed that the Bibleõs 
descriptions of the atonement in such terms as ransom, redemption, 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 paid, but that the payment was effective in actually securing 
the ransom of all for whom it was intended.17 That 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 redemption, Owen said, òa price is paid for all, yet few delivered; the redemption 
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 
redeemed.ó18 Universal 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 all the 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 sins?19 If Christ atoned for all the sins of all persons, Owen 

                                                 
16John Owen, Salus Electorum, Sanguis Jesu, Or, the Death of Death in the Death of Christ, 

3d ed. (Falkirk: T. Johnston, 1799), 194-5. 

17Cf. Ibid., 228-9. 

18Ibid., 177. 

19Ibid., 49. 
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concluded repeatedly, all persons should be redeemed. Owenõs argument relied not so much 
on the double-payment argument as on the Bibleõs teaching that Christõs death secured 
actual ransom, reconciliation, and satisfaction.  

 Much of the rest of Allenõs argument consists in quoting various 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 that Christ redeemed all persons by his blood. This is followed by similar 
quotes 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 sense. Calvin 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 receive mercy. Most Calvinists have held that Jesusõ 
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 atonement was in important 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 atonement was particular to the elect. Calvin held that I John 2:2 did 
not teach that Christ made propitiation for all people without exception but rather that 
propitiation extended òto the whole Church.ó Calvin held that propitiation was limited to 
those who received the gospel. òUnder the word all or whole, he [John] does not include the 
reprobate, but designates those who believe.ó20 Calvin similarly said that òall menó in Titus 
2:11 òdoes not mean individual men,ó but rather òclasses or various ranks of life.ó Calvin 
interprets òransom for alló in I Tim 2:6 in the same manner: òThe universal term all must 
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 princes also, were redeemed by the 
death of Christ.ó21 This kind of interpretation has little appeal from a general atonement 
point of view.22 It also reveals a complexity in Calvin that is not always recognized by those 
wishing to locate him in their camp. Naturally, this 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 
Calvinõs affirmations of universal aspects of the atonement.  

                                                 
20John Calvin, Commentaries on the Catholic Epistles, trans. John Owen, in Calvinõs 

Commentaries, 22 vols. (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984), vol. 22, second part, 173 [I Jn 2:2]. 

21John Calvin, Commentaries on the Epistles to Timothy, Titus, and Philemon, trans. William 
Pringle, in Calvinõs Commentaries, vol. 21, second part, 57, 318 [I Tim 2:5, Tit 2:11]. 

22For a particularist discussion of Calvinõs views, see Roger Nicole, òJohn Calvinõs 
View of the Extent of the Atonement,ó Westminster Theological Journal 47 (1985). 
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 Charles Hodge and Robert Dabney argued that Owenõs argument against double 
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 appealed to the Bibleõs teaching on unconditional election as one of 
several òirrefragable grounds on which we prove that the redemption is particular.ó23 He 
held that certain aspects of the atonement were general, satisfaction and expiation, for 
example, but that others were particular, redemption and reconciliation. òChrist died for all 
sinners in some sense,ó Dabney summarized, but òChristõs redeeming work was limited in 
intention to the elect.ó24  

 Even John Owen, who for Allen represents the most objectionable form of 
particularism, affirmed universal aspects of the atonement. Owen held that Christõs death 
was sufficient to save all sinners whatsoever, but that it was efficient for the elect alone, for 
whom it was intended. Owen asserted that it was Godõs òpurpose and intentionó that Christ 
should òoffer a sacrifice of infinite worth, value, and dignity, sufficient in itself for the 
redeeming of all and every man, if it had pleased the Lord to employ it to that purpose.ó The 
atonement was sufficient òfor the redemption of the whole world, and for the expiation of 
all sins, of all and every man in the world.ó25 The gospelõs free proposal to save all who seek 
mercy, Owen said, is ògrounded upon the superabundant sufficiency of the oblation of 
Christ in itself, for whomsoever (fewer or more) it be intended.ó26 And it was effective to 
save all who believe: òWhosoever come to Christ, he will in no ways cast out.ó27 The 
atonement was sufficient to save whosoever willed.  

 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, should be effective for 
the elect alone. The key difference relates to the question of intent, not to the question of its 
universal sufficiency. Non-Calvinists affirm that God intended that Christ should make an 

                                                 
23Robert L. Dabney, Syllabus and Notes of the Course of Systematic and Polemic Theology (St. 

Louis: Presbyterian Publishing, 1878), 521. Dabney appealed also to the òimmutability of 
Godõs purposesó (if God ever intended to save any soul in Christ, that soul will certainly be 
saved); to the fact that Christõs intercession was limited (Jn 17:9, 20); to the fact that the 
Spirit gave gifts of conviction, 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 hear it; and to the power of Christõs love to 
accomplish the salvation which he purposed in his atonement (Rom. 5:6-10; 8:31-39). See 
ibid., 521-3. 

24Dabney, Syllabus, 527-8. 

25John Owen, Salus Electorum, Sanguis Jesu, Or, the Death of Death in the Death of Christ, 
3d ed. (Falkirk: T. Johnston, 1799), 227-8. 

26Ibid., 255. 

