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Sin

Every sin a monster born
Lives and follows creeping on
To intercept and make us pay
The final price on Judgment Day.

But find your solace on the Hill,
And let your burden guide you there.
Then put to death the form of sin,
And vow to fight the fleshly din.

~Lara Moon



The Gospel Truth
____________________________

    There is much written in this book about the false gospel of antinomi-
anism which presents Christ as Savior only, and not Lord. Much is also
written about the breed of antinomianism prevalent in our time, gospel
sanctification. I would be amiss to present my complaints about this false
gospel without also presenting a true gospel presentation from Scripture.

    The word “gospel” means “good news.” How did Jesus Christ Himself
present the gospel? When He initiated His ministry, He introduced it as
the “good news of the kingdom”(Matt 4:23). Christ came to mankind in
this worldly kingdom of darkness and despair, and announced that God
had His own kingdom that humanity could be a part of while escaping
this present kingdom of darkness. That's good news.

    How did this reality come about? There are many Scriptures that could
be utilized to explain this, but the gospel truth can be found in the very
beginning     in the beginning, we find that God is a creator. He created a
splendid being that was the prince of His creation (Satan), but one day,
“sin was found in [him].” From where did the sin come? Most certainly,
we have no idea, and to even speculate is to ascribe to ourselves more
brain power than we may ever have. God informs us on a need to know
basis, and He cannot lie; the “Day Star, son of the Dawn” rebelled against
God and took a third of the other angels with him, and God saw fit to
allow that kingdom of darkness to dwell for a time (Isa 14:12, Eze
28:12-19, Rev 12:4).

    In Genesis 1:1-2:2, we have the creation account, and for His own good
reasons, God presented a standard that was paramount in maintaining a
valid relationship between Him and the beings He created: “The LORD
God took the man and put him in the Garden of Eden to work it and take
care of it. And the LORD God commanded the man, 'You are free to eat
from any tree in the garden; but you must not eat from the tree of the
knowledge of good and evil, for when you eat from it you will certainly
die'”(Gen 2:15-17).

    Throughout Scripture and creation, we see an order in all that God
creates.
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Even in the Trinity, we see specific roles. How much this (or the prior
rebellion) has to do with God setting a condition for spiritual life and death
between Adam and Himself is not known, but nonetheless, it is the fact of
the matter. It is also apparent that Satan had one specific goal in mind
when he approached Eve; his goal was to to get both Adam and Eve to
disobey God.

    Obviously, obedience is no trite matter; the misery that has come upon
humanity because of that one act of disobedience perpetrated by God's
enemy cannot be comprehended. It is also worthy to note that the enemy's
purpose and tactics have not changed. If you are God's enemy, what will
you do? Storm the gates of heaven? Hardly. There is but one way to attack
God     disobey. These are the very first words God said to Adam when He
found him after the fall: “And he said, ‘Who told you that you were
naked? Have you eaten from the tree that I commanded you not to eat
from?'”(Gen 3:11).

    We now see two things almost immediately in the very beginning: God's
atonement for sin in order to reconcile mankind, and the warfare that
commenced between the kingdom of darkness and the kingdom of light:
“So the LORD God said to the serpent, 'Because you have done this,
cursed are you above all livestock and all wild animals! You will crawl on
your belly and you will eat dust all the days of your life. And I will put
enmity between you and the woman, and between your offspring and hers;
he will crush your head, and you will strike his heel”(Gen 3:14,15).

    Christ, the Son of God, would be born of a woman (the virgin Mary),
and the warfare between the two kingdoms will cause Christ much trou-
ble, but He will eventually crush the head of the ruler of this world. And
the sacrifice of Christ to reconcile mankind to God was immediately
pictured by the way God covered their nakedness: “The LORD God made
garments of skin for Adam and his wife and clothed them”(Gen 3:21). It
may be assumed that an animal of some sort was slain for the skins that
would cover their nakedness (sin). We also see that a prescribed form of
worship in regard to this symbolism was established by God:

“Adam made love to his wife Eve, and she became pregnant and gave
birth to Cain. She said, ' With the help of the LORD I have brought forth
a man.'  Later she gave birth to his brother Abel.
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Now Abel kept flocks, and Cain worked the soil. In the course of time
Cain brought some of the fruits of the soil as an offering to the LORD.
And Abel also brought an offering—fat portions from some of the first-
born of his flock. The LORD looked with favor on Abel and his offering,
but on Cain and his offering he did not look with favor. So Cain was very
angry, and his face was downcast”(Gen 4:1-5).

     Whether or not there is relevance to the idea that Cain offered the
works of his hands rather than the sacrifice Able offered (killing an
animal and dressing it is also work) is not the point. The point is: Cain did
not offer worship as prescribed by God. Worshipers of this day may also
want to take note of that. What follows is the first documented gospel
presentation, and presented by God Himself: “Then the LORD said to
Cain, 'Why are you angry? Why is your face downcast? If you do what is
right, will you not be accepted? But if you do not do what is right, sin is
crouching at your door; it desires to have you, but you must rule over
it'”(Gen 4:6,7).

    Abel was righteous (Heb 11:4), so God's words to Cain must be a call
to righteousness as well (God’s counsel never offers a temporary fix).
God tells Cain that he will be “accepted” if his faith is demonstrated by
doing what is right. That is what submission to God's will is all about; it
is a way to demonstrate what we believe about God and who He is. Saving
faith and obedience cannot be separated. The Hebrew writer stated it this
way: “By faith Abel brought God a better offering than Cain did. By faith
he was commended as righteous, when God spoke well of his offerings.
And by faith Abel still speaks, even though he is dead”(Heb 11:4).

    There is another important principle here. The unrighteous will not truly
follow God's way, but will rather offer God things that are of their own
device. Again, a submission to God's will is synonymous with saving
faith. We also see God calling Cain to fight against the sin within: “sin is
crouching at your door; it desires to have you, but you must rule over it”
Therefore, Cain was called on to demonstrate his faith by following God’s
ways (“If you do what is right, will you not be accepted?”) and going to
war against his own sin, and sin in the world. Furthermore, demonstrating
your faith through obedience comes with the promise of blessings: again,
“If you do what is right, will you not be accepted?” God makes Cain's
downcast state synonymous with not being accepted by God. There is NO
true happiness apart from being a citizen of God's kingdom (see Matt
5:3-12).
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We see the warfare between the two kingdoms from the beginning,
and Abel is the first casualty, or what we call a martyr: “Now Cain said to
his brother Abel, 'Let’s go out to the field.' While they were in the field,
Cain attacked his brother Abel and killed him”(Gen 4:8). Christ said this
about Abel being the first casualty in the war between the two kingdoms:
“And so upon you will come all the righteous blood that has been shed on
earth, from the blood of righteous Abel to the blood of Zechariah son of
Berekiah, whom you murdered between the temple and the altar”(Matt
23:35).

As the Hebrew writer notes, the account of Cain and Abel is an apt
gospel presentation, especially in regard to worship and a true believer’s
willingness to worship in a way prescribed by God. All of life is worship,
including the finer details of life. How we talk to other people is worship,
and the Bible has much to say about godly communication. How we relate
to our wives is worship, and the Bible certainly has much to say about that
as well. How we think is worship, and God already destroyed one king-
dom of darkness because, “The LORD saw how great the wickedness of
the human race had become on the earth, and that every inclination of the
thoughts of the human heart was only evil all the time”(Gen 6:5). And the
Bible certainly has much to say about right thinking.

These things are not only worship, but the Scriptures instruct us on
the finer points of being God’s kingdom citizens as well. The Sermon on
the Mount was the Lord's kingdom proclamation, and He concluded the
sermon this way: “Therefore everyone who hears these words of mine and
puts them into practice is like a wise man who built his house on the
rock”(Matt 7:24). After His resurrection, this was His mandate to the
church: “Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them
in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, and
teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you.” This, because
it demonstrates our faith (like Abel), and makes us workmen in the
kingdom that need not be ashamed (2Tim 2:15; 3:16,17).

When we were saved by believing that Christ died for our sins and
rose from the grave on the third day as pictured by Abel's worship, “He
rescued us from the domain of darkness, and transferred us to the king-
dom of His beloved Son”(Col 1:13).
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We were given new life, and clothed with the righteousness of Christ as
pictured by the skins that God clothed Adam and Eve with. Having no
righteousness of our own, the righteousness of Christ was credited to our
account. But now our reasonable worship is to put off the old self, and put
on the righteousness of Christ that is a free gift from God. The apostle
Paul stated it this way in Ephesians 4:20-24:

“That, however, is not the way of life you learned when you heard about
Christ and were taught in him in accordance with the truth that is in Jesus.
You were taught, with regard to your former way of life, to put off your
old self, which is being corrupted by its deceitful desires; to be made new
in the attitude of your minds; and to put on the new self, created to be like
God in true righteousness and holiness.”

    God did not create us in the same way people bake cookies; we are all
different in personality, appearance, and life experience. Though the
gospel has a core truth that never changes, that truth can be expressed
from many different perspectives. Certainly, a cursory observation of the
different ways the gospel was presented in the book of Acts is testimony
to this fact. But one fact is absolutely critical: Christ is the king of His
kingdom, and no person who will not recognize that has rightful entry
thereof. Jesus said: “Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,’ will
enter the kingdom of heaven, but only the one who does the will of my
Father who is in heaven”(Matt 7:21). Doing the Father’s will is worship,
not necessarily praise :

“As Jesus was saying these things, a woman in the crowd called out,
‘Blessed is the mother who gave you birth and nursed you.’ He [Jesus]
replied, ‘Blessed rather are those who hear the word of God and obey it.’”

   This book challenges a doctrine that calls our role into question
regarding Christ being the true Lord of our life. It seems we have the
Savior part down; all evangelicals agree that we are saved by faith alone.
But getting the Lord  part wrong is still a half gospel, in fact, “Another
Gospel” because Christ is indeed both (2Pet 1:11, 2:20, 3:2, 3:18).
Whether one holds that Christians are not obligated to the Law (the Bible,
God’s word) or simply unable to uphold it, the result is the same. True
Christians proclaim their faith with their mouth, and proclaim Christ as
Lord with their actions. Christ said, “If you love me, keep my command-
ments.”
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Preface: The Purpose and Use of This Book
______________________

     I could have used this book in 2006. Six years prior, the founding
pastor of the Reformed church I attended left for another ministry. Not
long afterward things changed with the new leadership. Instead of in-
depth teaching on smaller portions of text, sermons started covering
whole chapters in one message. I assumed it was merely a different style
as apposed to a totally different way to interpret the Scriptures. In addi-
tion, practical application seemed to be missing as well. Then came odd
statements that I found perplexing, like the time a Sunday school teacher
opened the class by stating the following in a very forceful way: “The Old
Testament is about Jesus Christ.” No Christian would refute that, but his
demeanor suggested much more than that simple fact was afoot.

    After several months of googling sound-bites, I was ready to pose a
question to an elder of that church: “Are you teaching that we are
sanctified by the same gospel that saved us?” He wouldn’t answer. Why
would he? He knew I was on my own. Why? There was no apology
against this doctrine then, and there still isn’t, until now (see endnote 11).
Hence, the purpose of this book; to comfort others with the comfort that
I was eventually comforted with. The primary purpose of this book is to
supply answers to others much faster than I received them.

     Like all new doctrines that continually plague the church, especially
the Gnostic types, they continually morph and borrow other disciplines
which make them difficult to articulate. Therefore, I have written essays
that focus on the major elements and exclude residual concerns; such as,
the doctrine’s inclusion of depth psychology and postmodern thought
(see important endnote 12).

     The doctrine’s end result is antinomianism which is of major import
while other concerns are more along the lines of symptoms. Therefore,
the content (essays) focus on the following: First, to show the doctrine’s
antinomian bent, and why that is of major concern. Secondly, to show that
trusted teachers of the past have contended against like doctrines. Thirdly,
to identify the doctrine’s major elements and to make them easily identi-
fiable. Fourthly, to identify the doctrines phraseology in order to aid in
swift detection. Fifthly, to show why we should invest our time in
contention against this doctrine; namely, its ill effect on sanctification and
biblical counseling.

    In all, it is my prayer that the Lord’s truth will prevail accordingly.



Introduction: Another Gospel
_______________________________________

    Is the present-day evangelical church really in need of a reformation
regarding its understanding of justification? Are we really in a dark age
awash in a false gospel? Are the vast majority of professing evangelicals
lost and deceived? Many prominent leaders of this day say, “Yes.” But
didn’t the reformation ignited by Martin Luther settle the justification by
faith alone issue among evangelicals? Apparently not. Supposedly, al-
most everybody has missed something of late. Therefore, it is no wonder
that some name their ministries “Modern Reformation.”

   What many have supposedly missed is the hallmark of the gospel-
driven life. As its proponents argue: “We were saved by the gospel, and
we are sanctified by the gospel as well, not our own efforts.” Therefore,
another term for this doctrine would be gospel sanctification. As most of
us know, the predominant evangelical mindset is monergistic salvation
and synergistic sanctification. In other words, we cannot do anything to
be saved or justified, it is a complete work of God alone (monergism); but
once born again, we dependently colabor with God in the sanctification
process (synergism). “Not so,” proclaim these so-called new reformers:
“The present-day mindset that the gospel is just for the lost must go! We
need to live by the gospel daily in order to grow in grace.” Or as Jack
Miller coined it, “We must preach the gospel to ourselves every day.”

    This brings up four questions in the minds of many thinking Christians
who may want to ask the advocates of this doctrine the following: how
does one live by the gospel message every day? And if sanctification is
just as monergistic as justification, can we participate in spiritual growth
at all? And if we can’t, what is the meaning of all those imperatives in the
Bible? And if we can participate, how do we perform that through the
gospel alone? This collection of essays answers those questions while
addressing different elements and facets of this doctrine. The short
answer from those who propagate this doctrine would be the following:
“No, we can’t do anything in the sanctification process except for partic-
ipation in deep repentance with the natural result being new obedience.”
Then your thought might be, “Well Paul, it sounds like this is just a
disagreement in regard to how we best grow in Christ.” Not so. As a
matter of fact, proponents of gospel sanctification  hide behind that
assumption.

    Proponents of the gospel-driven life believe there is no distinction
between justification and sanctification, both are the gospel (since just-
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ification regards the gospel). In addition, they believe a synergistic ap-
proach to sanctification causes the “loss of both” in the person’s life (All
quotations are cited in following essays). In other words, without the
ongoing application of the gospel in the sanctification process, there is no
justification either, so they say.

    Though they will not say it publicly for fear of losing credibility while
spoon feeding this Quietist doctrine to the church, they liken the majority
of evangelical leaders to the Pharisees (who in fact were not legalist, but
“lawless”). Their rhetoric is intimidating; to disagree with them is to
oppose the gospel. Who would dare oppose a doctrine with the word
“gospel” included? Many of its advocates truly believe God is using them
to save His church from the evil clutches of a synergistic dark age.

    Doctrine always produces a result and their false doctrine is in no way
lacking in human carnage. Consider only one single scenario: a married
couple joins a church from another evangelical congregation. Over time,
as each spouse begins to grasp the radical ramifications of gospel sancti-
fication, one agrees with the premise and the other doesn’t. Gospel
sanctification would now interpret this situation as one spouse being
saved and the other not, a serious issue in the category of marriage alone,
not to mention many other situations in the theology of real life.

    Furthermore, accounts of weirdness, especially in reformed circles, are
more and more prevalent as churches strive to articulate this new doc-
trine. The majority of surreal accounts usually come under the topic of
redemptive church discipline, a gospel sanctification distinctive. Ac-
counts include parishioners meeting informally with a church elder or
counselor (for example, at a diner for breakfast on a weekly basis), and
therefore considered to be under the first step of redemptive church
discipline by default, and without the knowledge of the parishioner.

  Many radical tenets of gospel sanctification are hidden away from
evangelical interrogation. I hope these essays will incite thought and hard
questions. Is your church leadership teaching gospel sanctification? They
aren’t going to tell you if they are because; supposedly, you aren’t
“ready” for the whole truth yet.

    Hopefully, this book will put many Christians in a position to be the
judge of that themselves.
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"More Like Falling in Love" by Jason Gray

Oooo
Give me rules, I will break them
Show me lines, I will cross them
I need more than a truth to believe
I need a truth that lives, moves, and breathes
To sweep me off my feet

Its gotta be
More like falling in love
Than something to believe in
More like losing my heart
Than giving my allegiance
Caught up, called out
Come take a look at me now
Its like I'm falling, Ohhhh
Its like I'm falling in love

Give me words, I'll misuse them
Obligations, I'll missplace them
Cuz all religion ever made of me
Was just a sinner with a stone tied to my feet
It never set me free......



The Church's Primary Foe Has Always Been
Antinomianism, and Always Will be: Not Legalism
________________________________

"Please note: the forte of the antichrist will not be legalism, but rather
lawlessness."

    In Phil Johnson's “The History of Heresy: Five Errors that Refuse to
Die” he says the following in the introduction: “In this seminar, we will
look at five major heresies that have plagued the church again and again
throughout history. Here are the five heretical groups we’ll talk about: the
Judaizers, the Gnostics, the Arians, the Pelagians, and the Socinians.”
Johnson's thesis is that most heresies throughout church history fit into
one of these five, or a combination thereof.

    First on his list is by far the most recognized, legalism (Judaizers): “The
apostles’ war with legalism permeates the book of Acts and most of the
epistles.” Though this is somewhat true, the following is more accurate:
heresies that promote disobedience; namely, antinomian type heresies,
dwarf legalism throughout the Scriptures. The Bible begins with a decep-
tion that led to disobedience and the fall of mankind (Eve in the garden,
Genesis 3:1-19), and ends with another deception leading to a major
worldwide rebellion (Revelation 20:7-10). The Scriptures are also satu-
rated with accounts of the same heretical endeavor between Genesis and
Revelation.

    In fact, legalistic heresies are barely mentioned in the Old Testament,
if at all, and really don't occupy that much of the New Testament,
especially when compared to Antinomianism. By the way, in contrast to
the popular myth of our day, the Lord's contention with the Pharisees was
not legalism, but rather replacing God's Law with their own traditions
which led to a disregard for the Law: “Therefore whoever relaxes one of
the least of these commandments and teaches others to do the same will
be called least in the kingdom of heaven, but whoever does them and
teaches them will be called great in the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 5:
19 ESV). Rather than “break” (KJV); to modify, relax (ESV), dissolve,
or melt is a better rendering, and this is exactly what the Pharisees did by
mixing God's Law with their traditions (Matthew 15:3-9). Christ said by
doing that, the Pharisees made the law of God “void.” In essence, the
Pharisees were really antinomians, not legalists.

    The following excerpt does a good job of explaining what Antinomian-
ism is, and how much this subject is spoken of in Scripture:
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SO WHAT'S IT MEAN?

'Antinomian' is pronounced [an-ta-nome´-ee-ann]. The word itself can be
traced back to the Greek of the New Testament. It comes from putting two
Greek words together: `anti (anti) and nomos (nomos). The first word
"anti" taken by itself means, "over against or instead of", and corresponds
to our English word "anti", which means "opposed to".

The second half of the word 'Antinomian', which is the word "nomos",
means: (1) a law, rule, standard; (2) a rule of life or moral conduct. This
is the same word that is translated "law" in "Do we then make void the
law through faith? God forbid: yea, we establish the law."-KJV. Rom.
3:31. Consequently, when these two Greek words are combined, it gives
the meaning: lawlessness; without, opposed to or against laws, standards,
or rules of moral conduct.

IS 'ANTINOMIAN' A BIBLE WORD?

Yes, it most certainly is (in the Greek Language, that is).  It can be found
in the following form 25 times throughout the New Testament.  This time
it again comes from taking the Greek word "nomos", but prefixing it with
the negative particle "a" to give the Greek word "anomos".  The Greek
word "nomos" was previously defined as: a law, rule, standard; a rule of
life or moral conduct.  When the negative article "a" is prefixed to it, the
exact same meaning as our English word 'Antinomian' is derived.  The
Greek translation for this New Testament word is: lawlessness; the
condition of being without law; having contempt for law.

It is usually translated (Strongs # 458, 459) using vague words like
'iniquity', 'wicked', 'unrighteousness' or 'transgressor' (in the Authorized
Version-KJV). It's even more vague in all the newer translations. Only 6
times was it clearly translated (KJV) as 'without law', 'lawless', etc., in 3
verses only. However, understanding this word's true meaning, brings
new meaning and clarity to all verses that contain it. Even though it is
found translated 'iniquity in Matt. 7:23, the words 'Antinomian' or
'lawlessness' could rightfully be put there instead. It would then read,
starting at verse 21, "Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall
enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father
which is in heaven. Many will say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, have we
not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in
thy name done many wonderful works? And then will I profess unto
them, I never knew you: depart from Me, ye that work "lawlessness"
(Antinomianism).
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Other verses that condemn Antinomians to hell are: "The Son of man
shall send forth His angels, and they shall gather out of His kingdom all
things that offend, and them which do 'Antinomian(ism)'." "And because
'Antinomians' shall abound, the love of many shall wax cold." "Be ye not
unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fellowship hath
righteousness with 'Antinomians'? and what communion hath light with
darkness?" "For the mystery of 'Antinomian(ism)' doth already work:
only he who now letteth will let, until he be taken out of the way." "Who
gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from all 'Antinomian(ism)',
and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous of good work
(Matt.13:41; Matt. 24:12; 2 Cor. 6:14; 2 Thess. 2:7; Titus 2:14) [ see full
article: goo.gl/hkoP ].

    Therefore, though legalism is a big problem, the constant representation
of legalism as the primary foe of the church is unmerited and misleading,
and is often a ploy by the antinomians themselves. Church history would
agree with this as well. The apostle Paul said the mystery of Antinomian-
ism was already at work during his time, and would be culminated by the
appearing of the sultan of Antinomianism, the antichrist, or who he called
the “lawless one” ( 2Thess 2:7-12). Likewise, the apostle John said that
in his time “many antichrists have come” and “antichrist is coming” (1Jn
2:18). John also said this is how we know that we are in the last age; it
will be dominated by a spirit of lawlessness (1Jn 2:26- 3:10 esp. 3:4). In
addition, Christ said the last days will be earmarked by cold hearts
resulting from “lawlessness” (Matthew 24:12). Interesting, cold hearts
don't cause lawlessness; cold hearts are “because” of lawlessness. Some-
thing to think about. Please note: the forte of the antichrist will not be
legalism, but rather lawlessness. And the present handy-work of his
minions does not result in a climate of legalism, but rather lawlessness.
This is undoubtedly what Samuel Rutherford had in mind when he
entitled his treatise against Antinomianism, “A Survey of Spiritual Anti-
christ.”

    Nevertheless, the thinking of the contemporary church is that Antino-
mianism is not the primary threat to the church's purity. A few contempo-
rary and well noted teachers such as AW Tozar would disagree:
"Fundamental Christianity in our times is deeply influenced by that
ancient enemy of righteousness, Antinomianism” ( AW Tozar: “Paths to
Power” WingSpread, 1964 ). Indeed, it seems that the mentality of our
day is that Antinomainism disappeared after the great antinomian contro-
versies of the 17th century. Church historians such as Tim Cooper have
downplayed that controversy (and the antinomian threat in general) by
asserting that Richard Baxter, Samuel Rutherford, and others less notable,
greatly exaggerated the threat (Tim Cooper: “Richard Baxter and Antino-
mianism” University of Cantebury, 1997).
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    Of course, this is very unlikely when we consider what the apostles
taught regarding lawlessness. It seems clear that the threat was significant
when Christ appeared (the “mystery of lawlessness”), marking the begin-
ning of the “last age” (Heb. 1:2), and will presumably increase with
intensity until the “lawless one” appears. Therefore, we should expect that
Antinomianism is very much alive and well in our present time as it was
in times past.

    Richard Baxter and Samuel Rutherford spent much of their lives
contending against antinomians such as Robert Towne, William Dell,
John Eaton, Tobias Crisp, John Traske, and John Saltmarsh. Like the
antinomians of our day, these men fiercely objected to the charge. Baxter
and Rutherford were not swayed, and were unrelenting in contending
against antinomian doctrines. JC Ryle mentions this controversy in his
“20 Letters on Holiness” which was Ryle's own response to the antino-
mian influences of his day in the 19th century.

    Without a doubt, the most distinguishing mark of antinomians in the
past and present is the synthesizing of justification and sanctification.
James Durham said the following in regard to this point: “In some
respects an opposite error to Popery, …the Antinomians … make all
sanctification to be justification …” Tim Cooper, in the above cited
dissertation, said this: “The Antinomians accepted that the Law should be
preached to sinners, and both sides agreed that it played no part in the
justification of those sinners, but the Antinomians refused to grant it a role
in their sanctification” (p. 63). Another way of stating it would be
“sanctification by faith alone,” just like justification is by faith alone. AW
Tozar said the following in describing the antinomian position: “What we
do cannot matter as long as we believe rightly. The divorce between creed
and conduct is absolute and final. The question of sin is settled by the
Cross; conduct is outside the circle of faith and cannot come between the
believer and God. Such in brief, is the teaching of the Antinomian.” JC
Ryle said this in contending against the antinomians of his day:

“It is thoroughly Scriptural and right to say ‘faith alone justifies.’ But it is
not equally Scriptural and right to say ‘faith alone sanctifies.’ The saying
requires very large qualification. Let one fact suffice. We are frequently
told that a man is ‘justified by faith without the works of the law,’ by St.
Paul. But not once are we told that we are ‘sanctified by faith without the
deeds of the law.’ On the contrary, we are expressly told by St. James that
the faith whereby we are visibly and demonstratively justified before man,
is a faith which “if it has not works is dead, being alone ( James 2:17).’“

20



    How antinomians have attempted to make this all fit together is varied,
but necessarily accompanied by doublespeak and nuanced language
because many of them throughout history have been, and are presently
joined at the hip with orthodox Christianity. Such was the case with Dell,
Towne, Saltmarsh et al. Tim Cooper, while downplaying the threat of
Antinomianism during the 17th century Antinomian controversy, had this
to say in regard to the antinomians of that day:

“Yet it is not at all clear that this is what the Antinomians actually taught,
and the confusion is not helped by their own ambiguity. For example,
Robert Towne denied the law any place in sanctification, [by our efforts]
while at the same time affirming "the use of the Morall Law to true
beleevers. For it keeps them close in spirit and conscience through faith
unto Christs righteousnesse" [In other words, it shows them what Christ
did, or “Christs rightousnesse” in fulfilling the Law for us, since we are
unable]. It was not the only place where he agreed that the law should be
preached to believers, but his point was finely nuanced. “I wish that I be
not mistaken, for I never deny the Law to be an etemall and inviolable
Rule of Righteousness [ours? Or merely the “rule” itself?]: but yet
affirme that its the Grace of the Gospel which effectually and truely
confirmeth us thereunto" [Yes, because Christ also came (supposedly) to
obey for us as well, and impute His obedience to us so that we don't have
to obey; this is considered to be part of the gospel by antinomians].
Towne asserted that the law should be preached to believers because it set
out the standard of righteousness, not forgetting that only the gospel of
grace could ever bring the Christian to attain it. It was, perhaps, a subtlety
that was lost on his opponents "(p.64) [not really, they knew what he was
really saying].

    Likewise, JC Ryle had this to say about the double-speaking antinomi-
ans of his day:

“I may be told, in reply, that no one of course means to disparage 'works'
as an essential part of a holy life. It would be well, however, to make this
more plain than many seem to make it in these days.”

    I do not believe that there has ever been a time in church history where
the Dells and Townes have been missing, but in our day, the Baxters and
the Ryles are nowhere to be found.
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“But the plain truth is, that men
will persist in confounding two
things that differ–that is, justifica-
tion and sanctification. In justifica-
tion the word to address to man is
believe–only believe; in sanctifica-
tion the word must be ‘watch, pray,
and fight.’ What God has divided
let us not mingle and confuse.”
~ JC Ryle



Section One
  Descriptive Essays on the Gospel-Driven Life
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“That's Not True”: Phillip Cary's Gospel Sanctifica-
tion Statement
___________________________

     My wife Susan has been a huge help on the second edition of “Another
Gospel” which is an apology against gospel sanctification. Basically, the
doctrine makes sanctification and justification the same thing. However,
I never cease to be amazed at how difficult it is for Christians to get their
minds around this doctrine and its ramifications. One reason is the fact
that the following is true: both sanctification and justification share some
of the same progressive elements, but GS (gospel sanctification) makes
them entirely synonymous which translates, for all practical purposes,
into antinomianism which has always been deemed heretical by evangel-
icals.

    Susan seems to have a decent grasp on several issues spawned by GS,
but like many, she is still working at putting it all together. Then it
happened. We were at a basketball game and she picked up a book I had
brought with me, opened it, and just started reading. Then, about a minute
later, she said the following: “That's not true.” I then inquired, “What isn't
true?” She pointed me to the Preface where Phillip Carey writes the
following in “Good News for Anxious Christians”:

    “Some folks may find it odd when I say Christians need the gospel, but
this is something I firmly believe. I don't think you just accept Christ once
in life, and then move on to figure how to make real changes in your life
that transform you. It's hearing the gospel of Christ and receiving him in
faith, over and over, that makes the real transformation in our lives. We
become new people in Christ by faith alone, not by our good works or
efforts or even our attempts to let God work in our lives.”

    I then replied to her, “Honey, that's gospel sanctification.” Ah, the
power of concise statements. First, most proponents of GS recognize that
the doctrine is not orthodox. This can be seen in Cary's admission via the
first sentence: “Some folks may find it odd when I say Christians need the
gospel, but this is something I firmly believe.” No Phillip, many of us find
it odd, not just “some”. Like another advocate of GS said, the “vast
majority” of Christians find it odd (Tullian Tchividjian). Another advo-
cate, Paul David Tripp, described those who find it odd as “hordes of.”
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This is a characteristic of those who propagate GS – they think they are
modern-day reformers. In fact, Michael Horton's ministry is named
“Modern Reformation.” The arrogance that comes with this mentality
lags not far behind.

    Secondly, we see the GS tenet of justification not being a one time, final
act of God in the following two sentences: “I don't think you just accept
Christ once in life, and then move on to figure out how to make real
changes in your life that transform you. It's hearing the gospel of Christ
and receiving him in faith, over and over, that makes the real transforma-
tion in our lives.” Though advocates of GS deceptively refer to this as
“progressive sanctification,” it's really progressive justification which is
totally unorthodox. Another example of this would be Paul Tripp's belief
that Romans 7:24 refers to a “daily rescue” and not glorification. If you
think it smacks of a daily re-saving / salvation, consider this comment
made on Justin Taylor's blog:

“It’s not that complicated: the ground of all Christian obedience is the
faithfulness of Jesus Christ. Justification occurs EACH time a believer
confesses and receives forgiveness for his sins.”

   Next, we see the GS tenet of sanctification by faith alone in this
sentence: “We become new people in Christ by faith alone...” Again,
another tenet that is totally unorthodox. JC Ryle said:

“It thoroughly Scriptural and right to say 'faith alone justifies.' But it is not
equally Scriptural and right to say 'faith alone sanctifies.'”

But, keep in mind, according to the GS doctrine, sanctification is justifi-
cation.

    Next, we see the tenet of “the imputed active obedience of Christ”
(Another way advocates state IAOC is “the imperative command is
grounded in the indicative event”) in this sentence from the same afore-
mentioned statement: “We become new people in Christ by faith alone,
not by our good works or efforts or even our attempts to let God work in
our lives.” So, if we can't even let God enable us, who obeys? Jesus does,
he obeys for us. This is also indicative of the GS tenet that Christians are
still spiritually dead, and the only life in us is Christ while we remain
“totally depraved,” and “enslaved” to sin. Obviously, if we are still totally
depraved, we can't obey, Jesus must obey for us. This tenet is propagated
throughout “How People Change,” a book written by Paul Tripp.
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    Lastly, we see the GS proclamation that co-laboring with Christ in the
sanctification process is a false gospel ( “...not by our good works”). Paul
Tripp states this in no uncertain terms when he said that even the passive
endeavor of changing our thinking to align with Scripture effectively
“denies the work of Christ as Savior.” He has also described any effort of
ours at all in the sanctification process as “Christless activism.” In fact,
this is also Michael Horton's thesis for his book “Christless Christianity.”

     In summary, the tenets of GS are: progressive justification (which
excludes orthodox sanctification); sanctification by faith alone; the total
depravity of the saints; the imputation of obedience (Christ obeys for
us); and monergistic sanctification (the only true gospel as opposed to
the false gospel of synergism in sanctification).

    The doctrine is propagated by many well known, supposedly mainline
evangelical leaders of our day. Primarily, it boils down to being an
antinomian, let go and let God theology. How the doctrine articulates the
use of the gospel only in the sanctification process is another body of
information.
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What is the Gospel-Driven Life?
_______________________________
    Sanctification is a critical issue. We will run the race well or we won't
and it matters to God (Acts 20:24, 1Cor 9:24, Gal 2:2, Gal 5:7, 2Tim 4:7,
Heb 12:1). He saved us for the purpose of running the race of sanctifica-
tion to please Him: "So we make it our goal to please him, whether we are
at home in the body or away from it” (2 Cor 5:9). "He who does what is
sinful is of the devil, because the devil has been sinning from the begin-
ning. The reason the Son of God appeared was to destroy the devil's
work” (1 Jn 3:8). Gospel sanctification claims to be the only right way to
run the race of sanctification, but is that really the case?

