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Church history is littered with new trends and counter-trends, and our day is no exception. Within the professing evangelical world a sea-change, or megashift in thinking, has been taking place for a number of years, filtering down from the academic world and interacting with some of the changes which have been occurring in the wider church, eg. in the Charismatic Movement.

The current megashift, this article contends, represents a significant stage in the re-alignment of evangelicalism. If our analysis is correct, what has already happened is the widespread toleration of error within the evangelical camp. We are, therefore, now at the next stage, is one in which this error is now vying for a position of equality with orthodoxy. Soon, however, biblical orthodoxy, if no attempt at resistance is made, may surrender altogether.

So what is the megashift? In the February 19th, 1990 issue of the American magazine Christianity Today Robert Brow, a Canadian Anglican, wrote a landmark article to explain the new thinking. It seems that the desired theological change was a move away from the language of the court-room, ie. the abandonment of the notion of salvation consisting in terms of the legal acquittal, or justification, of the believing sinner by virtue of the sacrifice offered to God the Father by Jesus Christ the Son on the cross of Calvary. Instead, the preferred model was to be the family-room, in which the concept of the loving, relational divine Trinity would be applied to human beings in terms of a loving Father and His children.

The result, of course, is the radical down-playing of the fact of human sinfulness and the problem of how men and women are to be reconciled to a God Who is utterly holy. In other words, how can we have a God as our Father before the sentence passed against us, because of our sin, has been set aside? One of the respondents to Brow's articulation of the megashift was the American theologian Clark Pinnock. Pinnock's spiritual odyssey reveals him to be an ideal theologian of the New Evangelicalism. In his writings, published over recent years, he reveals the extent of the defection from orthodoxy that the new model represents - but also that the new thinking is not new at all, but just a re-packaging of old errors and heresies.

Thus in A Wideness in God's Mercy (1992) Pinnock argues for the concept of 'pagan saints' (those saved without hearing the gospel, or through a post-mortem opportunity to believe); in Unbounded Love (co-authored with Brown: 1994) the doctrine of 'creative love theism' emerges, which is a development of Brow's original article; in The Openness of God (co-authored with four others: 1994) Pinnock sets out a doctrine of God which is akin to the 16th century heresy of Socinism in which God neither foreordains nor foreknows anything which may happen; and in Flame of Love (1996) he reveals his involvement in the Toronto Blessing and issues a call to dismantle the Reformation and be reconciled with Roman Catholicism.

The New Evangelicalism, or new model thinking, or megashift theology, is therefore revealed as open to liberalism, Charismatic heresy and Roman Catholicism. It is time for the gloves to come off in the defence of the faith!

Who Is Clark Pinnock?

PRIVATE
A Canadian Baptist theologian, Professor of Theology at McMaster Divinity College, Hamilton, Ontario
Author of many books revealing a spiritual odyssey from Calvinistic orthodoxy to a new model evangelicalism which is far from evangelical

Socinian (liberal) in his doctrine of God
Pelagian in his soteriology (ie. salvation is the result of man's free decision)

Accepting of Word-Faith heretical teachings by his involvement with the Toronto Blessing
A proponent of Rome-ward ecumenical activity



Why is Pinnock Important?

His writings have been taken up by leaders in Britain such as Gerald Coates, a leading player in the Toronto Blessing scene and leader of the Pioneer Network of Charismatic Churches.
Pinnock is a theologian of world standing; to see him linked with Coates and others would be to move the heretical agenda on a stage and lend it greater credibility (Pinnock is a winning and persuasive writer).

Pinnock will be in Britain addressing a conference entitled, 'The Openness of God' in November 1997. It will be held at Holy Trinity Brompton, the main centre of Toronto Blessing activity in the south of England and the home of the Alpha Courses. Involved in the conference are Pioneer, YWAM. Icthus and HTB.


The Megashift: A Discussion with Clark Pinnock & Michael Horton
with Greg Koukl Moderating 

This discussion took place on KBRT, a Los Angeles radio station, in September, 1990. © 1993 Modern Reformation / ACE 


Moderator: Mike, could you describe the theological shift that has taken place so that we all can have a clear idea of what we're talking about?

Horton: Sure. What we are basically talking about here is an answer to the questions, "What did Christ come to earth to do?", and that ancient question of Anselm, "Why did God become man?" Recently I have noticed quite a number differing answers among evangelicals. There used to be a consensus, more so than there is today, on what the atonement actually accomplished and what it was intended to accomplish. There are basically four views that have historically marked Protestants. The "moral influence theory" teaches that the cross of Christ's main purpose is to educate us in the love of God and to move us toward self sacrifice for others. The "governmental theory" of the atonement teaches that Christ serves primarily as a governor and sin has violated his government and so the cross is a demonstration, or a symbolic act, of how seriously God takes sin. There is also the "Christus Victor" view, which teaches that the purpose of the cross of Christ was to achieve victory over powers, over demons, over sickness and death. And finally, the "sacrifice/satisfaction" theory of the atonement has been at the heart of historic Protestantism, and that is the theory that teaches, more than anything, Christ came to earth in order to deal with the sin issue in terms of forgiveness. It's not primarily healing, it's not primarily a demonstration of love, it's not primarily a demonstration of justice, although all those things are accomplished by the cross, but only because the cross is effective primarily and first of all as a sacrifice for our sins.

Moderator: So this particular view or "model" really emphasizes the fact that every man has broken God's law and first and foremost we are liable to God to keep his law, and since we have broken his law we have incurred his wrath and therefore something must be done to deal with this judicial problem?

Horton: Yes, it is a courtroom model.

Moderator: So are you saying that the other theories of the atonement don't play a part at all, or that they don't adequately tell the whole story by themselves?

Horton: The latter. I would say that they are very important parts of any theory of the atonement, but unless the sacrificial, legal nature of the atonement is maintained, there is no ultimate triumph, there is no ultimate demonstration of love and justice in the universe.

Moderator: So what are we really talking about here. What, in laymen's terms, is really at stake here?

Horton: Well, what we're really talking about here, again, is what the atonement achieved. If you've wondered why you have heard less about sin, hell, judgment or condemnation from your local pulpit, but instead have heard more talk about God as a loving father without referring to justification and guilt and those types of concepts, it's probably because this shift has taken place. And so the teaching and preaching on a very practical level is informed and shaped by this sort of shift.

Moderator: So a hundred years ago or so, the emphasis might have been more on hell and wrath such as, "Sinners in the hands of an Angry God," whereas today the emphasis is on the relational aspect of God's love, God's role as a provider, that he cares for all his children and has provided a way for us to know him. Are you saying that in this shift we are losing something in the process that is vital to orthodox Christian understanding?

Horton: Yes. R.C. Sproul once said it used to be "Sinners in the hands of an Angry God" and now it's "God in the hands of angry sinners." We've seen a shift from a God-centered focus to a man-centered focus probably in part because of the tremendous influence of psychology replacing theology in many pulpits across the country.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock, do you feel that there is a shift taking place away from the older model that Mike described, and if so, do you think it is an appropriate one?

Pinnock: Yes, but I think of the shift as being more broad than just focusing on the cross. It mainly has to do with how God relates to us. In the old model, God is a monarch whose will is always carried out. It is a harsh and negative model, you know, "Sinners in the hand's of an angry God." The newer model stresses more the love of God and his dynamic relationship with people which puts more significance on human action than the older view, which tends to be kind of fatalistic.

Moderator: Now Dr. Pinnock, is this shift just an attempt to contextualize the gospel to make it more palatable to people who cannot relate to the legal, judicial framework, but who might relate better to the proclamation of God's love? In other words, are we communicating the same message in different ways or would you say there are some fundamental differences in the way you perceive the message and the nature of the work of the cross than what Mike Horton has just described?

Pinnock: I think of it as contextualization, that is, what do we want to say first, how do we want to organize what we say, what do we want to say is the most important thing out of a number of things that the Bible says about the cross. I do want to say that the courtroom is part of the pattern of the cross in the New Testament, and this is not to be dropped, but it's just that today it might be wiser to start with another point of the cross than this and not make it so all-consuming.

Moderator: In what way, then, is the good news meaningful without the context of the bad news?

Pinnock: That's an interesting question. I think, however, that often people today come to the bad news later. First they are attracted to the gospel because God showed his love for them in Jesus and then they find out more of what that involves. And of course Jesus himself came with good news, not bad news. He preached the good news of the kingdom and then urged people to repent and believe, so I have no trouble with starting with the good news.

Moderator: What do you think about this Mike, did Jesus start with the good news in your view?

Horton: Well, it depended upon the audience. For instance, if he was talking to people who already knew that they were sinners, such as the prostitute, there wasn't a lot of bad news that needed to be told. But if he was talking to the Pharisees it was a quite different kind of presentation. I think, though, both with the prostitute and with the Pharisee, Jesus appealed to the courtroom model. Think, for example of John chapter 3 where Jesus not only says that "God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten Son," but in the very next verse he says "he who does not believe in him is condemned already." And if that's not enough courtroom language he gives us the term verdict, "This is the verdict." What we are saying is the only way for the cross to be a sign of God's love, which indeed it is, or a sign of God's justice, which it is, or Christ's victory over the powers of evil; in order for it to be that, the substitutionary, legal theory must predominate. In other words, it is not as though the substitutionary theory is equal to the other models and we can just pick and choose according to the mood of the day, but that the substitutionary/sacrificial model is the cause of which these other models are the effects.

Moderator: So when Dr. Pinnock says Jesus brought the good news first, you would say that doesn't tell the whole story, rather, it depended upon the particular situation. Do you think that is a fair analysis, Dr. Pinnock?

Pinnock: Yes, I suppose so. I guess the prodigal son parable would be the image the new model people would tend to think of, where God is not described as angry or judgmental, but a father who has been really hurt who wants his child to return.

Moderator: Is that model, the model described there in the parable of the prodigal son, a model that you would feel comfortable using? Is this the one that you gravitate to?

Pinnock: Yes, and that I think is what the megashift is all about, the family imagery rather than the court room imagery.

Moderator: The distinctions between the two positions are not as clear as I would like them to be. I suspect that is not the case, but that there are significant theological differences just under the surface and I would like to get at those. Michael can you clear things up for me?

Horton: Well I think, first of all, that ultimately the theory of the cross is informed by other convictions. This really is an age-old debate. It's a debate that Augustine had with Pelagius, it's a debate Anselm had with Abelard, it's a debate that the Reformers had with the Roman Catholic church, and the sort of debate that George Whitefield had with John Wesley. The emphasis is very important because we have to ask ourselves does God exist for our benefit or do we exist for his? In other words, does God have to meet our standards, and thus be primarily an education in love for us to accept him, or is the problem really that God cannot accept us? Do we have a problem with God, or does God has a problem with us?

Moderator: Why is this distinction so critical? After all, in both cases an appeal for faith is made.

Horton: I think the problem is that we disagree on the meaning of the cross because what is emphasized really makes a difference. For instance, we would say that the legal model has its origins in the Old Testament, not in Roman law, and legal justice is what God requires. The problem is reconciliation with God; God simply cannot tolerate sin, and he cannot tolerate sinners (Ps. 11:5), therefore they will either accept the means which he has provided for them, to be right with him legally, in a courtroom sense, or they will perish eternally.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock, is it consistent with your understanding of this God of love and his graciousness, that he would send somebody to hell for all eternity?

Pinnock: Well, the new model thinking on that issue is that anyone who does go to hell goes there because they chose it, not because God chose it, whereas, in Mike's view probably, God predestines people to go there and we think that's unacceptable.

Horton: Yes, I would agree with that. Ultimately this whole debate depends upon our view of God. Is God finite, does he depend upon the will of the creature, or does he in fact determine every element in the universe. If there is anything left to chance or free will, then this world isn't run by God, it is run by chance or fate. But there is order in the universe because God has predestined everything that comes to pass. Paul said that God "works out everything in conformity with his own will," and that must comprehend the salvation of people because the context of that statement in Eph. 1 is the context ofsalvation. So yes, we believe that those who do go to hell are sent there by God on account of their sins, not just because they decided to go to hell, but because God decided that hell is the price one must pay for rebelling against him. In Adam, all men deserve God's wrath and condemnation, but rather than punishing us all, he determined to rescue and save a people for himself (Titus 2:14), and this is the amazing message of our salvation.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock, how important to you is the distinction whether God sends us to hell or whether we send ourselves?