27Ibid., 235. 
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atonement that secures the possibility of salvation equally for both the elect and the non-
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 not address 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 irresistible grace in a way that Calvinists explicitly reject. He describes it as 
God òforcing one to change oneõs mind against oneõs willó (114) and as God òforcing people 
to choose Christó (114). Indeed, Lemke argues that if the doctrine of irresistible grace is true, 
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 saved (119-22).  

 Calvinists uniformly have insisted on the necessity of human response to the Spiritõs 
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. God goes before the 
unwilling will to make it willing. Calvin taught that God worked in the hearts of men òin 
wonderful waysó to draw them to Christ, drawing them by giving them a will to come: ònot 
that men believe against their wills, but that the unwilling are made willing.ó28  

 Calvinists agree with non-Calvinists 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 love him, to trust him, 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 conversion. Apart from the Spiritõs special work, none will 
respond to the gospel. But it is not because they are 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 unscriptural. 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 and non-Calvinists is how much help that Spirit 
must render to draw sinners to faith. Evangelical non-Calvinists 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 Calvinists however in teaching that the Spiritõs main work in drawing sinners is to 
remove the damaging effects of that corruption equally for all persons, sufficiently to permit 
a òfreeó choice for or against the gospel. The Spirit removed the blindness of corruption and 
places all sinners on more or less neutral ground.  

                                                 
28John Calvin, Concerning the Eternal Predestination of God, trans. J. K. S. Reid 

(Cambridge, UK: James Clarke, 1961), 84. For an extended discussion of divine sovereignty 
and human freedom, see Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, 2 vols., ed. John T. McNeill 
and trans. Ford Lewis Battles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1960), I.xv.6-I.xviii.4, II.ii.6-II.vi.4. 
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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 the matter. God did not seek the consent of the will of any sinner prior to 
accomplishing this work for each and every sinner. By Lemkeõs definitions, God compelled 
them to this higher ground.  

 Calvinists however believe that the scriptures do not portray unbelievers as standing 
on more or less neutral ground. They have chosen their ground, and it is the ground of 
rebellion against God. It is the ground of willing service of Satanõs desires. They love sin. 
While they love sin, they cannot simultaneously hate it, abandon 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 8:31-47 Jesus explained that most Jews could not believe in him because 
they were corrupt, deaf, and blind. òWhy do you not understand what I am saying? It is 
because you cannot hear my word.ó And they could not believe in him because they wanted 
to serve Satan. òYou are of your father the devil, and you want to do the desires of your 
father.ó Their hearts loved sin and served Satanõs desires, which blinded their eyes and shut 
their ears so that they could not hear: òHe who is of God hears the words of God; for this 
reason you do not hear them, because you are not of God.ó29  

 Unbelievers cannot acknowledge the truth of the gospel without crucifying their 
sinful desires. Six different times the New Testament repeats Isaiahõs prophecy concerning 
the rejection of the gospel (Isa. 6:9-10). John cited it to explain why the Jews were unable to 
believe: òFor this reason they could not believe, for Isaiah said again, ôHe has blinded their 
eyes and he hardened their heart, so that they would not see with their eyes and perceive 
with their heart, and be converted and I heal themõó (Jn 12:39-40).30 Their problem was 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 persons, to convict 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 of the apostles opposed their teaching of election because it 
included the notion of inability. They complained, as Paul says, òWhy does He still find 
fault? For who resists His will?ó If the non-Calvinist view were true, Paul could easily have 
dispensed with this objection by pointing out that all persons have the ability to resist Godõs 
will. Instead, Paul replies that Godõs will is irresistible but he is perfectly just: òOn the 
contrary, who are you, O man, who answers back to God? The thing molded will not say to 
the molder, ôWhy did you make me like this,õ will it?ó (Rom. 9:19-20). Godõs will in election 

                                                 
29See similarly Jn 5:44, 6:41-45, 10:26-28. 

30Cf. Mt 13:13-15; Mk 4:10-12; Lk 8:9-10; Jn 12:39-40; Acts 28:25-27; Rom 11:8. 
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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 with the doctrine. 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 of salvation 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 Puritans, 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 reading of 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 genuineness of oneõs conversion.  

 The Puritans furthermore believed 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 corroborateñthey 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 salvation, the confession said, is òan infallible 
assurance of 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 spirits that we are the children of God.ó The basis of genuine 
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 seem particularly great. Keathley 
rightly rejects the once-saved-always-saved 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 afford warrant of it. òGood works and the evidences of Godõs grace 
do not provide assurance,ó Keathley concludes. But they can play a subordinate role: òThey 
provide warrant to assurance but not assurance itselfó (186). In traditional Calvinism, the 
Holy Spirit produces assurance by means of the gospelõs promises, not by means of good 
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.  

 Keathleyõs position on perseverance seems inconsistent with the bookõs critique of 
irresistible grace. Keathley holds that those who genuinely repent and believe will not be 
permitted to reject the gospel and be lost. òGod is infinitely more dedicated to our salvation 
than we are, and He will not fail to finish that which He has begunó (187). If we affirm that 



̷

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 save 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 grace than afterward. 
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 professor of theology at Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, suggests that 
Calvin was not a Calvinist by arguing that Calvin taught a general atonement.31 Like David 
Allenõs similar argument, Kennedy adduces many quotes in which Calvin affirms the general 
character of the atonement. This is all salutary. Kennedy does not however discuss Calvinõs 
affirmations of particularist aspects of the atonement, and so does not show how they relate 
to Calvinõs affirmations of general aspects. In the final analysis, whether Calvin believed in 
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, the relationship of the old and new covenants, 
ecclesiology, and the relationship of church and state.  