What is Gospel Sanctification?

     First, let's look at a traditional view of sanctification. The Scriptures
make it clear that there is nothing we can do to save ourselves, it is a work
of God alone. But once we are born again we are new creatures set apart
and enabled by God to dependently work with him in the sanctification
process. Sanctification is the spiritual growth process that takes place
until God brings us home. Most evangelicals would agree with that
definition. However, proponents of gospel sanctification would say: “No,
no, no, God alone saved us but now you say we can work for our
sanctification? No we can't, that's bunk. The gospel saved us and it also
must sanctify us, both are a work of God alone. We are saved by the
gospel and sanctified by the gospel.” Hence the term gospel sanctifica-
tion. As Jerry Bridges often says: “We must preach  the gospel to
ourselves every day.” Therefore, we are saved by the gospel and must live
by the gospel every day (there is some element of truth to this; for
instance, everyday repentance likens somewhat to our original repentance
at salvation, but in fact, is not exactly the same [Jn 13:10]). The next
logical question is: how does that apply to our everyday walk with God?
As a friend of mine often says, “Put feet on that.” Well, think salvation.
The main key to gospel sanctification is that you couldn't do anything to
be saved and you therefore cannot do anything to be sanctified. Dana L.
Stoddard, in his treatise on gospel sanctification in the Journal Of Biblical
Counseling entitled “The Daily Christian Life,” put it this way:

    “It is by virtue of Christ's perfect life, death on the cross and resurrec-
tion-plus nothing-that we are justified (made and declared right with God)
and sanctified (set apart, kept, and viewed as right in the Lord's eyes by
virtue of his obedience). Christ is our holiness. Christ is our sanctifica-
tion."
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    Therefore, according to Stoddard in this article which is an excellent
representation of the gospel-driven life, both justification and sanctifica-
tion are brought about by the life and death of Christ “plus nothing.”
Stoddard further drives this point home by quoting John Murray who
calls this view definitive sanctification (sanctification by virtue of the
indicative alone): "Being made and declared holy is a definitive act of
God alone in Christ” (emphasis mine). Therefore, gospel sanctification
by virtue of its definition alone is necessarily a passive approach to
sanctification. It seeks to synthesize justification and sanctification as
much as possible making everything a total work of God alone. Is it
biblical? And if it isn't, what are the ramifications?

    But first, let me say that  proponents of gospel sanctification would be
very quick to answer a charge of let go and let God. Gospel sanctification
does have a practical application. But again, it is necessarily limited by
its passive definition and attempts to make sanctification as monergistic
as justification (or otherwise as passive as possible). In other words, our
contribution to the sanctification process is limited and narrow. Paul
David Tripp, a propagator of gospel sanctification, even refers to biblical
thinking as a  “technique that is not sufficient for real change.” For all
practical purposes, he says in one of his books that 2 Corinthians 10:4-6
is unbiblical:

    "But this approach again omits the person and work of Christ as Savior,
Instead, it reduces our relationship to Christ to think his thoughts and act
the way Jesus would act” (How People Change pg. 27).

    When you warn readers that even our own efforts to change our
thinking to the mind of Christ is a work that eclipses the person and work
of Christ, that is excessively passive. Also, note that the crux of the matter
in Tripp's mind is “omitting the person and work of Christ as Savior”
(emphasis mine). This is a very defining statement in regard to gospel
sanctification; we cannot exclude Christ as Savior from the sanctification
process. Any effort on our part, even an attempt to align our thinking with
the mind of Christ is to exclude the person of Christ from the sanctifica-
tion process. Proponents of gospel sanctification make no distinction
between justification and sanctification; both are monergistic and ob-
tained by the gospel. Of course, this approach would be a really hard sell
to Christians at large if there was no real-life application. So then, what
are the primary working dynamics of gospel sanctification, if any? In
other words, is there a practical application? As one person asked me, “So
what are we supposed to do?” (GS proponents often say that very ques-
tion is indicative of a grave spiritual problem).
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Deep Repentance

    Remember, think  gospel. What did you have to do to get saved?
Believe and repent. The sanctification process is then no different. Daily
repentance is the primary thrust of gospel sanctification because it is the
lowest common denominator of passivity that proponents can come up
with. Remember, we are dealing with a narrow concept, so whatever
elements they have must be greatly embellished. So, we have deep
repentance as opposed to regular everyday biblical repentance. This is a
process in which the heart is emptied of any desire that exceeds our desire
for Christ. This can be done through our recognition of daily sin but not
stopping there, we must determine what desire led to the sin (good luck).

Theology of the Heart

    This is the process that is used to determine the sinful desires of the
heart (see “How People Change,” chapter 6). It involves a knowledge of
how the heart supposedly works in the milieu of life and often explained
through visual charts. Besides outward sin and response to circumstances,
desires can be evaluated by asking ourselves X-ray questions. Paul Tripp
supplies a list of thirty-four with two or three phrases in each that ask
additional questions in each separate question on page 163 of “HPC” for
a total of about 100. The most popular one that you will hear often is:
"What did you want?" Imagining possible future circumstances of life
and thinking about how we might respond while asking ourselves the
right X-Ray questions is yet another way to determine desires of the heart
that cause sin. We empty our heart of idols that distort our desires by
confessing them daily, and then Christ fills our hearts with himself
resulting in an effortless flow of obedience. Supposedly.

Belief and Identity

    Once we have emptied our heart of  idols, we then "rest and feed" on
the living Christ who then fills our heart with Himself, replacing the idols
of the heart (idols that create desires that exceed a desire for Christ,
“HPC” pg. 28). We also focus and learn about who we are, and what we
have in Christ to fill the void left by the eradication of sinful desires / idols
effected by deep repentance.
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New Obedience

    The result of this process is new obedience. Or as Tripp explains it in
“HPC”: “New and Surprising Fruit” (chap. 14). Or as others explain it,
obedience is always a "mere natural flow" (The Imperative Command is
Grounded in the Indicative Event, “Vossed World” blog). In other words,
we are walking along and holy fruit just starts popping up everywhere
without any effort and to our surprise. However, Philippians 2:8 says
Christ was obedient to the cross. Now go to Matthew 26:36-46 and read
about the struggle Christ experienced as he faced the cross. Hebrews
12:3,4 says: “Consider him who endured such opposition from sinful
men, so that you will not grow weary and lose heart. In your struggle
against sin, you have not yet resisted to the point of shedding your blood”
(emphasis added).

    Nevertheless, according to proponents of gospel sanctification, Christ
died to pay the penalty for our sins and justify us before God, but also
lived an obedient life in order to obey for us as well (remember what
Stoddard said about us being justified and sanctified by the “life” and
“death” of Christ with His active obedience being imputed to us, not just
righteousness). To accept anything less is to exclude the person of Christ
from the gospel, so they say. Some call this belief monergistic substitu-
tionary sanctification. Christ was not only a substitute for the penalty of
sin; but was also, and presently is, a substitution for all our works in
sanctification as well.

Joy

    So how do we know when we are obeying God in our own efforts or
when it is the work of Christ through us? Easy, our obedience is accom-
panied by joy and all willingness, that's how we know according to
proponents of the gospel-driven life. Joyless obedience is always in our
own efforts and not pleasing to God. Please do not misunderstand me, I
realize there is much obedience in the life of a believer accompanied by
joy and complete willingness, but sometimes that joy comes as a result of
the obedience at a later time. Knowing this often helps us to endure
accordingly: “Let us fix our eyes on Jesus, the author and perfecter of our
faith, who for the joy set before him endured the cross, scorning its
shame, and sat down at the right hand of the throne of God” (Heb 12:2).
Here I must pause and interject a very important note: Paul Tripp is the
guru who has articulated the supposed practical application of the gospel-
driven life via “How People Change.”
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John Piper is the guru who has articulated the experience of gospel
sanctification via Christian hedonism and other such writings. Much of
the theory in regard to how the gospel-driven life is experienced is
through the writings of John Piper.

What does that look like?

     This is a gospel sanctification (GS) buzz question / mantra that replaces
"how do we do that?" How, is now the wrong question to ask because it
indicates there is actually something we can do to participate in the
sanctification process, a crime worthy of death. If you doubt the wide
spread influence GS has today, take note of how often you here that
phrase. Even the terminology must be changed to discourage some kind
of effort on our part in the sanctification process that might imply some
verb to follow.

The GS Hermeneutic

    But what about all of those pesky Bible verses that seem to contradict
gospel sanctification’s passive approach? Like say for instance, 1 Corin-
thians 9:27; ”No, I beat my body and make it my slave so that after I have
preached to others, I myself will not be disqualified for the prize.” No
problem. GS has its own process for interpreting the Bible through the
lens of a gospel perspective so everything comes out redemptive. It's
called the redemptive-historical hermeneutic, or the Christocentric
hermeneutic, or the cross-centered hermeneutic; so you have the theology
of GS doing the interpretation.

GS Characteristics

    Gospel sanctification is well suited for American culture. It's new, It's
easy, and claims to have a low failure rate. It also has a strong intimida-
tion factor. To speak against GS is to be against Christ and his gospel. To
be against GS is to propagate the “legalism” of self-discipline and hard
work in the sanctification process. Worse yet, if you believe that obedi-
ence is an exercise of the will to please God, you are supposedly engaging
in works salvation. First of all, any Christian knows that we cannot please
God apart from His life giving Spirit, but neither are we merely potted
plants in the process:
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 “We sent Timothy, who is our brother and God's fellow worker in
spreading the gospel of Christ, to strengthen and encourage you in your
faith” (1 Thess 3:2, emphasis mine. Some translations: “coworker”). “Do
your best to present yourself to God as one approved, a workman who
does not need to be ashamed and who correctly handles the word of truth”
(2 Tim 2:15, emphasis mine).

GS is destructive error for the following reasons:

It takes away from the word of God in regard to elements of biblical
sanctification.

    Our resources and guiding truth concerning sanctification in the Bible
are many faceted and numerous. GS is a narrow approach that excludes
or ignores key truths of sanctification such as satanic strategy and our
battle with the flesh. According to GS proponents, these kinds of consid-
erations, and many others distract us from "owning our own sin.” They
say that the flesh is not our problem, the heart is the problem, the flesh is
a realm (I expand on this in the other essays). As only one example
among many, most GS teachers do not see Satan as being in the loop of
spiritual warfare, regardless of clear warnings from the Scriptures. This
is no trite matter.

    The following quote concerns John Piper’s Christian Hedonism which
is the articulation of how gospel sanctification is experienced. But, the
same concerns expressed by Dr. Masters below can also be applied to
gospel sanctification as a whole. Gospel sanctification applies, and con-
fines sanctification to the same elements of justification which are much
fewer; namely, by faith alone.

“But Dr Piper’s formula for its use undoubtedly alters the understanding
of sanctification long held by believers in the Reformation tradition,
because it elevates one Christian duty above all others.

Delighting in God, we repeat, is made the organising principle for every
other spiritual experience and duty. It becomes the key formula for all
spiritual vigour and development. Every other Christian duty is thought
to depend on how well we obey this central duty of delighting in the Lord.
The entire Christian life is simplified to rest upon a single quest, which is
bound to distort one’s perception of the Christian life and how it must be
lived. Whatever the strengths of Dr Piper’s ministry, and there are many,
his attempt to oversimplify biblical sanctification is doomed to failure
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because the biblical method for sanctification and spiritual advance con-
sists of a number of strands or pathways of action, and all must receive
individual attention. As soon as you substitute a single ‘big idea’ or
organizing principle, and bundle all the strands into one, you alter God’s
design and method. Vital aspects of Truth and conduct will go by the
board to receive little or no attention.”

It denies specific biblical instruction.

    GS denies that the Bible includes specific instruction. The hit list of GS
includes: living by lists; do's and don'ts; put off and put on; biblical
thinking; discipline; and a traditional view of obedience among many
others. Yet 2 Timothy 3:16 says: "All Scripture is God-breathed and is
useful for teaching, rebuking, correcting and training in righteousness.”

It redefines obedience and the gospel.

    It makes obedience in the sanctification process synonymous with
works salvation. Therefore, it redefines Christ as a Lord that does not
require obedience, and in fact, rejects it. Is it therefore a half gospel that
presents Christ as Savior only? Yes.

It redefines spiritual warfare.

    This can best be summarized by a statement I make in another essay
contained in this book:

"Tripp’s battleground location would suggest a totally different form of
warfare as opposed to warfare with sin that abides in the flesh. For one
thing, warfare with the flesh is much more defined as opposed to the
subjective nature of what the Bible calls the heart. As a matter of  fact,
Jeremiah suggested that we cannot know the heart to begin with. These
are two separate paths of sanctification. Saints would do well to choose
their path carefully.

The Church for the most part defines spiritual warfare as Scripture
describes it, a warfare between our regenerate heart and the flesh. Disci-
plines that feed our spirit God's pure milk and deprive the flesh of
provisions is not merely an outside warfare verses an inside warfare, it is
the biblical prescription."

It robs Christians of assurance of salvation.

    See end note number 1 on page 195.
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Does God Really Want Christians to “Live By the
Gospel” Every Day?
______________________

“The application of the gospel in regard to the saints is clearly stated
here. It is a ministry of reconciliation that we preach to the world, not
to ourselves. We are already reconciled. This would seem evident.”

    It was maybe a year ago in Fort Wayne, Indiana. I showed up for
morning service to find a huge cross assembled at the altar with a couple
of hundred white ribbons draped across the horizontals. At the beginning
of the service, red ribbons were passed out to all those in attendance. The
message was on Isaiah 1:18;

 “Come now, and let us reason together,” says the LORD, "though your
sins are as scarlet, they will be as white as snow; though they are red like
crimson, they will be like wool.”

    As the pastor preached a gospel-centered message on “Though Your
Sins are as Scarlet,” everyone  was holding those red ribbons, a great
reflective tool while listening to the message. At the end of the message,
everyone went up front and exchanged their red ribbon for a white
ribbon, laying their red ribbon on the cross  and taking a white ribbon.
The sight of hundreds of people doing that was very moving. As we then
held our white ribbons, he closed.

    Till this day, I still have that white ribbon in my Bible. Though I had
already decided I was going to start visiting other churches, and I knew
where the message was coming from in the whole scheme of that partic-
ular church’s doctrine (gospel sanctification), I was extremely glad for
the message. Why? Because I love the gospel and grieve the fact that the
mantle of its splendor often fades as I wade through the milieu of life.

    How could I not be continually exhilarated by this unfathomable sac-
rifice? The message left me with an awesome feeling. I felt very close
to the Lord and was full of joy.
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When I stopped for gas on the way home, did the clerk not see the very
joy of the gospel on my face? In such a state is one not ready and willing
to serve the Lord with joy and without a moment of hesitation? Who then
would dare say that we should not continually dwell on the message of
the gospel?!

Well, among many: Christ, the apostle Paul, the apostle Peter, and the
Hebrew writer. I'm right there with you, having that experience makes
you feel pretty darn spiritual. Who wouldn't want that every day? That
day I was glad for the reminder of what Christ had done for me, but the
apostle’s question should always be before us: “What does the Scripture
say?”

    Hang on as you read the following run-on sentence, it’s a long one:

    Of course to some the following argument is dead on arrival because
every verse in the Bible is about the gospel and you have to see all
Scripture through that prism and therefore everything must come out
gospel and by the way that should be great news for me because if I find
the gospel in every verse I can have the same experience I had that day in
Fort Wayne and obey the Lord without effort and with joy so what's my
stinking problem and why am I writing this essay?

Does the “Gospel” Need the Truth?

 .......because I love something more than my own experience; even the
one of that day in regard to the gospel, the truth (2 Thessalonians 2:10).

    One day Peter experienced the glory of God through Christ and went
on to say that we have a “more sure” testimony. Namely, the word of God
(2 Peter 1:16-21). I must pause here to make a point before I move on to
answer the primary question of the title and some closing comments about
the gospel. All of the contemporary mantras speaking of worshiping
Christ as a person with the gospel being synonymous with his person-
hood, rather than through objective truth, is an affront to our Holy God.
Why? Because all knowledge of Him goes through what He says, period!
To bypass what He says specifically and objectively for a subjective
worship of his “personhood” via an eisegetical interpretation of the
Scriptures, is grave error. Christ had a run-in with a person who should
be the poster child for subjective worship. He threw a bucket of cold
water on her worship of Him, right there in front of everybody:
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 “As Jesus was saying these things, a woman in the crowd called out,
'Blessed is the mother who gave you birth and nursed you.' He replied,
'Blessed rather are those who hear the word of God and obey it’” (Luke
11:27,28).

    When it came to the worship of Christ as a person, He pointed the
woman right back to what He says, and insisted that it be obeyed. That's
where the blessings are (“Blessed rather are those who hear the word of
God and obey it”). All roads go through what God says about Himself,
and many in our day should take caution as to whether presuppositions of
any sort have usurped that process. Besides, in obedience to His word is
where blessings reside (James 1:25 also).

Does True Worship Need Instruction?

    In Psalm 138:2, King David says the following:

“I will bow down toward your holy temple and will praise your name for
your love and your faithfulness, for you have exalted above all things
your name and your word” (emphasis mine).

    God is well aware of how majestic He is and doesn't need us to remind
Him of it. Our worship of Him is in “spirit and truth” (John 4:23). All of
the talk about “gazing” on His glory “through the gospel” is all well and
good, but it had better be an objective gazing and studious thinking on
His truth with application accordingly. So says God Himself. King David
received good life lessons in regard to this as recorded in chapters 7-12
of 2 Samuel. David's propensity for subjective worship caused him
trouble more than once. As a matter of fact, many today would say that
his desires were “properly oriented.” Nobody possessed a stronger desire
to worship God than King David and this was often expressed through
singing, dancing and exalted praise. But in chapter seven, David went to
Nathan and complained that God lived in a tent while he lived in a cedar
house. Basically, he was looking for Nathan’s approval and got it. Later
in the same day, God came to Nathan and said the following:

 “Go and tell my servant David, “This is what the LORD says: Are you
the one to build me a house to dwell in? I have not dwelt in a house from
the day I brought the Israelites up out of Egypt to this day. I have been
moving from place to place with a tent as my dwelling. Wherever I have
moved with all the Israelites, did I ever say to any of their rulers whom I
commanded to shepherd my people Israel, ‘Why have you not built me a
house of cedar?’”
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    There is only one way God could ask such a rhetorical question of
David using the history of Israel; He was referring to the written revela-
tion available at that time. In essence, He was saying this: “David, where
do you find it in Scripture that I want a house built for myself?”

    In the following verses, we have God reminding David of where He
brought him from and where he is going to take his descendants (also
known as the Davidic Covenant), all without David's help. David's sub-
jective love for God was steeped in arrogance. When it’s not based on
truth, our own flesh will most certainly fill the void.

    David gets the message and begins his responsive prayer with the
following in 2 Samuel 7:18:

"Who am I, O Sovereign LORD, and what is my family, that you have
brought me this far?”

    Subjective love usually leads to arrogance and sometimes worse. Let
me share what God said was at the heart of David's murderous adultery
with Bathsheba:

 “Why did you despise the word [emphasis mine] of the LORD by doing
what is evil in his eyes? You struck down Uriah the Hittite with the sword
and took his wife to be your own. You killed him with the sword of the
Ammonites” (2 Samuel 12:9).

    God knew David did not despise Him personally, but a lack of attention
to the word (what God says) led to sin against God Himself. The constant
mantra we hear today, “Christ is a person and not a precept” (or the
negative synonyms they choose to make a point: “rules, do's and dont's,”
etc. etc.), is a subjective mentality that will lead to arrogance or worse.

    Where would one even stop to comprehensively compile all there is in
Scripture to further this point? In 1 Samuel, chapter 15, every indication
points to the fact that King Saul's attempt to worship God had good
intentions except for one thing:

 “But Samuel replied: ‘Does the LORD delight in burnt offerings and
sacrifices as much as in obeying the voice [emphasis mine] of the LORD?
To obey is better than sacrifice, and to heed is better than the fat of rams’”
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    Of course the Lord delights in our worship. But what did Samuel say
God delights in more? It's not His personhood, It's the following of His
voice: “My sheep listen to my voice; I know them, and they follow me”
(John 10:27).

What is the Gospel, and Do We really live By It Every Day?

    The word means “good news.” There is much talk concerning a
definition of the gospel. Every time I turn around in Reformed circles you
read or hear that question. My missionary son-in-law says it's because
Reformed theologians spend all their time torturing simplicity instead of
sharing the gospel they are always researching and debating. He may
have a point. However, the question itself has always confounded me
because the good news seems to be expressed in a many faceted way (in
the Bible) while being one central truth. Basically, my answer is the
following: “The gospel is the good news concerning how God reconciled
man to Himself.” How God did that and why He decided to is kind of a
long story. Study all the various presentations of the gospel in the Bible;
they are far from cookie cutter. I am going to use one biblical definition
by the apostle Paul in regard to the gospel being called “reconciliation.”
It is from 2 Corinthians 5:18-21;

 “All this is from God, who reconciled us to himself through Christ and
gave us the ministry of reconciliation: that God was reconciling the world
to himself in Christ, not counting men's sins against them. And he has
committed to us the message of reconciliation. We are therefore Christ's
ambassadors, as though God were making his appeal through us. We
implore you on Christ's behalf: Be reconciled to God.”

    The gospel's relationship to the saints is clearly stated here. It is a
ministry of reconciliation that we preach to the world, not to ourselves.
Obviously, we are already reconciled. We are not ambassadors to our own
country, but rather ambassadors to the world. This would seem evident.
Also, “good news” implies something not heard before. You know, the
“news” part. It seems somewhat oxymoronic for daily use in regard to
Christians.

Was Christ and the Apostles Poor Communicators?
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 “Then Jesus came to them and said,  'All authority in heaven and on earth
has been given to me. Therefore go and make disciples of all nations,
baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Spirit, and teaching them to obey everything I have commanded you.
And surely I am with you always, to the very end of the age’” (Matthew
28:19,20).

    This is our Lord's mandate to the church. Making disciples and
baptizing them is the ministry of reconciliation. “Teaching them to
observe all that I have commanded” is obviously our role in the sanctifi-
cation process. If living by the gospel everyday is our paramount role in
the sanctification process, how could this passage be constructed or
worded in this way? Certainly, for Christ to instruct obedience to all that
He commanded, implies a variety of information as opposed to the single
good news of the gospel. Why would Christ not rather say, “Teaching
them to observe the gospel”? If Christ wanted the gospel observed every
day, why would He not simply state that accordingly? Also, if Christ “is
the gospel” and the gospel is He, why did He command baptism in the
name of all three? If all of Scripture is about Christ and His gospel, here
is a grand opportunity to drive that point home. Furthermore, if we are to
live by the gospel every day, why not baptize everyday as well? Why not?
It's a New Testament picture of the gospel. If all of Scripture is about the
gospel, what verse would exclude this notion? (Mark my words, this will
soon be coming to a church near you).

    Furthermore, John chapter 13 (note verses 9 and 10 specifically)
contains the account of Christ washing Peter's feet. Peter at first declines
until Jesus tells him to agree in order to have a relationship with Him.
Peter then tells Christ to wash his whole body. In return, Christ tells Peter
that he who has bathed, only needs to have his feet washed. All the major
Bible commentators agree that this refers to the salvation / sanctification
relationship in regard to forgiveness of sins. Why would Christ use that
example if we need the full effect of the gospel every day?

Was Peter a Poor Communicator?

    If we are to live by the gospel every day, Peter did not get the memo in
the worst way. 2Peter 1: 3-17 encompasses a teaching Peter thought was
most important before his departure from this world (see verses 14 and
15) and it wasn’t the gospel. What was that message? The message was
a call to diligently add eight practices to the foundation of our faith (see
verses 5-8). Peter then says adding these virtues to our  faith results in
assurance of salvation:
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“Therefore, my brothers, be all the more eager to make your calling and
election sure. For if you do these things, you will never fall” (verse 10).

    To the contrary, proponents of living by the gospel everyday teach that
assurance comes from “preaching the gospel to ourselves every day.”
That is clearly contrary to what Peter said.

    In verse 3, Peter says that God's power has given us all things that
pertain to life and godliness. Why wouldn't he rather say that God's power
has given us all things that pertain to the gospel? Or better yet, why would
he not say that we have all things that we need for life and godliness
through the gospel? In verses 12-15, Peter expresses his concern that they
may forget to diligently add these qualities after he was gone. This is an
unreasonable disconnect if in fact the paramount role of the believer is to
live by the gospel every day. It just doesn't make sense!

Was Paul a Poor Communicator?

    In 1Corinthians 3:10-15, Paul says that we build upon the foundation
of Christ. He even says that we will be judged by Christ according to how
we build. Therefore, living by the gospel (and Christ being the gospel
according to advocates of GS) daily would then be a rebuilding of the
foundation every day. It turns Paul's metaphor completely upside down.

Furthermore, in Romans 15:20, Paul makes it clear that the gospel is a
“foundation,” and said he would not go where Christ had already been
named because that would be building on the foundation of others.

Was the Hebrew Writer a Poor Communicator?

“We have much to say about this, but it is hard to explain because you are
slow to learn. In fact, though by this time you ought to be teachers, you
need someone to teach you the elementary truths of God's word all over
again. You need milk, not solid food! Anyone who lives on milk, being
still an infant, is not acquainted with the teaching about righteousness.
But solid food is for the mature, who by constant use have trained
themselves to distinguish good from evil. Therefore let us leave the
elementary teachings about Christ and go on to maturity, not laying again
the foundation of repentance from acts that lead to death, and of faith in
God, instruction about baptisms, the laying on of hands, the resurrection
of the dead, and eternal judgment. And God permitting, we will do so.”
(Hebrews 5:11- 6:3).
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    The Hebrew writer says that spiritual immaturity is the result of not
putting God's word into practice, not a failure to live by the gospel every
day. Again, somebody didn't get the memo. Also, even though 6:2 most
certainly refers to Old Testament practices, a reference to doctrines of
Christ in 6:1 is irrefutable. Therefore, it seems to be in direct contradiction
to a living daily by the gospel approach. An exclusive, daily focus on the
glorious, but foundational gospel, is antithetical to what the Hebrew
writer is prescribing.

    I contend that I am in good company here. Jay Adams uses this same
argument from  Hebrews 5:11-6:2 (as I do) to refute Biblical Sonship
(pages 38-41 “Biblical Sonship,” Timeless Texts 1999). Biblical Sonship,
like gospel sanctification, advocates an everyday living by the gospel (see
endnote number 2 on page 196).

Living By the Gospel.

    We should most certainly live out the gospel each day by being faithful
to our call as ministers to the “ministry of reconciliation.” However, we
are ambassadors to the world, not ourselves. Sure, in some respects, we
mirror the gospel with our lives every day. We should forgive like Christ
forgave us. We should sacrifice self as Christ did, and daily. We also still
repent and do so daily. But it is clear that we are to continue to build on
our faith from the word of God. Gospel Sanctification is a nebulous
concept that focuses on subjective worship and disregards the plain sense
of biblical mandates.

    At the beginning of this essay, I supplied a good look into the mentality
of Gospel Sanctification; every sermon, every Bible lesson, and every
daily reading of the Bible should focus on the gospel. In doing so, we are
changed from glory to glory, supposedly. Experiential sermons like the
one I attended in Fort Wayne sells the theory well, as does John Piper’s
emphasis on “exultation” during his sermons. Basically, it makes every-
thing about what God did, instead of what God says. Buyer beware, God
has not only exalted His name above all, but His word as well (again,
Psalms 138:2).
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JC Ryle’s Contentions Mirror Same Elements
of Gospel Sanctification
_________________________________

    During the 19th century, several major doctrines arose in regard to
sanctification which created much controversy among evangelicals of
that time. It prompted one of the well known theologians of that era, JC
Ryle, to write a twenty letter volume on “Scriptural Holiness.” It is
considered to be one of the best works on Christian living ever written.

    In his introduction, Ryle outlines seven elements of erroneous teach-
ings in regard to sanctification which were prevalent during his time. In
the next essay, I address number five, Ryle’s concerns about “Christ in
us” being exalted to a position in Scripture “that it does not occupy.” Ryle
goes on to explain how erroneous interpretations of Galatians 2:20 led to
this error:

“They maintained that the separate, personal life of the believer was so
completely gone, that it was Christ living in him who repented, and
believed, and acted! The root of this huge error was a forced and unscrip-
tural interpretation of such texts as “I live: yet not I, but Christ lives in
me” (Galatians 2:20). And the natural result of it was that many of the
unhappy followers of this school came to the comfortable conclusion that
believers were not responsible, whatever they might do! Believers, for-
sooth, were dead and buried; and only Christ lived in them, and undertook
everything for them! “

    This is exactly what Paul Tripp  propagates on pages 63-65 in “How
People Change.” By torturing selected verses from Colossians chapter
one and chapter two, he makes the erroneous point that believers are still
dead, and “when you are dead, you can’t do anything.” He actually uses
pre-salvation Scripture to teach post salvation truth. I go into more detail
on this point in the next essay.

    In his first element, Ryle addresses the erroneous teaching of his time
that made very little or no distinction between justification (salvation)
and sanctification. This resulted in a “faith alone” sanctification. Gospel
Sanctification only adds deep repentance to sanctification by faith only,
thereby placing it in this same category as justification for all practical
purposes.  JC  Ryle addresses the problem:
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“It is thoroughly Scriptural and right to say ‘faith alone justifies.’ But it is
not equally Scriptural and right to say ‘faith alone sanctifies.’ The saying
requires very large qualification. Let one fact suffice. We are frequently
told that a man is ‘justified by faith without the works of the law,’ by St.
Paul. But not once are we told that we are ‘sanctified by faith without the
deeds of the law.’ On the contrary, we are expressly told by St. James that
the faith whereby we are visibly and demonstratively justified before man,
is a faith which ‘if it has not works is dead, being alone.’( James 2:17.) I
may be told, in reply, that no one of course means to disparage ‘works’ as
an essential part of a holy life. It would be well, however, to make this
more plain then many seem to make it in these days.”

    Ryle also complains that even though the proponents of erroneous
sanctification in his day taught sanctification by faith alone, they denied
a rejection of the necessity of works. Of course they did, without mention-
ing that they believed it was Christ doing all the work. Ryle goes on to
explain his concern in regard to those who teach an absence of our own
“exertion” in the sanctification process:

“But surely the Scriptures teach us that in following holiness the true
Christian needs personal exertion and work as well as faith. The very
same Apostle who says in one place, ‘The life that I live in the flesh I live
by the faith of the Son of God,’ says in another place, ‘I fight–I run–I keep
under my body;’ and in other places, ‘Let us cleanse ourselves–let us
labor, let us lay aside every weight.’ ( Galatians 2:20; 1 Corinthians 9:26;
2 Corinthians 7:1; Hebrews 4:11; Hebrews 12:1.) Moreover, the Scrip-
tures nowhere teach us that faith sanctifies us in the same sense, and in the
same manner, that faith justifies us! Justifying faith is a grace that ‘works
not,’ but simply trusts, rests, and leans on Christ ( Romans 4:5).”

    Ryle’s concerns are a mirror image of what proponents of Gospel
Sanctification teach today. As a matter of fact, books like “Christless
Christianity” by Michael Horton imply that any effort by us at all on the
horizontal level is nothing but “moralism.”

    In Ryle’s second element, he addresses the onslaught against practical
application in his day:
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“I ask, in the second place, whether it is wise to make so little as some
appear to do, comparatively, of the many practical exhortations to holi-
ness in daily life which are to be found in the Sermon on the Mount, and
in the latter part of most of St. Paul’s epistles? Is it according to the
proportion of God’s Word? I doubt it.”

    In the same way, practical application of the Scriptures is under assault
in our day. Paul Tripp belittles practical application of the Scriptures on
pages 25-26 in “How People Change.” On page 27, he even discredits
biblical thinking or putting off sinful thinking, and replacing it with
biblical thinking. I comment on this in another essay:

“Paul David Tripp, a propagator of modern day GS, even refers to biblical
thinking as a technique that is not sufficient for real change (How People
Change, pg.27). In essence, he plainly says in his book that 2 Corinthians
10:4-6 is unbiblical!: ‘But this approach again omits the person and work
of Christ as Savior, Instead, it reduces our relationship to Christ to ‘think
his thoughts’ and act the way Jesus would act (page 27).’ When you warn
readers that even your own efforts to change your thinking to the mind of
Christ is a work that replaces the person and work of Christ, that’s
excessively passive to say the least. Also note the crux of the matter in
Tripp’s mind; this is omitting the person and work of Christ as Savior.”

    In other words, any effort on our part at all, even an attempt to change
our thinking, is denying Christ as Savior because sanctification and
salvation are synonymous. So what’s the big deal? The big deal is this: if
you can’t keep the law in order to be saved (and I certainly concur), and
justification and sanctification are synonymous, then the upholding of
God’s law must also be removed from the sanctification process. This is
clearly Antinomianism. Any effort on our part to apply biblical instruc-
tion is supposedly excluding Christ as “Savior.”

     In Ryle’s 7th element, he addresses the teaching of “yielding” in his
day:

 “In the seventh and last place, is it wise to teach believers that they ought
not to think so much of fighting and struggling against sin, but ought
rather to ‘yield themselves to God,’ and be passive in the hands of Christ?
Is this according to the proportion of God’s Word? I doubt it.”
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    This is a fascinating parallel with modern-day Gospel Sanctification.
Gospel Sanctification teaches that our battle with the flesh is not an
internal battle with indwelling sin. GS holds that the flesh is a “realm” and
a “law” like gravity. At any given time, we “yield” to one or the other (the
flesh realm or the realm of the Holy Spirit).