Pinnock: Very important, because the nature and character of God are at stake here. I just don't see how a person with Mike's view can honestly say that God loves the world. His God hates the world and Christ has to persuade him to love it.

Moderator: But isn't there somewhat of a judicial picture in Rev. 20 where God is judging men according to their works?

Pinnock: Yes, that's why the debate isn't clear cut. I'm not denying the judicial aspect, I'm just saying there's no reason that should be preferred over other things or mentioned first. The way Mike wants to make it prominent seems to drive a wedge between God and Jesus; God doesn't want to forgive us, but Jesus appeases him so he can. I argue that's not what Jesus said about God.

Horton: I would want to respond, first of all, that we would never want to say that God hates the world. Nevertheless we have to wrestle with texts such as Romans 9 where God loves Jacob but hates Esau, and this apart from any works forseen in either of them. Paul argues that this is the case "so that it will be not of him who works but of him who calls." It is precisely because God loved the world so much that he chose a great number of fallen men and women to be with him for all eternity. So some people get justice, and some people get mercy.

Moderator: How do you reconcile this concept, Mike, of God hating individuals with the concept of God's love.

Horton: Well, this is the point. This is why we need the cross. We don't need the cross to show everybody how much God loves him or her because ultimately it is something that God needs to do in order to love people. God, in order to be both "just and the justifier of the ungodly" (Rom. 3:26), has to go the route of the cross. He has to sacrifice someone who equals the injustice that has been done, something that can be done only by God himself. No one should do it but man, so God sends a God-man. It must be said however, for any of this to makes sense, that God hates not only sin, but sinners. But it is his love for those he has chosen to save, and chosen to redeem which initiated the whole plan of salvation. We read in Eph. 1, "In love he predestined us to the adoption of sons," so salvation is not based on God's hatred, although damnation is, but salvation is based on God's love. This really has a lot of tactical implications for our evangelistic presentations, because what's really important is to get the person to realize that he or she is at odds with God. Just after the statement in Jn. 3:16, Jesus said, "He who does not believe is judged already for the wrath of God remains on him." Now it doesn't say the wrath of God will come upon him but that it remains on him. We are born into this world with the wrath of God hanging over us, and unless Christ's righteousncss covers us by faith alone, we will be condemned to suffer that wrath on that dreadful day.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock at what point would you use the concept of the wrath of God in your evangelism? Would you ever use that as a main thrust in your evangelism?

Pinnock: Yes, people are in sin and under condemnation and God wants to forgive them, he wants them to receive his gifts; that would be another difference between Mike and I because Mike doesn't really think that receiving the gift of the cross is all that crucial because the cross makes that happen anyway, whereas I think the way the cross becomes effective is precisely by receiving it. Unfortunately for Mike, certain people can't receive it even if they wanted to because God doesn't want them to.

Horton: No, I wouldn't agree with that. The problem is not God picking and choosing who he will give the gift to, the problem is that nobody wants to receive the gift at all. And so God makes the decision that we would not be able to make. Every one of us would say no, everyone of us would reject the gift, that's why Jesus said, "No man can come to me unless he is enabled by the Father" (John 6). And so it is the prerogative of God to draw people who are alienated and dead in their trespasses and sins.

Moderator: It sounds as if this is becoming a classical Calvinist/Arminian discussion. Mike are you suggesting that no man autonomously seeks after God?

Horton: Yes, that is in fact what Paul teaches us in Romans 3 for it is recorded that, "There is no one righteous, no not even one; . . .there is no one who seeks God." I would argue that Dr. Pinnock denies original sin in the way that term has been understood historically. This doctrine maintains that the guilt of Adam's sin is imputed to the human race so that we are not only born sinners, but as David wrote in Ps. 51, we are sinners from the moment of conception on. A question I would like to ask Dr. Pinnock if he has a problem with this doctrine is how can Christ be guilty for our sins on the cross and we be considered innocent if this principle is unjust? In other words, if original sin is denied as the imputation of guilt, is it possible to hold that justification is the imputation of another man's righteousness?

Moderator: Dr Pinnock, do you hold that there is no imputation of guilt to the human race for Adam's sin?

Pinnock: Yes, I would certainly deny that doctrine. What Mike is saying is that people are damned for what someone else did, and not what they did. The Bible clearly teaches, "The soul that sinneth shall surely die." We are guilty because of our sins, not because of the sins of others. The only thing that Adam put into our condition is that we are corrupt on account ofwhat he did. And what we do in that context is become sexual, guilt producing sinners. The idea of Adam's sin being imputed to us is very difficult to accept. I mean, my father being an alcoholic certainly affected me in my home and my life, but to think that I'm guilty as an alcoholic like he was is nonsense.

Moderator: Mike can you shed some light here. It almost sounds like we are getting punished for something we did not do, but that we are getting punished for something somebody else did.

Horton: Yes, that's exactlywhat we are saying. Just as we say that Christ was proclaimed guilty, and suffered the punishment, for sins he did not commit, and just as we are proclaimed righteous for his actions, we are saying that we are guilty for something that Adam did. It's not as if we just pulled these doctrines out of a hat. This is in fact what the Bible teaches. Paul in Rom. 5 clearly states that, "Sin entered the world through one man." He says furthermore that, "the judgment followed one sin and brought condemnation, but the gift followed many sins and brought justification." He continues, "just as the result of one trespass was condemnation for all men, so also the result of one act of righteousness was justification that brings life for all men. For just as through the disobedience of the one man the many were made sinners, so also through the obedience ofthe one man the many will be made righteous." There is a one to one correspondence here between the imputation of another man's sin, and the imputation of another man's righteousness.

Moderator: OK, Dr. Pinnock, then what about the imputation of Christ's righteousness. Is Christ's righteousness imputed to us in some kind of legal fashion to make us acceptable before God in your view?

Pinnock: I think that's part of the total picture, though as I say, to make that the central idea turns God into a reluctant judge and Christ as some kind of attorney, whereas Jesus' own picture is that God seeks sinners and loves them and wants to reconcile them and the cross enters into this. I'm just suggesting that we shouldn't lead with the foot that Mike is leading with.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock, what from your perspective did Jesus accomplish on the cross, and what is my existential problem that requires this action of Christ?

Pinnock: I think on the cross Christ did several things in relation to different problems we all have. We are ignorant and need to have a disclosure about how God regards us, and in the cross, Jesus demonstrates God's love for us, correcting our ignorance and apathy. We also have a problem of guilt and sin, so Christ suffered in our place and restored a relationship with God that was broken. There is also a problem of sin's power; you don't just need to be delivered from sin's guilt but also it's power. And on the cross Christ triumphed over the powers of evil and delivered us.

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock, would you say that any of those problems that were dealt with on the cross are predominant? Are any of the problems particularly damning in nature to me as an individual that would make it the most critical issue of the cross?

Pinnock: What I am resisting is picking and choosing. They are all clearly separate dimensions of the cross that the New Testament presents. It doesn't say that one should be central, whereas Mike wants to make one of them more central than the others. I'm just saying that I don't want to do that, I want to accept them all and why don't we just leave it like that?

Moderator: OK, Mike, let me get your definition of what the cross is designed to save us from. That is, what is the human problem which necessitates some kind of action by God and in what way did God use Jesus to solve this problem?

Horton: I would say that the whole biblical record from the Old Testament to the New Testament is that God has a legal problem with us which affects a relational problem. God cannot relate to us as a father because of his justice, he can only relate to us as a judge until we are justified, until we are acceptable as children before him; and we are acceptable before him only by the righteousness of Christ. I'd want to turn to Col. 2:13-15 where I think we see all of the different models presented, but the substitutionary, sacrificial, legal model is at the heart and core of it all. Paul says, "When you were dead in your sins and in the uncircumcision of your sinful nature, God made you alive with Christ." Now what is predominate here is the statement, "He forgave us all our sins, having canceled the written code, with its regulations, that was against us and that stood opposed to us; he took it away, nailing it to the cross." That's the chief thing that Paul wants to herald, and then he says, because of this God has "disarmed the powers and authorities"--the Christus Victor model--and "he made a public spectacle of them"--the governmental and moral theories--"triumphing over them by the cross."

Let me give some examples. The moral influence theory says that the cross is the supreme manifestation of the love of God. But how could the cross be the supreme manifestation of the love of God if it does not actually take away the enmity God has with me. Leon Morris gives an illustration here. He says, suppose that I fall into a swift river and am floating downstream and someone sees my situation and jumps in the river to save me but dies in the process. Well that's a tremendously courageous and loving act, but what if I wasn't drowning and the same person just jumped in the river just to show me how much he loved me and then drowns in the process? The second situation is not a demonstration of love, but of stupidity. The ChristusVictor model has a similar problem. That is, how can Christ really be the conqueror over sin by his death on the cross if he doesn't get rid of the guilt of our sins in the courtroom of heaven? Satan's chief title is the adversary, or prosecuting attorney. This is essentially the argument of Rev. 12: 9-11, "For the accuser of our brothers...has been hurled down. They overcame him by the blood of the Lamb."

Moderator: Dr. Pinnock could you give us some concluding remarks.

Pinnock: You can see that there is a pattern of issues, sort of a systematic overview that comes into focus. Mike has a beautifully systematic way of putting things together, and I don't think I have as good of one, but I have a system too. All these issues seem to bump into one another, so it isn't just the cross but it's related to who God is and how he works with us.

Moderator: Mike?

Horton: One final comment I want to make is that though many today, including Dr. Pinnock, want to view the substitutionary theory as being one model among many, we want to say it is the primary model, the lens if you will, through which we view the other achievements of the cross. Certainly ignorance is a great problem; not knowing that God loves us is a great problem, but it is not the chief problem. The chief problem is that God must see us as just before he can love us as a father.


An Additional Interview with Clark Pinnock
This interview took place a few months earlier than the "on air discussion" recorded above, and was printed in the Nov/Dec. 1990 "newsletter," Modern Reformation.
Horton: You wrote in your Christianity Today article that the "New Model" is nothing more than "old Arminianism."

Pinnock: I thought he [Brow, the feature's editor] was saying it's new, when actually it's not. For instance, he was suggesting that the "new model" argued that the reason why people will be in hell is their own choice rather than a legal judgment on God's part. That's "free will" thinking, of course. I thought the "New Model" really was a family model, which you picked up on in organizing the Megashift conference: the love versus justice type of thing. But that's what I meant by the new model being old Arminianism.

Horton: We keep using the terms "Augustinian" and "Non-Augustinian," but isn't "non-Augustinian" a fairly ambiguous, almost useless term? I mean, that would include anybody who was not an orthodox Roman Catholic, Lutheran, or Calvinist. What form of "non-Augustinianism" would you hold?

Pinnock: You're right. I mean, "atheism" could qualify as "non-Augustinianism," so that is a rather ambiguous term. I think the Greek Fathers are going to be high up on my list as "non-Augustinian." They, of course, emphasized the universal saving will of God and the freedom to accept or reject the gospel, and the possibility of God's working in non-Christians. Augustine was harsh and restrictive in his views and so a lenient form of semi-Augustinianism is the best way to put it, I think, without sounding pejorative.

Horton: Of course, evangelicalism is at least supposed to be heir to the Reformation, which was, after all, a recovery of an Augustinian redemptive scheme. To what extent, then, should evangelicalism accomodate non-Augustinian interpretations without losing its "evangelical" identity?

Pinnock: Well, of course, the word "evangelical" is available to anyone who wants to use it and Augustinians like Van Til and John Gerstner have defined evangelicalism as Calvinism. And Calvinism is Augustinianism. But if that definition has more to do with the people who line up under the banner "evangelical," especially with the Lausanne movement or the NAE [National Association of Evangelicals], then Augustinianism is clearly only one side of "evangelical," and not the majority. And even the people who call themselves "Augustinian" these days are not terribly Augustinian.

Horton: Let's move to the heart of the issue--the cross of Christ. What did our Lord actually accomplish?

Pinnock: Well, it deals with the problem of sin and the forgiveness of God. It's potentially effective for the world and not actually effective, and I think you have to say something like that because of the universal texts in the Bible. So it's not automatically effective for those for whom it is offered.

Horton: What theory of the atonement comes closest to your own?