 Malcolm Yarnell, associate professor of systematic theology at Southwestern Baptist 
Theological Seminary, argues that it is òimpossibleó to be both a Baptist and a Calvinist 
(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 concludes, efforts to combine them with 
Baptist principles always prove unstable.  

 Yarnell appeals to James B. Gambrell, an early twentieth-century Texas Baptist 
leader, as an example of the true Baptist approach and apparently as evidence that 
òCalvinism is incompatible with the Baptist outlookó (231). Gambrell was however both a 
Baptist and a five-point Calvinist. He taught that òGod hath predestined whatsoever doth 
come to passó and that òthe number of the elect, their names, persons, the time and means 
of their conversion are known and fixed in the Divine mind.ó He believed that Christ made 
atonement for the elect only: òWhen offered before the Father it [the atonement] did, or will 
actually save all for whom it was made. . . . It makes the salvation of all, for whom it is 
offered, certain.ó Gambrell even taught that Baptists held to Calvinist theology before Calvin 
did, since they were òpreaching election and predestination ages before Calvin was born.ó32  

                                                 
31See Kennedyõs extended discussion of this matter in his published Southern 

Seminary dissertation, Union with Christ and the Extent of the Atonement in Calvin (New York: 
Peter Lang, 2002). 

32James B. Gambrell, òCalvinism and Arminianism, or Predestination and Free 
Agency,ó Baptist Record, 20 June 1878, 2; Gambrell, òBro. Everett on the Atonement,ó Baptist 
Record, 9 Jan. 1879, 2; Gambrell, òEditorial Notes and Comment,ó Baptist Standard, 28 Aug. 
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 Yarnell appeals also to B. H. Carroll, founding president of Southwestern 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 òcould not be according to anything in usó but was òaccording to the good 
pleasure of His will.ó33 It is not necessary to be a Calvinist in order to be a true Baptist, but 
to judge by Yarnellõs examples and by Baptist history, it is at least possible to be both.  

 Alan Streett, professor of evangelism and pastoral ministry at Criswell College, 
argues that òmost Calvinists oppose the use of a public invitationó (233). He cites Erroll 
Hulse, an English Reformed Baptist, and Lewis Sperry Chafer, founder of Dallas 
Theological Seminary and not a Baptist, as evidence of this opposition. But Streettõs 
argument is largely directed at Hulse and Martin Lloyd-Jones. Streett appeals to such 
Calvinists as Asahel Nettleton and Charles Spurgeon as examples of Calvinists who used 
invitations. Some Calvinistic Southern Baptists are critical of public invitations, in particular 
òaltar calls,ó but what they criticize are the abuses. Calvinistic Southern Baptists will have 
little objection to Streettõs position on invitations. Gospel ministers must inviteñthey must 
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, offers a wide-ranging critique of Calvinist views of the relationship of Godõs 
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 creatures. Evans, like 
Lemke, believes that if God is sovereign over moral decisions, then they are by definition 
not free decisions. This is a òlibertarianó understanding of human freedom. But scripture 
teaches that God is sovereign over moral decisions and that humans are at the same time 
responsible for their decisions. This is a òcompatibilistó understanding of human freedom. 
Judas, Pilate, the Sanhedrin, and the people of Jerusalem freely decided to deliver Jesus to be 
crucified and were all guilty of the most horrid crime in the history of the world. Yet Luke 
recorded that the apostles praised God for his sovereign rule in their decisions: òFor truly in 
this city there were gathered together against Your holy servant Jesus, whom You anointed, 
both Herod and Pontius Pilate, along with the Gentiles and the peoples of Israel, to do 
whatever Your hand and Your purpose predestined to occuró (Acts 4:27-28). Peter affirmed 
that the people of Jerusalem delivered Jesus by their own choice and convicted them of their 
guilt in the matter: òMen of Israel, listen to these words: Jesus the Nazarene, a man attested 
to you by God with miracles and wonders and signs which God performed through Him in 
your midst, just as you yourselves knowñthis Man, delivered over by the predetermined 
plan and foreknowledge of God, you nailed to the cross by the hands of godless men and 
put Him to deathó (Acts 2:22-23). Peter affirmed both Godõs sovereignty and human 
responsibility in their decisions.  

                                                 
1913, 8. Gambrell thought that Arminianism was òimbecilityó (Gambrell, òPredestination in 
a Storm,ó Baptist Standard, 3 Oct. 1912, 1). 

33B. H. Carroll, òElection, Foreordination, Adoption, Grace: Salvation 
Cornerstones,ó in B. H. Carroll, Baptists and Their Doctrines, ed. Timothy and Denise 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. 
Explanations can be helpful, but we must reject any explanation that either diminishes 
human responsibility or diminishes Godõs sovereignty over all things, even the free decisions 
of human beings.  