    Again, this prompted Ryle to make a case for the scriptural call to effort
and exertion as opposed to the error of Quietism. As one writer put it:
“We must work out what God has worked in.” Ryle continues:

“Again it would be easy to show that the doctrine of sanctification
without personal exertion, by simply ‘yielding ourselves to God,’ is
precisely the doctrine of the antinomian fanatics in the seventeenth
century (to whom I have referred already, described in Rutherford’s
Spiritual Antichrist), and that the tendency of it is evil in the extreme.–
Again, it would be easy to show that the doctrine is utterly subversive of
the whole teaching of such tried and approved books as Pilgrim’s Prog-
ress, and that if we receive it we cannot do better then put Bunyan’s old
book in the fire! If Christian in Pilgrim’s Progress simply yielded himself
to God, and never fought, or struggled, or wrestled, I have read the
famous allegory in vain. But the plain truth is, that men will persist in
confounding two things that differ–that is, justification and sanctification.
In justification the word to address to man is believe–only believe; in
sanctification the word must be ‘watch, pray, and fight.’ What God has
divided let us not mingle and confuse.”

    Also, Ryle bemoaned the rise of new terminology in regard to
sanctification in his day:

“Finally, I must deprecate, and I do it in love, the use of uncouth and
new-fangled terms and phrases in teaching sanctification. I plead that a
movement in favor of holiness cannot be advanced by new-coined
phraseology, or by disproportioned and one-sided statements–or by over-
straining and isolating particular texts–or by exalting one truth at the
expense of another  or by allegorizing and accommodating texts, and
squeezing out of them meanings which the Holy Spirit never put in them”

Yes, new terms like “deep repentance” and “new obedience.” As a pastor
once said to me: “Paul, what is deep repentance? Whatever happened to
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regular-old repentance?” Well, here is what happened to it      I will let JC
Ryle conclude:

“There is an Athenian love of novelty abroad, and a morbid distaste for
anything old and regular, and in the beaten path of our forefathers.
Thousands will crowd to hear a new voice and a new doctrine, without
considering for a moment whether what they hear is true.”



JC Ryle: “Christ in Us” Doctrine Leads to Unbiblical
View of Trinity and Sanctification
___________________________

    During the 19th century, several major doctrines arose in regard to
sanctification which created much controversy among evangelicals of that
time. It prompted one of the best known theologians of that era, JC Ryle,
to write a twenty letter volume on “Scriptural Holiness.”

   In his introduction, Ryle meticulously outlines seven distinct errors
concerning sanctification that were actively taught during that time.
Number five was the “Christ in Us” doctrine:

“In the fifth place, is it wise to use the language which is often used in the
present day about the doctrine of ‘Christ in us’? I doubt it. Is not this
doctrine often exalted to a position which it does not occupy in Scripture?
I am afraid that it is.”

    Let me pause here. In his book, “How People Change”, a treatise on
Gospel Sanctification, Paul Tripp says well that, “There is nothing new in
this book.” Indeed, throughout the centuries of the church, an error that
over emphasizes “Christ in us” to the detriment of sound and balanced
doctrine has been prevalent. JC Ryle continues:

“That the true believer is one with Christ and Christ in him, no careful
reader of the New Testament will think of denying for a moment. There
is, no doubt, a mystical union between Christ and the believer. With Him
we died, with Him we were buried, with Him we rose again, with Him we
sit in heavenly places. We have five plain texts where we are distinctly
taught that Christ is ‘in us.’ ( Romans 8:10; Galatians 2:20; 4:19; Ephe-
sians 3:17; Colossians 3:11.) But we must be careful that we understand
what we mean by the expression. That ‘Christ dwells in our hearts by
faith,’ and carries on His inward work by His Spirit, is clear and plain. But
if we mean to say that beside, and over, and above this there is some
mysterious indwelling of Christ in a believer, we must be careful what we
are about.
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Unless we take care, we shall find ourselves ignoring the work of the
Holy Spirit. We shall be forgetting that in the Divine economy of man's
salvation election is the special work of God the Father--atonement,
mediation, and intercession, the special work of God the Son--and sanc-
tification, the special work of God the Holy Spirit.

We shall be forgetting that our Lord said, when He went away, that He
would send us another Comforter, who should ‘abide with us’ forever,
and, as it were, take His Place. ( John 14:16.) In short, under the idea that
we are honoring Christ, we shall find that we are dishonoring His special
and peculiar gift--the Holy Spirit. Christ, no doubt, as God, is every-
where--in our hearts, in heaven, in the place where two or three are meet
together in His name. But we really must remember that Christ, as our
risen Head and High Priest, is specially at God's right hand interceding
for us until He comes the second time: and that Christ carries on His work
in the hearts of His people by the special work of His Spirit, whom He
promised to send when He left the world. ( John 15:26.)

A comparison of the ninth and tenth verses of the eighth chapter of
Romans seems to me to show this plainly. It convinces me that ‘Christ in
us’ means Christ in us ‘by His Spirit.’ Above all, the words of St. John
are most distinct and express: ‘Hereby we know that He abides in us by
the Spirit which He has given us’( 1 John 3:24).”

    Ryle's concern is a doctrine that uses one member of the Trinity to
dwarf the significant theology of the other Trinity members. Throughout
redemptive history, this has been a well known slippery slope to disaster.
Not only is the clarion call of Gospel Sanctification, “Christ in us,” its
so-called hermeneutic that makes gospel sanctification possible ascribes
to the belief that every verse in the Bible concerns Christ and him only.
Barry E. Horner also mimics this concern on page 192 of  “Future Israel”
when he writes: “This is not an insignificant point since it is common
today, especially within Reformed Christianity as Thomas Smail pointed
out in The Forgotten Father, for an incorrect prominence to be given to
Jesus Christ (as though impossible to challenge) that results in biblical
distortion.”

    Furthermore, Ryle sites Samuel Rutherford's contention with the same
error two centuries before:
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“In saying all this, I hope no one will misunderstand me. I do not say that
the expression, ‘Christ in us’ is unscriptural. But I do say that I see great
danger of giving extravagant and unscriptural importance to the idea
contained in the expression; and I do fear that many use it now-a-days
without exactly knowing what they mean, and unwittingly, perhaps,
dishonor the mighty work of the Holy Spirit. If any reader thinks that I am
needlessly scrupulous about the point, I recommend to their notice a
curious book by Samuel Rutherford (author of the well-known letters),
called ‘The Spiritual Antichrist.’ They will see there that two centuries
ago the wildest heresies arose out of an extravagant teaching of this very
doctrine of the ‘indwelling of Christ’ in believers. They will find that
Saltmarsh, and Dell, and Towne, and other false teachers, against whom
good Samuel Rutherford contended, began with strange notions of ‘Christ
in us,’ and then proceeded to build on the doctrine antinomianism, and
fanaticism of the worst description and vilest tendency.”

    Ryle continues to describe the teachings of those contended against by
Rutherford:

“They maintained that the separate, personal life of the believer was so
completely gone, that it was Christ living in him who repented, and
believed, and acted! The root of this huge error was a forced and unscrip-
tural interpretation of such texts as ‘I live: yet not I, but Christ lives in
me.’ ( Galatians 2:20.) And the natural result of it was that many of the
unhappy followers of this school came to the comfortable conclusion that
believers were not responsible, whatever they might do! Believers, for-
sooth, were dead and buried; and only Christ lived in them, and undertook
everything for them! The ultimate consequence was, that some thought
they might sit still in a carnal security, their personal accountableness
being entirely gone, and might commit any kind of sin without fear! Let
us never forget that truth, distorted and exaggerated, can become the
mother of the most dangerous heresies. When we speak of ‘Christ being
in us,’ let us take care to explain what we mean. I fear some neglect this
in the present day.”

    Though most of the contemporary proponents of Gospel Sanctification
are not yet demonstrating the above mentioned extremes, the premise is
exactly the same. For instance, Paul Tripp states in How People Change:
“Scripture calls us to a faith that rests and feeds upon the living Christ. He
fills us with himself through the person of the Holy Spirit and our hearts
are transformed by faith (page 28).”
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   This is a concise Gospel Sanctification statement that will be further
discussed in other essays. Notice that our full duty is to “rest” and “feed”
on Christ. In chapter 14, he explains how fruit pops up in our lives
automatically and how surprised we will be when it happens. By the way,
the Bible does not in any way emphasize a filling of Christ, but rather a
filling of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:4, Acts 4:8, Acts 4:31, Acts 9:17, Acts
13:9, Acts 13:52). This again gives rise to a concern that Gospel Sanctifi-
cation undermines a proper perspective on the Trinity and promotes a
strong foundation for Antinomianism. It is clear, if nothing else, that
Gospel Sanctification cannot claim a sanctification that upholds the law
of God by the professing believer.



Was Paul Really Talking About Synergistic
Sanctification In Galatians?
______________________________________

    Almost every day, I stumble upon an article presenting Galatians as a
Pauline contention against synergistic sanctification. Galatians is pre-
sented this way as a proof text to validate passive forms of sanctification
running rampant in Reformed circles which combine justification and
sanctification.

    Simply stated, the formula is the following: like justification, sanctifi-
cation is a total work of God that requires little effort on our part except
for what would be required of us in justification (ie., for the most part, by
faith only). Any effort on our part is works salvation and sin. Yes, our
bodies and mind will obey and do good works, but it is not us performing
the work, it is the living Christ in us doing the work through us. How do
we know when it's us or Christ doing the work? Easy, whenever we serve
and obey with a willing, joyful spirit, that's Christ doing the work. The
role of the believer is passive. We are primarily transformed by “gazing”
on God's glory and the gospel via the Scriptures. John Piper advocates a
“beholding as a way of becoming” (Pleasures of God pg.15). Michael
Horton advocates a regular immersion in the “gospel story” as the pri-
mary way of change (Christless Christianity pg. 118). Paul David Tripp
says we should merely “rest and feed” on Christ (How People Change
pg.28).

    Admittedly,  Galatians 2:20 through Gal.3:3 seems to strongly validate
this view. Paul wrote in Galatians 2:20:

 “I have been crucified with Christ and I no longer live, but Christ lives
in me. The life I live in the body, I live by faith in the Son of God, who
loved me and gave himself for me.”

    Furthermore, Galatians 3:3 seems to put the icing on the cake:

“Are you so foolish? After beginning with the Spirit, are you now trying
to attain your goal by human effort?” (A thought: one might note Young’s
Literal Translation on this verse: “so thoughtless are ye! having begun in
the Spirit, now in the flesh do ye end?” Since the end of justification is
glorification, and both are works of God only, could this be regarding a
foolish attempt to attain glorification by works as well since the one
guarantees the other?).
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    Again, these verses seem to affirm this view. Also, 3:4,5 is cited to
suggest that effort on our part nullifies salvation:

 “Have you suffered so much for nothing—if it really was for nothing?
Does God give you his Spirit and work miracles among you because you
observe the law, or because you believe what you heard?”

    But is this really what Paul was teaching in Galatians? Even proponents
of this passive view must admit that Scripture makes a distinction be-
tween justification, sanctification and glorification (1Cor. 1:30, 6:11).
With that said, Paul is not talking about sanctification at all in the first
four chapters of this book. In fact, he takes a hard turn in 5:7, and there
begins to talk about the implications of sanctification and our role
thereof. The fact that Paul is addressing the subject of justification in the
body of text where Galatians 2:20-3:3 resides, is clearly evident (three
times alone in Galatians 2:16, Galatians 2:17, 2:21, 3:8, 3:11, 3:24, 5:4).

    In regard to what Paul is really saying, we have many examples today,
but let me illustrate at least one. The Church of Christ believes that we
are saved by the ordinance of baptism. Not only that, you can lose your
salvation. How? By not keeping the law, or more specifically, what they
call the law. I believe this is the closest example of what we have today
that Paul was writing about. First of all, it is clear that a salvation
by circumcision (ordinance) is in the mix here: 2:3, 2:12, 5:2, 5:3, 5:6,
and 5:11. Paul was talking about a form of Judaism that required circum-
cision to get into the kingdom, and then an observance of the law (per se:
it was mostly their own traditions mixed with the law) to stay in the
kingdom. The keeping of the law to retain salvation also required obser-
vance of additional ordinances (4:10,11). Paul summarizes these points
in 5:2-5:5;

 “Mark my words! I, Paul, tell you that if you let yourselves be circum-
cised, Christ will be of no value to you at all. Again I declare to every
man who lets himself be circumcised that he is obligated to obey the
whole law. You who are trying to be justified by law have been alienated
from Christ; you have fallen away from grace. But by faith we eagerly
await through the Spirit the righteousness for which we hope. For in
Christ Jesus neither circumcision nor uncircumcision has any value. The
only thing that counts is faith expressing itself through love.”

In regard to what they call the law, I believe Paul is saying that if one
wants to be justified by such a system of works, they can’t pick and
choose what the standard is according to tradition; the standard is the
whole law kept to perfection or nothing:
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 “Again I declare to every man who lets himself be circumcised that he is
obligated to obey the whole law.”

    Theological systems of works righteousness never present a biblically
sound standard, but always dumb down the real standard or mix the truth
with traditions of men. The Galatians had been saved out of a false gospel
and were being intimidated into going back to it. The Lord used me to
save a guy from a Church of Christ sect back in 1984. If he ever went back
to that sect, the book of Galatians would be a good picture of that, but it
certainly would not be a picture of some evangelical striving to please
Christ! Take note as well that Paul doesn't say the Galatian error was
trying to be sanctified by the law; the error is an attempt to be "justified"
by the law (5:4).

    As far as Paul teaching a plenary monergism from Galatians, consider
what he says as he takes a hard turn into the sanctification part of this
letter:

“You were running a good race. Who cut in on you and kept you from
obeying the truth? That kind of persuasion does not come from the one
who calls you” (5:7, 8).

    Note that although we are saved by grace alone, there is still a “running”
and “obeying.” Furthermore, because Paul has made such a hard case for
our freedom in Christ, he cautions against an unbalanced approach in
5:13-15;

 "You, my brothers, were called to be free. But do not use your freedom
to indulge the sinful nature; rather, serve one another in love."

    Let me conclude with a thought on Galatians 2:20. Paul says we live
this life in the flesh by faith. But faith does not equal let go and let God!
As a matter of fact, when our efforts bring us to the point where we don't
feel like we can go on, we continue by faith, believing that God will
supply what we need to persevere. That's why Paul says in 6:9;

“Let us not become weary in doing good, for at the proper time we will
reap a harvest if we do not give up.”
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     Why is Paul exhorting us not to give up? Obviously, we must feel like
it sometimes. The exhortation here is to continue by faith regardless of
how we feel. We also see this in Hebrews 12:12, 13;

“Therefore, strengthen your feeble arms and weak knees. Make level
paths for your feet, so that the lame may not be disabled, but rather healed.”

    Striving by faith is the key, but even though it is by faith, it is still a
striving. It's the same as our “hanging on” to Christ. We are hanging on,
but that's not where our confidence is (Hebrews 3:6).

    Any teaching that propagates a “gazing” at the gospel in Scripture that
results in an automatic exhilaration to obey is grievous error. We are to
work out our salvation with trembling and fear,  knowing that we have all
the resources of Christ working in us to persevere accordingly
(Philippians 2:12, 13). Though faith is a gift from God and we can do
nothing without it, the fact remains that our works contribute to faith and
the two work together to perfect both (James 2:22). This is a mystery
made possible only by God, but be sure of this: Galatians does not teach
that we are only potted plants in the sanctification process.



How and Why “Gospel-Driven” Sanctification / Son-
ship Theology Creates Cult-Like Churches
__________________________

     In writing on gospel-driven sanctification / gospel sanctification, and
its apparent mother, Sonship Theology (see Addendum), I have primarily
addressed the error, and not its ill effects on discipleship and people's
lives. Basically, refutation of false doctrine has prevention in mind, not
theological debate for entertainment purposes.

     My firsthand experience with a “gospel centered” church is applicable
here because this same church and its leaders are well respected in
reformed circles, and especially among those who propagate gospel-
driven sanctification. Paul David Tripp speaks at this particular church
often, and others such as Stewart Scott and Robert Jones have recently
participated in major events there as well. Therefore, it is fair to conclude
that this particular church's activities are not considered to be abnormal
among “gospel centered” persuasions.

     The church I am using as an example regarding the “what,” (I will write
about the “how” last) would classify themselves as being a New Covenant
Theology church. They consider “theology of the heart, redemptive-his-
torical hermeneutics, gospel-driven sanctification, and Christian hedo-
nism to be tenets of NCT. What does this church and many others look
like as a result of this theology?

   Foremost, the leadership is very controlling. Members must have
permission from the elders to vacate membership status. Those who
attempt to leave membership for “unbiblical reasons” can be placed under
church discipline. I have personally counseled former parishioners of said
church on how to “get out of there” with minimal stress, and how to leave
without being placed under church discipline. At this particular church,
leaving for doctrinal reasons is considered “unbiblical.” In one particular
case where the elders deemed the reason for departure “biblical,” the
parishioner informed me that the chairman of the elders told him, “We
would never prevent you from leaving for that reason.”

    These elders are also very controlling in the area of thought. In a
sermon preached by one of its elders entitled, “How to Listen to a
Sermon” the following idea was introduced: Christians are not able to
grow spiritually from personal study, but must only learn from sitting
under preaching; specifically, preaching by the elders at that church. Here
is an excerpt from the manuscript:
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“You think, perhaps, that [you] can fill up the other half of the plate with
personal study, devotions, or quiet times, or a radio program. Beloved,
you cannot. Scripture is relatively quiet on such practices. [Particularly on
the issue of radios]. But on preaching, the case is clear and strong. Neglect
preaching and neglect your soul. I know that some are kept from services
for legitimate reasons which are out of their control, but I doubt that is the
case for most. I beseech you, change your ways for the good of this people
and for the good of your own selves. Give the Word its rightful place. As
I have often said, there is no better place you could be than here, under the
preaching of the Word.”

    Of course, the first thing that would come to mind for any thinking
Christian is the biblical account of the Bereans who studied the Scriptures
on their own to determine the truthfulness of Paul's teaching. But accord-
ing to this elder, the account in Acts 17 wasn't referring to that, but rather
was illustrating the proper way to listen to a sermon:

“The text here implies that there was an interactive nature between three
entities: The preacher, the hearers, and the Word. Note this cycle: Paul,
from the Word, delivers words. The Bereans, from Paul’s words, go to the
Word. The Word cycles from God, through the preacher, to the people,
back to the Word, and this, verse 12 tells us, produced belief in the God
of the Word.”

    In other words, personal study alone cannot produce belief; preaching
from an elder must be part of the “cycle” that produces belief (notice the
emphasis on “belief” rather than increased knowledge per the progressive
justification element of gospel sanctification). In fact, he said that per-
sonal study only “flavors” the preaching:

“ So a good preparation for the public preaching of the Word is the private
consumption of the Word. It will be the seasoning that brings out the
flavor – salt on your French fries, if you will”

  So, personal Bible study isn't the food, it's just the flavoring. And,
personal Bible study is for “flavoring,” not discernment. Buyer beware.

    In another category under mind control, separate small groups that meet
during the week under the supervision of individual elders in homes of
members are instructed not to associate, or speak with members who have
left for doctrinal reasons. Also, the primary purpose of the meetings is to
get feedback from the parishioners on what was taught the previous
Sunday, and fielding objections or concerns.
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    In other “gospel centered” churches, these mid-week meetings are
closed to outsiders, or non-members. These meetings have also been
known to produce weird occurrences like the time an elder unexpectedly
produced all of his financial records in plain view of the group for their
inspection. A parishioner confided in me that he found the incident to be
surreal, and more information than he cared to know about.

    Unknown, for the most part, is the gospel-driven use of what's called
redemptive church discipline. It is a staple of these churches, and it is a
very broad use of church discipline. Reformed Christians who join
“gospel centered” churches assume it is a reference to traditional forms of
church discipline. Parishioners can be placed in this process for any sin,
and without any prior notice or inclination. It is not the normal process of
inquisitive steps to determine a Christian's willingness to repent, but more
like a counseling process in which elders judge when the parishioner has
actually repented. Verbal repentance on the part of the subject is not
accepted. Members are not free to leave membership while in this process
without being excommunicated for supposedly attempting to vacate
membership while in the midst of an unresolved sin issue. Those who
dispute gospel sanctification are often placed into the process to convert
them to a “redemptive” view of sanctification. They either convert, or
they're excommunicated. Accounts of “gospel centered” churches using
this process to control parishioners is vast.

    However, the major complaint coming out of these churches is the
ignoring of clear biblical mandates by their elders. Parishioners are often
perplexed by this. But this is because the elders of these churches believe
the Bible is solely for the purpose of showing forth redemptive principles
(ie., the gospel) and not instruction. Per New Covenant Theology, they
are only obligated to a “higher law of love” which replaced biblical
imperatives. The idea is the following: all actions done with the motive
of love are righteous. As Francis Chan wrote, “....because when we are
loving, we can't sin”(Crazy Love p.102). As in one case when an elder
was caught counseling someone's wife without the husband's knowledge
– his defense was that he did so “in love.” Therefore, just about anything
goes in gospel-driven churches, and well published accounts include
excommunicating hundreds of members at one time for non-attendance,
which is a questionable act when Scripture is considered to say the least.

    How does this happen? First, it begins with a niche doctrine. Any
movement that begins with a niche doctrine is in danger of becoming a
cult, that's Cult Apologetics 101. My research has made the following
evident: the doctrine was conceived by a man named Jack Miller in, or
about 1980.
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    Secondly, the niche doctrine draws leaders who are more interested in
being unique than being in the truth. Take note of what one of the elders
of the aforementioned church said while introducing a Sunday school
class teaching Christian hedonism: “This doctrine is what makes us
unique.” Whenever the goal is to be unique, trouble is not far behind.

    Thirdly, niche doctrines and a striving to be different leads to subjec-
tivity and confusion because the leaders are constantly striving to make
the doctrine fit with reality and orthodoxy. This results in the kind of
events mentioned above.

   Fourthly, these elements mixed with the fact that most reformed
churches are autonomous in their polity is an extremely dangerous com-
bination. Basically, the leadership is not accountable and the congrega-
tion is on their own.

   Niche doctrines, the control of members in thought and action, the
ignoring of clear biblical mandates, misuse of unbiblical church disci-
pline in order to control parishioners through fear, manipulation, and
intimidation; this is how the “gospel centered” leaders of our day adorn
their vile doctrine. Therefore, perhaps they should be named with the cult
leaders of ages past accordingly.
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Somewhat unique in Crazy
Love is the heavy dose of Jesus
is my boyfriend theology. Chan
pours this on really thick, even
by John Piper's standard, who is
also an advocate of gospel
sanctification.
~Page 64
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.......Its gotta be
More like falling in love
Than something to believe in
More like losing my heart
Than giving my allegiance
Caught up, called out
Come take a look at me now
Its like I'm falling
Its like I'm falling in love

Love, Love
Deeper and deeper
It was love that made me a believer
In more than a name, a faith, a creed
Falling in love with Jesus brought the
change in me

Its gotta be
More like falling in love
Than something to believe in
More like losing my heart
Than giving my allegiance
Caught up, called out
Come take a look at me now
Its like I'm falling, Ohhhh
Its like I'm falling in love



Francis Chan's “Crazy Love” is Really Antinomian
Puppy-Love
____________________________

    Before I comment on “Crazy Love” by Francis Chan (2008), let me set
the table. There is a “let go and let God” theology sweeping through
Christianity which is sometimes referred to as gospel sanctification.
Hereafter, I will refer to it as “GS.” Let go and let God theology, for all
practical purposes, is antinomianism because it either advocates an in-
ability to uphold the Law by Christians or the view that Christians are not
obligated to uphold it in God's eyes. Either way, use of the Law in the life
of a Christian is denied.

    Basically, GS teaches that we are sanctified in the exact same way that
we are justified, by faith and repentance alone. Therefore, if the Law (by
this term “Law” I mean the Scriptures in general and imperatives in
particular) can't save us, neither can it be used or recognized in sanctifi-
cation either. They use Galatians 3:2,3 as a proof text for this position.

    Secondly, it teaches that Christ came to not only die for our sins, but
to fulfill the law by obeying it perfectly with His life. In essence, it
teaches that Christ obeyed the Law for us, and His perfect obedience and
fulfillment of the Law is imputed to us in the same way righteousness is
imputed to us in salvation by faith alone. Therefore, we are not obligated
to the Law. This is sometimes referred to as the imputed active obedience
of Christ.

    Thirdly, It teaches that Christ not only fulfilled the Law, but replaced
it with a new Law that only has one command: love God and others.
Furthermore, in only being obligated by this one Law, our proper fulfill-
ment of this one Law is judged by our intentions and conscience, not
necessarily biblical imperatives. They use Matthew 22: 36-40 as a proof
text for this position.

    Fourthly, according to advocates, acts of true love will always be
accompanied by a willing spirit and joy. Nothing should ever be done out
of mere duty. The old Christian adage, “Obey God whether you feel like
it or not” is considered to be anathema. Acts of true love are often
described as a “mere natural flow.”

    Fifthly, GS propagates the idea that Christians are still spiritually dead,
and the only life in us is Christ working through the Holy Spirit. That's
why true love can always be expected to be a mere natural flow,
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because it is really Christ doing the work through us. They use Galatians
2:20 as a proof text for this position. This text is also used to advocate
sanctification by faith alone.

    Sixthly, sanctification is only accomplished through faith and deep
introspection for purposes of repentance, which empties our soul of sin,
and results in Christ living through us.

    Seventh, the Bible's sole purpose is to aid us in faith and repentance.
As we see “pictures of Jesus” in the Bible, we learn more about who He
is, and see Him more clearly. Our faith is then increased and we are
changed from “glory to glory” (2 Corinthians 3:18 is the proof text for
that). The Bible also aids us in looking deep within our souls to see sin
that we need to repent of. In addition, all of the vast imperatives we see
in the Bible makes us more thankful for Christ, knowing that we could
never uphold all of those commands and He has done it for us. Thank
goodness they (commands) have all been abrogated by the love of Christ
working through us, according to them, that is.

    Eighth, since the primary goal is to know more of who Christ is (as
opposed to learning what He has said for the purpose of applying it to our
lives), which increases our faith and love for Him, we don't necessarily
limit that knowledge to Scripture. General revelation is seen as being
almost as valuable, because the idea is to get to know Christ as a person,
“not a cognitive concept that we apply to life” (Paul David Tripp). This
is eerily similar to postmodern thinking.

    Obviously, I wouldn't have gone through all of the trouble to explain
the above if I didn't think “Crazy Love” (hereafter “CL”) propagated
gospel sanctification. Per the usual, advocates of GS partake in careful
word-craft; it goes without saying that my before-stated description
would be rejected out of hand by most evangelicals. Though there are
hints of GS in the first half of the book, the doctrine is not prevalent until
page 101, that’s when elements of the doctrine start becoming obvious.

    Somewhat unique in CL is the heavy dose of Jesus is my boyfriend
theology. Chan pours this on really thick, even by John Piper's standard,
who is also an advocate of GS. Piper, who likens true saving faith to a
deep, romantic-like love for Christ, is quoted at least once in CL. Let's
face it, if we can't love our Lord by obeying “everything I have command-
ed” (as in most GS based books, the Lordship of Christ is conspicuously
missing), then something else has to fill the gap; such as, a “sincere,”
syrupy-like romantic love similar to teenage puppy-love. In fact, accord-
ing to Chan, regarding the account of his grandmother's relationship with
Christ: He was her “lover” (p. 100).
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    Throughout the book, Chan draws conclusions about how we should
experience our relationship with Christ from horizontal relationships;
namely, romantic ones. Hence, “Because when you're wildly in love with
someone, it changes everything.” This is indicative of the eighth element,
which puts general revelation on the same par with specific revelation
(the Bible). There is a very heavy dose of this in the beginning of the book
as Chan emphasizes the study of creation in order to understand Christ as
a “person.” Chan also uses the GS phrase “word pictures” to describe the
Bible throughout CL. On pages 34 and 35, Chan categorizes general
revelation and the Bible together as two ways of knowing God as set
against what we can't know about Him: “So far we have talked about
things we can see with our own eyes, things we know about creation, and
some of the attributes of God as revealed in the Bible. But many facets of
God expand beyond our comprehension.”

    Besides an overemphasis on general revelation as a matching bookend
with specific revelation, there is only a hint of the GS doctrine in the first
100 pages. The first thing I began to notice was the devaluing of practical
application and obedience, which are both antithetical to GS doctrine. In
regard to our supposed paramount goal of knowing Christ as a person
rather than what he demands of us (number eight), Chan says the follow-
ing on page 30: “If the 'gravest question' before us really is what God
Himself is like, how do we learn to know Him?” Is the “gravest” question
before Christians that of who God is? Or, is what God wants us to do of
equal importance? I think we know the answer to that, and a balanced
perspective by Chan is conspicuously missing throughout the book.

    Then on page 101, Chan takes a hard left turn and launches into
full-blown GS doctrine. After denying throughout the book (in nuanced
fashion) that we are slaves obligated to obey Christ (because that doesn't
fit the gushy Jesus as boyfriend prism), and that God would use fear,
guilt, or reward to motivate us, he says that Galatians 5:13-14 teaches the
following: “When we love, we're free! We don't have to worry about a
burdensome load of commands, because when we are loving, we can't
sin. Do you feel free in your Christian life?”(p.102).

    Just please stop and think about what he is saying. Words mean things.
He is clearly saying that when we love we are free from the Law; in fact,
we don't have to worry about....”commands.” In other words, love is
measured by some other standard than biblical imperatives, presumably,
good feelings. Do you think that is unfair of me to say? Well then, look
at how he wants you to determine if you are loving or not:
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“Do you feel free in your Christian life?” And: “When we work for Christ
out of obligation, it feels like work. But when we truly love Christ, our
work is a manifestation of that love, and it feels like love” (page 110). Is
that true? Does obedience to Christ always “feel [s] like love”?

    The whole line of thought here clearly falls under element number three
of GS doctrine. Furthermore, let's be good Bereans and take a look at
Galatians 5:13-14, the biblical text Chan cites to make his point:

“You, my brothers, were called to be free. But do not use your freedom
to indulge the sinful nature; rather, serve one another in love. The entire
law is summed up in a single command: 'Love your neighbor as yourself.'"

    Paul is talking about our freedom from the Law in regard to being
saved, and then using it as an excuse to live any way we want to: “Hey,
I'm saved anyway, and the Law can't get me into heaven, so why not live
any way I want to?” Because it's self-focused and the antithesis of love,
that's why. But Paul is not saying that love has no standard other than
itself because it replaced the Law. That is a classic antinomian misrepre-
sentation of that passage. In the same statement, Chan even comforts his
readers by assuring them that they are not sinning by loving apart from
biblical imperatives / guidelines: “....because when we are loving, we
can't sin” [that's why we supposedly don't need to worry about
“burdensome commands,” and this is also indicative of the abrogation of
the law which is supposedly replaced by the single higher law of love ].

    Chan reiterates his point by quoting the apostle Paul in verse 6 of the
same chapter: “The only thing that counts is faith expressing itself
through love” This doesn't mean, as Chan implies, that love interprets
itself because it comes from an undefined realization of who Christ is via
a personal, nebulous, and supposedly intimate relationship. Do you think
that is unfair as well? Here is what Chan says on page 104: “Something
mysterious, even supernatural must happen in order for genuine love for
God to grow in our hearts. The Holy Spirit has to move in our lives. It is
a remarkable cycle: Our prayers for more love result in love, which
naturally causes us to pray more, which results in more love....” The
“cycle” that Chan describes here is nowhere to be found in the Scriptures,
but rather, “If you love me, keep my commandments.” Or, “Peter, do you
love me? .... [then] feed my sheep.” At the very least, Chan is propagating
a love that always comes naturally through a cycle of prayer only. In the
best case that can be surmised, he is clearly in serious error.
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   Also, Chan forgets to mention that the apostle Paul also said:
“Circumcision is nothing and uncircumcision is nothing. Keeping God's
commands is what counts” (1Corinthians 7:19). About a year ago, I
counseled a fellow who was having trouble with a church leadership that
propagates the GS doctrine. He was utterly perplexed as to why they
completely ignored clear biblical directives regarding his situation. The
answer is simple: if their motive was love, they did not deem themselves
as obligated to biblical imperatives. Throughout the rest of the book,
Chan seems to make strong statements regarding the need to obey, but
what he is talking about is obedience to the one single Law of love, not
biblical imperatives. This is the type of double-speaking deception that I
have come to expect from propagators of the GS doctrine.

    Throughout the rest of the book after page 101, Chan draws a tight GS
line that propagates spiritual growth by a narrow, passive concept of
meditation and prayer only (p. 104, 148, 170, to cite a few), and acts of
love always experienced as a mere natural flow accompanied by joy (p.
110, 120, 129, to name a few). It is fair to say that the second half of the
book is saturated with GS doctrine in its usual nuanced form. But page
203 is worth mentioning before I close. Chan presents Galatians 3:3 as a
Pauline contention against effort in the sanctification process which is
also supposedly a false gospel. This is a typical GS stance. Concerning
this passage, Chan says the following:

“I think each of us has a strong tendency to attempt to wrestle control
from the Spirit and “do” this life on our own. Each of us tends to switch
from living the gospel of grace to trusting in a system of works. That's
why Paul brings up this issue with the churches in Galatia.”