Pinnock: Well, Anselm got in the quantitative way of looking at the atonement--the John Owen, J.I. Packer approach. [Hugo] Grotius [architect of the governmental theory of the atonement] then tried to deal with the subject and I find him helpful--more helpful that the idea of a strict substitutionary atonement. In other words, the atonement is more a gesture of God showing that his law is important. Thus, the cross is the only appropriate action.

Horton: So, you would have more of an affinity with the governmental theory?

Pinnock: Yes.

Horton: Where do you think the future lies with this debate? Where are evangelicals headed? More or less Augustinian?

Pinnock: Well, I assume you mean by "evangelicalism" the group of people that Christianity Today is trying to hold together or the Lausanne Covenant. Obviously, there are some groups like yourselves who are moving in a more Augustinian direction, but I think the majority of evangelicals are moving away from it. This, I think, is due to the extreme difficulties of thinking in a strict way, especially as it relates to God--his attitude toward sinners. Also, the predestination doctrine. These things are so disliked by people today that I see the evangelical movement going in a decidedly non-Augustinian direction. But, then, some will adopt Augustinianism. It has an appeal in other ways: for instance, a clear way of thinking about things.

Horton: We have followed your work and even though we don't agree with your recent conclusions on these points, we are impressed with the significance of your own trek. Do you think your journey from Reformed theology and ICBI [the International Council on Biblical Inerrancy] to non-Augustinianism is indicative of a general trend among evangelical thinkers?

Pinnock: Oh, yes, I do think it's fairly typical. My life and work in the early 50's--the post-War period, to the present, does reflect this change. Fuller Seminary, NAE, and these post-War evangelical enterprises have moved this way. I represent this section of the group which has moved away--a movement toward greater leniency in our view of salvation.

Horton: Lastly, what's your proximity to Process Theology?

Pinnock: Well, I think you could see a spectrum in which strict Augustinian theism would be on one side and process theism on the other and I guess my position would be somewhere in the middle. So, from the Augustinian point of view it might seem to be proximate. I guess I would hold a "dynamic theism." God is the Creator--and that is absolutely key and vital. I'm a theist, not a panentheist. I guess you could just say that the process theism people just take my view a little bit further, and that's correct. They do take it further--much further.
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Leon Morris. The Cross of Jesus (Eerdmans. 1988). This is the classic every layperson should read with the greatest care and urgency. It's only 117 pages, and to the point'.


The Alliance of Confessing Evangelicals exists to call the church, amidst our dying culture, to repent of its worldliness, to recover and confess the truth of God's Word as did the Reformers, and to see that truth embodied in doctrine, worship, and life. For information about ACE resources, conferences, or broadcasts, call 1-800-956-2644, or visit our web site at: www. remembrancer.com/ace. 

Holy Spirit Theology

A Review of Clark Pinnock's Flame of Love
by Robert Brow

browr@limestone.kosone.com
(Originally posted on the Canadian Evangelical Theological Association discussion list on Dec. 24, 1996 and continued on January 1,1997)
With the publication of Clark H.Pinnock's Flame of Love: A Theology of the Holy Spirit (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 1996) an important component of his vision now fall into its proper place.

Clark Pinnock begins with a quote from Pope John XXIII: "Holy Spirit, renew your wonders in our day as by a new Pentecost." The Introduction then suggests that we neglect to talk about the Spirit as the environment we live in like a fish might forget to mention the sea (11). And in fact it is by the Spirit that we first experience "God's flying by" (14).

In Flame of Love Pinnock first thought of referring to the Holy Spirit as feminine, as is properly done by feminist writers such as Elizabeth Johnson (She who Is, Crossroads, 1992). He points out that J&uumlaut;rgen Moltmann used the feminine in his God in Creation (Harper & Row, 1985) but reverted to the masculine Spirit in The Trinity and the Kingdom (Harper & Row, 1991). Pinnock eventually decided with Moltmann to keep to the masculine throughout (25).

In the first chapter Pinnock helpfully notes the biblical references to Spirit as referring to the presence of God (Wolfhart Pannenberg's "field of deity" in his Systematic Theology, [Eerdmans, 1991]). He then follows the Nicene Creed, the Cappadocian fathers, Leonard Hodgson's Doctrine of the Trinity (1943), Cornelius Plantinga, Gordon Fee, and many other recent theologians who recognize biblical references to the Holy Spirit as one of the three Persons of the "Social Trinity" (25-35).

Pinnock then gives us a rich reminder of evidences of the Holy Spirit in our life experiences: love, joy, creativity, dance, play, music, mutuality, and community celebration, "let the party begin" (37-48). As the book proceeds we note the implications of this vision for the risky Openness of God (argued in Pinnock, Rice, Sanders, Hasker, & Basinger's 1994 InterVarsity book by that title) as opposed to a model of God as unchangeable, all determining, and with fixed decrees (43, 44, 56, 74, 75).

The second chapter on "Spirit in Creation" views the Spirit as "choreographing the dance of creation." The Spirit is the active agent in breathing life into our creation, fostering loving relationships and community, and all with an ultimate goal in mind of a oneness of love (50-63). Pinnock quotes Moltmann's view of the Spirit as the creative force "on all levels of matter and life" (God in Creation [Harper & Row, 1985], p.100).

The creative activity of the Holy Spirit does not oppose a scientific model of "evolutionary continuity" (65) in the various stages of evolution. But it should encourage scientists to ask why "paintings and symphonies exist?" We do not need them to survive the evolutionary struggle. Pinnock has already suggested that they are the outcome of God's "celebration and sheer delight" (55) How did chance matter produce an animal that can discuss "the process that created it ?" (71) Better think of matter as "on the march toward resurrection" (74).

This explanatory model has huge implications. As Elizabeth Johnson points out, the Spirit is not limited to religious activities such as "church, word, sacraments, and prayer." The whole range of "just plain ordinary human life" is touched by the mystery (She who Is [1992], p.125). There are also implications for a creative attitude to ecology (76-77). In chapter 6 Pinnock works at some of the theological problems of "Spirit and Universality."

Clark Pinnock's theology of the Holy Spirit now fits into an emerging vision of Creative Love Theism (the term used in Unbounded Love: A Good News Theology for the 21st. Century [InterVarsity, 1994], p.8).

Christians all over the world, and most theologians, accept the Trinitarian assumptions of the Nicene Creed. A major difference in emphasis then emerges between the theology of the Greek Orthodox Church and the Latin speaking Western Church. With the Reformation there are further differences in the explanatory models used in the various denominations of the Western

Church. Beginning with Grace Unlimited (1975), and The Grace of God and the Will of Man (1989), followed by A Wideness in God's Mercy (1992), and The Openness of God (1994), Clark Pinnock has systematically worked at a twentieth century model of Creative Love Theism, which has at least ten components:

1. God as a Social Trinity 

2. Theiosis (being perfected into the Love of God), and God's Love for all people 

3. The consequent Openness of God 

4. The Cross as the outcome of God's sacrificial love 

5. Hell as a free choice of eternal death 

6. A Family Model of the Atonement 

7. The continuing advents and final advent of the Son of God 

8. The Creativity of the Holy Spirit in all creation and human life 

9. The Church functioning in each place as a Charismatic Body 

10. Ethics as an expression of the love, joy, dance, play and celebration of the heart of God 

In all his books Pinnock has been careful to point out his debt to many other twentieth century writers. The Social Trinity was argued for example by Leonard Hodgson, Cornelius Plantinga, Wolfhart Pannenberg, and many others. Theiosis is celebrated by Madeleine L'Engle. Philip Yancey wrote Disappointment with God (Zondervan, 1988). Hell as a free choice was set out by C.S.Lewis in The Great Divorce (1945). The Church as charismatic body of gifted members was argued by Arnold Bittlinger in Gifts and Ministries (Eerdmans, 1967) and Robert Brow, The Church: An Organic Picture of Its Life and Missions (Eerdmans, 1968).

The ten components of Creative Love Theism unite into one theological stream the Greek Orthodox vision of theiosis, the Wesleyan emphasis on God's intention to perfect us in love, the theological renewal in the Roman Catholic Church begun by Pope John XXIII, and the Pentecostal and Charismatic movement. But as Pinnock points out, in terms of human experience our first contact with God is by the creativity of the Holy Spirit, and other components of this model are understood later.

In this century of the Holy Spirit more and more Evangelicals are expressing one or more of the ten components of Creative Love Theism in their songs and liturgies and popular writing. It is time for us to recognize the work of Clark Pinnock in giving us the theological tools needed to recognize, and attempt an explanatory model, of what God is doing.

The third chapter on "Spirit and Christology" points out that long before the incarnation the Holy Spirit was active in the mission of drawing people into the love of God. Pinnock then works at a model in which the ministry of the Son is part of the ongoing work of the Holy Spirit in creation and recreation. This means that the work of saving men and women throughout the world had begun by the Spirit long before the incarnation of the Son.

Pinnock marshals massive evidence to remind us that at every point the Holy Spirit is defined as the creative agent of the Son's conception (Luke 1:35), birth announcements (Luke 1:67, 2:25- 27), childhood growth (Luke 1:80), prophesied ministry (Mark 1:8, Matthew 3:11), baptism (Matthew 3:16, Mark 1:10, Luke 3:22), temptation (Matthew 4:1, Mark 1:12, Luke 4:1), filling for ministry (Luke 4:16) preaching (Luke 4:18), healing (Acts 10:38) casting out of demons (Matthew 12:28), offering up for death (Hebrews 9:14), resurrection (Romans 1:4, 8:11, Colossians 2:12), and church building (1 Corinthians 12:4-13, Ephesians 4:4-13).

To my mind this proves that the New Testament writers took it for granted that the Son's life on earth was constituted and empowered at every stage by the Spirit. It also suggests that the early Christians were very conscious of the fact that the Spirit who worked in the Son of God when He came into our world was the same Spirit now at work in them. Not only was the creative Spirit working to empower and change them from glory to glory in this life, but the same Spirit that raised Jesus from the dead would also take them through death and resurrection.

Pinnock then works at the implications of this for our model of the atonement. In the first chapter Pinnock established that the three Persons of the Trinity intended from the beginning (Genesis 1:26-27) to perfect us into God's image of perfect love. In the second chapter he shows that from the beginning it was Spirit who worked as the agent of creation and recreation. This enables Pinnock to bypass the doctrine of original sin with everyone destined to eternal damnation until the Son has made the payment to save us.

Readers will be tempted to compare this to the move Matthew Fox made when he replaced original sin by original blessing. The difference is that Matthew Fox is quite clear that he does not want to be a Theist, this life is all there is, and there is no resurrection. Pinnock is decisively Theistic, and the end product is a resurrection into God's heaven of perfected love. As in C.S. Lewis' Great Divorce it is possible to reject the love of God and prefer the outer darkness of grey city. But from the beginning and among all people the Holy Spirit works to call, and woo and persuade us by every means to respond to the love of God. There is therefore a freedom of heart response for all people. As John puts it they "come to the light, so that it may be clearly seen that their deeds have been done in God" (John 3:21).

In the Western Church the differences between Roman Catholics and various forms of Protestant theology focused on how the payment made by Christ could be accepted or encashed by faith. Based on Pinnock's theology of the Holy Spirit, the at-one-ment by the Spirit offers a new model to review the interminable discussions of the various theories of the atonement. No payment has to be made (as was often argued so forcibly by Robert Farrar Capon), and Satan may tempt but he can never hold us captive for ever.

To explain what he means Pinnock uses words like recapitulation (95), representation (97, 100, 102, 108), participation (97, 102, 105, 110). I must admit I do not grasp the ordinary language meaning of those words. But the net result is that we are made one with God as the Holy Spirit does in us what He did in the incarnate Son of God. In using such terms Pinnock does not want to deny a legal "penal substitutionary model" (102, 106, 107, 111), but the model no longer holds center stage. Pinnock wants to recover the centrality of the work of the Holy Spirit in every aspect of our atonement. He says for example that atonement is "a power event" (99). This means that we can experience exactly the same power that was at work in Jesus (111). In other words "the Spirit's task in atonement" is to transform and empower us (106, 111) so that we can love and suffer rejection, and finally be taken through death and resurrection in the same way as the Son of God.

What Pinnock's Flame of Love suggests to me is that from the Day of Pentecost the early Christians experienced the tremendous power of the Holy Spirit. They were filled with unexpected sacrificial love, freed from the powers of this world, and given a new kind of ministry of the Spirit (2 Corinthians 3:3-9) and worship in the Spirit. That was power atonement. And it is exactly the kind of theology that Wesleyan, Pentecostal, and Charismatic Christians need to explain what has happened to them.