 Bruce Little, professor of philosophy at Southeastern Baptist Theological Seminary, 
raises an objection similar to the one Evans raised. He argues that if God is sovereign over 
human decisions, then when humans decide to sin, they are doing Godõs will (even if they 
are held responsible for their part in it). This would mean 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 resolves these problems. He suggests that God does not in any sense will 
or ordain the evil that humans suffer. Godõs compassion and goodness do not permit it. But 
humans do suffer such evil. If Littleõs arguments are valid, they prove too much and suggest 
that God is in some measure powerless in the face of what Little calls elsewhere ògratuitous 
evil.ó34 The scriptures 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 scripture in some 
instances reveals Godõs purposes in doing soñthe selling of Joseph, the evils inflicted upon 
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 I disagree with some points in this volume, I also find warm agreement at 
many points. Above all I agree with its emphasis on Whosoever Will. The Calvinists whom I 
know, love, and respect are whosoever Calvinists. The Calvinist preachers and theologians of 
generations 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 all Baptists, Calvinist and non-Calvinist, preach the whosoever-will gospel with 
all their hearts. Let us be about the business of urging sinners to repent and believe in the 
Lord Jesus Christ.  

                                                 
34Cf. Bruce Little, A Creation-Order Theodicy: God and Gratuitous Evil (Lanham, MD: 

University Press of American, 2005). 



  



  

 
 

 
 
 

t was interesting growing up Free Will Baptist in the religious culture of the South in 
the 1970s and 80s. It was dominated by the Southern Baptist Convention, which 

Martin Marty has called the òCatholic Church of the South,ó owing to its ubiquity in 
Southern religious life. If you were an intellectually curious and theologically oriented Free 
Will Baptist, the finer points of soteriology were always forced to the forefront of your 
thinking. There was no way to avoid it: When a Southern Baptist asked you what church you 
were a member of and you said òFree Will Baptist,ó it was unremarkable. The Southern 
Baptist said, òEverybody believes in free will. What makes you different?ó  
 
 You braced yourself, because you knew what was about to happen. Before you could 
blurt out all the words òFree Will Baptists believe Christians can fall from grace,ó your 
Southern Baptist friend would react in horror 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 all peopleñincluding the reprobateñ
the freedom to resist his gracious, universal calling in salvation.  

 In those days, at least in my neck of the woods, Southern Baptists didnõt mind being 
called Calvinists. They just said they were òmildó Calvinists. Some joked about being 
òCalminians,ó but it was unsurprising that òMissionary Baptistsó had moderated their 
Calvinism. But they would never have thought of themselves as Arminian. After all, 
Arminians believedñhorror of horrorsñthat a believer could apostatize! 

 So when I read Whosoever Will, it seemed uncontroversial. It seemed very familiar to 
meñmuch like the òmildó Calvinism of the òCatholic Church of the Southó in whose 
theological shadow I grew upñand from whom I was a friendly but persistent dissenter. 

 Whosoever Will is a fascinating and thought-provoking 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 
example Paige 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 
pastors and other church leaders who are interested in Christian theology, not just 
professional scholars. So while I think some of the chapters could have gone into more 
depth, on the whole the work strikes a good balance between practical and scholarly, 
especially given its intended readership. 

                                                 
1J. Matthew Pinson (MAR, Yale University; PhD, Vanderbilt) is president of Free 

Will Baptist Bible College in Nashville, Tennessee. 
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 In this essay I do not intend to give a summary or systematic analysis of the book. 
Rather, I would like to contemplate the general tenor of the book, emphasizing certain  
features of chapters that stood out to me. The first three chaptersñthe sermon on John 3:16 
by Jerry Vines, and the chapters on total depravity and election by Paige Patterson and 
Richard Land respectivelyñrepresent a pastoral sort of interaction with these themes that 
will no doubt create interest among younger Southern Baptist scholars to probe more deeply 
the doctrines they discuss. Vines preaches the sort of universal-grace sermon one would hear 
in most evangelical Protestant pulpits, expounding the text of John 3:16. He emphasizes, 
through winsome exposition and exhortation, that Godõs love is global, sacrificial, personal, 
and eternal.  

 I appreciate Pattersonõs appeal to a basic Augustinian-Reformed framework for 
understanding original sin and depravity, as represented by the late nineteenth-century 

Baptist thinker Augustus Strong.
2
 Despite Pattersonõs espousal of Reformation approaches 

to original sin and total depravity, I wish he had gone to greater lengths than he did to 
articulate a consistent Reformed approach to these crucial doctrines. For example, at one 
point Patterson asks, òAre humans born guilty before God?ó to which he replies, òThat 
cannot be demonstrated from Scripture. Humans are born with a sin sicknessña disease 
that makes certain that humans will sin and rebel against God.ó  

 In another place, Patterson tells the story of a World War II 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 dropped the collar, 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 sailor and rescued him. Patterson says, òThe Heavenly Father is the Admiral 
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 while we resist himó (43). 

                                                 
2Strong is joined in his Augustinian naturalism by his late nineteenth-century 

Presbyterian colleague William G. T. Shedd, who goes to great lengths to demonstrate that 
federalism is a later development in Calvinism and that the òelder Calvinismó was 
naturalist/realist (see William G. T. Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, esp. 2:39-40).  