    So, effort on our part (Christians) to “'do' this life” is supposedly
denying the gospel that originally saved us. This is the most basic element
of GS which is the synthesizing of justification and sanctification. Obvi-
ously, if we can't do anything to be saved, neither can we participate in
sanctification either except for the same role we play in justification: faith
and repentance only. However, Paul is not talking about sanctification in
Galatians 3:3. He was talking about the Galatians possibly denying the
gospel that saved them by faith alone, and doing so by returning to a
salvation by works. Apparently, they were being tempted to consummate
this decision by being circumcised, and therefore denying the true gospel
by proclaiming a false one. This is absolutely clear by the way Paul
summarizes his argument:
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“Mark my words! I, Paul, tell you that if you let yourselves be circum-
cised, Christ will be of no value to you at all. Again I declare to every man
who lets himself be circumcised that he is obligated to obey the whole
law. You who are trying to be justified by law have been alienated from
Christ; you have fallen away from grace” (Galatians 5:2-4).

    Paul makes it clear that he was talking about justification (“ You who
are trying to be justified by law”) and not sanctification. Besides, specif-
ically, Paul is talking about their ultimate goal of being completely
transformed (glorification) in 3:3, not sanctification, or their role in the
growing process. Paul discuses that in the second part of the book, the
first part deals with justification. This can be clearly seen by the fact that
Paul uses the word “justification” at least ten times in the book while
“sanctification” is not used once, even though it is a biblical word in the
same way justification is (1 Corinthians 1:30 and 6:11; both are listed
together with glorification).

    It is no different than someone who is saved by the true gospel , but
then leaves an orthodox community of believers for a community that
professes a false gospel. Like Paul, we would “stand in doubt” of them.
Besides, specifically, Paul is talking about their ultimate goal of being
completely transformed (glorification) in 3:3, not sanctification, or their
role in the growing process. I believe the Young's Literal Translation
demonstrates this well:

“so thoughtless are ye! having begun in the Spirit, now in the flesh do ye
end? “

    In the final analysis, CL adorns GS with some challenges that the
church needs to hear, but Chan's solution is a false doctrine. The first
hundred passages were subtle enough to keep me in denial while eating
red herrings and ignoring straw men used to diss the conventional hearing
of God's word and the proper application to life thereof.
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“....if the same gospel that saved us also sanctifies
us, and Christ said that we are sanctified by the
word; and certainly He did say that as recorded in
John 17:17, then every word in the Bible must be
about justification, or what God has done and not
anything we could possibly do, being a gospel affair.
Furthermore, if we are sanctified by the gospel
which is God’s work alone, we may have no more
role in spiritual growth than we did in the gospel that
saved us. The Scriptures are clear; no person is
justified by works of the law. Is that not the gospel?
Therefore, when the antinomians speak of obedi-
ence, it should be apparent that they are not speaking
of our obedience, even though they allow us to
assume otherwise.”
~Page 78



“Christless Christianity”: Michael Horton’s Lawless
Trilogy
_______________________________

     See no law, hear no law, speak no law. Such is “Christless Christiani-
ty,” published by Dr. Michael Horton in 2008. He presents the book as a
treatise exposing the supposed fact that the church is awash in a
“Christless” evangelicalism. After suffering through page after page of a
nuanced semblance of orthodoxy masking his antinomian bent, his real
thesis, and what drives his “Modern Reformation” organization, is stated
on page 62.

See No Law

On page 62, he states the following:

“Where we land on these issues is perhaps the most significant factor in
how we approach our own faith and practice and communicate it to the
world. If not only the unregenerate but the regenerate are always depen-
dent at every moment on the free grace of God disclosed in the gospel,
then nothing can raise those who are spiritually dead or continually give
life to Christ's flock but the Spirit working through the gospel. When this
happens (not just once, but every time we encounter the gospel afresh),
the Spirit progressively transforms us into Christ's image. Start with
Christ (that is, the gospel) and you get sanctification in the bargain; begin
with Christ and move on to something else, and you lose both.”

    Encompassed in this statement is Dr. Horton's position on “faith,”
“practice,” and how we “communicate” those things to the world. Let's
look at the “faith” part. First, he says that both the unregenerate and
regenerate are dependent on the “free grace” of God disclosed in “the
gospel” “at every moment.” He goes on to say that the gospel (ie., the free
grace of justification) does two things: gives life to the spiritually dead
(“unregenerate”) and “continually give[s] life to Christ's flock” (ie.,
believers).

    Secondly, believers only receive this life “every time WE encounter the
gospel afresh.” Therefore, the relationship of the gospel to unbelievers
and believers is no different. We are raised to life and progressively
transformed in the exact same way. Horton says this happens at “every
moment”; therefore, people are raised to life by the gospel (justification
by faith alone) and transformed by the gospel (justification by faith
alone), and only “each time” they encounter the gospel “afresh.”
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    Thirdly, what gospel gives life to the unregenerate? Well, Horton says
plainly that if believers leave that same gospel, “you loose both.” Both
what? Answer: sanctification and justification. Horton says you get
“both” in the bargain because according to him they are both the same. In
other words, what orthodox Christians normally consider to be sanctifica-
tion, is really progressive justification. Ever heard of that? Didn't think
so. Does this mean Michael Horton believes that synergism in sanctifica-
tion is a false gospel? Sure it does, what else can be surmised? Does this
explain why he thinks he is on the cutting edge of a new reformation? I
would imagine.

    Fourthly, we also see another tenet of antinomian (see no law) doctrine
(specifically, gospel sanctification) in this same excerpt: “....but the Spirit
working through the gospel.” Note “but.” But what? The giving of life:
“....nothing can raise those who are spiritually dead or continually give
life....” In other words, the Spirit only works through the gospel. There-
fore, the Scriptures are only used by the Spirit to impart life when the
Bible is used in regard to showing forth justification, or the gospel. This
is the redemptive-historical use of the Bible. Again, a gospel sanctifica-
tion tenet. Hence, using the Bible for spiritual instruction is supposedly
taboo, and in fact, law-keeping (as though that's wrong for believers to do
in the first place). Like many other proponents of antinomian doctrines,
Horton's teachings will contain a lot of very good what (descriptive
information [which the Bible has in glorious abundance]), but rarely any
how (prescriptive), and I contend to the detriment of many. They will
have a glorious picture of heaven in their minds as they die on the vine,
being hearers of the word (they would say gospel) only and not doers,
“deceiving themselves.”

    Fifthly, we see Horton's mystical personification of Christ and the
gospel in this part of the excerpt: “Start with Christ (that is, the gospel)....”
Making the nebulous concept of the person of Christ synonymous with
“the gospel,” and also paramount in interpretation rather than what Christ
objectively instructs, serves antinomians well. Their writings are often
peppered with this kind of subjective rhetoric, but it always has a purpose.
An example is making “the gospel” synonymous with “the word” so they
can say that every verse in the Bible is about the gospel, and therefore
serving that purpose only (progressive justification) for believers and
unbelievers alike.

    Lastly, If Horton, like the antinomian doctrine that he propagates, sees
no difference in justification and sanctification, then the law will play the
exact same role for believers as it does unbelievers. In fact, this is what
Horton believes. However, the following excerpt from “Creeds and
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Deeds: How Doctrine Leads to Doxological Living” reveals how difficult
it is to nail down Horton on this aspect:

“It might seem controversial to identify doctrine with 'gospel' and deeds
with 'law,' especially since these days we often hear calls to 'live the
gospel.' However, the gospel is not an imperative but an indicative; not a
program to follow, but an announcement to welcome for our own salva-
tion and to herald for the salvation of the world. Does that mean that we
do not have imperatives or that we do not follow Christ? As Paul would
say, 'May it never be!' It simply means that we have to distinguish
indicatives and imperatives. The law gives us something to do, and the
gospel gives us something to believe. Christians are no less obligated to
obey God's commandments in the New Testament than they were in the
Old Testament, but they are commandments not promises. The impera-
tives drive us to despair of self-righteousness, the indicatives hold up
Christ as our only Savior, and then the imperatives become the
'reasonable service' of believers 'in view of God's mercies.' There is a lot
of wisdom to the order of the Heidelberg Catechism: Guilt, Grace, and
Gratitude. The commandments tell us what we are to do; the gospel tells
us what God has done.”

    This excerpt reminds me of the John Kerry controversy during the 2004
presidential election: “I was for it before I was against it.” First, because
of Horton's progressive justification view, it is not possible for him to
believe that the law has a role in sanctification anymore than it would in
justification, other than a schoolmaster that leads us to Christ for justifi-
cation. Though he makes statements above that seem to indicate that he
believes the law has a role in the spiritual growth process, that's not the
case, it's not logically possible when his positions are considered. Conse-
quently, we can clearly see the statements that match progressive justifi-
cation: “The imperatives drive us to despair of self-righteousness, the
indicatives hold up Christ as our only Savior....” The law shows unbeliev-
ers their need for Christ, but please note that the Scriptures never tell us
that God's commands / imperatives drive Christians to despair; the ex-
treme opposite is true. In fact,  Christians are promised blessings for
applying God's word to their life (James 1:25).

     Secondly, Horton makes it clear in the first excerpt that the Holy Spirit
only imparts life “through the gospel”(“....nothing can raise those who are
spiritually dead or continually give life to Christ's flock but the Spirit
working through the gospel”) ; then, he says in the second excerpt that “....
the gospel is not an imperative but an indicative [indicative: indicative of
God's work, not ours]....” But throughout Scripture, we see clearly that in
fact, the Holy Spirit does use imperatives to impart life.
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Examples such as Matthew 4:4 and John 17:17 (see endnote number 3)
are abundant throughout the whole Bible. Another glaring contradiction
to Scripture is Horton's suggestion in the second excerpt that commands
“are not promises.”

    Michael Horton's gospel is a no-Lordship, antinomian gospel because
obeying biblical commands is synonymous with works justification.
Furthermore, he believes that biblical commands are indicative of God's
work, not ours. I delve into the subject of imperatives / indicatives in two
other essays in this same section.

Hear No law

    How does all of this effect corporate worship? Supposedly, we are not
to see any law in our progressive justification, but what about when we
come together to worship? Should we then hear the law? Michael Horton
says the following on pages 189 -191:

“ God gathers his people together in a covenantal event to judge and to
justify, to kill and to make alive. The emphasis is on God's work for us -
the Father's gracious plan, the Son's saving life, death, and resurrection,
and the Spirit's work of bringing life to the valley of dry bones through
the proclamation of Christ. The preaching focuses on God's work in the
history of redemption from Genesis through Revelation, and sinners are
swept into this unfolding drama. Trained and ordained to mine the riches
of Scripture for the benefit of God's people, ministers try to push their
own agendas, opinions, and personalities to the background so that God's
Word will be clearly proclaimed. In this preaching the people once again
are simply receivers - recipients of grace. Similarly, in baptism, they do
not baptize themselves; they are baptized. In the Lord's Supper, they do
not prepare and cook the meal; they do not contribute to the fare; but they
are guests who simply enjoy the bread of heaven. As this gospel creates,
deepens, and inflames faith, a profound sense of praise and thanksgiving
fills hearts, leading to good works among the saints and in the world
throughout the week. Having been served by God in the public assembly,
the people are then servants of each other and their neighbors in the world.”

    As in the process of spiritual growth, corporate worship focuses totally
on the gospel. Notice that Horton refers to believers as a “valley of dry
bones” who have come to be made alive by the Spirit's work through the
gospel. This is another tenet of the neo-antinomianism of our day, the
total depravity of the saints.
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In a contrasting scenario (or how not to have corporate worship) on page
191, Horton adds the following: “The expectation that God was actually
visiting his people to apply the benefits of Christ's victory to sinners -
both believers and unbelievers - was less obvious than the sense that we
were primarily regrouping to get our marching orders." Note that believ-
ers are called “sinners,” and also note the construction of the sentence
which would indicate that believers and unbelievers are the same kind of
sinners who both gather together for the same purpose, the gospel.

Speak no Law

Regarding evangelism, the following excerpt is taken from pages 117-
119 of “Christless Christianity.”

“The question for us all is whether we believe the church is the place
where the gospel is regularly proclaimed and ratified to Christians as well
as non-Christians. Like many Emergent Church leaders, Kimball invokes
a famous line from Francis of Assisi that I also heard growing up in
conservative evangelicalism: "Preach the gospel at all times. If necessary,
use words." Kimball goes on to say, "Our lives will preach better than
anything we can say. "12 (We encountered a nearly identical statement
from Osteen in the previous chapter.) If so, then this is just more bad
news, not only because of the statistics we have already seen, which
evidence no real difference between Christians and non- Christians, but
because despite my best intentions, I am not an exemplary creature. The
best examples and instructions—even the best doctrines—will not relieve
me of the battle with indwelling sin until I draw my last breath. Find me
on my best day— especially if you have access to my hidden motives,
thoughts, and attitudes—and I will always provide fodder for the hypoc-
risy charge and will let down those who would become Christians
because they think I and my fellow Christians are the gospel. I am a
Christian not because I think that I can walk in Jesus's footsteps but
because he is the only one who can carry me. I am not the gospel; Jesus
Christ alone is the gospel. His story saves me, not only by bringing me
justification but by baptizing me into his resurrection life.

Conformity to Christ's image (sanctification) is the process of dying to
self (mortification) and living to God (vivification) that results from
being regularly immersed in the gospel's story of Christ's life, death, and
resurrection. Another way of putting it is dislocation (from Adam and the
reign of sin and death) and relocation (in Christ). That my life is not the
gospel is good news both for me and for my neighbors.
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Because Christ is the Good News, Christians as well as non-Christians
can be saved after all. For those who know that they too fall short of the
glory that God's law requires—even as Christians who now have a new
heart that loves God's law—the Good News is not only enough to create
faith but to get us back on our feet, assured of our standing in Christ,
ready for another day of successes and failures in our discipleship.

We do not preach ourselves but Christ. The good news—not only for
ourselves, but for a world (and church) in desperate need of good news—
is that what we say preaches better than our lives, at least if what we are
saying is Christ's person and work rather than our own. The more we talk
about Christ as the Bible's unfolding mystery and less about our own
transformation, the more likely we are actually to be transformed rather
than either self-righteous or despairing. As much as it goes against our
grain, the gospel is the power of God unto salvation for justification and
sanctification. The fruit of faith is real; it's just not the same as the fruit of
works-righteousness.

Yes, there is hypocrisy, and because Christians will always be simultane-
ously saint and sinner, there will always be hypocrisy in every Christian
and in every church. The good news is that Christ saves us from hypocrisy
too. But hypocrisy is especially generated when the church points to itself
and to our own "changed lives" in the promotional materials. Maybe
non-Christians would have less relish in pointing out our failures if we
testified in word and deed to our need and God's gift for sinners like us.
If we identified the visibility of the church with the scene of sinners
gathered by grace to confess their sins and their faith in Christ, receiving
him with open hands, instead of with our busy efforts to be the gospel, we
would at least beat non-Christian critics to the punch. We know that we
are sinners. We know that we fall short of God's glory. That's exactly why
we need Christ. I know that many of these brothers and sisters would
affirm that we are still sinners and that we still need Christ, but it sure
seems to be drowned out by a human-centered focus on our character and
actions.

Kimball writes that the "ultimate goal of discipleship .. . should be
measured by what Jesus taught in Matthew 22:37-40: ̀ Love the Lord with
all your heart, mind, and soul.' Are we loving him more? Love others as
yourself. Are we loving people more?"13 I was raised in conservative
evangelicalism on this same diet of sermons that ended with a question
like this one. A truly radical change in our approach would be to proclaim
Christ as the one who fulfilled this law in our place, bore its sentence, and
now freely gives us his absolution. Only then, ironically, are we truly
liberated to love again.
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For all of the Emergent Church movement's incisive critiques of the
megachurch model, the emphasis still falls on measuring the level of our
zeal and activity rather than on immersing people in the greatest story
ever told. It may be more earnest, more authentic, and less consumeristic,
but how different is this basic message from that of Joel Osteen, for
example? Across the board in contemporary American Christianity, that
basic message seems to be some form of law (do this) without the gospel
(this is what has been done).”

    Really, I have to admit the argument is very attractive. It definitely
takes the pressure off of us. There is no way we are going to be perfect
anyway, so why not emphasize the works of Christ rather than our own?
Get people focused on Christ rather than us; why would you want Christ
and the gospel represented by our best efforts? However, before I contin-
ue, I will take exception to being compared to Joel Olsteen because I
believe in an effort on our part to represent Christ by our good behavior.
I think a little more than that separates me and others from the likes of
Joel Olsteen. But let's be honest here, in light of what Horton says above;
“What does the Scriptures say?”:

“Wives, in the same way be submissive to your husbands so that, if any
of them do not believe the word, they may be won over without words by
the behavior of their wives, when they see the purity and reverence of
your lives”(1Peter 3:1,2).

    Obviously, Peter is well aware that wives will never have a perfect
testimony; but regardless, his counsel to wives is clearly stated. This
plainly contradicts Horton’s premise in every way possible.

    Also, didn't Christ say something about letting “your” light shine before
men, so that God would be glorified? Furthermore, in regard to our efforts
at good behavior according to the Scriptures, is that really some kind of
effort to “be the gospel” rather than “adorning” the doctrine of God as
Paul instructed us to do? (Titus 2:10).

     The apostles made it clear that the last days would be marked by
shrewd attempts to undermine God's law. Frankly, I am leery of any
teaching that seems to devalue the upholding of God's law by our Chris-
tian walk. I also recommend caution towards those who claim to uphold
God's law by saying He (Christ) does all the obeying for us.

    Even if they don’t come right out and say it, they may talk against
everything that would prevent such a conclusion, and therefore teaching
it by default. But the bottom line is the following:
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if the same gospel that saved us also sanctifies us, and Christ
said that we are sanctified by the word; and certainly He did say
that as recorded in John 17:17, then every word in the Bible must
be about justification, or what God has done and not anything
we could possibly do, being a gospel affair. Furthermore, if we
are sanctified by the gospel which is God’s work alone, we may
have no more role in spiritual growth than we did in the gospel
that saved us. The Scriptures are clear; no person is justified by
works of the law. Is that not the gospel? Therefore, when the
antinomians speak of obedience, it should be apparent that they
are not speaking of our obedience, even though they allow us to
assume otherwise.
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Horton: The Gospel Message Is Purely
Indicative
___________________________
   According to Michael Horton, the gospel is the summation of all biblical
doctrine and purely “indicative” of what God has done. In other words,
there is no connection between the gospel and law (imperatives or com-
mands), other than its purpose (the law) to drive us to the cross daily as
believers. Put another way by Horton: “The gospel is not an imperative,
but an indicative; not a program to follow, but an announcement to
welcome for our own salvation and to herald for the salvation of the
world” (Modern Reformation Nov./Dec. Vol.15 No.6 2006 pages 6-9).

    Therefore, we would not dare incorporate any kind of imperative in the
gospel message, it is purely indicative and separate from the law and its
imperatives. We could also address the daily role of the gospel and the
notion that it is the summation of all doctrine, but that would be a
digression from the matter at hand here. Another digression from the
same article would be the following: Horton, in classic gospel sanctifica-
tion doublespeak, says (in the same article) we are obligated to keep the
law, but then goes on to say that biblical imperatives only serve to “drive
us to despair of self-righteousness.” In other words, the  believers rela-
tionship to the law is the same as before he or she believed. But again, I
digress.

   This would not bode well for “lordship salvation”, which would require
something from the individual in the gospel presentation. As John Mac-
Arthur explains it: an exchange for everything we are for everything He
is. Therefore, plan A would present the gospel and sit back to see what
God does. Plan B would present the Gospel and also emphasize commit-
ment and perseverance. This is far from being a matter of mere semantics,
this in fact determines how we present the gospel and what we believe
about it.

   I was initially prompted to write this by a real life experience that came
to mind while reading some of Horton’s articles. I was reading my Bible
one day and thought Acts 17:30 would be a good presentation of the
gospel when a very narrow period of time was allotted:

“Therefore having overlooked the times of ignorance, God is now declar-
ing to men that all {people} everywhere should repent.”
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    I unwittingly shared this with a follower of Michael Horton and this
person proceeded to go ballistic, accusing me of being a Pharisee and
propagating works salvation, though not in those words. I thought this
reaction to be bazaar and peculiar, taking into consideration that I bor-
rowed this example from how the apostle Paul presented the gospel to
those in Athens. Paul’s presentation included the resurrection and warn-
ing of judgment as well, but was prefaced by the concept of repentance,
an obvious imperative. So, I thought I would make my point at a later date
with a few Scriptures that presented the gospel in the imperative; thinking
there weren’t that many, then came the shocker.

    First, let me say this; I don’t know that there is a bigger Calvinist around
other than myself. But I also remember the words of a pastor friend of
mine in Fort Wayne, Indiana: “You can’t cram God and his truth into a
theological system, it will raise questions you can’t answer every time.”
Amen. God’s truth is applicable truth and we are commanded according-
ly. Nowhere in Scripture are we commanded to figure out all of the
paradoxes of the Bible. If all of Scripture cannot reconcile your system,
it’s a bad system. In regard to a system that says the gospel is purely
indicative, consider the following Scriptures:

Acts 3:19
Repent, then, and turn to God, so that your sins may be wiped out, that
times of refreshing may come from the Lord,

Acts 8:22
Repent of this wickedness and pray to the Lord. Perhaps he will forgive
you for having such a thought in your heart.

Acts 20:21
I have declared to both Jews and Greeks that they must turn to God in
repentance and have faith in our Lord Jesus.

Acts 26:20
First to those in Damascus, then to those in Jerusalem and in all Judea, and
to the Gentiles also, I preached that they should repent and turn to God
and prove their repentance by their deeds.
And last, but certainly not least:

1 Peter 4:17
For it is time for judgment to begin with the family of God; and if it begins
with us, what will the outcome be for those who do not obey the gospel
of God?



1 Peter 1:2
Who have been chosen according to the foreknowledge of God the
Father, through the sanctifying work of the Spirit, for obedience to Jesus
Christ and sprinkling by his blood: Grace and peace be yours in abundance.

   Take note that in many of these verses concerning the gospel, they not
only encompass the imperative, but the imperative precedes the indica-
tive, so you can skip the whole “the imperative command is grounded in
the indicative event” routine.

    I guess my primary point is this: I see the whole indicative / imperative
argument as often presented by proponents of the gospel-driven life,
shamefully lame. Furthermore, it is often claimed that this is a fixed rule
and pattern in the Scriptures; when in reality, a cursory observation by a
child would quickly prove otherwise. Not only is this not a hard and fast
rule in sanctification, it is even a poor argument for justification as well.
If it is your goal to establish a monergistic salvation and sanctification,
you would do better by finding another argument.
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Gospel-Driven Folly: The Indicative / Imperative
Argument in Regard to Sanctification
________________________

    The mantra of today's gospel sanctification (GS) movement is: "The
imperative command is grounded in the indicative event." What’s that
mean? Well, explaining the mantra will go a long way toward understand-
ing what gospel sanctification is as well. However, gospel sanctification
is a monstrous subject matter closely linked to New Covenant Theology
and redemptive-historical hermeneutics; therefore,  I am only going to
address it in context of the indicative/imperative, but this will still supply
a good basic explanation of both and how they are related.

    Let me begin by quoting Dennis McCallum in regard to the use of verb
moods:

"The terms indicative and  imperative refer to two different verb moods
commonly used by the New Testament authors in their teaching on
sanctification....

What is a Verb Mood?

    The mood of a verb designates the relationship of the verb's action
relative to reality. The following is a simple list of moods of verbs in the
New Testament and what they generally signify:

1. indicative - mood of certainty, actuality
2. subjunctive - mood of probability
3. optative - mood of possibility
4. imperative - mood of command

    As the list indicates, the New Testament uses indicative statements
when discussing what God has done, is doing or will do. Imperative
statements are used when saying what we should do. It is important to
realize, not only that both moods are present in the Bible, but that there is
a specific relationship between these two moods in the area of sanctifica-
tion. Namely, what God commands us to do (the imperative) is based
upon what He has done, is doing or will do (the indicatives). God is
signifying by this consistent pattern that sanctification depends on God,
but involves human volition and cooperation.”
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McCallum further explains with this Pauline example among many:

Philippians 2:12b-13. . .work out your salvation with fear and trembling,
for it is God who works in you to will and to act according to his good
purpose.

    "In this example, we see that the imperative command to work out our
salvation is based on the fact that God is at work in us. The use of the
word "for" indicates dependence or causality. Let me throw in another
example by Richard E. Howard:
    ‘Paul wrote to the Corinthians that they were (ind.) sanctified in Christ
and ‘holy ones’ by calling (1:2), to whom Christ had become (ind.)
righteousness, sanctification, and redemption (1:30) and who had been
(ind.) washed, sanctified, and justified in the Lord Jesus (6:11). He asked
them if they did not know that they as a church were (ind.) the temple of
God and their individual bodies were (ind.) the temple of the Holy Spirit
(6:19). Yet, because of the tragic condition in the Corinthian church, he
urged (imp.) them to glorify God in their bodies (6: 20) and to pursue love
(14:1).’”

    Very descriptive. However, let me back up a little bit and make my first
point. Proponents of gospel sanctification would not agree totally in
regard to this definition. They would agree whole heartily to the massive
biblical pattern of imperatives preceded by God's indicatives in the
Pauline epistles. But they would disagree with this part: "God is signify-
ing by this consistent pattern that sanctification depends on God, but
involves human volition and cooperation." This is where there is a
difference in Paul's imperatives being "based" on God's indicative and
Paul's imperatives being "grounded" in God's "indicative act,"

    Instead of a view of dependant work with God, gospel sanctification
holds to a monergistic substitutionary sanctification, which states that
Christ not only died a substitutionary penalty for sin, but obeyed perfectly
in fulfillment of the law for our works and obedience as well. In other
words, Paul's imperatives are a picture of what Christ has already done
for us and our obedience is a "mere natural flow" of obedience that occurs
from the finished work of Christ.

    Some even go as far to say that the works that flow from us are not even
really our works at all, but the works of Christ who indwells us. Propo-
nents of gospel sanctification call this "new obedience.”  Dana L. Stod-
dard, in his treatise on gospel sanctification in the Journal Of Biblical
Counseling entitled "The Daily Christian life", put it this way:
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"It is by virtue of Christ's perfect life, death on the cross and resurrection-
plus nothing-that we are justified (made and declared right with God) and
sanctified (set apart, kept, and viewed as right in the Lord's eyes by virtue
of His obedience). Christ is our holiness. Christ is our sanctification."

    Therefore,  sanctification is by virtue of his obedience alone and not
ours. Stoddard further drives this point home by quoting John Murray
who calls this view "definitive sanctification" (Sanctification by virtue of
the indicative alone), "Being made and declared holy is a definitive act of
God alone in Christ” (emphasis mine).

    Let me stop here and now begin to address GS in regard to the
indicative/imperative question.

    First of all, I don't understand why God's indicatives could not be
considered as assurance to the believer that the battle is won and he or she
has all of the resources they need in Christ to please Him. In other words,
an encouragement to put the imperative into action. Hebrews 10:19-25
would be an example of this. The imperative is underlined:

“Therefore, brothers, since we have confidence to enter the Most Holy
Place by the blood of Jesus, by a new and living way opened for us
through the curtain, that is, his body, and since we have a great priest over
the house of God, let us draw near to God with a sincere heart in full
assurance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled to cleanse us from a guilty
conscience and having our bodies washed with pure water. Let us hold
unswervingly to the hope we profess, for he who promised is faithful.
And let us consider how we may spur one another on toward love and
good deeds. Let us not give up meeting together, as some are in the habit
of doing, but let us encourage one another--and all the more as you see
the Day approaching."

    Yet, there is no indication here that the imperative is "grounded" in this
indicative. It is certainly based on it, but grounded is a little strong.
Besides, this verse is one of many that actually does violence to the GS
indicative/imperative. Advocates of GS are quick to point out the imper-
ative preceded by the qualifying indicative or indicative>imperative. But
the Bible is replete with indicative>imperative>indicative as in the above
Hebrews verse. So what? Well, the problem is the following: This imper-
ative is sandwiched between two indicatives and the latter is not based on
the "finished work" of Christ, it is based on something that Christ has not
done yet. Another example of this is 2Peter 3:11,12;
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“Since everything will be destroyed in this way, what kind of people
ought you to be? You ought to live holy and godly lives as you look
forward to the day of God and speed its coming. That day will bring about
the destruction of the heavens by fire, and the elements will melt in the
heat.”

    Here, Peter's incentive for not becoming part of the world (Imp.) is the
fact that it will all be burned up in the end (Ind.). Advocates of GS can
protest all they want that it is still a work of Christ, but their supposed
coup de grace is the "finished" work of Christ always preceding the
imperative.

    Yet another biblical literary scheme that does extreme violence to this
argument, is the necessary implementation of a command (imperative) in
order to "experience" the indicative. Dennis McCallum's explanation of
this is barely less than perfect:

"The New Testament also teaches that, although the imperatives are based
upon the indicatives, in many cases the experience of the indicatives is
dependent upon our willingness to respond to the imperatives by faith. In
other words, if I fail to act in faith based on what God has commanded, I
may not experience the reality of my position in Christ. Of course my
position is no less real, but I may not experience it in the way God wants
me to." This is exactly what Peter is saying in 2Peter 1:3-15.

   Furthermore, we have reversed indicative/imperatives throughout
Scripture (imperative>indicative) where the implementation of the
command or the yielding to the warning determines the indicative work
of God:

“For if you forgive men when they sin against you (Imp.), your heavenly
Father will also forgive you (Ind.). But if you do not forgive men their
sins, your Father will not forgive your sins”(Matthew 6:14,15).

“And when you stand praying, if you hold anything against anyone,
forgive him (Imp.), so that your Father in heaven may forgive you your
sins”[Ind.](Mark 11:25).

    These examples are just as numerous in Scripture as the other.

   Another interesting study is God's promise of rewards (indicative) in
response to performing in regard to behavior (imperative):
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“If you love those who love you, what reward will you get? Are not even
the tax collectors doing that?” (Matthew 5:46).

“But when you pray, go into your room, close the door and pray to your
Father, who is unseen. Then your Father, who sees what is done in secret,
will reward you” (Matthew 6:6).

“When you fast, do not look somber as the hypocrites do, for they
disfigure their faces to show men they are fasting. I tell you the truth, they
have received their reward in full. But when you fast, put oil on your head
and wash your face, so that it will not be obvious to men that you are
fasting, but only to your Father, who is unseen; and your Father, who sees
what is done in secret, will reward you” (Matthew 6:16-18).

“He regarded disgrace for the sake of Christ as of greater value than the
treasures of Egypt, because he was looking ahead to his reward”
(Hebrews 11:26).

     Really, in regard to God's promise to reward good behavior, the reverse
indicative/imperative dwarfs the former. Also, GS presupposes that when
Christ says: "Well done faithful servant", He is not really giving us credit.
In short, the empty promises of gospel sanctification usually defies the
plain sense of Scripture.

  And all in all, the fact that Christians would buy into the whole
indicative/imperative argument is just plain embarrassing.



Section Four
The Gospel According to John Piper
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Delighting in God, we repeat, is made
the organising principle for every other
spiritual experience and duty. It be-
comes the key formula for all spiritual
vigour and development. Every other
Christian duty is thought to depend on
how well we obey this central duty of
delighting in the Lord. The entire Chris-
tian life is simplified to rest upon a sin-
gle quest, which is bound to distort one’s
perception of the Christian life and how
it must be lived.
~Dr. Peter Masters



The Grand Crux Of Christian Hedonism Is
Monergistic Sanctification
_____________________________

     This is a descriptive essay on an ebook (“Treating Delight as Duty is
Controversial”) written by John Piper and available on his “Desiring
God” website. The booklet is three chapters and 23 pages of concise
exposition in regard to Christian hedonism (CH) and offers an excellent
opportunity for biblical evaluation. For anyone new to the subject, CH
teaches that a pursuit of joy in the Christian life is our highest goal and
primary duty to God in order to worship Him effectively. A normal
hedonist seeks anything that gives him or her pleasure and this is the
primary driving force of their life, but a Christian hedonist primarily
seeks pleasure in God. So you say: “Oh yes, this makes sense and is very
important, he is only using that term to get our attention.” Well, that will
suffice for now.

    In Chapter one, Piper gets no argument from me that Christians should
strive to have joy in the Christian life. He cites those who supposedly say
joy is not important in the Christian life, only obedience or making the
right decision. I would disagree with such a position though I have never
met any Christians who hold that position. Certainly anyone would agree,
a joyless and purely dutiful life would not represent God well. Piper
quotes many biblical references that command joy, but he is preaching to
the choir, anyone who does not have joy in their Christian life needs to
seek wise counsel and evaluate the situation. I agree with Piper; a con-
cern, yes even an objective goal to have joy, has historical precedent
dating back to Moses. However, we begin to get a hint in the first chapter
regarding his biblical theory of joy's relationship to truth and obedience.
From an anthropological standpoint, he quotes Blaise Pascal:

“All men seek happiness. This is without exception. Whatever different
means they employ, they all tend to this end.... The will never takes the
least step but to this object. This is the motive of every action of every
man, even of those who hang themselves.”
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     So, since desire for pleasure and happiness is at the very core of what
drives us from the human soul, this is what needs to be dealt with. This
was also Sigmund Freud's theory as well; real change deals with the
desires that drive our behavior. So  if our ultimate desire is God, all must
end well. Makes sense, does it not? Piper does not really park on this angle
long, but the Christian Counseling and Education Foundation (CCEF) has
a thoroughly developed theory on how “biblical” change  can be brought
about by addressing desires.