Instead of the convoluted explanations which we have been given, I suspect that Pinnock's honoring of the work of the Holy Spirit will make easy sense in our post-modern world. Pinnock's work might even convince New Testament scholars that trying out a Holy Spirit model of the Epistle to the Romans might give us a very different understanding of Paul. All over the world humans know that their unruly flesh can never be tamed to become what they long to be (Romans 7:12-25). The good news is that the Holy Spirit is willing to do in us infinitely more than we have imagined (Romans 8:1-39). That makes Romans 8 the conclusion of Paul's argument rather than the Roman law court idea of justification, which is not needed anywhere in the Greek text.

A final suggestion is that the term Arminian needs to be pensioned off. It belongs to a model in which we are condemned to eternal damnation by original sin, and it suggests that we receive or encash the atonement by some human effort or decision. In Clark Pinnock's proposed model any change or transformation is by the Holy Spirit alone, and it is totally by grace without any admixture of human effort (the Galatian heresy). We are in fact predestined to being perfected in love, and the three Persons of the Trinity working together lovingly intend by all means to get us there. One might as well call a daffodil Arminian because it is open to the rain, sunshine, and soil. The faith that makes us right is not a work but a direction of looking like Abraham (Romans 4).
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. . . . . . . . . . . . Catch The Fire:  No Small Feat

                               Dr. Clark Pinnock

Catch the Fire:  The Toronto Blessing -- An Experience of Renewal and Revival by Dr. Guy Chevreau (Marshall Pickering, 1994).  Reviewed by Clark H. Pinnock, McMaster Divinity College, Hamilton, Ontario.

The outpouring of the Spirit during this past year in Toronto has been remarkable and this book will help explain it to those who have attended the meetings and to those who have not.

Besides documenting testimonies of changed lives, including the author's own, the book makes a serious effort to supply biblical, historical, and theological underpinnings for an understanding of what is occurring.  Such an event is easily misunderstood outside charismatic circles and Guy Chevreau (an ordained Baptist pastor) offers helpful explanations without being defensive. He commends the Toronto phenomenon without being naive or uncritical of it -- no small feat.

Congruent With Historical Experience

There are two particularly helpful chapters.  One of them retrieves a commonly suppressed feature of the biblical record, how the Spirit, when he gets a hold of people, often shakes them in the depth of their being, spiritually and even physically.

The disciples on the day of Pentecost (for example) were thought to be drunk - - indeed they were drunk, intoxicated with God.  Chevreau gently reminds readers that, although they themselves might be unfamiliar with physical manifestations accompanying the Spirit, their lack of experience of it may be more cultural than biblical.

Isn't it astonishing how people will tolerate fans screaming and clapping at sports events but frown on anyone showing excitement or emotion in the context of worshipping God?  It seems likely that people's initial disapproval of physical manifestations upon encountering God is unbiblical and incoherent and this must be pointed out.

The longest chapter is devoted to Jonathan Edwards, who presided over a blessing like this two centuries ago and had to deal with it pastorally. Though a large dose of church history in the book may seem surprising, it actually serves a useful purpose and clears the way for a more sympathetic response to the events.  For if the manifestations being seen in Toronto were visible in genuine revivals of the past, and if they were considered authentic by a most respected Reformed theologian, the Toronto Blessing would have to be taken seriously and could not just be dismissed out of hand.

Therefore, the book takes the time needed to prove that the Toronto Blessing is congruent with historical experience of revival which is very important. This is an excellent book then, and (I agree) this is a wonderful outpouring. I attend the meetings regularly since I live just down the road and have found my faith enhanced and my relationship with God enriched.  God is very real at these meetings and I love him all the more because of them.

A Foundation For Understanding
Permit me a few comments in closing.

First, the impression should not be given that all critics of the Toronto Blessing are sceptics like Charles Chauncey.  Some are just hesitant and can be won over by a loving attempt to help them understand.  Some take longer than others to get it -- reading this book will help them.

Second, the Toronto Blessing should not be hyped or exaggerated.  Like everything in the church, it is a mixture of both divine and human elements.  It is not perfect and the Spirit could abandon it anytime. We must not presume to suggest that it is the only train leaving the station and the only place where the Spirit is showing strength.  God wants us to be open and honest about ourselves, not propagandists.

Third, as Wimber has written, this is a renewal and not yet a revival, though we hope it will become one.  He is looking for thousands to be saved and I am looking for justice and mercy to flow forth as well. I do wish that the teaching component in the meetings were stronger in explaining why the Spirit is outpoured.  There is a danger that people may come to the meetings craving a spiritual high, not in order to be empowered to walk with Jesus down the path of suffering and service.

I agree that worshipping God can be fun, but we are not in the business of feeding people's addiction to emotional highs. Check It Out!

Churches needing more power, like Guy's and my Baptist churches, and others in the mainline denominations, ought to check out the Toronto Blessing.  It can help them.  But to avoid church splitting, it might be wise to send a committee from the congregation to attend the meetings, so that they could process the event together as a group and mediate it back home to the others wisely.

Meantime, as the book says, may God draw us out to where we can never return.
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David di Sabatino studied under Clark Pinnock at McMaster Divinity College. He is currently a Graduate Student in the Department of History at Queen's University, Kingston, Ontario, Canada.

· Text of M.A. Thesis on the Jesus Movement 


A Student's Impression of Clark Pinnock as Teacher

(Edited from a posting on the CETA-L discussion list 11 Dec 1996)

It was a great privilege to study under Clark Pinnock at McMaster Divinity College. Not only did we realize that he is a first rate intellectual. . . but he became our friend. He was always fighting for us remembering what it was like to be a student. He even asked for our opinions, jotting it down at times. . . and even incorporating it into his thinking and writing. I have rarely seen someone so willing to engage other thoughts with a spirit of openness, and yet not be afraid to speak down that which he thinks wrong.

I agree with the notion of Clark Pinnock as a "middle man." It is one of the things that I liked about him. Although the truth does not always lie in the via media, Clark made sense of seemingly irreconcilable polarities and did so with a high (but not too high) view of Scripture. I hear people saying how dangerous his ideas are. . . how he is a man "on the move". . . and how he is trying to do away with a good part of what theologians (Protestant and otherwise) have believed for centuries. But rarely, if ever, do I hear them refute his arguments. I hear theologians castigating him as an anti-traditionalist although it seems obvious to me that they are mistaken in their attempts to posit a standardized historic faith. A cursory reading of church history should offer one an awareness that theological understanding has been tremendously organic.

A friend and I came up with what we both thought was a good reason that theologians are anxious about Clark. He is questioning the tools of control over people's spiritual lives. If one takes away hell, how are we going to keep believer's in line? If you make the future open, then everything is much too insecure for our liking? If you suggest that God isn't fuming with anger waiting to smoke me every time someone is caught with hand in the cookie jar, then why should anyone be good? But it is precisely this openness which is so wonderful about God. We are free to choose evil, with the knowledge that there are consequences to our actions. Sin does lead to death but God never nags us into being good. He compels us to holiness because it is the best choice we could make for both Him and ourselves. That puts tremendous responsibility back on us and allows us more control than has been previously thought. People, especially those in leadership, don't like things that are not controlled. But it is precisely the open view of God that is so wonderfully amazing.

God will win in the end not by stamping his feet and getting what he wants, but by slowly reconciling the world with love. God has chosen to take a risk with us. And that is what makes our decisions meaningful. I am in dynamic relationship with Him and God utilizes me in part to affect my world. This is what Clark Pinnock taught me about God. He made sense of my Pentecostal background and offered me the most plausible model for God that appealed both to my intellectual and emotive senses. For that I am very grateful. 
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John Polkinghorne, Theistic Agency, and Clark Pinnock

A Review by Robert Brow

browr@limestone.kosone.com

(Posted on the Canadian Evangelical Theological Association discussion list, February 9, 1997)
On February 7 and 8, 1997, Queen's University offered two lectures by Dr. John Polkinghorne on "Science, Religion, and Divine Agency." Polkinghorne began as a mathematician, then moved into mathematical physics, and taught in the area of sub-atomic particles and quantum mechanics at Cambridge University for 25 years. He was elected a Fellow of the Royal Society in 1974. He was later ordained as an Anglican minister and became Master of Queens' College, Cambridge.

In his second lecture he said that most theoretical physicists now tend to need the idea of God as Creator to develop a grand unified theory. He suggested that what preceded the moment of creation (the big bang) is of little interest to science. What counts is the relationship of God to our world.

In his second lecture he contrasted some models that could fit the picture that science offers of quantum and chaos theory and the resultant uncertainty and unpredictability at the sub-atomic particle level. No one model can be proved to be the correct one, but we should ask which model allows us to explain most of what we observe and experience. For example:

· DEISM merely offers a clockmaker model for the beginning of our world, but it allows no possible interaction between us and the Creator.

· ATEMPORAL THEISM in which all points of time are equally known to God. We can access God, and derive wisdom and strength, but he is impassive to our feelings.

· WORLD-SOUL MONISM in which God relates to the world as soul to body. In this view some sense of cooperating or opposing the outworking of the world soul is possible, but no person-to-person communication with God can take place.

· PROCESS THEOLOGY offered the possibility of God remaining outside our world system but involving us in the creative process by our open ended choices. But in this model genuine interaction and response to our prayer longings are hard to visualise.

· THEISTIC AGENCY (which for Polkinghorne gives maximum explanatory possibilities) uses the analogy of human agency. As we observe another person we can predict many regularities (genetic structure, heart beat, blood pressure, temperature, accent and language characteristics, behavioral characteristics) but there is always the possibility of unpredictable (jagged edge) agency. Similarly with God. On the one hand science can understand the awesome beauty and elegance of many statistical regularities and set these out as laws. On the other hand we can allow God the freedom to act unpredictably in what we call miracle, response to prayer, and incarnation, resurrection, and advents which all suggest unexpected agency. The model takes seriously the fact that humans with free agency are made in the image of God who also relates to us as Agent.

With this model God is not impassive and outside time, but involved in our holistic time-world of true becoming. It allows science to set out how things happen, and theology can work at why things happen. The imput of the Holy Spirit and our agency in the world can be pictured by information theory.

John Polkinghorne's preferred theistic agency model of the relationship between God and our world seems to give a scientific account that corresponds to the biblical and theological model set out in Clark Pinnock (Editor), Rice, Sanders, Hasker & Basinger, The Openness of God: A Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press; Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 1994).

These two lectures at Queen's University were in part based on "Science and Christian Belief," the Gifford Lectures at the University of Edinburgh, 1993.
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CREATIVE LOVE THEISM was a term first used in Clark H. Pinnock and Robert C.Brow in Unbounded Love: A Good News Theology for the 21st. Century, Downers Grove, Illinois 60515: InterVarsity Press, 1994, Carlisle , Cumbria CA3 0QS, UK : Paternoster Press, 1994, page 8.

Beginning with Grace Unlimited, 1975 and The Grace of God and the Will of Man, 1989, Tracking the Maze, 1990, followed by A Wideness in God's Mercy, 1992, The Openness of God, 1994, Unbounded Love, 1994, and Flame of Love, 1996 Clark Pinnock has systematically worked at a model which has at least ten components:

11. God as a Social Trinity (see Unbounded Love 4, and Flame of Love 1.) 

12. Theiosis (being perfected into the Love of God), and God's Love for all people. See Flame of Love 5 & 6) and A Wideness in God's Mercy. 

13. The consequent Openness of God. See The Openness of God, and compare Philip Yancey's Disappointment with God, Zondervan 1988) 

14. The Cross as the outcome of God's sacrificial love. See Flame of Love 3 and Unbounded Love 9. 

15. Hell as a free choice of eternal death. See Unbounded Love 8, and see also C.S.Lewis, The Great Divorce, 1945. 

16. A Family Model of the Atonement. See Unbounded Love, Introduction. 

17. The continuing advents and final advent of the Son of God. See Unbounded Love 7. 

18. The Creativity of the Holy Spirit in all creation and human life. See Flame of Love 2 & 5. 

19. The Church functioning in each place as a Charismatic Body. See Flame of Love 4. 

20. Ethics as an expression of the love, joy, dance, play, and celebration of the heart of God. See Flame of Love 1 & 2. 

This kind of theological vision unites into one theological stream some components of the Greek Orthodox vision of theiosis, the Wesleyan emphasis on God's intention to perfect us in love, the theological renewal in the Roman Catholic Church begun by Pope John XXIII, the Pentecostal experience of the Holy Spirit in worship, the Charismatic movement in the main denominations, the new openness to the Holy Spirit in the Toronto Airport Fellowship, the theology of Clark Pinnock, and Robert Brow's Model Theology web site.