Strong exerted a commanding influence on subsequent Baptist evangelical thought, 
mediated through the work of the influential Wheaton College professor Henry Clarence 
Thiessen. Yet Thiessen moderated Strongõs four-point Calvinism considerably. His 1949 
book Lectures in Systematic Theology, which was used widely in Bible Colleges and seminaries as 
an introductory text, had a strong influence on many evangelical theologians and preachers 
and is perhaps the most outstanding example of the sort of Baptist via media between 
Calvinism and Arminianism represented in Whosoever Will. Curiously, after Thiessenõs death, 
the book was revised to teach four-point Calvinism. Thus the original workõs original 
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 Calvinists. For example, Kenneth 
Keathley, in his excellent new book, Salvation and Sovereignty (for which Patterson wrote the 
foreword), provides what I think is a much better illustration of the biblical approach. He 
cites Richard Crossõs òambulatory model,ó according to which the sinner is like an 
unconscious person who is rescued by EMTs and wakes up in an ambulance and does not 
resist the EMTsõ medical actions to save his life.  

 Incidentally, Jacobus Arminius himself would have liked Keathleyõs illustration better 
than Pattersonõs. Several Free Will Baptist scholars (including Leroy Forlines, Robert Picirilli, 
Stephen Ashby, and myself) have been attempting in their teaching and writing to revive 
many of the views of Arminius, especially on depravity, atonement, and justification (this 
viewpoint is often dubbed òReformed Arminianismó). They argue that it is possible to 
subscribe to a genuinely Augustinian-Reformed approach to original sin and depravity while 
still maintaining the resisitibility of divine drawing grace.  

 Arminius espoused the Augustinian view of original sin and taught that òthe free will 
of man towards the true good is not only wounded, maimed, infirm, bent, and (nuatum) 
weakened; but it is also (captivatum) imprisoned, destroyed, and lost:  And its powers are not only 
debilitated and useless unless they be assisted by grace, but it has no powers whatever except 

such are excited by divine grace.ó
3
 Fallen humanity, Arminius argued, has no 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 which belong to the Spirit of God."
4
  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."
5
 

Arminiusõs approach to depravity and inability is the sort I would commend to Baptists who 
affirm the sort of via media soteriology this volume espouses. 

 Richard Landõs brief chapter on òcongruent electionó is interesting, interpreting divine 
foreknowledge of individuals as being in Christ or outside of Christ as a result of belief, in terms 
of an eternal-now sort of approach to God and time. In essence, Land is arguing that God has 
an omniscient grasp on what is in ontological reality, and part of that is his knowledge of those 
who are his by faith and those who have separated themselves 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 than the avant-garde approach Keathley takes to divine knowledge in 
Salvation and Sovereignty with his Molinist approach to scientia media). One wonders if Land has to 
embrace an òeternal nowó approach to God and time to articulate the kind of perfect 
knowledge that is demanded by his òcongruent electionó approach. At any rate, Landõs ideas are 
far too brief and need to be expanded on by a doctoral student at a Southern Baptist seminary.  

                                                 
 3Arminius, 2:192. 

 4Ibid. 

 5Ibid., 2:193. 
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 Perhaps most compelling about Landõs chapter are his historical remarks, which seem 
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. I have long 
found convincing the views of Tom Nettles and others that historic Southern 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 Landõs has the potential to give non-classical Calvinists in the SBC a historical grounding that 
challenges the formidable Particular Baptist historiography of scholars such as Nettles and 
Michael Haykin. I am not yet convinced, but there are the makings of such an argument, for 
example, in Landõs discussion of John Leland, whom he quotes (in a statement made as early as 
the 1790s) as saying, òI conclude that the eternal purposes of God and the freedom of the human 
will are both truths, and it is a matter of fact that the preaching that has been most blessed of 
God and most profitable to men, is the doctrine of sovereign grace in the salvation of souls, mixed with 
a little of what is called Arminianismó (46). 

 Chapters four and fiveñAllenõs defense of universal atonement and Lemkeõs 
critique of irresistible graceñconstitute the heart of the book. The most important part of 
Allenõs chapter is his historical consideration of Calvinists who believed in some form of 
universal atonement, whom the vast majority of his readers would assume were five-point 
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, Bunyan, and 
Edwards, as well as many of the members of the Synod of Dort, did not support limited 
atonement. Some of the arguments Allen employs regarding Calvinõs views on the extent of 
the atonement are dealt with at greater length in Chapter Seven, Kevin Kennedyõs òWas 
Calvin a Calvinist?ó  

 Allen makes a convincing case for unlimited atonement without ever appealing to 
any non-Calvinist or Arminian writers. He probes the doctrine of the extent of the 
atonement utilizing both exegesis and systematic theology, and argues convincingly for 
universal atonement. Especially helpful is his handling of the objection of five-point 
Calvinistsñbest represented by John Owenñthat for Christ to atone for the sins of all 
people, and then for the reprobate still to be punished for their sins, would constitute a 
òdouble paymentó for sins. Allen handles this argument well, and strongly supports a penal-
satisfaction view of atonement at the same time.  