Piper begins to move toward his core theory in regard to the
relationship of joy and obedience:

“So if Christian Hedonism is old-fashioned, why is it so controversial?
One reason is that it insists that joy is not just the spin-off of obedience to
God, but part of obedience. It seems as though people are willing to let
joy be a by-product of our relationship to God, but not an essential part of
it. People are uncomfortable saying that we are duty-bound to pursue joy.

They say things like, “Don’t pursue joy; pursue obedience.” But Christian
Hedonism responds, “That’s like saying, ‘Don’t eat apples; eat fruit.’”
Because joy is an act of obedience. We are commanded to rejoice in God.
If obedience is doing what God commands, then joy is not merely the
spin-off of obedience, it is obedience.”

    This is a good summary and clarification statement. Again, I agree with
Piper to this point: Joy should be more than a mere spin-off of obedience.
However, Piper starts this statement by saying joy is an intricate part of
obedience, but ends the statement by saying they are synonymous
( “That’s like saying, ‘Don’t eat apples; eat fruit.’”) (....”then joy is not
merely the spin-off of obedience, it is obedience.”). So joy and obedience
are one and the same and without joy, obedience is really not present, it is
an illegitimate obedience. Piper goes on to clarify this by demonstrating
that true obedience with pure motives is always accompanied by joy:

 “One wise Christian described the relationship between duty and delight
this way:

‘Suppose a husband asks his wife if he must kiss her good night. Her
answer is, ‘You must, but not that kind of a must.’ What she means is this:
‘Unless a spontaneous affection for my person motivates you, your
overtures are stripped of all moral value.’
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In other words, if there is no pleasure in the kiss, the duty of kissing has
not been done. Delight in her person, expressed in the kiss, is part of the
duty, not a by-product of it.”

    That's the crux. Do not miss it. All obedience that is not accompanied
by joy is striped of “moral value.” Not surprising because in many other
writings by Piper, he makes true saving faith synonymous with joy as
well. Piper knows this to be controversial and also has something to say
to any newbies reading here:

“You can see why this starts to get controversial. It’s the seriousness of
it all. ‘You really mean this?’ someone says. ‘You really mean that
hedonism is not just a trick word to get our attention. It actually says
something utterly, devastatingly true about the way we should live. The
pursuit of pleasure really is a necessary part of being a good person.’
That’s right. I mean it. The Bible means it. God means it. It is very
serious. We are not playing word games.”

    I will pause here with my first disagreement. I believe joy in the
Christian life is a primary concern but not our primary pursuit. As a
matter of fact, the Bible names many things that we are to pursue; and
joy is not named among them, and is certainly not named among them as
the chief pursuit, even if it was on that list. Also, we are commanded to
obey in many ways and joy is on that list, but is nowhere named as the
chief concern in obedience. This is probably why Piper has to find a way
to make joy and obedience one and the same. Piper clearly makes joy our
primary pursuit in the sanctification process and must torture Scripture to
do it.

    This is serious error because we are dealing with the engine parts of
sanctification and I think God is very serious about the whole sanctifica-
tion issue. When you begin to redefine obedience, a major component of
sanctification, you are dealing with an issue of severe import as Piper
himself recognizes in the above quote. I realize this is a complex issue but
hang on, in chapter three, and in very un-Piper like fashion, he articulates
his position on the tension between joy and practical obedience while
opening up the door to what the Bible specifically says about the issue of
obedience and its relationship to joy.

    But beforehand in chapter two, Piper addresses the issue (brought up
by others) of our primary pursuit being the glory of God rather than our
own joy. Again, he must now make them one and the same to prove his
thesis. He begins chapter three by quoting an anticipated objection:



‘“But wait a minute,” someone says, ‘what about the glory of God?
Didn’t God create us for His glory? But here you are saying that He
created us to pursue our joy!’ Which is it? Are we created for His glory
or our joy?”’

    Piper then answers the inquisition:

“Oh how passionately I agree that God created us for His glory! Yes!
Yes! God is the most God-centered person in the universe. This is the
heartbeat of everything I preach and write. This is what Christian Hedo-
nism is designed to preserve and pursue! God’s chief end is to glorify
God. This is written all over the Bible. It is the aim of all God does.”

    I don't want to park here too long because the above in chapter two is
not among the glaring and brazen contradictions to Scripture that I want
to discuss from chapter three. The above error is merely  assumptive
rather than contradictory to plain biblical truth. But suffice to say, not
only does Scripture never say that the chief end of man is to enjoy God
forever (see Ecc. 11:13, even a child can see what the “whole” duty of
man is, at least while we are here on Earth), neither does it ever say that
the chief end of God is to glorify Himself.

    Indeed, the glory of God is of supreme importance and certainly one of
our primary goals, but to make the proclamation that this is God's chief
end and the single “aim” of everything He does seems a little lofty to me.
I am not sure that we can know such things about God! The Scriptures
state many of God's purposes, but where does it say that His own glory is
chief among them and that His own glory is the chief end of his existence?
I protest! The Bible makes it clear that God demands the glory due Him,
but where does it say that it is His chief end and the single aim of all He
does?

    This part of the booklet is a little harder to define, but again, Piper
answers the opening question by making joy synonymous with God's
glory. Perhaps the following excerpt from chapter two will help to clarify:
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“This is the essence of Christian Hedonism. God is most glorified in us
when we are most satisfied in Him.

 Perhaps you see now what drives me to be radical about this. If it is true,
that God is most glorified in us when we are most satisfied in Him, then
look at what is at stake in our pursuit of joy. The glory of God is at stake!
If I say that pursuing joy is not essential, I am saying that glorifying God
is not essential. But if glorifying God is ultimately important, then
pursuing the satisfaction that displays His glory is ultimately important.

Christian Hedonism is not a game. It is what the whole universe is about.
The radical implication is that pursuing pleasure in God is our highest
calling. It is essential to all virtue and all reverence.”

    Bottom line: If we don't primarily pursue joy, God is not glorified. Our
single and sole endeavor must be to actively pursue pleasure in God.
Let me reiterate the above quotations: Christian hedonism, the primary
pursuit of pleasure in God (as opposed to obedience, peace with others,
etc.) is “what the whole universe is about” and “our highest calling” and
“essential to all virtue and all reverence.”

    A lofty, lofty proclamation, especially when you consider where he
derived this epiphany:

“Before I saw these things in the Bible, C. S. Lewis snagged me when I
wasn’t looking. I was standing in Vroman’s Bookstore on Colorado
Avenue in Pasadena, California, in the fall of 1968. I picked up a thin blue
copy of Lewis’s book The Weight of Glory. The first page changed my
life:

 'If there lurks in most modern minds the notion that to desire our own
good and earnestly to hope for the enjoyment of it is a bad thing, I submit
that this notion has crept in from Kant and the Stoics and is no part of the
Christian faith. Indeed, if we consider the unblushing promises of reward
and the staggering nature of the rewards promised in the Gospels, it
would seem that our Lord finds our desires not too strong, but too weak.
We are halfhearted creatures, fooling about with drink and sex and
ambition when infinite joy is offered us, like an ignorant child who wants
to go on making mud pies in a slum because he cannot imagine what is
meant by the offer of a holiday at the sea. We are far too easily pleased.'

93



Never in my life had I heard anyone say that the problem with the world
was not the intensity of our pursuit of happiness, but the weakness of it.
Everything in me shouted, Yes! That’s it! There it was in black and white,
and to my mind it was totally compelling: The great problem with human
beings is that we are far too easily pleased. We don’t seek pleasure with
nearly the resolve and passion that we should. And so we settle for mud
pies of appetite instead of infinite delight.”

    There was a time among evangelicals when an admission that someone
got an idea while browsing in a bookstore, and then went to the Bible to
establish the idea would result in the idea being rejected out of hand, but
no more. Not only that, Piper made the same type of claim concerning
another theory of his on page 17 of “The Pleasures Of God.” This time the
idea was from Henry Scougal instead of Lewis. Both are considered to be
Christian philosophers. Piper took a four day sabbatical with a concor-
dance to confirm what Scougal said and you guessed it, there it was! One
would wonder why he needed a four day study to determine the biblical
veracity of Scougal's theory if Scougal  made his case from the Bible to
begin with, but I think I know the answer to that.

    In chapter three, Piper does something that he usually does not do in
my estimation; he goes out on a limb to explain how all of his theory
meets with real Christian life in the trenches. In doing this, he exposes
himself to the blatant error of Christian hedonism. He begins chapter three
with the following:

 “Perhaps you can see why it is astonishing to me that so many people try
to define true Christianity in terms of decisions and not affections. Not
that decisions are unessential. The problem is that they require so little
trans-formation. Mere decisions are no sure evidence of a true work of
grace in the heart. People can make 'decisions’ about the truth of God
while their hearts are far from Him. We have moved far away from the
biblical Christianity of Jonathan Edwards. He pointed to 1 Peter 1:8 and
argued that 'true religion, in great part, consists in the affections.”

    Only problem is, among many, is the eleventh chapter of Hebrews
contradicts everything in Piper's statement above. Hebrews 11 is one of
the more extensive statements on saving faith in Holy writ. The Hebrew
writer defines the faith of at least twenty believers in regard to the
decisions they made and obedience. Joy or pleasure, even pleasure in
God, is not named once as being an attribute of their faith. The only
semblance of feelings or emotions mentioned is that of strife; and fear of
God more than man. The truth of Hebrews 11, as well as many other
Scriptures, makes a mockery of Piper's theory of Christian hedonism.
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  Secondly, Piper also says the following in chapter three:

“People are often troubled by the teaching of Christian Hedonism that
emotions are part of our duty—that they are commanded. This seems
strange partly because emotions are not under our immediate control like
acts of willpower seem to be.”

    This is a slight digression, but I might add that this is obviously how
God designed us ( We have more command of the will than emotions)
and may well be a better anthropological answer to obedience in regard
to joy than Pascal or CCEF has to offer. When emotions and feelings are
not in accordance with God's will; is proper thinking, proper doing, and
proper praying, the gateway to bringing emotions back into the realm of
God's will? I think so, and believe this is exactly what Philippians 4:4-9
is stating.

    Thirdly, Piper concedes the following in chapter three:

“It is true that our hearts are often sluggish. We do not feel the depth or
intensity of affections that are appropriate for God or His cause. It is true
that at those times we must exert our wills and make decisions that we
hope will rekindle our joy. Even though joyless love is not our aim (“God
loves a cheerful giver!” 2 Corinthians 9:7; “[Show] mercy with cheerful-
ness,” Romans 12:8), nevertheless it is better to do a joyless duty than not
to do it, provided that there is a spirit of repentance that we have not done
all of our duty because of the sluggishness of our hearts.”

    This is an interesting concession by Piper, but pay close attention, we
are now closer to further clarifying the crux of this matter. The key
thoughts are now the question of HOPE and the process of elimination in
regard to the prominence of joy.

    Interpreting Pipers own statement above, he concludes that it is better
to obey when joy is not present, but then “hope” that a decision /
obedience will “rekindle” our joy. Wait a minute here! Is that the biblical
prescription or not? But here is the real question: Is it a  biblical promise
that obedience will lead to joy? If it is, then that is the biblical prescrip-
tion for joy. If that isn't the biblical prescription or dynamic, then Piper
is unwittingly admitting that joy does not hold the prominence that
Christian hedonism says it does, for if we should “partially” obey and
hope for the best, joy must not be the point, obedience must be the point.
Piper further clarifies his position on this in chapter three:
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“I am often asked what a Christian should do if the cheerfulness of
obedience is not there. It’s a good question. My answer is not to simply
get on with your duty because feelings don’t matter. They do!”

    This is a straw man arguement. I have never known any Christian leader
or teacher that would tell another Christian to get on with obedience
because “feelings don't matter.” But I do know plenty of them that would
tell you that obedience without biblical thinking can, and will lead to
joyless duty, especially when God calls on us to do something that is not
our usual preference. Piper continues with more clarification:

“My answer has three steps. First, confess the sin of joylessness. (“My
heart is faint; lead me to the rock that is higher than I,” Psalm 61:2.)
Acknowledge the coldness of your heart. Don’t say that it doesn’t matter
how you feel. Second, pray earnestly that God would restore the joy of
obedience. (“I delight to do Your will, O my God; Your Law is within my
heart,” Psalm 40:8.) Third, go ahead and do the outward dimension of
your duty in the hope that the doing will rekindle the delight.”

Note: Piper stops short of saying there is anything we can do other than
pray for forgiveness, ask God to restore our joy, and then hope for the
best. Basically, he refuses to say that obedience leads to joy regardless
of the fact that the logical conclusion of his own theory would seem to
end at that conclusion. Furthermore, he does not even compel the reader
to search his heart in regard to biblical attitudes that go along with
obedience, regardless of the fact that the Scriptures have much to say
about that. His counsel seems to be: “Go ahead and sin and then ask God
to forgive you, and also call on God to change your heart.” No. Christians
need to obey with the right attitude and pray for God's help and enable-
ment. Attitude is linked to biblical thinking. It all works together and
peace / joy is the promised result (James 1:25), but Piper seems to
deliberately avoid that conclusion.

    In case you think that my above assessment is unfair, here is what Piper
goes on to say:

 “Yes, it becomes increasingly evident that the experience of joy in God
is beyond what the sinful heart can do. It goes against our nature. We are
enslaved to pleasure in other things (Romans 6:17). We can't just decide
to be glad about something we find boring or uninteresting or offensive-
like God. Christian Hedonist [ism]is a miracle of sovereign grace. This is
why Paul said that becoming a Christian is the same as being raised from
the dead (“even when we were dead in our transgressions, [God] made us
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alive together with Christ,” Ephesians 2:5). It’s why Jesus said it was
easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to
stop loving his money and start loving God (Mark 10:25). Camels can’t
go through needles’ eyes—just as dead men can’t wake themselves from
the dead. So Jesus adds, “With people it is impossible, but not with God;
for all things are possible with God” (Mark 10:27). So Christian Hedo-
nism breeds an utter dependence on the sovereignty of God. It teaches us
to hear the command, “Delight yourself in the LORD,” and then to pray
with Saint Augustine, “Command what you wish, but give what you
command.”

    This is now the grand crux of the issue; but first, let me address
something in the above conclusion of his PDF booklet:

“We can't just decide to be glad about something we find boring or
uninteresting or offensive-like God.”

    First of all, if you find God offensive, you’re not saved. Secondly, if
you find yourself bored with God or indifferent, and your a Christian, the
Bible has much to say about what causes that and what to do about it.
Now that another straw man is out of the way, here is the grand crux of
the matter if you already haven't figured it out from his above close to
chapter three: Christian hedonism is grounded in a monergistic sanctifi-
cation. Put another way; let go and let God.

    Just like the thesis of “How People Change” by Paul David Tripp, born
again Christians are still “ensalved”  to “pleasure” in other things. Piper
cites Romans 6:17 to make a point about experiencing joy in God, an
obvious sanctification issue. However, Romans 6:17 is clearly in the past
tense and speaks of how we were enslaved to sin as unbelievers. Piper
clearly cites this passage in regard to the present tense to make his point,
read it for yourself. Paul Tripp does the exact same thing on page 64 of
HPC, using Colossians 2:1-15 to make the same point and in the same
way, using a past tense passage to teach about the present realities of the
sanctification process.

    Both points are the same in both books; Christians cannot participate
in the sanctification process. Paul Tripp, in outrageous fashion, even uses
Col. 2:1-15 in the past tense at the top of page 64 and then switches to the
present tense at the bottom of the page to make the same point, as if his
readers are all but brain dead. No comment. All that I am saying should
be very evident by the closing comments written by Piper above.

97



That's the grand crux of Christian hedonism. It's monergistic sanctifica-
tion or let go and let God theology or Quietism. Whatever you want to call
it, that's what it is at the very least, and antinomianism at worst.
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Where is the Outrage?

__________________________

    Recently, a longtime friend of mine sent me some information on
Christian hedonism. It brought back to mind the research I had done on
this topic. Frankly, after reading several of John Piper's books on the
subject, what he was saying really didn't sink in. It's like the whole time
I was saying: "No, he couldn't be saying that." Well, he was saying that.
Consider the following quotes from John Piper on Christian hedonism:

"Unless a man be born again into a Christian Hedonist he cannot see the
kingdom of God" (Desiring God  page 55).

"Could it be that today the most straightforward biblical command for
conversion is not, 'Believe in the Lord,' but, 'Delight yourself in the
Lord'?" (Desiring God page 55).

"The pursuit of joy in God is not optional. It is not an 'extra' that a person
might grow into after he comes to faith. Until your heart has hit upon this
pursuit, your 'faith' cannot please God. It is not saving faith" (Desiring
God page 69).

"Not everybody is saved from God’s wrath just because Christ died for
sinners. There is a condition we must meet in order to be saved. I want to
try to show that the condition…is nothing less than the creation of a
Christian Hedonist" (Desiring God page 61).

"We are converted when Christ becomes for us a Treasure Chest of holy
joy" (Desiring God page 66).

 "Something has happened in our hearts before the act of faith. It implies
that beneath and behind the act of faith which pleases God, a new taste
has been created. A taste for the glory of God and the beauty of Christ.
Behold, a joy has been born!" (Desiring God page 67).

"Before the decision comes delight. Before trust comes the discovery of
treasure" (Desiring God, page 68).
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    In fact, let me share with you where this kind of teaching meets with
real life. I was asked to get involved in an individual’s life who was being
counseled by a pastor who is a proponent of Christian hedonism. I sat in
shock as I heard someone tell me that this individual (the counselee) was
on his knees for several hours begging God to save him to no avail.
Apparently, he had not yet experienced a "treasure chest of Holy joy."
What is more horrible than a confused message concerning the accep-
tance of God's gift of salvation?

    Look again at the quotes referenced in this essay; Where is the outrage
among God's people?

100



John Piper's "Joy" Thesis Demolished By
One Little Preposition
_____________________________
    One of the dominate themes of John Piper's teachings is the thesis that
portrays the following: Today’s Christians primarily worship God out of
joyless duty. “Would you take your wife flowers and say: ‘Here honey,
I'm bringing you these flowers out of duty?’” So goes the often used and
supposedly profound exemplification designed to show forth one of the
many horrors of contemporary evangelicalism.

    Where does John Piper get his information? Did he take a survey? Has
he observed every evangelical church in the country? Probably not, but
I'm sure his thesis is assumed because of the long standing belief among
evangelicals that you should obey God whether you feel like it or not.
This cuts against the grain of Piper's thinking which holds to the idea that
actions are legitimized by the presence of joy and well placed desire.

    I'm no prophet, but I assure you the following song will never be sung
in Piper's church: “Trust and obey, for there's no other way to be happy
in Jesus, but to trust and obey” (John H. Sammis, Daniel B. Towner).
Piper is a strong advocate of a passive “beholding as a way of becoming”
(Pleasures of God pg.15) form of sanctification. As we gaze at the
awesome glory of God in the Scriptures, He uses this beholding of His
glory to transform our desires which results in  joyful obedience. Accord-
ing to Piper, this joy is the evidence that God has transformed our desires,
even in regard to salvation. Piper's passive approach, as stated above can
be seen in a mass of his writings, but I will cite the following in regard to
his beliefs on the proper use of God's law in sanctification:

“What Then Shall Those Who Are Justified Do with the Law of
Moses?

Read it and meditate on it as those who are dead to it as the ground of your
justification and the power of your sanctification. Read it and meditate on
it as those for whom Christ is your righteousness and Christ is your
sanctification. Which means read and mediate on it to know Christ better
and to treasure him more. Christ and the Father are one (John 10:30;
14:9). So to know the God of the Old Testament is to know Christ. The
more you see his glory and treasure his worth, the more you will be
changed into his likeness (2 Corinthians 3:17-18), and love the way he
loved - which is the fulfilling of
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the law (Romans 13:10)” (John Piper Sermon: “How to Use the Law of
God Lawfully to Bear Fruit For God”).

    In other words, straight forward obedience to God’s law is not its proper
use. (The proper use of the law is to gaze upon it which is the same as
gazing upon Christ, and thereby “beholding as a way of becoming”).
That's just mere duty and is not curative to our condition and will
certainly not produce joy in our life. Piper makes this clear in “When I
Don't Desire God,” page 43. This is the only place in this 233 page book
where he addresses the question: “Well then, what to do when I don't want
to obey?” He grudgingly concedes that it is better to obey anyway, but
only as a way of  fighting for joy while we wait on the Lord to give it to
us as a gift. He goes out of his way in this one paragraph to emphasize the
“fact” that it will not be a result of anything we do.

    In the last chapter of this same book, I concede that he has good
observations in regard to the depressed, but again robs them of  hope that
God is a rewarder of those who seek Him and commit themselves to
doing good. Piper clearly disregards our efforts as having any place in the
sanctification process.

As I wrestled with this issue a couple of weeks ago, I found myself
complaining to God that he did not make this very important issue more
clear to us in His word. No doubt, grump buckets are no fine testimony to
the Christian faith and I wanted some answers. But some days later when
I was reading in God's word, I came across this passage in James 1:25;

“But the man who looks intently into the perfect law that gives freedom,
and continues to do this, not forgetting what he has heard, but doing
it—he will be blessed in what he does.”

    It's not a complicated issue like I made it out to be and I really don't
know where I got it that Scripture is not clear on this issue. This couldn't
be simpler. In every English translation, the preposition “in” is present.
God's blessings come “in” the doing. If you want to be blessed (happy),
you do. Really, this truth can be seen throughout Scripture, but I would
throw in Philippians 4:9 and Geneses 4:5-7 for further reference here.
Furthermore, this is not naked pragmatism by any stretch of the imagina-
tion, it takes faith. You have to believe what the word says about applying
God's truth to life.
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    Scripture rarely emphasizes how people feel before they do anything
for God, and for sure never says to wait on God for feelings. Blessings
“in” the doing are promises from God throughout Scripture. Piper has it
wrong, but the song has it right: “Trust and obey, for there's no other way
to be happy in Jesus, but to trust and obey.”
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Obedience Has a Husband: Self-Sacrifice
____________________________________
“Joy does not always walk with obedience at every moment.”

    It seems to me that the order of the day in contemporary Christianity is
to breakup a marriage, the marriage between obedience and self-sacrifice.
Haven't you heard? Obedience feels good all the time, and if genuine, is
always accompanied by joy. Hmmm. It seems to me that inherent in the
word "obedience" is the very idea that it is something we don't want to do.
Never the less, the four letter word of our day in contemporary Christian-
ity is "duty." Obedience and duty are very much the same. Both only ask
if the proper response to rightful authority has been fulfilled. Jesus
illustrates this in the following parable:

"What do you think? There was a man who had two sons. He went to the
first and said, 'Son, go and work today in the vineyard.' 'I will not,' he
answered, but later he changed his mind and went. Then the father went
to the other son and said the same thing. He answered, 'I will, sir,' but he
did not go. Which of the two did what his father wanted? ‘The first,’ they
answered. Jesus said to them, ‘I tell you the truth, the tax collectors and
the prostitutes are entering the kingdom of God ahead of you’” (Matthew
21:28-31).

    This is a problem. Certainly Jesus forgot to tell us that the first son was
suddenly struck with a feel good initiative. Even though the scriptures
have much to say about duty, some would say: “let's use some common
sense here. After all, you wouldn't bring your wife flowers and then tell
her you did it out of duty [the "D" word] would you?” No, I wouldn't. But
if you don't mind, I prefer Scripture over horizontal realities; and by the
way, we do not practice the same kind of authority over our wives that
God has over us. I am incredulous that many Christians deem such
arguments as profound.

    As we grow spiritually, obedience in some or many areas becomes more
natural. Sometimes, obedience comes without even thinking. However,
here is the question I want to answer in this essay: what do we call
obedience in the face of self-resistance? Some would say it's "human
effort." Yet others would say "wrong motives." Here is the answer:
obedience in the face of self- resistance is self-sacrifice. Call me a dope,
but I'm thinking it often doesn’t feel so good, and is joyful afterward:
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 “Let us fix our eyes on Jesus, the author and perfecter of our faith, who
for the joy set before him endured the cross, scorning its shame, and sat
down at the right hand of the throne of God” (Hebrews 12:2).

“And being found in appearance as a man, he humbled himself and
became obedient to death—even death on a cross!” (Philippians 2:8).

“I tell you the truth, you will weep and mourn while the world rejoices.
You will grieve, but your grief will turn to joy. A woman giving birth to
a child has pain because her time has come; but when her baby is born she
forgets the anguish because of her joy that a child is born into the world.
So with you: Now is your time of grief, but I will see you again and you
will rejoice, and no one will take away your joy” (John 16:20-22).

 “Then Jesus said to his disciples, "If anyone would come after me, he
must deny himself and take up his cross and follow me” (Matthew 16:24).

 “Jesus answered, "If you want to be perfect, go, sell your possessions and
give to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven. Then come, follow
me." (Matthew 19:21).

 “And anyone who does not take his cross and follow me is not worthy of
me” (Matthew 10:38).

    Where would I even begin to expound on the above verses, except to
say that Jesus said the Christian walk is like child birth. We often endure
it for the joy that is ahead. Sure, we have joy now to a degree, even though
some of us obey "to the point of death" which couldn't feel all that great
at the time. Hebrews 12:2 says Jesus "endured" the cross "despising" the
shame.

    I do not want to pause here and launch into a study on joy; that is a
massive study by itself, suffice to say for now, Christians experience joy
even in the midst of trials. But joy is not a seal of approval or prerequisite
to obedience that pleases God. Joy does not always walk with obedience
at every moment. As a matter of fact, in some cases, it may not walk at
all with obedience for a season, but will almost always show up later.

     I realize that there are those who are trying to rid Christianity of a drab,
dutiful, Christian drudgery. But that kind of Christianity is the result of a
wrong focus and is no reason to attempt to compensate with niche
theological concepts. As Christians, we have been given the ability to
"please" the awesome God in various ways, but usually via self-sacrifice.
We derive our joy from achieving our goal; pleasing God.
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“So we make it our goal to please him, whether we are at home in the body
or away from it” (2 Corinthians 5:9).

 “No one serving as a soldier gets involved in civilian affairs—he wants
to please his commanding officer” (2Timothy 2:4).

“We who are strong ought to bear with the failings of the weak and not
to please ourselves” (Romans 15:1).

This also takes care of the "motives" question, which brings me into
remembrance of a close acquaintance of mine. He has what he calls his
"self-denial days." This is the day where he puts his life in charge of
others; say for example, his wife, to deny self and serve others for the
purpose of pleasing God. I'm sure the joy level ebbs and flows on that day,
but the day has pure motives for sure. Psalms 15:4 says a righteous man
keeps his oath "even when it hurts." You get that? Any questions?
However, one well known writer of our day says this concerning obedi-
ence:

 "Past grace is glorified by intense and joyful gratitude. Future grace is
glorified by intense and joyful confidence. This faith is what frees us and
empowers us for venturesome obedience in the cause of Christ."
John Piper-Future Grace (Multnomah: 2005) 47

    Here, John Piper clearly says that joy is synonymous with faith and
paves the way for obedience. He is dead wrong. Joy is not the spouse of
obedience, self-sacrifice is. Joy is the child.
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John Piper Pleads for Evangelicals Everywhere
to be Saved in His 6 Minute Gospel
_________________________

    There is a video widely circulated throughout the internet called “The
Gospel  in 6 Minutes.” It is excerpted from a sermon by John Piper called
“God Strengthens Us by the Gospel.” Apparently, it was delivered on
September of  1997, and till this day, the title of the sermon that inspired
the video has not even raised a brow. “Strengthened by the gospel”? “Us”
would be Christians, “strengthened” would be sanctification, and
“gospel” would be the good news that saved us.

    That’s what Piper believes. It’s the doctrine of Gospel Sanctification.
I could post-up just on the title. Regardless of the apostle Paul saying on
numerous occasions that the gospel is the foundation of our faith that we
build on (Rom. 15:20, 1Cor. 3:10-12, Heb. 6:1), Piper’s title would
suggest that’s not the case. The premise that the same gospel message that
got us into the kingdom, now sanctifies us, has very serious ramifications
in regard to life and godliness. First, if you extrapolate this concept to its
logical conclusions (a lost art in today’s church); the gospel is the
message God uses to justify us, so, if we are sanctified by the same, an
on-going justification would be required for our everyday walk with God.
Sure, you could still call it sanctification because it grows as opposed to
being a particular point in time, but what drives it is continual justifica-
tion. Therefore, and think about this, justification is not a onetime event,
it is ongoing.

Secondly, justification is monergistic (a complete and total work of God
ALONE), so, that would limit sanctification to the same tenets of justifi-
cation; namely, by faith alone! Are we sanctified by faith alone?

Thirdly, would a rejection of sanctification by faith alone short-circuit
justification? Do we, therefore, have to believe in a monergistic sanctifi-
cation by faith alone to be saved?

Fourthly, if we could not obey to be saved, and we are sanctified the same
way we are justified, then who does the obeying? It couldn’t be us, right?

    So, let me sum-up in regard to Piper’s title with five interpretive
questions: Is sanctification by faith alone?
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Is sanctification by faith, and our works, a false gospel? Do we have to be
saved daily? (as stated by a proponent of GS in a chapel sermon at SEBTS
entitled “Playing With the Box” in which he plainly said that we need
daily salvation). Who obeys? How does sanctification by faith alone
function? Are these not questions that effect the very core of how we
function as Christians?

    Am I seeing too much in a mere title? Well, let’s see. The video excerpt
is divided into four parts:  Let’s start with the first part: “What is the
Gospel?”:

“What’s the gospel? I’ll put it in a sentence. The Gospel is the news that
Jesus Christ, the Righteous One, died for our sins and rose again, eter-
nally triumphant over all his enemies, so that there is now no condemna-
tion for those who believe, but only everlasting joy. That’s the gospel.”

    See anything missing? It’s the same thing that’s missing in 99.99% of
all gospel presentations by proponents of Gospel Sanctification: repen-
tance. Some time ago, I stumbled upon a video of John MacArthur
verbally flogging Rick Warren for the absence of repentance in his
(Warren’s) gospel presentation. But nevertheless, proponents of GS be-
lieve in what they call “deep repentance.” I am not going to stop here to
explain it, but suffice to say that it would be very difficult to insert into a
gospel presentation because of its complexity. However, I am seeing a
movement among some proponents to attempt to implement this concept
into the presentation of the gospel. In other words, they pass on mere
repentance, but they want to implement deep repentance (sometimes
referred to as “intelligent repentance”) instead. Like I said, for now, I’m
going to pass on an explanation, but let me at least give you this snippet:
it involves repenting of  “good works” in order to be saved. And trust me,
they don’t want you doing any good works in sanctification either.

    As an aside, let me interject another example that is slightly off-subject.
Missing from the transcript (from Piper’s website) that I am using for this
article, Piper makes this statement: God entered history IN Jesus Christ
[slightly paraphrased]. Is that true? Did God enter history “in” Christ?
This is a term that I am often hearing among proponents of GS, this whole
“God IN Christ” business. When I ask them to clarify; in every case, they
quickly say, “I didn’t mean it exactly that way.” Perhaps, but I am not the
only one who is concerned that the Trinity is being distorted by an
unbalanced view of soteriology  in reformed circles (see page 192,
“Future Isreal” by Barry E. Horner).
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More than likely, Piper was referring to the Christocentric hermeneutic
that is also a staple tenet of GS doctrine, of which Horner also expresses
concern on the same page of his book cited above. As we proceed, you
will see a major element of my thesis here; to be specific, this doctrine
continues to get stranger and stranger, almost daily, while mainline
Evangelical leaders seem glibly oblivious.

    Now we move to the second part of the video: “You Can’t  Outgrow
the Gospel”:

“You never, never, never [actually, he repeats “never” 23 times; think it‘s
important to him?] outgrow your need for it. Don’t ever think of the
gospel as, ‘That’s the way you get saved, and then you get strong by
leaving it and doing something else.’ No! We are strengthened by God
through the gospel every day, till the day we drop. You never outgrow
the need to preach to yourself the gospel.”

    I think this statement clearly reiterates my opening description of
Gospel Sanctification, but what does he mean by “leaving it and doing
SOMETHING ELSE.” What is the “something else”? Well, it’s ANY-
THING ELSE but the gospel, obviously. And I do mean anything else.
For an Idea, read Paul David Tripp’s (the reining prince of Gospel
Sanctification) explanation of what the OTHER THINGS are in “How
People Change,” pages 23 thru 36. On page 27, he says that the mere act
of changing our thinking to biblical thinking is activity that “omits the
person and work of Christ as savior.” Stop right there. This concise
statement answers two of my interpretive questions: who does the obey-
ing in sanctification? Well, since the relatively passive activity of chang-
ing our thinking omits the “work of Christ,” obviously, Christ is doing
the work and not us. Comprender?