In this century of the Holy Spirit more and more Christians in all denominations are expressing one or more of the ten components of Creative Love Theism in their songs and liturgies and popular writing.


CLARK PINNOCK teaches at McMaster Divinity School, Hamilton, Ontario, Canada.
SOME RECENT BOOKS

Grace Unlimited (Edited with 12 other writers). Minneapolis, Minnesota: Bethany Fellowship, 1975

A Case for Arminianism: The Grace of God and the Will of Man. Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Academie Books, 1989

Tracking the Maze: Finding our Way Through Modern Theology from an Evangelical Perspective. San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1990

Theological Crossfire: An Evangelical/Liberal Dialogue (with Delwin Brown) Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1990

Flame of Love: A Theology of the Holy Spirit. Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1996

Unbounded Love: A Good News Theology for the 21st. Century. (With Robert C. Brow) Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1996 & Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 1994

The Openness of God (with Richard Rice, John Sanders, William Hasker, David Basinger). Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1994, Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 1994

A Wideness in God's Mercy: The Finality of Jesus Christ in a World of Religions. Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1992


THE TABLE OF CONTENTS OF SOME BOOKS BY CLARK PINNOCK

WITH LINKS TO OTHER WRITERS

Clark H. Pinnock, FLAME OF LOVE: A THEOLOGY OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1996 (ISBN 0-8308-1879)

Introduction

1. SPIRIT & TRINITY The face of the Spirit in the communion of the Holy Trinity (For a previous treatment of the Trinity see Unbounded Love.) 

2. SPIRIT IN CREATION The Spirit as Lord and giver of Life, who touches creation and moves it toward completion 

3. SPIRIT & CHRISTOLOGY The Spirit anointed Jesus of Nazareth to heal human brokenness from the inside and bring about atonement 

4. SPIRIT & CHURCH The Spirit indwells the church and is present sacramentally and charismatically to endow it for mission (for a previous chapter on The Church see Unbounded Love XI & XII, and for a treatment of the gifts of the Spirit see Robert Brow's The Church chapters 6 to 15.) 

5. SPIRIT& UNION The goal of salvation is to live in loving union with God and to participate in the triune nature through the Spirit 

6. SPIRIT & UNIVERSALITY God desires all to be saved and is found graciously present with every person in every place by the Spirit (see also A Wideness in God's Mercy) 

7. SPIRIT & TRUTH The Spirit leads the church into truth along the path of mission, enabling it to be timely and fruitful in ministry 

8. Conclusion 

9. Notes 


Clark H. Pinnock & Robert C. Brow, UNBOUNDED LOVE: A GOOD NEWS THEOLOGY FOR THE 21ST CENTURY Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1996, Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 1994 (USA ISBN 0-8308-1853-7, UK ISBN 0-85364-634-1)
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The Openness of God
A Review

by Robert Brow

A review of Clark Pinnock, Richard Rice, John Sanders, William Hasker, and David Basinger, The Openness of God: A Biblical Challenge to the Traditional Understanding of God. (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press / Carlisle, UK: Paternoster Press, 1994).


Among Christians a traditional model of an impassive, immutable, omnipotent God is usually taken for granted. The Openness of God offers an alternative model in which God feels and listens to us, responds to our concerns, and can even change his mind. This model is presented in five impressive chapters by theologians who make us look at the biblical evidence from a quite different point of view.

In the Preface Clark Pinnock outlines the main features of a vision of God's openness. We are given the freedom to cooperate with or work against God, and this involves a genuine interaction between God and us. God takes risks, and is "open to receiving input" from ordinary men and women.

A first chapter by Richard Rice is entitled "Biblical Support for a New Perspective." In the traditional model God's irresistible sovereign will is the only governing consideration. The result is that God remains untouched by our disappointments, sorrows, and suffering.

Rice admits that it is possible to pick out biblical metaphors that fit the traditional model which argues from God's immutability and sovereignty. But there are other metaphors that suggest that love is the governing attribute of God. 1 John 4:8-16 and other New Testament texts pick up on the many Old Testament texts about the steadfast love of God. This is why in the openness model "all of God's characteristics" derive from the fact that God is first love.

As opposed to the assumption that God is impassive, Rice points out that the Old Testament refers to God's "joy, grief, anger and regret." In the three parables of Luke 15 God is pictured as rejoicing over receiving back what was lost.

And as opposed to the assumption that God is immutable, Rice quotes Genesis 6:6, 18:23-32, Exodus 32:14, 1 Samuel 15:35, Jonah 3:10, and other texts. In each case interpreters who adhere to the traditional model explain that it is humans who change, but God is impassive and immutable. But that is not what the texts plainly say.

In the next chapter on "Historical Considerations" John Sanders traces back the idea of immutability to the Pre-Socratic philosophers of Greece. Plato argued that "the Good" is self-sufficient and perfect. Aristotle pictured an "unmoved mover." Philo adapted Greek philosophy to the Bible and said God could neither have passion or change, and Sanders traces these ideas through the early Church fathers.

It was Augustine who listed "self-sufficient, impassable, immutable" among the attributes of God which were set in stone and adopted by both Roman Catholics and Protestants. Calvin, for example, defined God's sovereignty as "nothing happens except what is knowingly and willingly decreed by him" (Institutes 3.23.2).

Following Stephen Charnock's Discourses on the Existence and Attributes of God, a distinction is often made between "upper level" texts which define God as "transcendent, independent, alone, immutable" and "lower level" texts which describe God as he appears to us. This methodology is followed by well known theologians such as William G.T. Shedd, A.H. Strong, Louis Berkhof, Herman Bavinck, Lewis Sperry Chafer, A.W. Tozer, Charles Ryrie, J.I. Packer, Carl Henry. One result of this is that theologians have assumed that prayer cannot change God's mind. Even A.W. Tozer was sure that any change "must be on our part."

John Sanders concludes with evidence that some theologians are beginning to shift to another model. Among these he notes James Oliver Buswell Jr., Nicholas Wolterstorff, Stephen Davis, Richard Foster, Donald Bloesch, Gabriel Fackre, Terence Fretheim, Thomas Torrance, Thomas Oden, and others. Some popular Evangelical writers might not affirm the full openness of God, but they certainly allow for "genuine divine responsiveness." A very readable best seller is Philip Yancey's Disappointment with God: Three Questions No One Asks Aloud, (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 1988).

The third chapter on "Systematic Theology" by Clark Pinnock is a fine example of Model Theology (p.103). He uses a model of "the social Trinity" to offer an alternative to the "immobility and inertness" of the traditional view on the one hand and the equally unacceptable Monism of Process Theology. He concludes that the open view of God offers us a model that allows for his "generosity, sensitivity and vulnerability."

The fourth chapter by William Hasker offers us "A Philosophical Perspective." There are philosophical difficulties with a timeless God acting, God knowing, God responding in prayer, and God being born among us, suffering and dying. Similarly with divine immutability and impassability. As Nicholas Wolterstorff has shown, the Bible pictures God as "living, acting, and reacting" in our time sequence.

Hasker fills out the philosophical problems inherent in Process Theology. He also examines the logical contradictions of the determinism of Augustine, and his followers in our western tradition such as Thomas Aquinas, Luther, Calvin, and even Zwingli. There is a helpful discussion of Molinism and "simple foreknowledge" as alternatives to a strict Calvinism.

Hasker then explains some implications the open view of God, which he also calls "free-will theism." This does not deny the omnipotence and omniscience of God as long as we see that God governs "according to general strategies" for our good, not by forcing our individual decisions.

Finally David Basinger sets out some "Practical Implications." A key to this is that God "does not normally override" our freedom. He then deals with petitionary prayer, divine guidance, humans suffering, social responsibility and evangelistic responsibility.

Basinger's conclusion is a careful statement of what model theology can and cannot do. The openness model cannot be proved to be logically or experientially superior, but it is plausible, appealing, exciting, and spiritually rewarding. And the authors invite us to take the risk of trying it out and comparing it with the traditional interpretation of the attributes of God.
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Government

¶ The mayor of San Francisco, Willie Brown, presided over the mass wedding of 175 homosexual couples in a civil ceremony at city hall. The marriages kicked off a new city policy allowing homosexual marriages. Brown heard each couple's vows and officially pronounced them domestic partners. The event, however, was strictly symbolic and carried no legal authority. New York City and Madison, Wisconsin, also offer ceremonies for homosexuals. The marriages are not legal anywhere in the United States, but courts in Hawaii may legalize such unions within a year (Christian News, 4/8/96). 

¶ A landmark euthanasia law will go into effect July 1 in Australia's remote Northern Territory. Critics fear that the region will become a mecca for the terminally ill. The new law will allow doctors to administer lethal injections to the terminally ill. About 20 of the territory's 700 doctors are prepared to administer the injections. Other parts of Australia are considering similar legislation (Christian News, 4/22/96). 

¶ Two volunteer prison chaplains were recently forbidden to discuss gospel passages concerning sexual morality. Because of the county's diversity policy, the volunteers at the Adult Corrections Facility in Plymouth, Minnesota, were sent a letter informing them that the jail must be "free of comments or actions which may be offensive" to inmates, and volunteer chaplains must speak to them "without judgment" (NIRR, 4/1/96). 

¶ New Jersey cannot notify communities when a released sex offender moves into the area, a federal judge has ruled. When issuing his preliminary injunction, Judge John Bissell said that notification violates the rights of offenders who committed crimes before the so-called Megan Law was enacted on October 31, 1994. "The public has a profound interest in protecting the potential victims of sexual offenders," ruled Bissell. "However, the public has an equally vital concern that the rights which all persons enjoy under our Constitution be fully protected" (National Liberty Journal, 5/96). 

Religion

¶ To discuss the future of the rapidly growing "post-denominational church" movement, Fuller Theological Seminary will convene a national symposium, May 21-23. Forty-six leaders are scheduled to speak. The majority of these leaders are Pentecostal or charismatic, although their churches often eschew such labels. C. Peter Wagner of Fuller says, "They are wary of being encumbered by organizational structures commonly associated with denominationalism. . . . Their form of government typically is based more on relationships than on official documents and rigid structures."
   Some leaders talk openly about God restoring apostles and prophets. "I believe it [the symposium] will enable us to build new relationships with proven apostles and prophets and with the churches and networks they represent," says speaker Frank Damazio (Ministries Today, 3-4/96). 

¶ United Methodists decided last April to make children full members of the church when they are baptized rather than when they are old enough to profess their faith. The new policy was unanimously approved by about 1,000 delegates to the general conference (Greenville [S.C.] News, 4/23/96). 

¶ More Than One Way? Four Views on Salvation in a Pluralistic World is the latest multiple-authors book published by Zondervan. It gives four views on pluralism: (1) Normative pluralism by John Hick: all ethical religions lead to God; (2) inclusivism by Clark Pinnock: salvation is universally available, but established by and leading to Christ; (3) Salvation in Christ by Alister McGrath: agnosticism regarding those who have not heard the gospel; and (4) salvation in Christ alone: the traditional evangelical view.
   Pinnock is a highly regarded theology professor at McMaster Divinity College in Ontario. "Clark Pinnock is to be saluted," says John Hick, "for having done much to lead the evangelical wing of Christianity away from the old exclusivism, which believes that only Christians are saved, to an inclusivism that recognizes that non-Christians may ultimately be saved."
   Pinnock writes, "As an inclusivist, I acknowledge my debt to the Catholic Church for its leadership in this regard [at Vatican II]." He goes on to say, "I welcome the Saiva Siddhanta literature of Hinduism, which celebrates a personal God of love, and the emphasis on grace that I see in the Japanese Shin-Shu Amida sect. I also respect the Buddha as a righteous man (Matt. 10:41) and Mohammed as a prophet figure in the style of the Old Testament" (Christian News, 4/15/96). 

Society

¶ On April 18 the president of Baylor University and his wife planned to perform the school's first dance since it lifted its ban on dancing. The first official dance was held outdoors in the center of campus. Although no alcohol was permitted, there were no special rules concerning dress or how people should dance (Christian News, 4/22/96). 