 Interestingly, most Arminian theologians reject the penal-satisfaction account of 
atonement in favor of some other theory of atonement (most often, historically, the 
governmental view), using the same double-payment argument. They simply choose not to 
believe that Christ paid the penalty for sin on the cross and safeguard the atonementõs 
universality, whereas Owenõs and other Calvinistsõ way of dealing with the problem is to 
safeguard the penal-satisfaction nature of the atonement and reject its universality. In this 
regard, Reformed Arminians like me would agree with Allenõs view that the universality of 

atonement is consistent with a full penal-satisfaction view of Christõs atonement.
6
 

                                                 
6Arminius would concur. See J. Matthew Pinson, òThe Nature of Atonement in the 

Theology of Jacobus Arminius,ó Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society (forthcoming).  
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 Lemkeõs chapter on the resistibility of divine grace in salvation is thought-provoking 
and, all-in-all, cogent. I deeply appreciate his commitment to the Remonstrantsõ notion that 
òthe only way for anyone to be saved is for Godõs grace to come before, during, and after 
justification, because even the best-intentioned human being can ôneither think, will, nor do 
goodõ apart from Godõs graceó (110). For Lemke, libertarian free will does not detract from 
human beingsõ utter depravity and inability to save themselves, nor from Godõs utter 
graciousness in salvation. òHumans do not do anything to earn or deserve salvation. 
Humans are too sinful in nature to seek God 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 He is lifted up in proclamationó (157). 

 Libertarian free will for Lemke is not a human-centered 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 pass. In other words, to say that òman has free 
willó is simply to say that God gives humans creaturely freedom to make significant 
decisions as personal beings made in Godõs image who think, feel, and make authentic 
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 I see as the drift 
of Lemkeõs account, although at times some of the things he says (for example, his allusion 
to Pattersonõs floating-sailor illustration) seemed unclear and inconsistent with his overall 
anti-Pelagian line of thought. 

 I believe that Calvinists need to take Lemkeõs reflections on the definition of divine 
sovereignty seriously. He argues that Calvinismõs view of divine sovereignty arises more from 
philosophical than biblical considerations, and that sovereignty from the Bibleõs point of 
view is more about Godõs reign and submitting to it or risking negative consequences by 
oneõs lack of submission. This, Lemke argues, is how the Bible views sovereigntyñnot as 
Godõs òmicromanaging creation through meticulous providence . . . [ruling] in such a way 
that nothing happens without His control and specific directionó (153). Lemke shows that 
Calvinists do not have a corner on Godõs sovereignty and glory. He extols John Piperõs 
emphasis on the sovereignty and glory of God, but he asks,  

Which gives God the greater gloryña 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 volition? 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 Scripture says, òFor who can resist His will?ó 
(Rom 9:19, HCSB). But the question is, What is Godõs will? How has God chosen to 
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).  

I believe young non-Calvinists need to come to grips with the sovereignty and glory of God 
and articulate a more robust doctrine of them. Non-Calvinists can stand to learn from 
Piperõs Edwardsean emphasis on the òGod of grace and glory,ó but they must find a more 
biblical way to affirm those beautiful truths that avoid the deterministic tendencies of Piper 
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and the New Calvinists. I hope Lemkeõs account of these things will spur some of them on 
in that direction.  

 I was intrigued by Lemkeõs discussion of R. C. Sproulõs view that God òwoosó and 
òenticesó people to come to Christ. Sproul says that this wooing and enticing is a necessary 
but not sufficient condition for salvation, òbecause the wooing does not, in fact, guarantee 
that we will come to Christ.ó Sproul argues that the term òdrawó in John 6:44 is more 
forceful than òwooó and òenticeó and instead means òto compel by irresistible superiority.ó 
(113). The question in the Arminianõs mind is akin to the question why God would offer free 
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 external Word-based call to the non-electñ
a general preaching of the Word of the Gospel to allñbut rather 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 has eternally foreordained them to 
damnation to the praise of his glory. This is a rather difficult concept for modern-day 
Calvinists. It was discussed a great deal in Puritan literature, and especially in Jonathan 
Edwards, but it is not dealt with openly by most contemporary Calvinists.  

 Lemkeõs discussion of Jesusõs lament over Jerusalem in Matthew 23:37 is 
illuminating. That text reads: òHow often I wanted to gather your children together, as a hen 
gathers her chicks under her wings, yet you were not willing!ó Lemke correctly comments 
that the Greek verb thelƅ (to will) is used twice in the verse: òI willed . . . but you were not 
willing.ó He notes that Jesus is not referring only to the elect within Jerusalem but for all 
Jerusalem over many generations. Thus Jesusõs will (thelƅ) is for all the children of Jerusalem 
to come to him, yet they frustrate his will and do not come because of their will (thelƅ). This 
is difficult to square with the Calvinistic concept of irresistible grace. I also think it is more 
than a curiosity when Lemke points out about the use of òalló (pas) in òall scripture is given 
by inspiration of Godó (2 Tim. 3:16), òAll things were made by Himó (John 1:3), and so on, 
cannot submit to the same use Calvinists place on òalló when describing Godõs salvific will. 
This is a stock non-Calvinist 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 book The Quest for Truth and his forthcoming book 
Classical Arminianism that there is a problem for the coherence of Calvinism when it places 
regeneration before faith, because, as the Calvinist theologian Louis Berkhof states, 
òRegeneration is the beginning of sanctification.ó It is a problem, logically, to place 
regeneration prior to faith in the ordo salutis, because, if regeneration is the beginning of 
sanctification, and if justification results from faith, then logically Calvinism is placing 
sanctification prior to justification. Lemke parallels Forlinesõs argument when he quotes 
Lorraine Boettner as saying, òA man is not saved because he believes in Christ; he believes in 
Christ because he is saved,ó to which Lemke replies, òClearly, being saved before believing 
in Christ is getting ôthe cart before the horse.õ This question can be divided into three 
questions about which comes first: Regeneration or salvation? Receiving the Holy Spirit or 
salvation? Salvation or repentance and faith? Many key texts make these issues clearó (136, 
138). Lemke asks, òWhen does the Spirit come into a believerõs life? . . . What do the 
Scriptures say about the order of believing and receiving the Spirit?ó (137). This is 
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particularly poignant, Lemke argues, in view of Peterõs statement in Acts 2:38: òRepent, and 
each of you be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins; and you 
will receive the gift of the Holy Spiritó (NASB). If Berkhof and Boettner are correct, and 
regeneration is the beginning of salvation and sanctification, then the Calvinist ordo 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 to Calvinism (òoutward and inward, effectual and ineffectual, serious and not 
seriousó) necessitate two wills in God, a secret and a revealed will, and this dichotomy 
presents problems for peopleõs knowledge of the will of God. For example,  