    Also, is sanctification by faith and works a false gospel? Yes, because,
according to Tripp, it omits “Christ as SAVIOR.” Right? Also, let me
mention that Jerry Bridges, another propagator of GS, coined the phrase
“you must preach the gospel to yourself everyday” as Piper eludes to it
here. This is often Jerry Bridges’ prescription (and most other advocates
of GS, especially Dana Stoddard) for people who struggle with assurance
of salvation, as opposed to the obvious biblical prescription of examining
behavior / thinking and doing something about it. Is this not a major,
ground-level issue in our Christian walk? Why doesn’t anybody care? I
am truly perplexed!
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    We now move to the third part of Piper’s six-minute gospel: “How the
Gospel Strengthens”:

“Here’s an illustration, and I use it not because it’s any big deal to speak
from my life, but because it’s what I walked through and where I most
pointedly in the last year experienced the power of the gospel to make me
strong. (Many of you are walking through things much heavier than
prostate cancer—much heavier.) Do you remember the verses that I
shared with you back in February that were almighty for me? It was that
moment right after the doctor says, “I think we need to do a biopsy,” when
this stab of fear comes. It didn’t last long, mercifully. And then came—
what? 1Thessalonians 5:9-10. It’s just as pure gospel as you can get. God
has not destined you for wrath, but to obtain salvation through our Lord
Jesus Christ, who died for you so that whether you wake or sleep you will
live with him. Settled. Peace like a river.”

    This clearly demonstrates how the doctrine of Gospel Sanctification has
changed biblical counseling. Instead of biblical directives, the attempt is
going to be to find the right gospel “picture” (see the transcript from
Piper’s address to the 2010 T4G  conference) that fits the individual’s
“need” at that time. I have witnessed this reality first-hand in actual
counseling situations. I was also in a reformed church one morning that
propagates GS, and heard an elder of that church testify to how God
miraculously turned a marriage around in the first meeting when he
“showed them the gospel” from a particular Bible text. The couple were
Christians who came to that church for counseling. In the transcript that I
am working from, which came from Piper’s website; his comment in the
same section as follows, was left out:

“That’s why  the Bible is so thick, there is a gospel presentation for every
need of life” [paraphrased].

    The fact that the doctrine of Gospel Sanctification is radically changing
what goes on in biblical counseling offices should greatly alarm the
Evangelical church. For instance, most Evangelicals who show-up at one
of these counseling offices will be dealt with as if they are not even saved;
being Evangelicals.

    We now move to the fourth and final section of the Piper video: “A Plea
to Believe”:
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“I know that there are people reading this [edited for written form] who
are not trusting Jesus Christ, and therefore can only expect condemnation.
So I’m just going to plead with you here at the end, lay down that
rebellion. Lay it down. And simply embrace the gospel that Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, the Righteous One, died for your sins. He was raised on
the third day, triumphant over all his enemies. He reigns until he puts all
of his enemies under his feet. Forgiveness of sins and a right standing
with God comes freely through him alone, by faith alone. I plead with
you, don’t try to be strong in your own strength; it will not be there when
you need it. Only one strength will be there—the strength that God gives
according to the gospel. Don’t put it off. “

    Piper begins this section with the following: “I know that there are
people reading this who are not trusting Jesus Christ, and therefore can
only expect condemnation.” In context, what does he mean that they are
not “trusting Jesus Christ”? Well, he continues: “Forgiveness of sins and
a right standing with God comes freely through him alone, by faith
alone.” So, who is he talking to? I’m glad you asked, he continues in the
very next sentence: “I plead with you, don’t try to be strong in your own
strength; it will not be there when you need it. Only one strength will be
there—the strength that God gives according to the gospel.” He is talking
about being strong, or strengthened, in regard to “us” (remember the title
of the sermon that the video was excerpted from? “God Strengthens Us
by the Gospel”).  In other words, exerting our own effort in the sanctifi-
cation process, and especially apart from the gospel, will result in
“condemnation.” This is a plea for any person who believes in synergistic
sanctification to be saved.

    Also note how he uses expressions of justification and sanctification
interchangeably. The topics of  his paragraphs in the same general context
often look like this: Justification, sanctification, justification, sanctifica-
tion. Likewise, Piper and many others such as Paul Tripp often use
justification verses to make points about sanctification. I have cited
many, many, examples of this in previous articles, and a prime example
would be pages 64 and 65 of “How People Change.”

    I only have one plea for myself: among all of my Southern Baptist
brothers (Al Mohler etc.), and Reformed guys like Piper, MacArthur, RC
Sproul, Michael Horton (if you move on from the gospel to anything else,
you loose both sanctification and justification [that means you ain’t
saved], see page 62 of “Christless Christianity"), etc; who have been
hanging out together, would somebody figure out who’s saved and who
isn’t? I would like to know who I can follow horizontally.
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Enamored

Enamored is a youthful state,
Where fledgling citizens confiscate
Old ideas and make them new,
A secular taste for Holy truth.
But I reject this play of light,
And move past men with deeds that blight
And tarnish souls with sinful depth
While we proceed gravely inept
To grasp the ark when dirt is better.
Douse the illusion!
Illumine the Letter!

~Lara Moon



Section Five
     The Gospel According to Tullian Tchividjian
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“Certainly all of us may frequently
look back to the time when we be-
came sons and rejoice in the fact, but
there is no directive to do so for
growth, or even of an example of this
practice, in the New Testament. And
surely there is nothing to support the
ritual act of repeatedly doing so as a
technique of growth!”
~Jay Adams



Heavy-Handed Leadership is Part of the Gospel
Sanctification Mystique
__________________________

“Instead of moving on to ‘teaching them to observe all that I have
commanded,’ we are supposed to move ‘more deeply’ into the gospel.“

    I have plowed through massive amounts of data / articles regarding the
Coral Ridge Presbyterian split / controversy, and wow, what a gargan-
tuan mass of theories, opinions, and “he said - she said.” But what
happened at Coral Ridge is really very simple, and is being played out
throughout the country on a continual basis. Actually, in all the informa-
tion I consumed, the crux of the matter can be boiled down to a few
excerpts.

    First, the key to understanding what happened there is the theology of
the new pastor, Tullian Tchividjian, hereafter referred to as “TT” (who in
the world would ever name their child Tullian Tchividjian?). TT is a
proponent of Gospel Sanctification, hereafter referred to as “GS.” One
writer refuted an accusation against TT (by one person in the small group
of dissenters who tried to have him expelled as the pastor) that he has a
distorted view of the gospel. But in supposedly refuting that, he quotes
TT as saying the following:

“As I’ve said before, I once assumed (along with the vast majority of
professing Christians) that the gospel was simply what non-Christians
must believe in order to be saved, while afterward we advance to deeper
theological waters. But I’ve come to realize that 'the gospel isn’t the first
step in a stairway of truths, but more like the hub in a wheel of truth.' As
Tim Keller explains it, the gospel isn’t simply the ABCs of Christianity,
but the A-through-Z. The gospel doesn’t just ignite the Christian life; it’s
the fuel that keeps Christians going every day. Once God rescues sinners,
his plan isn’t to steer them beyond the gospel, but to move them more
deeply into it. After all, the only antidote to sin is the gospel—and since
Christians remain sinners even after they’re converted, the gospel must
be the medicine a Christian takes every day. Since we never leave off
sinning, we can never leave the gospel.”

    In this quote, we see the theology of GS and why it caused big trouble
at Coral Ridge. Notice that TT says plainly that he has come to a
scriptural understanding of the gospel that “the vast majority of profess-
ing Christians” don't share.
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Think about that statement, I mean really think about it. He is saying that
he was once among “the vast majority of professing [that word is no
accident] Christians” who HAVE THE GOSPEL WRONG!

    This is the mentality of GS proponents: they think they are on the
cutting edge of a reformation that is saving evangelicalism from a false
gospel.

    As a result, leaders in the GS movement do not intend to play nicely
with papal minions of the Synergistic Dark Age, and they routinely kick
butt and take names. The pattern is the same: new pastors assume leader-
ship in a church that doesn't know what GS is, and the church takes it for
granted that their theology is orthodox. Then once in, they replace present
leadership with those of like mind, and begin to make vast and rapid
changes because they see that church as a bastion of falsehood. Then,
dissenters are mercilessly mowed down and muzzled, usually via church
discipline.

    In all cases, the dissenters don't have a full understanding of what they
are dealing with, they just know something isn't right. I saw this exact
same GS pattern play out in a church in Dayton, Ohio, and it's also exactly
what happened at Coral Ridge. My thoughts on this were confirmed by a
telephone interview with a person involved with the protesters at Coral
Ridge. However, the particular church in Dayton didn't have the ecclesi-
astical safeguards afforded Presbyterians, and some dissenting members
actually fled to other states because of the intensity of the backlash from
the GS leadership, and trust me, I'm not exaggerating. Other Christians
have told me that their leaders simply refuse to discuss the issue with
them, rightly observing that there is no premise for agreement when one
party holds to a grammatical view of interpretation verses redemptive.

    Before I move on, some of what I am saying here can be seen in the
letter that Coral Ridge dissenters issued to the rest of the congregation in
an attempt to have TT removed as their pastor.

    In conclusion, much of the GS doctrine can be seen in TT's statement
if one observes closely and believes that words mean things. Instead of
moving on to “teaching them to observe all that I have commanded,” we
are supposed to move “more deeply” into the gospel. GS teaches that a
deeper focus on the gospel results in Christ obeying biblical imperatives
for us. TT has also insinuated this in other statements. You can also see
the GS element of continual redemption (or the idea that Christians are
continually re-saved) in this part of his statement:
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“After all, the only antidote to sin is the gospel—and since Christians
remain sinners even after they’re converted, the gospel must be the
medicine a Christian takes every day. Since we never leave off sinning,
we can never leave the gospel” [then what about John 13:8-10 ?].

    Furthermore, the gospel is monergistic, so if we are sanctified by the
gospel, that means we can do no more to be sanctified than we could do
to be justified. Therefore, GS can be nothing more than a let go and let
God theology. Also, the relationship or role of the Law would be the
same, making it an Antinomian doctrine. Not being obligated to keep the
Law or completely unable is the same difference.
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As such, Tripp proffers a false
and misleading gospel, one that is
all too familiar among psycho-
therapists, both secular and Chris-
tian. His gospel is false because it
presents an unbiblical view of the
problem of man and offers an
unbiblical solution.
~Dr. Carol K. Tharp



Section Six
   The Gospel According to Paul David Tripp
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“These are two well defined and
separate paths of sanctification.
Saints would do well to choose
their path carefully."
~Page 124



The Gospel According to Paul Tripp: Saved
But Still Dead
______________________________

    If you have a problem with a theology that teaches Christians are
responsible to uphold the law, you might come up with a doctrine that
teaches Christians cannot gain benefit from law-keeping in sanctifica-
tion anymore than they can in justification (ie., Antinomianism). As we
shall see, Paul Tripp clearly teaches that we are functionally dead as
Christians. That is certainly one way to exclude any possibility that we
can uphold the law as Christians. The following is an excerpt from the
workbook that coincides and restates pages 64 and 65 of  “How People
Change” (Statements in brackets [  ] are my comments):

Colossians 1:21-23; 2:1-15

The Blessings of Our Union with Christ

“When a couple gets married, they often start to wonder how their
spouse will respond when he or she ‘really’ gets to know them. What
makes a marriage truly enjoyable is when your spouse really knows you
and loves you anyway. So it is with our marriage to Christ. We cannot
fully appreciate the blessings until we see ourselves as we truly are
[present tense]. In Colossians 1 and 2, Paul's description of Christ is set
against a realistic description of who we are [again, present tense]. At
least these three things are true of us apart from Christ [So why mention
them here in regard to being “in” the marriage with Christ? Because
any effort on our part to obey the law is to separate ourselves from
Christ, obviously, if one takes this to its logical conclusion]:

1. We [“we” in regard to humanity? Or in regard to being Chris-
tians?] are [present tense, so one must assume he means this in re-
gard to being Christians] guilty of sin and alienated from God
(1:21-23). This passage says that we are sinners who are guilty and
full of shame. Paul uses two powerful words to describe our position
before God: We are [present tense] alienated and enemies of God
(1:21-23). Sin stains us and separates us from him.
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2. We [Christians] are [present tense] foolish and blind (2:1-5). One of
the terrible things sin does is reduce us to fools. We are easily deceived,
attracted to hollow philosophy, and easily enticed by fine-sounding
arguments that lead us away from Christ.

3. We [Christians] are [present tense] powerless and enslaved (2:9-15).
Paul uses the best possible word to describe how trapped and helpless we
are. He says that we are dead (v.13). When you are dead, you are unable
to do anything [emphasis by underscore mine] You are in a condition
you cannot correct or improve. [This seems pretty plain; as Christians in
the present tense, we cannot do anything to correct or improve “our
condition”]. Sin makes us incapable of being and doing what God intend-
ed.

Consider these facts and imagine yourself sitting alone, the night before
your wedding. You are filled with guilt and shame over your own foolish-
ness, and very aware of your inability to be the spouse you need to be.
What are your options? You can either run away, overwhelmed by the
prospect of failure, or you can comfort yourself as you consider the
character of the person you are marrying.”

   A careful reading (really, not even a careful reading would be neces-
sary) reveals what Tripp believes about our role in the sanctification
process. The fundamental blessing of our union with Christ is his charac-
ter of mercy and the fact that He knows us and our weaknesses.

   But the key is this: 1. We are unable to do anything about the weak-
nesses that we bring with us that were indicative of us as unbelievers. 2.
To attempt any effort on our part to change, is to attempt change apart
from Christ. To rely totally on Christ recognizes the attributes we bring
with us into the marriage, which is nothing apart from being "alienated,”
“foolish,” “blind,” “powerless,” “enslaved,” and “dead”.

    Therefore, saved but still dead. This view by Tripp can be further
substantiated by what he writes on page 28 in “How People Change,”
when he says sanctification is a "faith that rests and feeds on the living
Christ.” This is an incredibly concise statement that summarizes gospel
sanctification.



We merely rest and feed on the living Christ (“Living” Christ is stated
because we are still dead. It goes without saying among Christians that
Christ is presently living). One stands in awe while reading how Tripp
brazenly uses a  pre-salvation text to make a post salvation point, as if
he thinks his readers are brain dead. No wonder then, the newest teach-
ing floating about is that Christians are “totally depraved.” Obviously
then, Christians are not obligated to uphold the law of God since we are
unable, still being dead. We have a name for this: antinomianism.
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Paul Tripp’s Gospel Sanctification: Character-
istics and Elements
_____________________________

"Tripp’s battleground location would suggest a totally different form of
warfare as opposed to warfare with sin that abides in the flesh. For one
thing, warfare with the flesh is much more defined as opposed to the
subjective nature of what the Bible calls the heart. As a matter of  fact,
Jeremiah suggested that we cannot know the heart to begin with. These
are two well defined and separate paths of sanctification. Saints would
do well to choose their path carefully."

"I think the Church for the most part defines spiritual warfare as
Scripture describes it, a warfare between our regenerate heart and the
flesh. Disciplines that feed our spirit God's pure milk and deprive the
flesh of provisions is not merely an outside warfare verses an inside
warfare, it is the biblical prescription."

In the spring of 2007, Paul David Tripp delivered a chapel message at
Southeastern Baptist Seminary titled, "Playing with the Box" from Ro-
mans 7:21-24. It serves as a good descriptive statement on the elements
and characteristics of gospel sanctification, and will serve as a foundation
for this essay.

    Let me just pause here a moment to say that proponents of gospel
sanctification (GS) do not like interpretive labels. Nowhere in that chapel
address does he call it GS. Nowhere in his book "How People Change"
does he call it GS, but in both cases it clearly is. Therefore, a
first  characteristic (I will be describing characteristics and elements
separately as we progress) of GS is this: it is covert. Very much so. Its
proponents know it would be considered unorthodox and would be
immediately dismissed in most cases if fully revealed out of the box, no
pun intended. But to be fair, some proponents of GS probably avoid the
term (gospel sanctification) for this reason: they don't like the reference
to a so-called sanctification process separate from redemption. In other
words, some believe the whole concept of sanctification, as thought of in
the traditional sense is a misnomer. As I unravel Tripp’s message, this
will be more apparent.

    This brings me to a second characteristic of GS that can be surmised
from Tripp’s introduction at SBS, us against them. In Tripp’s introduc-
tion at
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Southeastern  he describes himself as a man deeply concerned that the
gospel has been redefined in the contemporary church in a "terribly
significant" way. He says our culture has redefined the gospel, but the
ones most influenced are those pesky evangelicals who cling to Bible
reading and other things that merely focus on outer realities. He explains
in more detail as the message unfolds from Romans 7:21-24. Tripp
describes today's church as being content with "playing with the box" and
ignoring the gift that came in the box like children at Christmas time. The
gift is the "person of Jesus Christ." He describes those in the church guilty
of this as "many" and "hordes of," the problem is huuuuuuge. Proponents
of GS are invariably out to save the church.

    But also note that in his concern that the gospel has been redefined in
a terrible way (in his introduction, the gospel is clearly the topic and
theme), he then goes on to discuss sanctification. Two things can be
surmised from this: we still need the gospel as believers, and there is little
or no difference between justification and sanctification.

    Moving along in his introduction, Tripp then says the pivotal result of
where we will end up on the issue of sanctification is how we answer two
primary questions: one, what is life's deepest abiding problem? And two,
how will it ever be solved? Tripp then says culture answers ("screams")
those two questions by saying  environment is the deepest problem and
the changing of circumstances is the answer, but the clear implication is
that the contemporary church has bought into that hook, line, and sinker.
The church therefore is only "playing with the box." Evangelicals try to
solve the "inside" problem by adding more Bible reading, servitude etc.,
which is a focus on environment.

    This brings him to his third point, but it is unclear at this point whether
he is still in the introduction or the first point of the message: "You need
grace just as much today as the day you were saved." Hence, gospel
sanctification. This is  the first  element and one of the most important;
successful Christian living is the daily application of the gospel. You
need the same grace that saved you every day and for all practical
purposes, daily salvation.

    He then seems to connect this thought with the following failure among
most evangelicals: a failure to "celebrate 'new life' in Christ." This is key.
He quotes Romans 7:22 to make his point: "For I joyfully concur with the
law of God in the inner man," Do not assume this to mean Tripp and other
proponents of GS believe that we are new creatures and have a personal
new

125



life with Christ. No, what they believe is that we are still dead. The only
life in us is the life of Christ himself that dwells in us. We are saved but
still dead, a primary element of GS and one that most would deny (this is
element number 2). But when all is considered, it is an undeniable and
logical conclusion. When Tripp talks about the new life we have, he is
careful to say that it is "in Christ.”

    This of course is true to a point. Our life is in Christ. But whether or
not we also have life with Christ becomes a critical sanctification ques-
tion. Is it the "resting" and "feeding" on Christ that Tripp speaks of in
"How People Change," or is it "I beat my body into subjection so that
while I preach to others, I will not be disqualified" that the apostle Paul
speaks of (or both)? The logical conclusion of GS is this: the only life in
us is Christ, we are still dead, at least in our ability to do anything at all in
the sanctification process. Nevertheless, if we stop here to tie his points
together thus far, he is saying that evangelicals, like the world, focus on
the outer realities (behavior, ie. obedience), leaving behind the grace that
originally saved us and thereby forfeiting a “celebration of new life in
Christ.”

    Paul Tripp then addresses the concern of "remaining sin." But if my
notes are correct, this is a little confusing because he makes his first point
from verse 22, and then jumps back to verse 21. He says there are four
words that define this problem. An understanding of these words will
enable us to be no longer content in playing with the box, according to
Tripp. This is where it would seem that he is leaving his introduction and
getting into the first of four points. The first word is law. He states that
sin is like a force of nature that we can do nothing about, like gravity. To
say that we are helpless in this, I could argue, but his next statement
deserves more time and brings up the larger point. He says the next word
is war. Sin is a war. He cites Romans 7:21;

 “So I find this law at work: When I want to do good, evil is right there
with me.”

    He pounds home the point here that the problem is present  "in me" and
the war is on the "turf of the heart." The war is not on the outside, it is in
us.  The third element is the claim that the battleground is the heart. First
of all, the apostle does not state anywhere in Romans 7 that sin is in the
heart or that the battleground is in the heart. Tripp just kind-of slips that
in there. Paul (the apostle) says repeatedly that it is the sin in "his
members" or in the "flesh."  In fact, Paul says clearly in 7: 23;
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“But I see another law at work in the members of my body, waging war
against the law of my mind and making me a prisoner of the law of sin at
work within my members.”

    Here, Paul clearly states the warfare is between his mind and the sin in
his members. The law of his mind must speak of something good if it is
at war with the law of his members. Furthermore, there is no reason to
conclude that the heart would be any more inside than the flesh. Tripp’s
battleground location would suggest a totally different form of warfare as
opposed to a warfare with sin that abides in the flesh. For one thing,
warfare with the flesh is much more defined as opposed to the subjective
nature of what the Bible calls the heart. Jeremiah suggested that we
cannot know the heart to begin with (Jeremiah 17:9, also note 1Kings
8:39). These are two well defined and separate paths of sanctification.
Saints would do well to choose their path carefully.

    This brings me to a fourth element of GS, the focus is 100% inside and
disregards any outside warfare. It's all about you and the sin that is in you.
Tripp makes this statement during the chapel message: "It is always the
evil in me that connects to the evil outside of me." Though this is true to
some extent, to exclude any reality of outside influence and its effect on
sanctification is far from a wise and balanced approach. I am often leery
of heart theology  coming from the counseling culture that Tripp was
educated in. It makes counseling easy by narrowing the issues and
keeping things simple, real simple, it's all about the sin in you and
nothing else. We are going to work on you, the fact that your spouse hired
a hit man to take you out is beside the point. Tripp states plainly in this
message that the church has redefined spiritual warfare as an "outside
warfare." I don't think this is the case at all. I think the church, for the
most part, defines spiritual warfare as Scripture describes it, warfare
between our regenerate heart and the flesh. Disciplines that feed our spirit
God's pure milk while depriving the flesh of provisions is not merely an
outside warfare verses an inside warfare, it is the biblical prescription.

    Tripp then moves on to the third word, prisoner in verse 23 of Romans
chapter 7. He uses this word from verse 23 to reiterate the fact that we
can't do anything about sin. Sin is a law of this fallen world and we are
prisoners to it. This is yet a  fifth element of GS; we are completely
helpless against sin and need to be totally dependent on Christ. Again,
this is true on the one hand; but on the other hand, we are not merely
potted plants in the process either.



    His last word, rescue, sums up GS nicely. He takes this word from
Romans 7:24;
“What a wretched man I am! Who will rescue me from this body of
death? Thanks be to God—through Jesus Christ our Lord!”

    Tripp explains this as “daily rescue.” It is blatantly obvious that Paul
was speaking of the day when we are delivered from this body of sin.
However, Tripp says clearly in his message that this is an “every day”
rescue. How sad that we live in a day when someone can actually get
away with torturing a Scripture text to this degree at a seminary chapel
and get away with it. Scary. But this sixth and final element serves us well
in our endeavor to understand GS. We need to be saved from our sin
daily, or rescued daily (for all practical purposes, saved daily). The
gospel that saved us must now rescue us every day. I would contest this
from John 13, where Jesus    teaches that once the body is washed
(salvation), we then only need a daily washing of our feet (daily confes-
sion, not daily salvation, 1John 1:9).

    Tripp concludes with saying that spiritual warfare is not a system or
duty, it is a person. What does he mean by that? This brings me to
the  third characteristic of GS, its terms and tenets are often nebulous.
Proponents of GS continually get away with throwing around nebulous
platitudes with kool-aid drinking followers trotting away with them in
tow as if they are profound in some way. "Not a system of redemption,
but a redeemer", "The gift is a person,” etc., etc.

    Tripp further concludes that the GS way will lead to a “deep sense of
need, appreciation of Christ, His redemption, and a mentality that  holds
on to Christ.” This brings me to a  fourth characteristic  of GS: it is
accusatory and arrogant. Teachers of GS are constantly implying that
non-followers of GS are Pharisees who hold to a mentality opposite of the
above preceding descriptors (need, appreciation, dependence). In other
words, Christians who emphasize spiritual discipline  fail  to  appreciate
Christ and His redemption. They are just "playing with the box."

    In conclusion, though his message is very hard to articulate, we can
make solid conclusions from the elements that have been gleaned from
his message.

    First, Sin is a law like gravity that we cannot overcome. He makes this
point clear by asking (in his message by way of example) what would
happen if we
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jumped out of a second story window. His third point further drives this
home by using verse 23 to say that we are prisoners to sin (The apostle
Paul was obviously speaking in regard to the fact that we will not be
completely sinless in our walk with God, which is the deep desire of
every Christian. We are prisoners to that sad reality until Christ delivers
us from the flesh at our glorification).

    Secondly, the focus of all of our efforts against sin must be an inward
focus on the person of Jesus Christ. He is the only one who can deliver
us from sin on a daily basis.

    These two points are the points that he primarily wants to make in that
message. Paul Tripp further articulates how we utilize nothing but the
person of Christ to overcome sin in his book, “How People Change.” It
puts feet on his concept of the battleground being in the heart.
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Section Seven
Gospel-Driven Counseling
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“The imperatives drive us
[Christians (emphasis by
underline mine)] to despair
of self-righteousness....”
~Michael Horton

I hate and abhor falsehood
   but I love your law.
Seven times a day I praise you
   for your righteous laws.
Great peace have they who love your law,
   and nothing can make them stumble.
I wait for your salvation, O LORD,
   and I follow your commands.
I obey your statutes,
   for I love them greatly.
I obey your precepts and your statutes,
   for all my ways are known to you.
~The Psalmist



What Does Gospel Sanctification “Look Like” in
Counseling? Part 1
_____________________________

"I cannot keep it! Someone else must do it for me!"

    In regard to those who propagate gospel sanctification, how do they
counsel? Well, I don't think anything presents a better “word picture”
than Bill Baldwin's piece written in 1996. By the way, I have begun this
post with some illustrative gospel sanctification lingo which replaces as
many verbs with nouns as possible for fear that counselees will get the
idea that they should actually do something about their problem. “How,”
or “do” is always replaced with what we see Jesus doing instead of us.
Hence, “what does that look like?” And, we don't instruct, we “make
word pictures.” I have received feedback from one counselee who in-
formed me that he was counseled by “visual diagrams” of his life drawn
by the counselor. And the counselor wasn't a New Age fruit ball, he is a
certified biblical counselor, and on staff at a training center.

    In the following article written by Baldwin, look for the following
gospel sanctification tenets:

1. Sanctification is justification (salvation / gospel) continually reapplied
to life. Instruction is out, “preaching the gospel to ourselves everyday” is
in.

2. The role of the Law is exactly the same in sanctification as it is in
justification. Hence, GS counselors don't use the law (God's word) for
instruction, but rather use it as a schoolmaster to continually lead the
counselee back to Christ because we are unable to keep the law, Christ
must obey for us. Therefore, the sole purpose of Scripture is to “show
forth more Jesus,” not anything Jesus would instruct us to do.

3. Look for the devaluing of enablement, or the idea that God enables us
to obey. gospel sanctification rejects this idea.

4. Note the use of the law to supposedly drive the counselee (Christian)
to the conclusion that he/she can't keep the law. This is a favorite tech-
nique used by GS counselors, especially in church discipline situations
(which Baldwin does not address, but is applicable to points I would like
to make). GS church discipline (“redemptive church discipline”)
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combines church discipline with counseling and primarily seeks to teach
the subject to be “gospel driven,” seeing the actual purpose for the church
discipline as being beside the point. The counseling will move closer and
closer to excommunication as the counselee continues to supposedly
“cling to the law.” What the counselor will do is demand that the coun-
selee obey a long list of stringent imperatives, and as the counselee fails,
he/she is moved to the next step of church discipline (and closer to
excommunication). This is designed to drive the counselee to “despair,”
especially as he/she sees excommunication looming on the horizon. The
counselor will then show them the “new way” of living by the gospel. I
have seen this mode of operation practiced by counselors firsthand.

5. Note that biblical imperatives are not for us to obey, but rather a “fruit
catalog” to show us whether it is Jesus performing the works or us trying
to do it in our “own efforts.”

6. Notice John Piper's Christian hedonism; when Jesus is obeying for us,
we will always obey without hesitation and full of joy. When our obedi-
ence is joyless and grudging, we are obeying by “our own efforts.”

    One last note before I present the article. GS proponents hate this article
because Baldwin is completely forthright regarding how GS applies to
counseling. Without further ado, here is the article:

Sanctification, Counseling, and the Gospel
by Bill Baldwin 8-2-96

Counselling must stimulate faith so that behavior flows from a redeemed
heart by the power of the Holy Spirit. Often enough, people make this
reply to that statement: "We're presupposing faith, and a regenerate heart
and the presence of the Holy Spirit. Of course it is impossible for the
counselee to benefit from counselling without these things." And we end
up frustrated. They are frustrated because they think I'm accusing them
of not doing everything at once. After all, there are good books already
available on faith and the heart (the Puritans rambled on forever on that
one) and the Holy Spirit. Now we need a book on counseling and if we
repeat all the previous work we'll be duplicating the efforts of others and
getting nowhere. And I'm frustrated because I don't believe my point has
been understood.
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Here is that same response in a longer form:

When I tell a man to change his behavior -- and he realizes he must -- it
is the most natural thing in the world that he should do so by relying on
his natural strength and the force of his will. It is therefore essential that
the counselor solemnly warn him against such a course. He has heard the
law and glibly said "I will do what it says." He must know of the holiness
of that law and the condemnation declared against all who try to com-
mend themselves to God by lawkeeping. The law must drive him to the
gospel of Christ.

And that gospel must long be dwelt upon that it may evoke faith --
whether for the first time or as a stirring up and a repeated application of
a faith already present. Only works that spring out of such a faith consti-
tute the gospel obedience held out in Scripture.

The human mind, observed Calvin, is an idol factory. And our favorite
idol stares back at us from the mirror each morning. When we are told to
change our behavior, that idol is our first, most natural, and often uncon-
scious recourse. The way of the gospel is strange, uncertain, and in-
volved. Just tell me what to do and I'll do it.

If an act does not spring from a conscious exercise of faith stirred up by
gospel truth, we can be almost certain the act does not spring uncon-
sciously therefrom. And whatever is not of faith is sin. The majority of
my life is spent in self-idolatry. Again and again I find myself feeling and
acting as though I am my own, as though I have the power to do what I
choose to, as though I live and move and have my being within myself
rather than in God through Christ. I say, "Tomorrow, I will do such and
such" without a hint of "Lord willing" in my mind. Unconsciously I have
stopped relying on another for everything I do. I have left the way of faith
and any other way is sin.

Am I so sinful then? Indeed, in my flesh -- utterly sinful. But I have been
called to walk not in the flesh but in the Spirit. Not by works but by faith.
Have I then made so little progress in walking in the Spirit that, every
time I relax my vigilance I begin to walk in the flesh? Every time my
renewed mind falls asleep it wakes to find me in sin? Wretched man that
I am! Who will free me from this body of death? I praise God and cling
to Christ for in Christ even now I have no condemnation, and in that sweet
assurance I look forward to the resurrection of this body, gloriously
transformed at last to Christlike perfection.

135



Meanwhile I wrestle with temptation; I fall into sin but am not overcome.
He who died for me now restores me and sets me on the path of life --
Christ, the Way -- again.

What do I learn about counselling from these truths? Simply this: When
a counselee comes to me with a problem of sin, he has been catering to
his flesh and -- if he has tried to combat the sin at all -- has been
combatting the sin in the strength of his flesh. Hence his failure and his
need. If I counsel such a man by giving him "practical" steps to change
his behavior, he will certainly attempt those steps in the strength of his
own flesh. He has already demonstrated that this is the usual way he deals
with this area of his life -- at least lately. Will he change now?

We cannot, we must not, "presuppose" the presence of faith and a regen-
erate heart and the Holy Spirit. What if you were a farmer contemplating
a tree that bears little fruit, and much of it bad? Would you say, "I assume
the roots are fine and I assume the soil's good and I assume it's getting
enough water" and look for the problem elsewhere? The condition of the
fruit tells you you must examine the roots and the soil. So here. A
counselee bearing bad fruit in a certain area must be brought back to the
root of Christ and the soil of the gospel and the rain of grace. We do not
assume the presence of Christ, we drive the counselee to Christ by the
law. We do not assume the presence of faith (for faith is either absent of
weak); we stimulate faith by the gospel. We do not assume the presence
of love for God and neighbor, we evoke that love by telling him of God's
love for him -- not to guilt trip him into obedience but that his heart may
burst with joy and a desire to be conformed to the image of Christ and to
love with the love of Christ.

But what if the gospel doesn't work? We expound the gospel but it fails
to motivate and empower the counselee to love and good deeds? The
question seems despairing if not outright blasphemous. For when we
speak of the gospel, we speak of the redeeming work of Christ in his
incarnation, perfect life, atoning death, burial, resurrection, and ascension
to the right hand of power whence he sends forth the Holy Spirit to equip
us for every good work. If that "doesn't work" we have no hope.

But the question is legitimate. What if the gospel does not reignite a spark
of faith in the counselee so that he forsakes his sin, clings to Christ, stands
in awe of his salvation, and goes forth to love and serve the Lord? What
if the gospel doesn't work? Then take him to the law.
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Let me be completely clear. I do not say "take him to the law" so that the
law may motivate him to do what is right. The law cannot. It was not
created for that purpose and cannot be used for that purpose without
producing pharisees and Judaizers. We must not cause the counselee to
say, "The gospel wholly failed to motivate me to good works; but now
that I see that God commands good works, I know that I must do them.
And if I have no desire for good works, I will do them out of sheer,
teeth-gritting obedience because God requires it of me." Such obedience
is wholly unacceptable to God. We must actively discourage the coun-
selee from such thinking.