¶ The Media Research Center has released the results of its third annual study of how prime-time entertainment treats religion. Out of 1,798 hours of original programming in 1995, there were only 287 portrayals of religion; 38.3% positive, 27.9% negative, 7.3% mixed, and 26.5% neutral. Although the portrayals overall were more positive than negative, "the more elaborate the depiction, the more likely it is to be negative." Some 64.4% of portrayals of believers were negative, and 41.7% of portrayals of religious leaders were negative (World, 4/20/96). 

¶ The May issue of CCM featured the contemporay Christian musician Mark Lowry. On the issue of standards and ecclesiastical separation (which he calls "legalism"), Lowry said, "Legalism is as sickening today as it was 2000 years ago. It's just wrong. On my new video, that's one thing I'm tryin' to take a whack at. . . . I tell people at my concerts, 'Isn't that somethin'? We've got Catholics, Presbyterians, Episcopalians, Baptists, and Pentecostals all under one roof! And you know what? Somebody's wrong!' That's why eternity is gonna last so long. God's gotta straighten us out." 

¶ An application to have RU 486, the so-called "French abortion pill," legally approved for use in America has been filed with the U.S. Food and Drug Administration. The Population Council of New York hopes to have the drug available for widespread use before year's end. Last fall it completed a $7 million nationwide trial involving approximately 2,100 women, and it has forwarded the results to the FDA. The Council will try to insulate the manufacturer from boycotts by keeping manufacturer's identity a secret (NRL News, 4/12/96). 
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Book Review

Exegetical Cats on Hot Textual Bricks

The Grace of God, The Will of Man, by Clark Pinnock, Gen. Ed.

Academie/Zondervan, 1989
Reviewed by Douglas Wilson

The Grace of God, the Will of Man is a volume of essays presenting "a case for Arminianism" edited by Clark Pinnock. Because of the different nature of the various essays, and because of their somewhat erratic quality, the book is a difficult one to review.

It may be best to make a few general comments about some of the book's more obvious shortcomings, and then respond in more detail to the strongest point of the book, which is the recognition that in the Bible the atonement is frequently presented as universal in scope. The book misapplies the point, but it is misapplied with sufficient effectiveness to require an answer from those Christians who acknowledge the exhaustive sovereignty of God.

Problems

1. The front cover of the book says that it is a case for Arminianism. Actually, it is quite a few cases for Arminianism. The theological positions represented appeared to be neo-evangelicalism, a more traditional Arminianism, Seventh-day Adventism, anti-classical theism, and so on. Consequently, a number of the arguments presented applied as much to fellow-contributors as they did to the Reformed position. In short, the bugle here was blowing indistinctly.

2. There was not enough common ground assumed in order to engage effectively in debate with conservative "Calvinists." For example, I. Howard Marshall's essay treats as an open question whether or not Paul wrote the Pastoral epistles. "...the author of the Pastorals (whom I shall call the Pastor without any prejudice to the question of whether he could also be called Paul)..." (p. 54). The question of God's sovereignty is difficult enough when there is a common commitment to the authority, veracity, and inerrancy of the Scriptures. When it is allowed that the clear claim of Pauline authorship made in the Pastorals could be wrong, then why couldn't other claims be also wrong?

3. Some of the contributors seemed unsure of themselves. For example, when Grant Osborne, in his essay on the Gospel of John, refers to John 5:21, he says, "There is no denying the strong predestinarian thrust of this verse. Yet how absolute is the statement?" (p. 247). And in responding to an argument by Carson, he says, "Certainly there is a lot to be said for this view." (p. 248). In some cases, there appeared to be a desire not so much as to refute Reformed theology, as to tone it down. 

Postmillenialism and the Doctrines of Grace

The strongest point made in the book concerns the universality of the gospel. The teaching on this in the Scripture is so clear that Arminians can use this argument with devastating effect against certain enclaves within Reformed circles. Unfortunately, Arminians tend to think that the argument applies across the board. For example, Terry Miethe writes, "In 1 John 2:2 we read, `He is the atoning sacrifice for our sins, and not only for ours but also for the sins of the whole world.' How could it be put any plainer? The contrast here is clear. Jesus is the `atoning sacrifice' for the sins of the church, but `not only for ours': Jesus paid the price of sin for all people." (p. 82)

Reformed Christians would agree that this is a mishandling of the verse, but they do not agree among themselves as to why it is a mishandling. And to be frank, I believe there are Reformed interpretations of it which do not do justice to the universality to be found there. All Reformed Christians believe that the atonement is definite, or particular (or put another way, substitutionary), and that it is efficacious. Jesus laid down His life for the sheep. But how many sheep are there?

Reformed Christians who hold to a pessimistic eschatology believe that Jesus died for the elect (true), but that the elect are comparatively few in number (false). This puts them in an unenviable position in the debate with Arminians. "World" means the "few elect?" "All men" means "few men?"

The Reformed Christian who has an optimistic eschatology, on the other hand, can assert the particularity of Christ's redemptive work, and also assert that it is for the world. Why? Because in the postmillennial view, the world is elect.
<The postmillennial perspective is acknowledged in just one place in this book, in a footnote. In addition, the way it is acknowledged seems to indicate a real unawareness of the tenuousness of Arminian universalism. The reference concerns B.B. Warfield's "rather pretentious" treatment of 1 Jn. 2. Terry Miethe quotes Douty in the footnote thus: "Here the former president of Princeton Seminary puts forth an altogether novel view of John's words, but with all the assurance in the world. Even a great scholar is not warranted in advancing an interpretation never heard of without some diffidence. He tells us that the Apostle was not an "each and every" universalist (that Christ is the propitiation for the sins of all human beings), but that he was an "eschatological" universalist (that, in the end, Christ will have a saved world to present to the Father, when the Gospel shall have subdued it." (p. 94).>
If a debate on the atonement were to be conducted between an Arminian and an eschatologically pessimistic Calvinist, the Arminian would appear to have the advantage. There are many passages which describe Jesus dying for the sins of the world. If we consider the biblical data that God loves the world (Jn. 3:16), the Lamb of God takes away the sin of the world (Jn. 1:29), that Jesus was the propitiation for the sins of the whole world (I Jn. 2:1-2), that Jesus in His death would draw all men to himself (Jn. 12:32), and that God was in Christ reconciling the world to Himself (II Cor. 5:19), the advocate of limited atonement has a problem. How can the belief that Christ died for a few be reconciled with the clear teaching that He died for the world?
There are three positions we may consider here in the light of this.

1. There is the Arminian, who retains the universal sweep or extent of the universal passages, but who does not retain the power evident in them. His atonement is extensive, but not efficacious. He limits the atonement with regard to its power to save. This was seen clearly in Miethe's treatment of 1 Jn. 2:1-2 quoted above. He waters down the statement of John. John says that the death of Christ was an atoning sacrifice, or propitiation for the sins of the world. What does propitiation mean? It means to turn wrath aside. God, in Christ, has turned His wrath away from the world. Miethe turns this into "paying the price" for all people. The passage declares propitiation for the world, and an Arminian limits this to mean potential propitiation.

2. Then there is the eschatologically pessimistic Reformed Christian, who retains the efficacy of the passages, but who neglects the sweep, or extent of them. I remember one time, before I understood the doctrines of grace, picking up a book by a well-known Reformed writer to see what he "did with" John 3:16. What he did was inexcusable exegetically; he said that "world" meant the "elect." Coupled with this was the assumption that the elect are few in number, so all I saw was a mangling of the word "world." Sure, "world" doesn't mean every last person, but neither does it mean "just a handful." He limited the atonement in its extent.

3. And last, there is the eschatologically optimistic Reformed Christian, who holds to a view which our footnote says was "never heard of." Well, I suppose that depends upon what you read. While this position has not been common in this century, in prior eras it has been very common indeed. I would refer the reader to The Puritan Hope by Iain Murray for a fine introduction to the subject. The optimistic Reformed position cannot be touched by the potential universalism of the Arminian ("everyone could be saved, if..."). Why would he trade in actual salvation for the world for a potential, and highly unlikely salvation of the world?

Reformed postmillennialism holds that the world is elect. This does not mean that every last person is elect, but that the world certainly is. This is the one position that does not limit the atonement. It is unlimited in its power to save (contra Arminianism), and it is unlimited in that it is worldwide in scope; the world will be successfully evangelized (contra pessimistic Calvinism).

To illustrate:

Suppose, in anticipation of a major sporting event, I said, "The whole city will be there!" Now let us interpret this statement the three ways discussed above: 

1. The Arminian believes that the whole town could have been there. The stadium is big enough, and there are free tickets for every last person at the door. But this response is lousy, and we all know the stadium will be virtually empty.

2. The pessimistic Calvinist believes that only twenty people will really be there, those twenty were required to come, and that is all the management of the stadium wanted anyway. We are allowed to say that the "whole city" was there because these twenty are obviously the ones who counted the most.

3. The Reformed postmillennialist requires that the whole town will actually be there, the stadium will be full, although a few people will be at home sick, and there were some others who did not want to come.

Obviously, the only position which does justice to the phrase "the whole city will be there" is the Reformed postmillennialist position.

And what is our job? To preach the gospel in all the world, with the confidence that Jesus, lifted up, will draw all men to himself. It is our job, enabled by the Holy Spirit, to fill the stadium.

We pray and preach and write with confidence because we know that Jesus did not come into the world to condemn it but to save it. In other words, He did not come to give saving the world the old college try.

In conclusion, the best argument presented in this book against the Reformed faith has no force at all when its defenders stand upon the electing grace of God as the only sure hope for the salvation of a lost and sinful world. 
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FROM AUGUSTINE TO ARMINIUS:  A PILGRIMAGE IN THEOLOGY

by Clark H. Pinnock

 A theological shift is underway among evangelicals as well as other Christians away from determinism as regards the rule and salvation of God and in the direction of an orientation more favorable to a dynamic personal relationship between God, the world, and God's human creatures.  The trend began, I believe, because of a fresh and faithful reading of the Bible in dialogue with modern culture, which places emphasis on autonomy, temporality, and historical change.  In this chapter I want to tell the story of my pilgrimage and struggle to understand these matters and thus perhaps to give voice to what I suspect is the experience of many others.  The account may also serve as a case study about systematic thinking in theology, how it changes and works itself out in a person's life. 

WHY A PILGRIMAGE? 

The great majority of theologians change their minds quite often.  We often refer to their early work and their later work, and sometimes also to the middle stages of their thought.  Karl Barth, undoubtedly the greatest theologian of our century, illustrates this very well, and he was not ashamed of changing his mind.  It is better to change one's mind than to continue on a wrong path.  Of course there are some who do not follow this rule: they refuse to change.  Theologians like Bultmann and Van Til, for example, seem to have thought they possessed all the "right" answers from graduate school on and never saw any reason to change them afterward, though many of their readers saw reason to change.  

But such theologians are the abnormal ones, and it is rather hard for ordinary mortals to identify with them.  

The reason for this is that in theology we are dealing with great mysteries and intellectually complex problems that can be excruciatingly difficult to sort out and to understand.  

So almost anyone who seriously tries to resolve them will experience struggles in doing so and changes in his or her understanding.  Not only are individual topics like predestination and election remarkably challenging in themselves, but also the interconnections between such themes and other topics in the total grammar of the Christian faith are tricky to establish and maintain in a balanced way.

 So I do not apologize for admitting to being on a pilgrimage in theology, as if it were in itself some kind of weakness of intelligence or character.  Feeling our way toward the truth is the nature of theological work even with the help of Scripture, tradition, and the community.  We are fallible and historically situated creatures, and our best thinking falls far short of the ideal of what our subject matter requires.  

A pilgrimage, therefore, far from being unusual or slightly dishonorable, is what we would expect theologians who are properly aware of their limitations to experience.

 This is particularly true when it comes to our present set of topics: how God relates to his human creatures in history and in redemption.  Here the human mind is stretched to its limits and beyond when it dares to inquire how divine sovereignty and human freedom relate to each other.  One is almost certain to change one's mind several times over a lifetime on mysteries as deep as these.  In speaking of Augustine and Arminius in the title of this chapter, I am using the names of two famous theologians to symbolize two profound ways of structuring the answer--Augustine placing the emphasis on the sovereignty of God and Arminius putting it on significant human freedom.  My pilgrimage can be described as a journey from Augustine to Arminius.  But I could as easily have spoken of Calvin and Wesley, or Luther and Erasmus.  