The revealed will of God issues for the 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 few will receive 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 within the 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 divided mind. In response to this challenge, Calvinists 
appeal to mystery. Is that a successful move? (144-5). 

Lemkeõs concerns are encapsulated by some quotations he provides from the early 
Remonstrants, who he says were concerned that the perspective of the Synod of Dort 
òportrayed God as riddled by inner conflictó (145):  

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 who assert 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 is so opposed 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 invites to faith and salvation.  

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 of evilñwhy there is so 
much evil in the world if there is a loving God. Lemke invokes a form of the classic free will 
theodicyñthat evil results largely because God created people free so that they could 
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genuinely love him, freely, not because they are caused or determined to love him. 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, òDaddy, I love you,ó it really means something. The parents are more 
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 greater gloryña 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 volition? (154-
155). 

 Regarding compatibilism, Lemke is right to argue that someoneõs merely willing 
(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 when compatibilists 
use it of everyday human circumstances, is as the power of alternative choice. Furthermore, 
òthe human analogies that come to mind about God changing our will in irresistible grace, 
whereby others change our minds irresistibly and invincibly, are unpleasant phenomena such 
as hypnotism or brainwashing. Obviously, these are not pleasant phenomena, and are not 
appropriate when applied to Godó (150). 

 Lemkeõs chapter is not without its problems. I think Lemke is stretching when he is 
appealing to David Engelsmaõs hyper-Calvinism and 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 of infant baptism and salvation with the issue of Calvinism vs. Arminianism (133). I 
think the following statement is unnecessary and somewhat beside the point in a work on 
Calvinism and Arminianism: 

Hopefully, very few Calvinistic Baptists are tempted to practice 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 of their own church without 
believerõs baptism, or when they speak of public invitations as sinful or as a rejection 
of the sovereignty of God, seeing much difference between them is difficult (134). 

Also, Lemkeõs reasoning is fallacious when he cites John Calvinõs view that some people can 
be saved without preaching and then conflates it with Terrence Tiessenõs views, which are 
certainly unrepresentative of Calvinism. 

 I think Lemke goes too far in trying to paint Calvinism with the brush of hyper-
Calvinism. This will do more to rally the non-Calvinist troops than to win over Calvinists. 
Still, I think he is onto something in pointing out the inconsistency of mainstream Calvinism 
in affirming irresistible grace and a distinction between a universal,  ineffectual calling and a 
particular, effectual callingñand the resultant distinction between Godõs revealed will and 
secret willñwhile 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 to see the inconsistency of their 
particularistic soteriology with a general call of the gospel. I 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 remind Calvinists 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 Calvinist in its assertion that genuine believers cannot cease to be believers and hence 
fall away from a state of grace. However, Keathely is critical of post-Reformation Reformed 
(especially Puritan) views of assurance that predicate it on sanctification rather than 
justification. He argues that ògood works and the evidences of Godõs grace do not provide 
assurance. They provide warrant to assurance but not assurance itselfó (184).  

 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 possibility of apostasyñ
which is not in reality a threat since it cannot occurñto help them persevereñwhich they 
cannot keep from doing. 

 Yet in his critique of Schreiner and Canadayõs misuse of the warning passages, 
Keathley fails to provide his readers with an understanding of how they are to treat the 
warning passages. I 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 book. Still, 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 Hebrews 6:4-6. In other words, how can a Southern Baptist say 
òAmenó to a responsive reading in church, without comment, on, say, Hebrews 6:1-12? 

 It is gratifying to see that Keathley explicitly eschews the easy-believism views of 
Charles Stanley, which are shared by Zane Hodges and the Grace Evangelical Society. This is 
what I believe SBC people who are not classical Calvinists need to be on vigilant guard 
against: òpreaching people into heavenó just because they walked the aisle one time decades 
ago, even though their lives have been characterized by the consistent practice of sin and not 
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, I am not as 
concerned about the destiny of those who struggle as I 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 continued indifference can possibly mean that the person 
professing faith has never been genuinely converted (184-85). 

I 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 thus has apostatized from saving faith. 
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However, I believe that Keathleyõs approach can help Southern Baptists avoid the ever-
present temptation of an easy-believism that places all the emphasis on a one-time, past 
decisionña sinnerõs prayerñand not on hungering and thirsting for righteousness in the 
here and now. 

 All the chapters I 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 consists of five additional essays that complement the general 
argument of the book. I will spend less time discussing these well-written essays. I have 
already made reference to Kevin Kennedyõs excellent discussion of Calvinõs views on the 
extent of the atonement.  