The counselor errs grossly if he uses the commands of God to motivate
his counselee to an obedience born of the sheer force of his will.

A second error is like it but more subtle. The counselor may reason that
the proper purpose of the law is to drive a man to Christ, but he turns
Christ into a gimmick, a means by which the counselee may be enabled
better to keep the law. The counselor has not fully understood the law and
its demands and so the counselee misunderstands as well. The counselee
hears the law and says "Yes, I want to do those things and I am sorry I
haven't been. Who will enable me to do them properly?" Such a man does
not yet understand his own depravity. He desires merely to be enabled to
keep the law rather than begging that the law might be kept and forgive-
ness obtained on his behalf. He asks "Where will I find the strength to
keep the law?" rather than "Wretched man that I am! Who will free me
from this body of death!" This man must be pried from the false Christ to
which he clings and held closer to the fires of the law until he cries out,
"I cannot keep it! Someone else must do it for me!"

This is as true in sanctification as in justification. We are justified by
grace through faith in Christ. So are we sanctified. The law that first drove
us to Christ again and again drives us back to him for repeated applica-
tions of his forgiveness and his righteousness.

The law must never drive us to desire to keep the law but that we should
be freed from its shackles of condemnation. When we have been driven
to Christ, when we have drunk deep of his salvation, our freedom from
the law's loud thunder, the glories that are laid up for us in heaven and in
which we even now participate by faith. . . then we shall walk forth in
newness of life. If we abide in Christ we will bear much fruit. We labor
with counselees long and hard that they should walk by the Spirit. For we
know that when they walk by the Spirit they will not carry out the desires
of the flesh.
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The law, stripped of its condemnation, will then describe the content of
our behavior. And when we have questions in that regard as we walk by
the Spirit, we may consult God's standards to make sure that the new
obedience we are gratefully bringing forth is not of our own devising.

But this is not the hardest or the most necessary part of counseling.
Driving them to Christ by the law and teaching them to cling to Christ by
faith must occupy most of our time. The nitty gritty "practical" concerns
will largely take care of themselves if only we stick to this method.

Don't misunderstand. I'm not saying the law isn't useful as a pattern of the
good works that flow from sanctification. It is. But that is not the use that
Paul or the rest of Scripture harps on over and over. Give me a man who
preaches the law with its terror and Christ with his sweetness and forgets
to preach the law as a pattern of the fruit of sanctification and what will
result? In two months his parishioners will be breaking down his door
begging to be told what behavior their renewed, bursting with joy, hearts
may best produce. And when he tells them, they will be surprised (and he
will not) to discover that by and large they have produced exactly that.
And where they haven't, take them back to Christ again that they may
contemplate him in all his glorious perfection so that they may better
understand what sort of God and man he was and is.

What if a man preaches the law as a pattern of the fruit of sanctification
and reduces Christ as a means to producing that pattern? What will result?
Nothing or worse than nothing.

Hold fast the head and the body will move. Abide in Christ and the fruit
will come.
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Part 2: Clouds Without Water, and Nine Reasons Why
“Redemptive” Counseling Can't Help Troubled
Christians
____________________________

 “The imperatives drive us [Christians (emphasis by underline mine)]
to despair of self-righteousness, the indicatives hold up Christ as our
only savior.”

~ Michael Horton

    One of Jude's depictions of false teachers was “clouds without
water”(v. 12). Clouds give hope during times of need that the land will
finally be revived by rain. Likewise, false teachers appear to offer hope in
times of need, but they are actually without the substance to deliver on the
promise. Counselors who use the redemptive approach to counseling are
not necessarily false teachers, but their approach will not help people;
their counseling is clouds without water.

    In the first  part, I used Bill Baldwin's article published in 1996 to
demonstrate how proponents of gospel sanctification approach counsel-
ing, and will do the same in this post as well. I will make my first point
from the following excerpt:

“When I tell a man to change his behavior — and he realizes he must —
it is the most natural thing in the world that he should do so by relying on
his natural strength and the force of his will. It is therefore essential that
the counselor solemnly warn him against such a course.”

    Here, we observe two reasons in this statement why redemptive
counseling will not help people. First, biblical counseling is not just about
outward behavior, but also how counselees think. Biblical counseling
calls for a change in thinking (ie., biblical thinking), and behavior also
with both being curative. The redemptive approach lumps efforts to
change thinking into the same category as behavioral change with the
following nomenclature: “change by our own efforts” (which is suppos-
edly wrong). Therefore, an emphasis on biblical thinking (which is very
critical) will not be emphasized any more than outward behavior, which,
as can be seen by Baldwin's statement, is devalued to begin with. Another
example of lumping biblical thinking together with “teeth gritting, pick
yourself up by the bootstraps, legalistic, living by lists and do's / don'ts,"
ect., ect., is Paul David Tripp's statement in “How People Change”:
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  “. . . and the Bible does call us to change the way we think about things.
But this approach again omits the person and work of Christ as Savior.
Instead, it reduces our relationship to Christ to 'think his thoughts' and 'act
the way Jesus would act'”(p. 27, 2006 edn).

    Notice also in Tripp's statement that any effort to align our thoughts
with the mind of Christ “omits....[the] work of Christ as Savior.” So, any
effort on our part in the sanctification process is also likened to efforts to
earn salvation. More on that later

    Secondly, as can be ascertained by Baldwin's statement cited above,
redemptive counseling makes a distinction between our work and the
Spirit's work in sanctification; when  in fact, the two are seamless
(example: the fruit of the Spirit is self control, Gal. 5:23). Counselors that
suggest an either / or in the sanctification process reek havoc and confu-
sion on counselees. To suggest that a counselee may not be walking in the
Spirit even when he / she is obeying Scripture, because it may take effort,
is to invite unhealthy introspection and mysticism into the counselee's
life. Besides, it's a blatant contradiction to many verses such as Galatians
6:9. Jay Adams has stated the same concern this way:

“Strangely, there are, today, those who believe that if we do anything to
please God, we are acting by 'the arm of flesh.' By that they mean we are
doing something solely in our own strength. But, by making it an either/or
matter, we upset the biblical balance of loving obedience and strengthen-
ing grace” (What is Sanctification, Institute for Nouthetic Counseling
blog).

    These are the first two reasons redemptive counseling will not help
troubled Christians – it discourages biblical thinking, and it equates our
effort in sanctification with walking in the flesh.

Baldwin continues:

“He has heard the law and glibly said “I will do what it says.” He must
know of the holiness of that law and the condemnation declared against
all who try to commend themselves to God by lawkeeping. The law must
drive him to the gospel of Christ.”

    The third reason gospel-driven counseling will not help troubled
Christians is because it distorts the biblical relationship of the law to
justification verses sanctification. In other words, redemptive counseling
makes no distinction between the two and their relationship to the law.
This can be clearly seen in
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Baldwin's above statement: the sole role of the Law is to lead the coun-
selee back to the gospel as before he / she was saved, and not for the
purpose of instruction as Paul clearly indicated in 2Timothy 3:16. Like-
wise, Michael Horton apes Baldwin when he wrote the following:

“The imperatives drive us [Christians (emphasis by underline mine)] to
despair of self-righteousness, the indicatives hold up Christ as our only
savior.”

    Horton goes on to say in the same article (“Creeds and Deeds: How
Doctrine Leads to Doxological Living”) that an emphasis on deeds (ie.,
obedience) “leaves the sinner in the tattered garment of fig leaves rather
than robed in the righteousness of Christ.” The suggestion by Horton is
that efforts at good behavior removes the righteousness of Christ from the
believers life.

   This is the third reason gospel-centered counseling will not help
Christians; because it disavows the instructive value of the law in the
believer's life.

Baldwin's next statement will be considered for my next points:

“And that gospel must long be dwelt upon that it may evoke faith —
whether for the first time or as a stirring up and a repeated application of
a faith already present. Only works that spring out of such a faith consti-
tute the gospel obedience [emphasis mine] held out in Scripture.”

    Hence, instead of learning more and more about how to apply God's
imperatives / wisdom to life, and doing so, which is key to a sound
Christian life (Matthew 7:24-27), “faith” is supposedly evoked by a
continual revisiting of the gospel. Notice that the primary goal is to evoke
faith, via the gospel, just like in justification. Therefore, redemptive
counseling is the extrapolation of justification moving forward with no
recognition of a sanctification that involves a co-laboring of the believer.
In essence, it is sanctification by faith alone in the same way that justifi-
cation is by faith alone, which, and don't miss this: results in “gospel
obedience.” What is gospel obedience? Simply put, it is often referred to
as “the imputed active obedience of Christ.” In other words, when we
continually revisit the gospel, the same monergistic results of justification
are to be expected in sanctification, and therefore, both are a total work of
Christ only. Said yet another way, Christ obeys for us. In case you think
Baldwin is some isolated crack-pot, consider this quote by Michael Hor-
ton:
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“Where we land on these issues is perhaps the most significant factor in
how we approach our own faith and practice and communicate it to the
world. If not only the unregenerate but the regenerate are always depen-
dent at every moment on the free grace of God disclosed in the gospel,
then nothing can raise those who are spiritually dead or continually give
life to Christ’s flock but the Spirit working through the gospel. When this
happens (not just once, but every time we encounter the gospel afresh),
the Spirit progressively transforms us into Christ’s image. Start with
Christ (that is, the gospel) and you get sanctification in the bargain; begin
with Christ and move on to something else, and you lose both” (Christless
Christianity, pg. 57).

    The following statement by Tullian Tchividjian should also be consid-
ered:

“As I’ve said before, I once assumed (along with the vast majority of
professing Christians) that the gospel was simply what non-Christians
must believe in order to be saved, while afterward we advance to deeper
theological waters. But I’ve come to realize that 'the gospel isn’t the first
step in a stairway of truths, but more like the hub in a wheel of truth.' As
Tim Keller explains it, the gospel isn’t simply the ABCs of Christianity,
but the A-through-Z. The gospel doesn’t just ignite the Christian life; it’s
the fuel that keeps Christians going every day. Once God rescues sinners,
his plan isn’t to steer them beyond the gospel, but to move them more
deeply into it. After all, the only antidote to sin is the gospel—and since
Christians remain sinners even after they’re converted, the gospel must be
the medicine a Christian takes every day. Since we never leave off
sinning, we can never leave the gospel.”

    Other extremes of this doctrine can be seen in Horton's statement that,
in essence, synergistic sanctification is a false gospel. Therefore, since as
Tullian Tchividian notes, a co-laboring in sanctification is the orthodox
view among evangelicals, redemptive counselors will begin their counsel-
ing relationship with most counselees by assuming they are lost, and will
first focus on converting them to said doctrine. Furthermore, in marriage
counseling, if one spouse accepts this doctrine and the other one doesn't –
the counseling will continue (erroneously) with a mixed marriage in view.

    Moreover, if any counselee who is a member of a “gospel centered”
church rejects gospel sanctification in the midst of counseling,
“redemptive church discipline” will probably be implemented (much to
the counselee’s surprise); and consequently, the counselee will either
embrace the doctrine or be excommunicated.
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    Another angle by Paul David Tripp can be added for good measure. On
pages 171 and 172 (starting in the last paragraph on page 171) of “How
People Change”(Punch Press 2006), Tripp propagates the idea that we
are still spiritually dead as believers and are not an “improved version”
of our old selves. Therefore, since Christ is the only one in us that is
spiritually alive, we have unlimited potential because it is Christ in us that
is doing everything (this, of course, is in blatant contradiction to Ephe-
sians 4:20-24).

    In conclusion on these points, the following are further reasons
numbering four through eight of why redemptive counseling will not
help troubled Christians:

4. It tells the counselee that sanctification is by faith alone in the same
way that justification is by faith alone.

5. It tells the counselee that Christ obeys for us.

6. It replaces a deeper knowledge of God's wisdom and its application to
life with a mystical “deeper knowledge of the gospel.”

7. It often assumes that the counselee is not saved for erroneous reasons.
This is obviously detrimental to a healthy and productive counseling
process.

8. It will misinterpret marriages as mixed for erroneous reasons. This is
also detrimental to productive marriage counseling.

    Lastly, redemptive counseling presents the counselee with an errone-
ous picture of how sanctification is experienced. The counselee is told
that when Christ is obeying for us, obedience will be experienced as a
joyful, unconscious reaction. Note carefully what Baldwin says in the
same article:

“If an act does not spring from a conscious exercise of faith stirred up by
gospel truth, we can be almost certain the act does not spring uncon-
sciously therefrom. And whatever is not of faith is sin....Give me a man
who preaches the law with its terror and Christ with his sweetness and
forgets to preach the law as a pattern of the fruit of sanctification and
what will result? In two months his parishioners will be breaking down
his door begging to be told what behavior their renewed, bursting with
joy, hearts may best produce. And when he tells them, they will be
surprised (and he will not) to discover that by and large they have
produced exactly that.”
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    Note, according to Baldwin (and likewise, others such as John Piper),
true obedience is always joyful and unconscious, even to the point of
obeying Scripture without first knowing what it says (because its not us
obeying anyway). Should we teach troubled Christians these things? I
think not. Besides, it makes a mockery of Matthew 26:37- 42. Obeying
God can often be necessarily difficult for many reasons.

    Gospel-driven counseling cannot, and will not help troubled Christians.
Furthermore, evangelicals have a duty and responsibility to warn other
Christians to stay clear of this counsel that promises to give hope, but
cannot deliver. This theology and its counselors are clouds without water.
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Sanctification: Where is the Battleground? Heart, or
Flesh?
__________________________

“Over the years in the field of psychology, the raging debate has been
between depth Psychology and behaviorism....I believe the present-day
debate between the heart model and flesh model is the result of that
same debate being dragged into the Christian realm.”

    Today, there are two diverse theories in regard to where, and how we
fight sin in the sanctification process (growing process of regeneration).
To surmise that this issue is not important would be outwardly rejected by
any and all Christians, but yet, Christianity is functioning as if the issue
is of no import; no one is saying anything. Strange, for if you would ask
what God's primary will for us is      the answer would be: “For this is the
will of God, your sanctification” (1Thess. 4:3).

    The two diverse views are as follows: one view says that the battle-
ground is in the “heart,” and the other view says that the battleground is
in the “flesh.” However, the real crux of the issue is the raging debate
between depth Psychology and behaviorism. One states that a working
theory of change must come from understanding the inner man (depth
psychology), verses the latter that emphasizes theories of change devel-
oped through study of behavior. Simply put: what, verses why. Or subjec-
tive verses objective.

    I believe the present-day debate between the heart model and flesh
model is the result of that same debate being dragged into the Christian
realm by integrationists, and unnecessarily so. You can actually drive a
historical stake right were this began to happen in more conservative
reformed groups. Around 1980, Dr. Larry Crabb published a book enti-
tled “Inside Out,” in which he bemoaned his belief that psychology had
an “inside” theory of change but Christianity didn't. Interestingly, he
offered no theory per se, but the goal of the book was to confront the
church about only focusing on outward behavior without any regard to
change from the “inside out.” In the book, he stated that Freudian depth
psychology was better than nothing, and called on the church to develop
a “biblical” model of inside change.
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    I believe that the Christian Counseling and Education Foundation
(CCEF) answered that exact call. Specifically, David Powlison answered
the call with the conception of his “Dynamics of Biblical Change”; the
theological program at Westminster Seminary (CCEF is the counseling
wing thereof) that forms the basis of their counseling (see endnote 4). In
the early 1980's, it was no accident that Dr. Crabb had a close working
relationship with CCEF, but there was a problem: Crabb was too open
(truthful) concerning what he and many others thought about the issue at
hand; specifically, that Christians needed to strongly consider Freudian
theories in order to at least jump-start a working theory of inside change,
stating that Freud had already done most of the “heavy lifting” in this area.
Though he had vast agreement among his peers, they felt that he was
spewing out things that most Christians were “not ready for.” Therefore,
CCEF threw him under the bus, and continues to run him over with it till
this day (see endnote 6).

     Heart theology, as we know it today, states that “real change” must start
at the “heart level,” since that is the source of sin (Matthew 15:18, 19).
Specifically, the mantra of heart theology is “real and lasting change.”
This theology  has been roughly thirty years in the making, with the
finished product being articulated by two former students of David Pow-
lison in the book, “How People Change.”

    The theory further states that the key to change at the heart level is the
understanding of misguided, or disoriented desires (James 4:1). The heart
is the battleground; desires are either rightly placed or misguided, and are
connected to heart idols (see endnote 5). This is called the “reorienting of
the heart,” or reorientation of desires (which is accomplished by eliminat-
ing heart idols through “deep repentance”). According to the theory,
desires are neither bad or good, they are neutral, but need to be properly
placed. From this, you can rightly surmise that heart theologians believe
that desire drives everything, and is the key to change (much like Freudian
depth psychology). Whenever we sin, a wrongly placed desire influenced
by an idol of the heart is  the source. The theory states that we can discover
how the desire is misplaced, and reorient it towards Christ instead
through, among other things, “deep repentance.” Paul Tripp  articulates
heart theology in “How People Change.” However, the theory is errant
when compared to the truth of Scripture.
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     It must be noted that heart theology has a strong theological consider-
ation in regard to the law (all of God's word), and its role in the sanctifi-
cation process. Like the inside / outside debate in regard to distinguishing
the heart model from the flesh model, there is also a major difference
between the two in regard to the role of the law in the sanctification
process. The law, and its role in the sanctification process is really the
grand crux of the issue in my estimation. In heart theology, the following
of the law is a result of change at the heart level; the law really plays no
role at all, but is a mere “picture” or demonstration of change that has
taken place at the heart level. I believe heart theology is a means to an end;
specifically, the elimination of our participation in any kind of  law-
keeping. Or stated in a more couth way: the application of God’s wisdom
to real life. An inside model, or theory of change, makes this theoretically
possible (to eliminate the law in the sanctification process). These two
can't be emphasized enough in order to prevent confusion: the role of the
law, and location; heart? Or flesh?

    This brings me to the flesh model. The flesh model teaches that the
battle ground is in the flesh, or as some state it: “our mortal nature.” The
flesh model argues that sin's enslaving power is broken at salvation, but
we still struggle with a remnant of sin that resides in our mortality. The
battle is between our regenerate heart (“the law of my mind,” Romans
7:23;“heart”is most often an idiom for the “mind” in the law [Scriptures]
see endnote 9), and the sin in my “members” (again, Romans 7:23). Also,
the flesh model would teach that desires are not neutral and have their
own source. Good desires come from our regenerate heart (“the spirit is
willing, but the flesh is weak”[Mk 14:38]), but evil desires come from the
“flesh” (“walk in the Spirit, and you will not fulfill the lust [desire] of the
flesh” [Gal 5:16]).

     Therefore, the flesh model would also teach that alignment with  [living
by] “every word that come from the mouth of God” (Matt 4:4) is
“walking” in the Spirit, or according to the Spirit's will, as expressed in
the Scriptures; therefore, the law is not merely a picture of heart change
that we passively observe, but a tool utilized by us in the sanctification
process to overcome the flesh. In fact, The apostle Paul seems to equate
this idea with the very definition of sanctification in 1Thess. 4:3-5; “It is
God's will that you should be sanctified: that you should avoid sexual
immorality; that each of you should learn to control his own body in a
way that is holy and honorable, not in passionate lust like the heathen,
who do not know God;”
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    Furthermore, in the very historical conception of heart theology, the
admirable (for his transparency) Larry Crabb assumed that depth psychol-
ogy has helped more people than behavioristic psychology. This is far
from the truth and is well documented (see endnote 7). Why not, at least,
a biblical model of change based on the psychology that has clearly
helped more people? Said another way: If you’re bent on the integration
of psychology with Scripture to aid the Holy Spirit (an absurd notion),
why not the psychology that has helped the most people? In my opinion:
because such a concept (an integration of behavioristic psychology and
Scripture) cannot eliminate the law from the sanctification process which
is really the endgame. Also, Paul Tripp concedes in “How People
Change” that heart theology will have a failure rate (p. 69); who then is
the judge in regard to which model works better? Has someone done a
survey? But yet, studies clearly show that objective approaches work far
better than the subjective ones.

  Heart theology is a subjective endeavor to discover idols in the heart
by evaluating desires. However, the apostle Paul specifically states the
location of sin as being “in my members” (Rom 7:18, 23), not in the
“heart”    Paul said the “heart” was the location of what the flesh is set
against (Rom 7:23). Also, it shows a bias against all forms of psychology
that do not aid in the endgame     the elimination of the law in sanctifica-
tion, not that integrationism is acceptable, but nevertheless, this fact of
bias further exposes the theories’ wantonness.

    The theology is new, being conceived by David Powlison’s  “Dynamics
of Biblical Change” which had its beginning in, or about 1980. Has the
church stumbled upon a dynamic theory of change from the Scriptures
some two-thousand years later? Not likely.
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“Gospel Driven Divorce”: Is Your Marriage in
Imminent Danger?
______________________

    Rush Limbaugh often says he knows liberals like every inch of his
glorious naked body. I must confess, even with all of the study I have
done on the *gospel driven life*, or *gospel driven sanctification*, I
think I still know my body much better. New revelations concerning GDS
are often so bizarre that it takes time to finally come to grips with the fact
that its proponents actually advocate  various elements. First, for those
who are not familiar with GDS, here is a thumbnail of what it teaches:

    The same gospel that saved us must be meditated upon every day in
order to grow spiritually. The whole Bible is about the gospel and nothing
else. According to John Piper: “That’s why the Bible is so big; there’s a
gospel application to every event in life” (slight paraphrase-see video
entitled “The Gospel in 6 Minutes” Sept. 12, 2007- Desiring God Minis-
tries). Therefore, we meditate on the gospel through looking for it in the
Scriptures, and as we meditate on the gospel as seen in the Scriptures, “we
are changed from glory to glory,” or in other words: “Beholding as a way
of becoming” (John Piper, “The Pleasures of God” pg 15 ). Also, accord-
ing to John Piper, we should “never, never, never, never, never, never,
never, think that the gospel saves us and then we move on to something
else”(“The Gospel in 6 Minutes”). In fact, most proponents of GDS think
that any “moving on to something else,” even if it falls under the category
of discipleship, is a false gospel and you therefore forfeit both justifica-
tion and sanctification. In other words, if you believe in synergistic
sanctification- your lost.

    So then, everything in the Bible must be seen in light of the gospel, and
interpreted accordingly; marriage and divorce would not be an exception
to this rule in any regard. In short, if you are a believing spouse, and your
marriage doesn’t “look like the gospel” ( the relationship between Christ
and his bride, the church) you are free to divorce your spouse. Buckle-up,
here is an article that advocates this GDS view:

Gospel Love, Marriage & Divorce

“Recently, I have been studying the Scriptures and paying closer attention
to how it is most of us as Christians have understood love, marriage and
divorce.
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Surprisingly, although we say we believe that the most intimate of
marriage relationships is to be modeled by Christ and his relationship to
the Church, we do not, in our theology, really seem to believe or practice
that.

We seem to have allowed our understanding and definition of marriage
be something that is not a reflection of Christ and the Church. Marriage,
we are told, is between a man and a woman. Agreed. That is a principle
definition of marriage that definitely stems from God's design of marriage
back in the garden of Eden. However, that is only part of the formula for
what constitutes a marriage. The most important ingredient that we as the
Church have allowed our secular influences to omit is none other than
God himself. Biblically, God is necessarily 1/3 of the relational equation
in order for a marriage (or a church!) to be "joined together by God."
Likewise, apostate churches that do not properly include God, are not
recognized by God. By definition, a true marriage or Church must include
the one true God as a common denominator.

As the Church, we have then failed to see the legacies of Divine love,
marriage and divorce throughout the Scriptures. And because we have
embraced a marital world-view that can be devoid of God, we have found
ourselves struggling with the whole subsequent understanding of how to
understand divorce.

In Scripture, where divorce is sanctioned by God, the aim is always
redemptive in some sense. It is always gospel driven.

Abraham divorced his 2nd wife, Hagar, because of gospel unbelief
(Genesis 21:10-12; Galatians 4:29, 30).

Ezra, the prophet, counseled the entire nation of Israel to divorce their
foreign/unbelieving wives..."according to the Law" (Ezra 9, 10).

God gave Israel a certificate of divorce for her antinomian apostasy:
gospel rejection (Jeremiah 3; John 15; Romans 11).

The men who divorced their wives in Malachi were rebuked for doing so
due to the fact that their wives remained faithful to God. These men
divorced their "believing" wives only to marry non-believers. This, God
hated.

Paul exhorts the believers in Corinth who are still in a mixed marriage to
"Do not be yoked together with unbelievers...come out from among them
and be separate" (2 Corinthians 6:14-18).
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Again, Christ divorced the church of Laodicea for its gospel rejection, for
embracing an antinomian apostasy as well (Revelation 3).

The common denominator that is found amongst every single divorce
that was sanctioned by God was a HEART denominator, a GOD denom-
inator that was identified as not being existent in the marriage.

So when we read the words of Jesus, "Except for fornication, a man must
not divorce his wife," we do not take his meaning of fornication (GK:
pornea) as being literal. From the consistent revelation given elsewhere
in Scripture, he was understandably speaking of a spiritual fornication:
love for the world.

Once this God centered understanding of marriage and divorce is under-
stood, we no longer have to struggle with the idea of "what kind of sins
can qualify as "pornea"? We no longer have to tell married wives, "I
know your husband beats you, occasionally, and perhaps he only beats
your children. However, God never said it would be easy to be a follower
of Jesus, so you need to understand that it is His will for you to remain
married to your miserable and unbelieving husband (or apostate spouse)."

"I tell you the truth," Jesus said to them, "no one who has left home or
wife or brothers or parents or children for the sake of the kingdom of God
will fail to receive many times as much in this age and, in the age to
come, eternal life." Luke 18:29, 30.”

    Get the picture?  The crux of the article is this excerpt: “In Scripture,
where divorce is sanctioned by God, the aim is always redemptive in
some sense. It is always gospel driven.” Basically, what it boils down to
is this: in reformed circles where GDS is propagated, all bets are off; any
marriage that doesn’t “look like the gospel” is possible fodder  for
divorce court. But who in the world would be the judge of that? No
marriage is perfect; at what point would one decide that it is or isn‘t?
Well, welcome to the nebulous world that is GDS.

    However, in this environment, any mixed marriage (believer and
unbeliever) would certainly be doomed to failure, for no unbelieving
spouse could live up to a picture of God’s marriage with the church. The
believing spouse, once in such a church, will have a green light to divorce
the second the ink is dry on the membership application. But here is a
problem as well: now you have a situation where the marriage is only
valid if a certain standard is met. Isn’t that the antithesis of the gospel?
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Well, welcome to the contradictory world that is also GDS. But you say,
“hey Paul, at least the other spouse has to be an unbeliever. If your both
saved; and in such a church, your safe, right?” Yes you are, if you both
are proponents of GDS. Remember, more traditional views of the rela-
tionship between justification and sanctification are deemed to be a false
gospel in GDS circles.

    The proof is in the pudding. I predict that divorce will soon become
rampant in reformed churches, if it isn’t already. I know of a few that
actually pride themselves in “building marriages that look like the gos-
pel.”  Unfortunately, this is often done through divorce and remarriage,
with God’s supposed stamp of approval. Some of these churches, even
small ones of 200 or 300 members, average a divorce and remarriage to
the tune of one per year. I also predict that as the word gets out, spouses
will begin to go to these churches with the ill intent of getting a church-
sanctioned divorce. Stay tuned.
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The Gospel Onslaught Against Discipleship
_______________________

“While the first gospel wave made so much of salvation that sanctifica-
tion was forgotten, the second wave claims that salvation and sanctifi-
cation are the same thing.”

     Meet Jim. He is in the midst of a very disturbing problem that torments
him day and night, the kind of problem he never dreamed would inflict a
believer. But he often says to himself: “Maybe I'm not a believer after
all.” In desperation he went to his pastor for help. His pastor seemed
shocked and perplexed in regard to the revelation, and suggested that they
pray about it (James 2:15-17). But Jim had already been praying intensely
for many days with no end to the problem in sight.

    Now we find Jim at a larger Baptist church on a Sunday morning:
“More resources to help people” had been the reasoning that brought him
there. He walks into the spacious foyer and peruses the many well-
dressed people engaged in pleasant conversation. As he works his way
through the crowd, he scans the faces of many people walking about
while looking for something in their demeanor that would indicate that
they could help. He then walks up to the information table and opens a
brochure about the church. He reads the information regarding the pasto-
ral staff and wonders to himself: “Can these men help? Do they know
what God would say about my situation? And if they can, will they have
time? After all, they look like very important men and are probably very
busy.”

    Then Jim hears a call to worship through the elegant glass doors
between the foyer and the large sanctuary. The sanctuary has a pricey,
new, and contemporary feel which is impressive, but does little to arouse
a glimmer of hope that Jim is looking for. Jim suffers through the praise
music that lifts up the God that seems so far away from him, and
anxiously awaits the sermon which may convey the answers he is looking
for. The message is about the gospel. Is this what Jim needs? “Perhaps,”
Jim thinks. “Maybe I missed something the first time; I certainly don't
feel saved!” But Jim has re-examined his original commitment to Christ
over and over again. Not only that, when he relocated from New York, he
didn't tell his present church that he was a Christian, but made a new
profession of faith and was baptized, just to make sure. Jim gets in his car
to go back to the chamber of dread he calls home, and as he watches the
cheerful parishioners leaving for their own destinations, he wonders:
“Why can't I be like them? What’s wrong with me?”
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    Even as a new believer I found it bazarre: the whole evangelical
mentality of “get people to come to church so we can get them saved”
routine; it just didn't jive with everything I was learning in the Scriptures
as a new believer. Getting people saved was all that mattered while
members in “good standing” were living with others out-of wedlock, and
Christian couples who were married talked to their pets with more respect
than they did each other. My first Halloween party as a Christian was also
a dose of reality as I arrived at the church dressed like Moses holding a
wooden image of the Ten Commandments, only to be mocked by vam-
pires and werewolves. But most telling was the time I led a married
couple / schizophrenics to the Lord and demanded that they be baptized
and accepted into membership the following Sunday. The church reluc-
tantly agreed, but I was approached by the church leadership afterward
who stated the following: “Now that they are saved, we need to send them
away where they can get help.”

    This “gospel only, bag-em and tag-em (sanctifi-what?),” mentality that
began in the 1950's started to see the chickens coming home to roost
around the time I got saved in 1983. Christians were not looking to the
church to solve any of life's deep problems, but were gathering at the well
of philosophy with the rest of the world while chanting, “All truth is
God's truth.” That's when Dave Hunt published his book entitled, “The
Seduction of Christianity” which sent shock-waves throughout the Evan-
gelical community. While his book was a huge, and necessary challenge
(he refuted the idea that Sigmund Freud was smarter than the Holy Spirit),
it only stated the problem and offered no specific solutions.

    How to use the Bible to help Christians with deep problems came via
Dr. Jay Adams in the early 1970's, but his biblical approach didn't really
pick-up steam until the 80's. Barely anybody who is aware of the impact
that this biblical counseling / discipleship approach had on the church will
call it anything less than a reformation. But what was the church's
response to this rediscovering of biblical sanctification? While the first
gospel wave made so much of salvation that sanctification was forgotten,
the second wave claims that salvation and sanctification are the same
thing. If you can't beat-em, join-em together. Hence: “The same gospel
that saved you also sanctifies you.” “We must preach the gospel to
ourselves everyday.” “So brother, you really think you're saved by the
gospel and then you move on to something else?” [envision person saying
that with knowing smirk on their face].
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    Either way, the results are the same. The church wants to sell the idea
that God has the power to save our souls, but He can't save a marriage; the
idea that he can save schizophrenics, but must leave them in their present
condition (First wave). Or, the idea that mediation on the gospel alone
empowers the Christian for holy living (Second wave). Trust me, the
world ain't buyin'. Christians should get a grip because “gospel” means
“good news.” “News” means the same thing in the Greek as it does in
English: it's something that you hear that you haven't heard before; once
you embrace it as your own, it's no longer “news.” This would seem fairly
obvious. Furthermore, 2Corinthians 5:18-21 makes it clear that the gospel
is a ministry of “reconciliation” entrusted to those who are already
reconciled. Therefore, if we are already reconciled, do we “move on to
something else?” Absolutely, and please take Jim with you.
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Section Eight
Gospel-Driven Church Discipline
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The Redemptive Church Discipline Buffet
______________________________

    Since I became a Christian in 1983, I have seen the church move back
to the practice of church discipline in a big way. After years of seeing
open sin tolerated in the church (and I was not in a liberal church), the
discovery of church discipline was an epiphany for me some seven years
after becoming a Christian. For those who may be in the same shoes I
was in, an explanation: The Scriptures give specific instructions regard-
ing those practicing blatant sin within the church and are obstinate about
it. It is a step by step process to exhort the member to cease from the
behavior. If he or she doesn't, the person is separated from the fellowship
of believers until they repent. Once outside the blessings and protection
of the church, God promises to correct (discipline) the person if he or she
was actually a true believer to begin with (1 Corinthians, chapter 5 ).

    It is my contention that "church discipline" is not a good label (conflict
resolution would be better). The discipline is done by the Lord, not the
church. There is also a discipline by God within the church (Heb 12:5-
11), and self discipline that prevents the need for God’s discipline (1Cor
11:30-32). The necessity of this is simple; outrageous behavior by
believers is a distraction and hindrance to ministry within the church and
to outsiders as well. Therefore, it does my heart good that church
discipline is back. However, being the mortals that we are, we almost
always find a way to make a controversy out of something good. Church
discipline is no exception. We now have a buffet, a smorgasbord of
church discipline models. By introduction, I will outline Three models
that are a good representation of most.