Let us be aware too as I relate the story that it is not a one-way street.  Many others, such as R. C. Sproul, will be able to write about their odyssey in the opposite direction.

THE CALVINISTIC HEGEMONY IN EVANGELICALISM

 Brought up as I was in a liberal church and converted in my teens chiefly through the witness of my grandmother, I was introduced in a natural way during the 1950s to the institutions of what is inexactly called "evangelicalism" in North America, a quasi-denominational world furnished with its own publishers, magazines, conference centers, famous evangelists, youth organizations, and the like.  Although there is a great and growing diversity theologically and otherwise in this coalition, the dominating theology is Reformed or Calvinian.  Critics have not exaggerated much when they have wanted to call it "neo-Calvinism.

Certainly most of the authors I was introduced to in those early days as theologically "sound" were staunchly Calvinistic: John Murray, Martyn Lloyd-Jones, Cornelius Van Til, Carl Henry, James Parker, Paul Jewett.  Theirs were the books that were sold in the Inter-Varsity bookroom I frequented.  They were the ones I was told to listen to; sound theology was what they would teach me.  A simple fact, which I did not think much about at the time, was that Calvinian theology enjoyed an elitist position of dominance within postwar evangelicalism on both sides of the Atlantic.  This was due in part to the fact that it was and is also a scholarly and historic system of evangelical theology.  

Therefore, it is no surprise that I began my theological life as a Calvinist who regarded alternate evangelical interpretations as suspect and at least mildly heretical.  I accepted the view I was given that Calvinism was just scriptural evangelicalism in its purest expression, and I did not question it for a long time.

 A HOLE IN THE DIKE

 I held onto this view until about 1970, when one of the links in the chain of the tight Calvinian logic broke.  It had to do with the doctrine of the perseverance of the saints, likely the weakest link in Calvinian logic, scripturally speaking.  I was teaching at Trinity Evangelical Divinity School at the time and attending to the doctrine particularly in the book of Hebrews.  

If in fact believers enjoy the kind of absolute security Calvinism had taught me they do, I found I could not make very good sense of the vigorous exhortations to persevere (e.g., 3:12) or the awesome warnings not to fall away from Christ (e.g., 10:26), which the book addresses to Christians.  It began to dawn on me that my security in God was linked to my faith-union with Christ and that God is teaching us here the extreme importance of maintaining and not forsaking this relationship.  

The exhortations and the warnings could only signify that continuing in the grace of God was something that depended at least in part on the human partner.  And once I saw that, the logic of Calvinism was broken in principle, and it was only a matter of time before the larger implications of its breaking would dawn on me.  The thread was pulled, and the garment must begin to unravel, as indeed it did.

What had dawned on me was what I had known experientially all along in my walk with the Lord, that there is a profound mutuality in our dealings with God.  What happens between us is not simply the product of a set of divine decrees that, written on an everlasting and unchangeable scroll, determine all that takes place in the world.  I began to doubt the existence of an all-determining fatalistic blueprint for history and to think of God's having made us significantly free creatures able to accept or reject his purposes for us (Luke 7:30).  

Even the good news of the grace of God will not benefit us, as Hebrews says, unless "mixed with faith in the hearers." (Heb. 4:2)  For the first time I realized theologically that the dimension of reciprocity and conditionality had to be brought into the picture of God's relations with us in creation and redemption and that, once it iso explain it, other times I would give up and call it an antinomy, but deep down I knew there was something amiss.  I was faintly aware that an action forever predetermined to be what it will be, however necessitated, whether by external factors or internal motives, did not deserve to be called a "free" action.  Now, given my new discovery, I was able to move away from that construction and see the biblical view of human freedom in a different way.  God made us "responsible" beings able to respond freely to his word and call.  Of the essence of this creature that bears God's own image, marking it off from all the others in this world, is this wonderful capacity to relate or decline to relate to God, to love or not to love him.  It was now open to me to regard people not as the product of a timeless decree but as God's covenant partners and real players in the flow and the tapestry of history.  I hardly need to add that my reaction to this discovery was one of considerable relief.      

THE WIDENING IMPLICATIONS

Driven by Scripture itself as I reflected on it, and not out of rationalist motives as some might unkindly suggest, I found myself having to push ahead and do more rethinking in several other areas of doctrine adjacent to this one in the years that followed during the 1970s.  Just as one cannot change the pitch of a single string on the violin without adjusting the others, so one cannot introduce a major new insight into a coherent system like Calvinian theology without having to reconsider many other issues.  Let me explain five of the doctrinal moves that logic required and I believed Scripture permitted me to make during this period.

 1. The first and the best discovery I made was that there was no "horrible decree" at all.  Calvin had used this expression in connection with his belief that God in his sovereign good pleasure had predestined some people to be eternally lost for no fault of theirs (Institutes, 3.23).  Calvin was compelled to say that because, if one thinks that God determines all that happens in the world (his Augustinian premise) and not all are to be saved in the end (as he believed the Bible taught), there was no way around it.  Calvin's logic was impeccable as usual: God wills whatever happens, so if there are to be lost people, God must have willed it.  It was as logically necessary as it was morally intolerable.

 Of course I had always known how morally loathsome the doctrine of double predestination is and how contradictory it is to the universal biblical texts, but I had not known previously how to avoid it.  But now with the insight of reciprocity in hand, which had just surfaced for me in rethinking the doctrine of perseverance, it became possible for me to accept the scriptural teaching of the universal salvific will of God and not feel duty-bound to deny it as before.  I was now in a position to rejoice in the truth that God's will is for all to be saved (I Tim. 2:4), and that God's grace has appeared for the salvation of all people (Titus 2:11).

The dark shadow was lifting; the logic of Calvinism could no longer blind me to these lines of biblical teaching.  All mankind has been included in the saving plan of God and in the redemption of Jesus Christ.  By the obedience of the Son, there is acquittal and life for all people (Rom. 5:18).  Thus the invitation can go out to all sinners, sincerely urging them to repent and believe the good news that offers salvation to everyone without hedging.  The banquet of salvation has been set for all people.  God has provided plenteous redemption in the work of Christ, sufficient for the salvation of the entire race of sinners.  All that remains for any individual to benefit from what was accomplished for him is to respond to the good news and enter into the new relationship with God that has been opened up for k of election as being based on the foreknowledge of God (Rom. 8:29); I Peter 1:2).  

This was the standard Arminian position--one favored by early Greek fathers--and it would deviate least from the Calvinian idea of the selection of a certain number of specific individuals from before the creation of the world to be saved. 

It would simply introduce, on the basis of divine omniscience, the element of conditionality into the idea of divine election and thus appear to rescue it from arbitrariness.  Although at this time I had not yet come to reconsider the nature of the divine omniscience presupposed in this account, even then I found myself attracted to a second possibility--that election is a corporate category and not oriented to the choice of individuals for salvation.  I knew that everyone admitted this to be the case in the Old Testament where the election of Israel is one of a people to be God's servant in a special way.  

Was it possible that the New Testament texts too could be interpreted along these same lines?  Upon reflection I decided that they could indeed be read corporately, election then speaking of a class of people rather than specific individuals.  God has chosen a people for his Son, and we are joined and belong to the elect body by faith in Christ (Eph. 1:3-24).

 Viewed in this way, election, far from arbitrarily excluding anybody, encompasses them all potentially.  As a corporate symbol, election is no longer a dark mystery, but a joyous cause of praise and thanksgiving.  Not only so but this model has the distinct advantage of construing election as a divine decision and not the pale notion of God's ratifying our choices as in the standard Arminian interpretation.  If election is understood as a corporate category, then it would be God's unconditional decision and be potentially universal as regards all individuals.  All are invited to become part of the elect people by personal faith.  In addition the idea of corporate election would have had the further advantage of not requiring absolute divine omniscience, which became an issue for me later on.

 3. Predestination proved to be less of a problem, surprisingly enough.  Familiarity with the dynamic character of God's dealing with human beings according to the biblical narrative had prepared me to see predestination in terms of God's setting goals for people rather than forcing them to enact the preprogrammed decrees.  God predestines us to be conformed to the image of his Son (Rom. 8:29).  That is his plan for us, whether or not we choose to go down that path.  

God's plan for the world and for ourselves does not suppress but rather sustains and includes the spontaneity of significant human decisions.  We are co-workers with God, participating with him in what shall be hereafter.  The future is not stored up on heavenly video tape, but is the realm of possibilities, many of which have yet to be decided and actualized.  

Peter gives us a nice illustration of this when he explains the delay of Christ's return as being due to God's desire to see more sinners saved--God actually postponing the near return of Christ for their sakes (2 Peter 3:9).

Previously I had  to swallow hard and accept the Calvinian antinomy that required me to believe both that God determines all things and that creaturely freedom is real.  I made a valiant effort to believe this seeming contradiction on the strength of biblical infallibility, being assured that the Bible actually taught it.  So I was relieved to discover that the Bible does not actually teach such an incoherence, and this particular paradox was a result of Calvinian logic, not scriptural dictates.  Having created human beings with relative autonomy alongside himself, God voluntarily limits his power to enable them to exist and to share in the divine creativity.  

God invites humans to share in deciding what the future will be.  God does not take it all onto his own shoulders.  Does this compromise God's power?  No, surely not, for to create such a world in fact requires a divine power of a kind higher than merely coercive.

 When predestination is viewed in this light, there is immense relief also in the area of theodicy.  The logic of consistent Calvinism makes God the author of evil and casts serious doubt on his goodness.  One is compelled to think of God's planning g to read the Bible from a new point of view, one that I believe is more truly evangelical and less rationalistic.  Looking at it from the vantage point of God's universal salvific will and of significant human freedom, I find that many new verses leap up from the page, while many old familiar ones take on new meaning.

In the past I would slip into my reading of the Bible dark assumptions about the nature of God's decrees and intentions.  What a relief to be done with them! 

4. The depth of human sinfulness was another matter that demanded my attention.  Calvinists, like Augustine himself, if the reader will excuse the anachronism, wanting to leave no room at all to permit any recognition of human freedom in the salvation event, so defined human depravity as total that it would be impossible to imagine any sinner calling upon God to save him.  Thus they prevented anyone from thinking about salvation in the Arminian way.  Leaving aside the fact that Augustinians themselves often and suspiciously qualify their notion of "total" depravity very considerably and invent the notion of common grace to tone it down, I knew I had to consider how to understand the free will of the sinner in relation to God.

Again, I had a choice of paths to follow.  I knew that Wesley had opted for a doctrine of universal prevenient grace by which God enabled the spiritually dead sinner to respond to him in faith.  The Fourth Gospel speaks of a universal drawing action of God (John 12:32).  This move allowed him to retain his belief in total depravity and still avoid the Calvinistic consequences in terms of particularist election and limited grace.  But I also knew that the Bible has no developed doctrine of universal prevenient grace, however convenient it would be for us if it did.  Hence, I was drawn instead to question total depravity itself as a possible ambush designed to cut off non-Augustinians at the pass.  Was there any evidence that Jesus, for example, regarded people as totally depraved?  Does the Bible generally not leave us with the impression that one can progress in sin as in holiness, and that how total one's depravity is varies from person to person and is not a constant?  Surely "total" depravity biblically would be the point beyond which it is not possible to go in realizing the full possibilities of sinfulness and not the actual condition of all sinners at the present time.

In any case, what became decisive for me was the simple fact that Scripture appeals to people as those who are able and responsible to answer to God (however we explain it) and not as those incapable of doing so, as Calvinian logic would suggest.  The gospel addresses them as free and responsible agents, and I must suppose it does so because that is what they are. 

5. I also found I had to think about the atoning work of Christ. The easy part was accepting the obvious fact that contrary to Calvinian logic Jesus died for the sins of the whole world according to the New Testament.  Exegesis stands strongly against the system on this point.  I had no difficulty with the verses that asserted Christ's death on behalf of the whole race because they fitted so obviously into the doctrine of God's universal salvific will, which I had already come to accept. 

Even Calvin himself, if not all of his followers, was prepared to concede the universal extent of the atonement and view it as sufficient for the sins of the whole world.