 Chapters eight and nineñMalcolm Yarnellõs discussion of the potential impact of 
Calvinism on Baptist churches and Alan Streettõs consideration of Calvinism and public 
invitationsñraised more questions in my mind than they answered.  

 Yarnell argues in his chapter that embracing Calvinism lays Baptists open to Calvinist 
ecclesiological tendenciesñthings like moving away from sola Scriptura toward an exaltation 
of the ancient church, specifically Augustine, and an aristocratic-elitist church polity. 
Malcolm Yarnell  is one of the brightest evangelical scholars writing today. What he is doing 
in his writings and the journal he edits is brilliant. I look forward to his future writings and 
have learned a great deal from his writings to date. However, I have a disconnect 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. I exalt 
the Reformed and Puritan influence on Baptist thought while believing that the continental 
Anabaptist movement did exert modest influence on early Baptist thought.  

 It is ironic that I am a full-fledged Arminian who comes from a faith community that 
has always seen itself as self-consciously and integrally connected with Arminius and with 
the General Baptist tradition. Yet I have far more appreciation for the Reformed tradition 
and the Puritans than Yarnell does. I think this arises from the fact that I see òReformedó as 
being not chiefly a soteric word but an ecclesial one.  

 The English General Baptists of the seventeenth century claimed to be òreformed 
according to the Scripturesó every bit as much as the Particular Baptists. Both General and 
Particular Baptists were radical Puritans who inherited the Puritan 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 (e.g., John 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 I think 
òReformedó is about church government.  

 I view being òreformed,ó as my ancestors did, as being about (1) the reformation of 
the church along New Testament lines and (2) the gospelñatonement and justification, by 
grace alone, through faith alone, in Christ alone, to the glory of God alone. Some of the 
people I think are doing more than anyone else for ecclesial renewal and the gospel are 
òReformed.ó I think it makes more sense to see Baptist identity as having developed out of a 
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Puritan-Reformed sensibilityñalbeit with important influences from continental 
Anabaptismñthan as an Anabaptist movement.  

 I am not as concerned with Calvinist tendencies on Baptist churches as Yarnell is, 
unless by òtendenciesó one is referring to unconditional election, particular redemption, 
irresistible grace, and the perseverance of the saints as conceived by Calvinism. I 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. I am not any 
more worried that Southern Baptists are going to become non-baptistic in polity and 
baptismal theology by reading Calvin than I am that Free Will Baptists will do the same by 
reading Arminius. What I 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 raises two other issues on which I 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. I am sympathetic to Yarnell, and believe that 
this can be said of many of us modern evangelicals. However, I 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 other practices. This 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 of the divinely ordained 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 confessional commitments). Thus, I do not believe that 
subscription to the idea of a universal, invisible church is a problem of non-Baptist 
Calvinists. 

 Streett has done a great deal of work defending the idea of a public invitation 
biblically, theologically, and historically. His fear is that the reason for Calvinistsõ rejection of 
the public invitation is that they donõt really believe in the free offer of the gospelñthat 
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.  

 I am not opposed to non-manipulative public invitations for people to come forward 
for prayer and counseling with the hope that they will be converted. However, I do not see 
this as a Calvinist-Arminian 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 the gospel and the 
mysterious conviction of sin that is taking place between the Spirit and the individual. For 
example, Wesleyan writer C. Marion Brown writes in The Arminian Magazine, òGospel 
preaching at its best is aided and abetted by the Holy Spirit convicting and convincing men 
of sin. When men are shown their sins and convicted of the same, they need not be begged, 



̷

 

cajoled, or subjected to second rate psychology to induce or entice them to prayer.ó
7
 Joseph 

D. McPherson, in a later issue of the same magazine, pointed out some similar concerns in 
an article entitled òModern Altar Methods: An Inadequate Substitute for the Methodist Class 

Meeting.ó
8
 (These perspectives remind me of fundamentalist Wesleyan author Jeff Patonõs 

indictment of òDecisional Regeneration.ó
9
) I also know Arminian Anglicans, synergistic 

Lutherans, and traditionalist Mennonites who would never dream of offering a public 
invitation.  

 At the same time, I must admit that I am intrigued by the reasons my Calvinist 
friends sometimes give for not offering public invitations. I 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 the hope 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? I can 
understand if there are other reasonsñsimilar to the Wesleyan Arminian brothers I cited 
aboveñthat Calvinists would want to do things differently, but why all the concern over 
offering public invitations per se to respond to the gospel? In the end, however, I do not 
think this is a Calvinism-Arminianism issue. I 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 substantive and 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 the via media soteriological approach of this book will experience a renaissance. 

 Jeremy Evansõs chapter contains some penetrating reflections on determinism and 
libertarian free will that attempt to remain biblical and anti-Pelagian. In that vein, Evans 
makes approving reference to Richard Crossõs excellent article in Faith and Philosophy, òAnti-

Pelagianism and the Resistibility of Grace.ó
10

 He cites Keathleyõs book, which goes into 
much more detail biblically and theologically than Crossõs article. Cross asks, òSuppose we 
do adopt . . . that there can be no natural active human cooperation in justification. Would 
such a position require us to accept the irresistibility of grace?ó (Evans, 260). Cross and 
Evans think it would not, and Evans calls this òMonergism with resistibility of grace.ó Evans 
reminds me of Arminiusõs desire to maintain òthe greatest possible distance from 
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