The difficulty arose at the point of the theory that would explain this universal atonement for me.  Assuming, as any evangelical would, that the Cross involved some kind of substitution in which Christ bore the guilt of human sin, where then does the human response fit into that?  One might easily suppose that all those who were substituted for in the death of Christ would necessarily be saved and have the guilt of their sins automatically removed without any action of theirs entering into it.  So if Chri supported)?  What kind of substitution, if unlimited in scope, does not entail absolute universalism in salvation?

 Obviously it required me to reduce the precision in which I understood the substitution to take place.  Christ's death on behalf of the race evidently did not automatically secure for anyone an actual reconciled relationship with God, but made it possible for people to enter into such a relationship by faith.  Gospel invitations in the New Testament alone make this clear.  It caused me to look again first at the theory of Anselm and later of Hugo Grotius, both of whom encourage us to view the atonement as an act of judicial demonstration rather than a strict or quantitative substitution as such.  

Paul's word in Romans 3:25-26 then became more important for me where the apostle himself declares that the cross was a demonstration of the righteousness of God, proving God's holiness even in the merciful justification of sinners.

Later on I became impressed with Barth's version of substitution in terms of a great exchange in which the last Adam proved victorious over sin and Satan by standing in place of the whole human race, bearing the wrath of God against all our sin, and achieving the reconciliation of mankind objectively.  My main hesitation lay in the need to place greater stress on the human appropriation of this saving act, because Barth leans too far in the objective direction and needs to be better balanced.  Faith, after all, is the condition for the concrete realization of this salvation in anyone able to respond.

FREE-WILL THEISM

More recently the course of my theological pilgrimage has taken me onto the territory of Christian theism itself.  Although I had already come to a fresh understanding of the goodness and power of God, I realized in the early 1980s that there were still more implications to be drawn in the area of the divine attributes.  It is understandable that they would dawn on me last rather than first because God who is the mystery of human life is also theology's greatest and most demanding subject. 

 But I could not finally escape rethinking the doctrine of God, however difficult.

The basic problem I had to cope with here is the fact that the classical model of Christian theism, shaped so decisively by Augustine under the influence of Greek philosophy, located the biblical picture of a dynamic personal God in the context of a way of thinking about God that placed high value on the Deity's being timeless, changeless, passionless, unmoved, and unmovable. The resulting synthesis more than subtly altered the biblical picture of God and tended to suppress some important aspects of it.  In particular it resisted hearing the Bible's witness to a God who genuinely interacts with the world, responds passionately to what happens in it, and even changes his own plans to fit changing historical circumstances.  Augustine's idea that God knows and determines all things in advance and never has to adjust his planning is one that stands in obvious tension with the Bible and yet is deeply fixed in historic Christian thinking.  It is due to the accommodation made in classical theism to the Hellenistic culture.             

Although the Bible itself presents a very dynamic picture of God and the world, the Greek world in which Christianity moved in the early centuries had a very negative view of historical change and the passage of time and therefore preferred to conceptualize the Deity in terms of pure actuality, changelessness, timelessness, and the like--ideas that negate the value of history and historical change.  Curiously, in thisrespect at least, modern culture, which values history so much, is closer to the biblical view than classical theism.  

I soon realized something would have to be done about the received doctrine of God.  I knew I would  ---be for the worse.  The effect of this piece of Greek natural theology on Christian thinking had been to picture God as virtually incapable of responsiveness.  Creatures can relate to God, all right, but God cannot really relate to them.  Christian piety has always assumed a reciprocity between God and ourselves of course, but the official theology had tended to undercut the assumption by declaring God to be unconditioned in every aspect of his being.  

The way forward, I found, was to speak of specific ways in which the God of the Bible is unchangeable, for example, in his being as God and in his character as personal agent--and also of ways in which God is able to change, as in his personal relationships with us and with the creation.  It is not a question of God's changing in the sense of becoming better or worse, but of his pursuing covenant relationship and partnership with his people out of love for them flexibly and creatively.  Immutable in his self-existence, the God of the Bible is relational and changeable in his interaction with his creatures.  The Word "became" flesh--praise God for his changing unchangeability!  

2. Although thinking of God as timeless has some apparently positive advantages, I came to believe that it also posed a threat to the basic biblical category of God's personal agency.  How could a timeless being deliberate, remember, or anticipate?  How could it plan an action and undertake it?  How could it even respond to something that had happened?  What kind of a person would a timeless being be?  I had known of these philosophical objections to a timeless deity for some time but had not previously given much thought to possible biblical objections.  What I came to realize at this stage was how strongly the Bible itself speaks of God as operating from within time and history.  He is always presented in the Bible as One who can look back to the past, relate to the present as present, and make plans for what is yet to happen.  

The alleged timelessness of God does not make a lot of sense to this way of portraying the deity.  Of course I do not think God is threatened by time.  He is the everlasting God, and his years have no end.  But the Bible presents him as operating from within time.  God is able to be inside time, and not only outside of it.  If he were not able to be within time, he would not be able to be with us on our journey or freely relate to what goes on or make plans and carry them out or experience the joy of victory or the anguish of defeat, as Scripture says God does.  Everything would be completely fixed and settled, and novelty would be mere appearance and unreal.  

3. Finally I had to rethink the divine omniscience and reluctantly ask whether we ought to think of it as an exhaustive foreknowledge of everything that will ever happen, as even most Arminians do.  I found I could not shake off the intuition that such a total omniscience would necessarily mean that everything we will ever choose in the future will have been already spelled out in the divine knowledge register, and consequently the belief that we have truly significant choices to make would seem to be mistaken.  

I knew the Calvinist argument that exhaustive foreknowledge was tantamount to predestination because it implies the fixity of all things from "eternity past," and I could not shake off its logical force.  I feared that, if we view God as timeless and omniscient, we will land back in the camp of theological determinism where these notions naturally belong.  It makes no sense to espouse conditionality and then threaten it by other assumptions that we make.  Therefore, I had to ask myself if it was biblically possible to hold that God knows everything that can be known, but that free choices would not be something that can be known even by God because they are not yet settled in reality.  

Decisions not yet made do not exist anywhere to be known even by God.  They are potential--yet to be reay the logic of Calvinism had worked effectively to silence some of the biblical data even for me.  I began to notice how the prophets in the Old Testament would present God as considering the future as something he did not already know fully.  God is presented as saying, "Perhaps they will understand," or "Perhaps they will repent," making it sound as if God is not altogether sure about the future and what he may have to do when it reveals itself (Jer. 3:7; Ezek. 12:3).  I also detected a strong conditional element in God's speech; for example, "If you change your ways, I will let you dwell in this place, but if not..." (Jer. 7:5-7). These are future possibilities that are seen to hang upon the people's amendment of their ways, and what God will do (and therefore knows) depends on these outcomes.  

God too faces possibilities in the future, and not only certainties.  God too moves into a future not wholly known because not yet fixed.  At times God even asks himself questions like "What shall I do with you?" (Hosea 6:4).  Most Bible readers simply pass over this evidence and do not take it seriously.  They assume the traditional notion of exhaustive omniscience supported more by the old logic than by the biblical text.  Of course the Bible praises God for his detailed knowledge of what will happen and what he himself will do.  But it does not teach limitless foreknowledge, because the future will include as-yet-undecided human choices and as-yet-unselected divine responses to them.  The God of the Bible displays an openness to the future that the traditional view of omniscience simply cannot accommodate.  Thus it has become increasingly clear to me that we need a "free will" theism, a doctrine of God that treads the middle path between classical theism, which exaggerates God's transcendence of the world, and process theism, which presses for radical immanence.    

THE LARGER MOVEMENT    

Relating my pilgrimage would not be of much importance if it did not represent the experience of other evangelicals also, but I think it does.  It is my strong impression, confirmed to me even by those not pleased by it, that Augustinian thinking is losing its hold on present-day Christians.  All the evangelists seem to herald the universal salvific will of God without hedging.  The believing masses appear to take for granted a belief in human free will.  It is hard to find a Calvinist theologian willing to defend Reformed theology, including the views of both Calvin and Luther, in all its rigorous particulars now that Gordon Clark is no longer with us and John Gerstner is retired.  Few have the stomach to tolerate Calvinian theology in its logical purity.  

The laity seem to gravitate happily to Arminians like C. S. Lewis for their intellectual understanding.  So I do not think I stand alone.  The drift away from theological determinism is definitely on.  At the same time, however, the Calvinists continue to be major players in the evangelical coalition, even though their dominance has lessened.  They pretty well control the teaching of theology in the large evangelical seminaries; they own and operate the largest book-publishing houses; and in large part they manage the inerrancy movement.  This means they are strong where it counts--in the area of intellectual leadership and property.  

Thus one comes to expect evangelical systematic theology to be Reformed as it usually is.  The key theological articles in the Evangelical Dictionary of Theology (1984) are Calvinian, for example.  Although there are many Arminian thinkers in apologetics, missiology, and the practice of ministry, there are only a few evangelical theologians ready to go to bat for non-Augustinian opinions.  

The Reformed impulse continues to carry great weight in the leadership of the evangelical denominations, though less than it did in the 50s.  Therefore, it was in parle in dialogue with its own vision and cultural presuppositions and has to come to terms with the world view of its day.  Augustine did this when he sought to interpret the biblical symbols in terms of the Hellenistic culture and became the first predestinarian in Christian theology.  The church fathers before him had denied fatalism, but Augustine out of his experience and intellect devised the system I have been struggling with.  

Today, like Augustine, we are reading the Bible afresh but in the twentieth-century context and finding new insights we had not noticed before.  Just as Augustine came to terms with ancient Greek thinking, so we are making peace with the culture of modernity.  Influenced by modern culture, we are experiencing reality as something dynamic and historical and are consequently seeing things in the Bible we never saw before.  

The time is past when we can be naive realists in hermeneutics;  who we are influences what we see.  It is no different now than it was before in this respect. And the rich diversity of biblical doctrine means that changes in orientation are always going to be possible, enabling us to communicate in fresh tones to our contemporary hearers.  

I do not think we should feel we have lost something of absolute value when we find ourselves at variance with some of the old so-called orthodox interpretations.  There is no need to ruminate darkly about the cause of Arminian thinking being satanic malice or the natural darkness of the human mind.  Rather, it is a day of great opportunity for the gospel to be heard in exciting new ways and to become effective as never before.  

Of course there will be some nostalgia when we leave behind the logically and beautifully tight system of determinist theology.  But that will be more than matched and made up for by a sense of liberation from its darker side, which (to be honest) makes hell as much the divine purpose as heaven and the fall into sin as much God's work as salvation is.  It is in fact an opportunity to be faithful to the Bible in new ways and to state the truth of the Christian message creatively for the modern generation.  One thing I am asking people to give up is the myth that evangelicals often hold--that there is such a thing as an orthodox systematic theology, equated with what Calvin, for example, taught and which is said to be in full agreement with the Bible.  As if theology itself were an immutable system of concepts not relative at all to the historical context in which they are conceived and framed!  

Granted, the idea holds great appeal for us, not because it is our experience, but because it delivers such a delicious sense of security and gives us such a great platform from which to assail those dreadful liberals who are such historicists.  By this means we can try to insulate ourselves from the dizziness one feels when too many concepts are being questioned and called in for review and revision. I guess it is time for evangelicals to grow up and recognize that evangelical theology is not an uncontested body of timeless truth.  

There are various accounts of it.  Augustine got some things right, but not everything.  How many evangelicals follow him on the matter of the infallible church or the miraculous sacraments?  Like it or not, we are embarked on a pilgrimage in theology and cannot determine exactly where will it lead and how it will end.  

I have no remedy for those who wish to walk by sight because they find the way of faith too unnerving, or for those who wish to freeze theological development at some arbitrary point in past history.  

I have no comfort for those who, afraid of missing eternal truth, choose to identify it with some previous theological work and try to impose it unchanged on the present generation or desire to speak out of the past and not to come into contact with the modern situation.  

I have no answer for those who are frightened to think God may have more light to break forth from his holy Word.  But there is true comfort in the gospel and in the promise of our Lord to preserve his church through time and give to her the Spirit of truth to guide her in the midst of her struggles.  

Jesus assured us that the Paraclete would be with us forever and would be guiding us into all the truth.  God's people will persist in the truth in spite of all our errors.  If an Augustine had the courage to deal with the culture of his day and come up with some dazzling new insights, then we can do the same in our own setting.  Just repeating what he said isn't good enough anymore.  We have better news to tell than his rendition of the Christian message.