1. Traditional Church Discipline (as normally surmised from Matt. 18):

     First of all, I believe the focus of traditional church discipline is public
sin of the baser sort. In verses I will cite later, the apostle Paul even
seems to list them as an example of types. The purpose of traditional
church discipline is not to fine tune the church the way teaching, coun-
seling, and confrontation does. I see church discipline as more of a vessel
used to keep general order in the church so other ministry may not be
hindered; speaking in general terms, certainly finer points and benefits
could be discussed.
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    The first step is to approach the sinning individual one-on-one via the
person who has knowledge of the sin or who has been wronged in some
way. If the individual is obstinate, you return with witnesses. If the
individual still refuses to repent, you involve the whole church under the
supervision of pastors (not specified in Scripture but a good idea for many
reasons). If the person even refuses to be persuaded by the whole congre-
gation, he or she is removed from membership for the purpose of the
Lord's discipline. Unfortunately, many churches announce a decision to
remove the member without involving the congregation in the third step.
This clearly contradicts Scripture.

2. Redemptive Church Discipline and Counseling:

   In this model, the steps work the same as the traditional model.
However, if the person repents, this begins the next phase of the church
discipline "process." The person is now required to enter counseling. This
model integrates counseling and church discipline as one process. If the
person refuses the counseling, he or she is not really repentant and the
"process" goes to the next step. If the person enters formal counseling to
"restore" him (Gal. 6:1,2), the discipline process ends when he/she is
released from counseling. In other words, the person is "under" corrective
( redemptive) church discipline until they are released from counseling.

    The counseling is the correction part. Proponents of this model would
scoff at the traditional view because it does not deal with the person’s
heart. Only outward repentance is required. The person is only giving lip
service to avoid public humiliation (as if the Lord wouldn't use that to
correct a person: 1Tim 5:20). Dropping the matter on the person’s verbal
repentance alone is just “chopping off daisies,” and we don't want the
daisies popping back up tomorrow. We need to supposedly get to the
“root” of the problem.

     The goal (supposedly), of church discipline is “real and lasting”
change. On its face value, a very strong argument, if you approach the
Scriptures using a heart theology hermeneutic, thus interpreting all of
Scripture through that prism rather than drawing meaning from the plain
sense of a particular text or combination of texts. The overall flavor of
texts dealing with church discipline is the idea that the matter is dropped
upon verbal repentance (Luke 17:3,4). Again, I think proponents of this
model see church discipline as one of the tools used to fine tune the
church and therefore error concerning the truth.
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It reasons from the viewpoint of this model that all types of sin would be
in play. In other words, you could be brought under church discipline for
anything that is sin (just like counseling is for any kind of problem). If
you carry that equation to various logical conclusions, the imagination
goes wild, but this is in fact one of the tenants of this model.

3. Second Model of Redemptive Church Discipline:

    This model encompasses all of model two, except there is no confron-
tation because true repentance is determined by those who are spiritual
(pastors, counselors, etc.) during the process. If it is observed that you are
in sin, any sin, you can be placed in this process. You are "under" church
discipline until it is determined by examining counselors or elders that
you have repented. This is accomplished by examination and observation
over time. The steps are not confrontations to exhort repentance but
warnings within the process that you are a step closer to disfellowship due
to slackness or lack of change, or additional misbehaviors while in the
process. Leaving the process without the blessings of church leaders who
have not yet determined true repentance would usually result in disfel-
lowship and treatment as an unbeliever. A decision to place a person into
this process by church elders is usually based on the testimony of others
because mere verbal repentance on the part of the sinner is never accept-
able.

The Terminology

   No matter which model is practiced, and these are by no means
comprehensive, the usual description for all models in constitutions and
bylaws is the process of “corrective church discipline.” This description
fits all three models and many more. Which one does your church
practice? Are you sure?

    Let me share some thoughts that come from my own personal study on
church discipline.

1. The Bible states specific reasons for the initiation of the process toward
discipline:
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Sins Against Brothers

    Though Matthew 18:15-20 is often cited as the general template for the
so-called church discipline "process", I would argue that these are steps
in regard to offenses between believers only. Verse 15 makes this abun-
dantly clear: “If your brother sins against you, go and show him his fault,
just between the two of you. If he listens to you, you have won your
brother over.” Of course, it is argued that the earlier manuscripts do not
include "against you", which allows the passage to address general sin.
So, how do we know for sure what is correct? Are the earlier manuscripts
the final word? I would say the context of both reveals the best interpre-
tation. In all versions, forgiveness by the one who is to go to him alone is
in view (Luke 17:3,4). Why would a brother who observed another in sin
necessarily seek a personal apology (repentance)? Peter, who was there
to hear the lesson first hand, seemed to draw this conclusion as well when
he asked this interpretive question to Jesus: “Then Peter came to Jesus
and asked, ‘Lord, how many times shall I forgive my brother when he sins
against me? Up to seven times?’” (Matthew 18:21).

    So, what we have here is the steps to reconcile two brothers / sisters and
I would argue nothing more. Corrective measures in regard to other types
of sins will be addressed later. What unfolds in the rest of this passage is
a process that protects the confronted as well as the confronter. In the final
step the whole congregation is called on to exhort the offending brother,
but also giving opportunity, if applicable, for the offending brother to tell
his side of the story to the whole congregation in order to hold the
offended party and witnesses accountable. In any regard, this process is
intended to exhaust all possibilities before one is to be treated as an
unbeliever. The success of one parishioner to bring the offender to his
senses would quickly become common knowledge to the congregation,
possibly after several attempts by many members. This process also
allows for compensation if possible.

     In conclusion, one more point can be added: Even in regard to personal
offences, we are encouraged to cover a multitude of sins with love (1
Peter 4:8). If a Matthew 18 situation is petty, the hope is that the one or
two witnesses brought into the situation could somehow rectify that reality.
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False Teaching That Causes Division

    1Timothy 6:3-5; If anyone teaches false doctrines and does not agree
to the sound instruction of our Lord Jesus Christ and to godly teaching,
he is conceited and understands nothing. He has an unhealthy interest in
controversies and quarrels about words that result in envy, strife, mali-
cious talk, evil suspicions and constant friction between men of corrupt
mind, who have been robbed of the truth and who think that godliness is
a means to financial gain.

 2John:10,11; If anyone comes to you and does not bring this teaching,
do not take him into your house or welcome him. Anyone who welcomes
him shares in his wicked work.

Titus 3:10; Warn a divisive [other translations: ”heretick”] person once,
and then warn him a second time. After that, have nothing to do with him.

Romans 16:17,18; I urge you, brothers, to watch out for those who cause
divisions and put obstacles in your way that are contrary to the teaching
you have learned. Keep away from them. For such people are not serving
our Lord Christ, but their own appetites. By smooth talk and flattery they
deceive the minds of naive people.

   Note the procedure concerning heretics in the church that cause
divisions: they are to be warned twice, then rejected (You can conclude
from these verses that a divisive person is biblically synonymous with
one who teaches false doctrine). This is a notably different procedure than
Matthew 18. There is no exhortation, only warning. Apparently, this
individual can be rejected without the involvement of the congregation.
However, the rejection would almost certainly be announced to the
congregation. It also stands to reason that the congregation as a whole
would not be the judge of sound doctrine, but rather the leaders or elders.

Sinning Elders

    I Timothy 5:19; Do not entertain an accusation against an elder
unless it is brought by two or three witnesses. Those who sin are to be
rebuked publicly, so that the others may take warning.

    In regard to elders, we see a different procedure than Matthew 18. If
any member persuades the offender to repent, the matter is dropped in the
first or second step. If it is established by two or three witnesses that an
elder has sinned, he is to be rebuked before the congregation so that the
other elders will fear.
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Gross Immorality

    1 Corinthians 5:1-13; It is actually reported that there is sexual
immorality among you, and of a kind that does not occur even among
pagans: A man has his father's wife. And you are proud! Shouldn't you
rather have been filled with grief and have put out of your fellowship the
man who did this? Even though I am not physically present, I am with you
in spirit. And I have already passed judgment on the one who did this, just
as if I were present. When you are assembled in the name of our Lord
Jesus and I am with you in spirit, and the power of our Lord Jesus is
present, hand this man over to Satan, so that the sinful nature may be
destroyed and his spirit saved on the day of the Lord.

    Your boasting is not good. Don't you know that a little yeast works
through the whole batch of dough? Get rid of the old yeast that you may
be a new batch without yeast—as you really are. For Christ, our Passover
lamb, has been sacrificed. Therefore let us keep the Festival, not with the
old yeast, the yeast of malice and wickedness, but with bread without
yeast, the bread of sincerity and truth. I have written you in my letter not
to associate with sexually immoral people— not at all meaning the people
of this world who are immoral, or the greedy and swindlers, or idolaters.
In that case you would have to leave this world. But now I am writing you
that you must not associate with anyone who calls himself a brother but
is sexually immoral or greedy, an idolater or a slanderer, a drunkard or
a swindler. With such a man do not even eat. What business is it of mine
to judge those outside the church? Are you not to judge those inside? God
will judge those outside. Expel the wicked man from among you.

    Though confrontation is not specified, verse 4 speaks concerning the
necessity of involving the whole congregation in the casting out of the
believer (except for false teaching issues). This is absolutely critical. I
think confrontation beforehand and opportunity for repentance can be
assumed here. Verse 11 gives a good indication of what type of sins
warrant the process. I do believe there is the liberty to apply some of the
Matthew 18 process to what Paul is saying in 1Corinthians, chapter 5
concerning gross public sin as a way to error on the side of mercy.

2. Confrontation:

Idleness: Confrontation, Not Discipline
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    2 Thessalonians 3:6-15 In the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, we
command you, brothers, to keep away from every brother who is idle and
does not live according to the teaching you received from us. For you
yourselves know how you ought to follow our example. We were not idle
when we were with you, nor did we eat anyone's food without paying for
it. On the contrary, we worked night and day, laboring and toiling so that
we would not be a burden to any of you. We did this, not because we do
not have the right to such help, but in order to make ourselves a model
for you to follow. For even when we were with you, we gave you this rule:
"If a man will not work, he shall not eat." We hear that some among you
are idle. They are not busy; they are busybodies. Such people we com-
mand and urge in the Lord Jesus Christ to settle down and earn the bread
they eat. And as for you, brothers, never tire of doing what is right. If
anyone does not obey our instruction in this letter, take special note of
him. Do not associate with him, in order that he may feel ashamed. Yet
do not regard him as an enemy, but warn him as a brother.

    I believe idleness falls under a category of confrontation apart from
church discipline. Verse 14 says not to keep company with him, but is
followed by instruction to admonish him as a brother as opposed to
treating him as a tax collector or heathen. This would certainly differ
from Matthew 18. Verse 10 seems to indicate a refusal to help the brother
until he starts working; fellowship would create a legal loophole for him
to get monetary help through the back door, so-to-speak. The brother is
to be ostracized within the church except for exhortation concerning
work. This of course could include formal counseling.

Broken Fellowship Between Parishioners

    At Phillipi, there was a situation where two parties refused to reconcile.
Paul calls on them to agree while also calling on the congregation to help
them. Since this was a public letter, the incentive for these women to
quickly reconcile before the congregation got involved would have been
greatly enhanced. However, church discipline is in no way implicated
here. Again, the Bible is very specific concerning the various types of
situations that arise:

    Philippians 4:2,3; I plead with Euodia and I plead with Syntyche to
agree with each other in the Lord. Yes, and I ask you, loyal yokefellow,
help these women who have contended at my side in the cause of the
gospel, along with Clement and the rest of my fellow workers, whose
names are in the book of life.
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3. Counseling and Restoration:

Galatians 6:1; Brothers, if someone is caught in a sin, you who are
spiritual should restore him gently. But watch yourself, or you also may
be tempted.

    Those who interpret Matthew 18 in regard to general sins will now
interpret this verse as a proof text that restoration is part of the steps in
Matthew 18. However, Jesus clearly establishes the purpose of the second
step in Matthew 18:16, that "every word may be established." This does
not seem consistent with restoring a fallen brother to spiritual health.

   The Matthew 18 process is confrontational in nature. It seems to be
primarily concerned with investigating a brother’s willingness to re-
nounce his behavior and seek forgiveness from the one he offended.
Furthermore, there is really no hint of church discipline in the context of
Galatians 6:1. To attribute this verse to church discipline is assumptive at
best. As I said before, I believe the discipline of church discipline takes
place outside of the church and is administered by God. We have specific
instruction in the word for the purpose of ascertaining whether that should
be done or not, and what types of situations should be applied. It is not
discipline within the church and it is not counseling. However, correction
from a wayward course and further instruction could, and often does result.

     It sounds unspiritual, but the process is concerned with a change in
behavior concerning blatant, abstinent sin. The repentant brother may
seek additional help as a result of being confronted, but it is not a
requirement to prevent further steps. A verbal commitment to cease the
behavior is all that is required in most cases ("if he says" Luke 17:4). In
all of the above verses, protracted counseling as a means of restoration to
prevent further steps is nowhere to be found (as in redemptive church
discipline). To further bolster this argument, keep in mind the qualifica-
tions for elders. They are not to be characterized by anger, excessive
drinking, mishandling of finances or flirtations (1Tim. 3:1-12 Titus1:5-9).
Paul says they can't be elders, he doesn't say to bring them up on church
discipline. Obviously, consideration for eldership would be a mute point.

     Ongoing struggles with besetting sins will always be among God's
people. Some sort of discipline process that will eradicate the need for
daily forgiveness is not what the Scriptures call for. In 1 Thessalonians
5:14, the apostle Paul mentions several types of sinning Christians and
what they need, and it's not a one size fits all church discipline.



    Lastly, let’s keep in mind that the only explicit apostolic call for
disfellowship is in 1Corinthians, chapter 5 regarding gross immorality.
The remainder seems to suggest a change in fellowship status that only
focuses on the unrepentant sin. Treating someone as a tax collector and
publican does not necessarily or explicitly equal disfellowship.
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Some Reformed Churches Now Offer
Discipline Program for Husbands
______________________________
    The question posted by a friend on my blog awakened a reality I am
familiar with concerning some reformed churches. The friend was partic-
ipating in a women's  Bible study and became surprised when the discus-
sion turned to wives involving church elders in disputes with
“disobedient” husbands. The hypothetical scenario presented in the ques-
tion concerned a husband going to ball games instead of church and
ignoring the wife's concerns accordingly. Could she then go to the church
elders and have her husband brought up on church discipline? This wasn't
my friends question to me, this is the question she listened to at the study
and wanted to know my thoughts.

    Let me set the table here. More and more reformed churches are
practicing what is known as redemptive church discipline. It goes along
with making everything in the church and church life “redemptive.” In
other words, everything is about the gospel and redemption. We must
read everything in the Bible with a redemptive theme and interpret it
accordingly. For example, all sermons must have a redemptive theme.
Our life must also be ordered by the gospel instead of biblical precepts,
etc., etc.

    Here is how it works: A husband is going to football games instead of
church. The wife confronts her husband about it (first step of Matthew 18,
if your brother offends you, go to him alone). He does not repent. The
wife then goes to the elders about the situation. The elders (probably two
of them) then go and talk to the husband about the situation. This is not
confrontational or instructive, the elders are there to determine the facts
of the situation. If the elders confront the husband, he may only conform
outwardly because the elders are involved and that wouldn't be true “heart
change.”

    The two elders then go to the other elders to decide whether the errant
husband needs “redemptive church discipline.”  If he does, a meeting is
then
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set up with the husband. In the meeting he is informed that he is now
“under church discipline.” Tag, you’re it! In most cases, the husband is
going to be bewildered because most reformed parishioners don't under-
stand how this form of church discipline works and the reason for that is
easy; if potential members had a complete understanding of how it works,
there wouldn't be any members there.

    But more to the point, here is how the “process” now proceeds: the
husband is now under the first step of  church discipline. If he verbally
repents when meeting with the elders, that isn’t sufficient; he might be
repenting to get out of the situation. What they are after is “real heart
change.” The elders will now observe the errant husband over a period of
time to determine true repentance. If he tries to take his family and leave
during this time, he will be excommunicated from the fellowship and
declared an unbeliever (see endnote 8). Lack of progress during the
process will result in the elders moving the husband to the next step of
discipline, which can also lead to excommunication if he reaches the third
and final step. An example would be if the husband started to watch too
much football on TV instead of helping around the house or leading the
family in devotionals. This would be merely replacing one idol for
another idol; and again, what they are after is true “redemption.” The
gospel not only saves us, it must redeem us from the remnant of sin as
well. Hence, redemptive church discipline. In many cases the husband
will be expected to repent from a traditional view of sanctification and
embrace gospel sanctification to be eligible for release (How could he
really be changing without partaking in the gospel-driven life?).

    As a former elder who has experienced the frustration of husbands who
just don't get it, including myself, this is a very attractive scenario.
Husbands either shape up, or you can ship them out. Any sin is game for
redemptive church discipline. It is a sure way of fine tuning the church
body while keeping people in line and looking like a church that means
serious business in regard to the gospel. If you have any sin issues in your
church, it’s not going be an issue for long, the elders have a license to
clean house.

     Furthermore, the word gets out to frustrated wives via “Bible studies”
that there are churches out there that will deal with your husband one way
or the other, unlike churches that turn a blind eye to “sin.” Though I have
no direct knowledge of the latter unlike the above, I strongly suspect that
some wives talk their husbands into going to certain churches for this
reason and the husband follows as a dumb ox being led to the slaughter.
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    There is only one problem with all of this: it's not biblical. If you are
in a reformed church, you need to get on top of what kind of church dis-
cipline is being practiced.

    The bottom line is this: church discipline is for sins of the baser sort,
not silly husbands. Look at the qualifications for elders. The Holy Spirit
assumes that some men in the church will struggle with anger, not ruling
their home well, and even hanging out around the juice longer than they
should. Do you know what that means? It means they can't be elders, it
doesn't mean you place them under church discipline, especially unscrip-
tural church discipline.

     My friend ended her inquisition with this comment: "It has always been
my approach to guard my husband’s honor." Sadly, that attitude is
becoming a lost concept among reformed women. Have we really come
to the point where that is not the first inclination among reformed women,
but rather to find a way to have their husbands brought up on church
discipline? Also, one might wonder if such a concept is even biblical.
Ephesians 5:22-24 makes it clear that husbands enjoy a substantial degree
of authority in their own homes in the same way that Christ is head over
the church. In this same passage, elders are not mentioned anywhere.

    For elders to have biblical premise in regard to this discussion would
require rare, and severe circumstance.
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Gospel-Driven Integration of Church Discipline and
Counseling
______________________________
“Regardless of the chaos and controversy surrounding the revival of
church discipline in reformed circles, getting it right is not the highest
priority. Any ‘sacred’ doctrine that makes reformed a part of what it is,
demands the higher priority. Trashed lives and crushed spirits are the
unfortunate collateral damage in this all important practice of church
discipline and its reformed accreditation.”

    One day I was listening to a  mp3 of a workshop from a pastor’s
conference. Much to my surprise, the counselor teaching the workshop
began to describe how he once considered placing a counselee into the
church discipline process. I guess the counseling wasn't going so well.
This, by no means, is an isolated incident; the integration of formal and
informal counseling into the church discipline process is the newest fad,
primarily among reformed groups. It looks something like this:

    You go to your counseling session and find  two additional persons
there  you weren't expecting to be present. They are the witnesses for the
second step of church discipline. But what happened to the first step?
Well, your counselor has been working with you for some time in regard
to your problem and things aren't getting resolved, so all that counts for
the first step. You then say: "I could see that if we are talking about a real
serious sin."  Maybe, maybe not. Many church leaders now see church
discipline as a tool for dealing with any sin or sin in general. Point in case:
the church leadership that put 256 of their members in the church disci-
pline process for non-attendance. But you say: "Doesn't the Bible say not
to forsake the assembling together of each other?" Yes, it does. The Bible
also says to obey every ordinance of man. Where does one draw the line
here? Should we discipline members who drive over the speed limit?

     let's let the Bible draw the line. But then you say: "I would be done
with that counselor post haste!" Not so fast. If the subject leaves the
church, he/she is leaving the church to flee church discipline. "What if
they, at that time, agree to get serious about the ‘sin?’" If you are not too
confused and surprised to think on your feet to that degree, it would
depend on that churches view of what the process is.
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Many would consider a positive outcome of the counseling, which is now
part of the discipline process, as the determining factor as to when the
"process" ends. You would not be free to leave that church until you were
released from the counseling process.

Counselee's beware, even if you are meeting someone informally for
breakfast to share a struggle in your life, that leader may see counseling
and the first step of church discipline as one and the same. This is one of
the many variables morphing out of redemptive church discipline, a
gospel sanctification distinctive.

    The folly can be seen in the above scenario when you consider the third
step of the discipline process, "tell it to the Church." What if some in the
congregation thought the subject had dealt with the problem but others
didn't? Would you vote on it? What’s next? Are we going to start bringing
the deeply depressed up on church discipline? It wouldn't surprise me.

     Because reformed evangelicals are so anxious to see a rebirth of church
discipline, it seems the mentality is any discipline is good discipline.
Regardless of the chaos and controversy surrounding the revival of
church discipline in reformed circles, getting it right is not the highest
priority. Any “sacred” doctrine that makes reformed a part of what it is,
demands the higher priority. Trashed lives and crushed spirits are the
unfortunate collateral damage in this all important practice of church
discipline and its reformed accreditation.

As I have written before, the Bible is very specific concerning the
purpose and process of church discipline. Christians  now need  to  be
totally aware of a church's discipline policy before they join, and it's
possible implications to formal and informal counseling. As Christians
become more privy to this trend, I believe the shunning of counsel will
follow. Furthermore, continued abuse of church discipline will also lead
to a reluctance by parishioners to submit themselves to church authority
via membership, and unfortunately, one would understand why.
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Should We Ever “Declare” Someone an Unbeliever?
__________________________

     When considering the topic of church discipline, excommunication is
an element that should be examined closely from a biblical perspective.
The only account we have, or cause for an expulsion from the assembly,
is in 1 Corinthians 5:1-13. This is the only passage were expulsion is not
in doubt, and the reason is gross immorality of the sexual kind. Paul
says in no uncertain terms: “Shouldn’t you rather have been filled with
grief and have put out of your fellowship the man who did this?” And,
“Expel the wicked man from among you.” Again, this is the only place
where expulsion is explicitly instructed.

    Also note: in all of the other sins confronted in the letter to the
Corinthians, this is the only place any kind of disciplinary action is
commanded! I think this is a point well worth mentioning. Paul motivates
them throughout the letter to obey because of God’s promise of reward,
loss of reward, judgment, the coming resurrection, etc., but chapter 5 is
the only place where God’s people are commanded to take specific action
to remove a parishioner from the fellowship. I believe this speaks vol-
umes toward an argument that church discipline is reserved for sins of the
baser sort, those “of a kind that does not occur even among pagans.”
Likewise, Jonathan Edwards stating in his Yale commentary that expul-
sion is only for  the “visibly wicked” sin of the “gross” sort,  and “gross
public sin” accompanied by a stiff-necked, unrepentant arrogance
(volume 22, pages 69 and 78).

    Even in this one explicit case where we have a man expelled from the
congregation, Paul does not declare him to be an unbeliever, but rather
assumes the opposite: “When you are assembled in the name of our Lord
Jesus and I am with you in spirit, and the power of our Lord Jesus is
present, hand this man over to Satan, so that the sinful nature may be
destroyed and his spirit saved on the day of the Lord.” Bottom line:
nowhere does the Bible say that a professing believer should ever be
“declared” an unbeliever for any reason; to the contrary, Paul states the
opposite by assuming that the expelled Corinthian was saved. It is also
worth mentioning  that Jesus assumes that the lost sheep that stray from
the flock are in fact part of the flock and should be diligently sought after
(Matt. 18:10-14). Perhaps the idea that we can do this (declare individuals
to be unbelievers) is spawned by the belief that it is the church that
actually does the disciplining when the term its self (“church discipline”)
is a misnomer. In rare circumstance we expel, but it is the Lord that does
the disciplining outside of the church: “What business is it of mine to
judge those outside the church?
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In rare circumstance we expel, but it is the Lord that does the disciplining
outside of the church: “What business is it of mine to judge those outside
the church? Are you not to judge those inside? God will judge those
outside.” There is discipline by the Lord inside and outside of the church
( Hebrews 12:5-11, 1Cor. 11:30), and  self  discipline (1Cor. 11:31-32),
but there is no “church discipline” practiced by elders or the church.

    There is a fellow that is in the business of  accusing the brethren of being
unbelieving. It is the mode of operation practiced by Satan. Though we
cannot find any reference to a duty of the church to “declare” someone an
unbeliever, the Scriptures are replete with examples of Satan doing so. In
fact, God calls him the “accuser of the brethren” (Rev. 12:10). And trust
me, he (Satan) has plenty of reasons to bring the accusations as Paul did
in regard to the Corinthian man, but in contrast, Paul assumed the opposite
was true. We get a good picture of what I am saying in Zechariah 3:1-4;

“Then he showed me Joshua the high priest standing before the angel of
the LORD, and Satan standing at his right side to accuse him. The LORD
said to Satan, ,The LORD rebuke you, Satan! The LORD, who has chosen
Jerusalem, rebuke you! Is not this man a burning stick snatched from the
fire?’ Now Joshua was dressed in filthy clothes as he stood before the
angel. The angel said to those who were standing before him, ‘Take off
his filthy clothes.’ Then he said to Joshua, ‘See, I have taken away your
sin, and I will put rich garments on you.’”

    I might also add that in Matthew 13:24-30, Jesus said the following:

“Jesus told them another parable: ‘The kingdom of heaven is like a man
who sowed good seed in his field. But while everyone was sleeping, his
enemy came and sowed weeds among the wheat, and went away. When
the wheat sprouted and formed heads, then the weeds also appeared. “The
owner’s servants came to him and said, ‘Sir, didn’t you sow good seed in
your field? Where then did the weeds come from?’ ‘An enemy did this,’
he replied. “The servants asked him, ‘Do you want us to go and pull them
up?’ ” ‘No,’ he answered, ‘because while you are pulling the weeds, you
may root up the wheat with them. Let both grow together until the harvest.
At that time I will tell the harvesters: First collect the weeds and tie them
in bundles to be burned; then gather the wheat and bring it into my barn.’
“

    It is clear that the “servants” in this parable are unable to ascertain the
true spiritual standing of anyone in the church. Christ makes it clear that
they could be mistaken. It would follow then that we are in no better
position to “declare” anyone an unbeliever. The whole notion is patently
absurd, unless your Satan.
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Section Seven
Gospel-Driven Hermeneutics
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“What of the Gospel of John?” you ask.
It was written to unbelievers to help
them believe and be saved. But what of
1 John? It was written to believers to
help them to come to an assurance of
their salvation—and it states so. It was
not primarily written to bring people to
faith in Christ. That’s clear. And, as for
Luke/Acts, these books were written to a
Christian that he might know the histori-
cal certainty of what he believed.
~Jay Adams



A  “Biblicist” Answer to a Gospel Centered
Approach to Interpretation
____________________________
    The following excerpt is a typical explanation of gospel centered
hermeneutics, also known as Christocentric and redemptive historical
hermeneutics. The excerpt is from the writings of Robert Brinsmead and
was posted on “Vossed World” (a web blog dedicated to redemptive
historical hermeneutics and New Covenant Theology) to illustrate the
gospel-driven view of Scripture. Sadly, this view of Scripture is very
prevalent among proponents of Gospel Sanctification. Evangelical lead-
ers should demand that many popular teachers of our day either affirm or
reject this view of scripture. Those who affirm it should be dismissed as
valid teachers, regardless of their names.

    My thoughts are prefaced by brackets.

    In our time, living under the law may assume the form of biblicism.
Many suppose that the evangelical faith stands or falls on the matter of
biblical inerrancy meaning that the very letter of Holy Scripture is
without any error in everything it affirms, including theology, history,
ethics, geography, biology and chronology.

[It is not simply the matter of the Bible itself being inerrant, it is a matter
of believing that God has revealed Himself to mankind and had it re-
corded in a book by men as they were moved and guided by the Holy
Spirit (2Peter 1:20,21). Furthermore, since God chose to reveal Himself
in this way, it only stands to reason that He would preserve the meaning
of His word (Matthew 5:18).

Plainly, the Christian faith does stand on what God has revealed about
Himself and all of the implications thereof. Therefore, to a substantial
degree, the Christian faith would stand on the authority and accuracy of
what God has recorded about Himself.

Moreover, not primarily in regard to the things the author mentions
above, but rather what pertains to life and godliness as stated in 2Peter
1:3. This passage says we are granted His power through knowledge of
Him. Let me also take opportunity to set up another point. Peter makes it
clear that the Scriptures are sufficient for two separate things: life and
godliness.
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This is what a so-called biblicist or scripturist believes, not the description
offered above. In addition, a scripturist would not fear following the Bible
for purposes of duplicating godliness and seeking God’s wisdom for life
thinking this would make him (or her) legalistic or followers of the law in
order to obtain salvation and keep it].

The great danger of biblicism is that, instead of being used solely in the
service of the gospel, the Bible becomes a book of rules about many other
issues.

[The author is clearly in error here. Nowhere does it say in the Scriptures
that the Bible is to be used “solely in the service of the gospel.” As a
matter of fact, our verse in 2Peter clearly states the purpose of Scripture:
It’s all we need for life and godliness. Furthermore, 2Timothy 3:16,17
gives additional information regarding the proper use of Scripture:

“All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking,
correcting and training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be
thoroughly equipped for every good work.”

In addition, Matthew chapters 5 thru 7 records the first major instructional
discourse by Christ Himself concerning kingdom living and says little
about the gospel.

Also, so-called biblicist don’t believe the bible is a “book of rules,” they
believe it is what 2Peter and 2Timothy says it is; that’s why I suppose we
could call ourselves “biblicist.” Our ideas about the  “proper use” of
scripture comes from the mouth of God and no other source (“God-
breathed;” 2Timothy 3:16). Certainly, it is our final authority on what the
gospel is and how to present it, but the whole Bible is not about this one
aspect of  knowledge concerning God. If this were the case, the Apostle
Paul failed to make it clear in his writings and certainly failed to make it
clear to Timothy].

    Christians may become enslaved to the Bible just as the Jews became
enslaved to the Torah, their Holy Scripture (John 10:34,35). Just as the
Jews barricaded themselves behind the letter of the Torah to oppose
Jesus, so we may easily barricade ourselves behind the letter of a suppos-
edly inerrant Scripture to oppose the gospel's festival of freedom.

[The Jews hid behind a twisting of scripture, not Scripture itself. And by
the way, it was primarily the Pharisees who did this and not the Jews in
general. They were guilty of twisting the word of God into their traditions:
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“Then some Pharisees and teachers of the law came to Jesus from
Jerusalem and asked, ‘Why do your disciples break the tradition of the
elders? They don't wash their hands before they eat!’ Jesus replied, ‘And
why do you break  the command of God for the sake of your tradition?’
For God said, 'Honor  your father and mother' and 'Anyone who
curses his father or mother must be put to death. But you say that if a
man says to his father or mother, 'Whatever help you might other-
wise have received from me is a gift devoted to God,' he is not to
'honor his father ' with it. Thus you nullify the word of God for the
sake of your tradition. You hypocrites! Isaiah was right when he
prophesied about you: 'These people honor me with their lips, but their
hearts are far from me. They worship me in vain; their teachings are but
rules taught by men’” (Matthew 15:1-9).

Obeying God’s instruction in regard to kingdom living as documented in
the Bible is not an issue of  biblicism. A true biblicist does not twist the
Scriptures into traditions and rules made up by men.

Furthermore, as Christians, it is not our goal to partake in a “festival of
freedom,” It is our goal to please him (2Corinthians 5:9). In the process
it may be festive or it may not be festive (John 21:18-19). Though
freedom in Christ is important to the biblicist, his main goal is to please
Christ and the God-breathed Scriptures are the guide for that endeavor].

    There can be a false faith in the bible. In the proper spiritual sense faith
is an act of real worship which should be rendered solely to the Creator
(John 9:35-38).

[John 9:35-38 is an account of a man who worshipped Christ when He
was here in person. This does not mean that worshipping Christ accord-
ing to what the Bible says in the absence of the physical Christ is
synonymous with bowing down and worshipping a book of stone. The
reading of the word will often incite us to worship Christ in spirit and
truth (John 4:23) for “your word is truth” (John 17:17). In addition,
nowhere does the Bible present a prescription for worshiping Christ as a
person apart from His truth because He is no longer here in physical
form. To the contrary, if we love Him, we will keep His commandments].

    Saving faith is not faith in the Bible (for even the Christ-denying
Pharisees trusted in the Bible John 5:39) but faith in Jesus (Rom. 3:22-
26). Saving faith comes from the word of God: Romans 10:17. So faith
comes from hearing, and hearing by the word of Christ.
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[Faith does come from (faith and belief in) God’s word, and it just so
happens that it is documented in Bibles. Here, the author attempts to
make a distinction between “the word of Christ” and the words written in
the Bible. So, does faith come from the leather and paper of a bible? Of
course not, but it does come from the words written in the Bible when
heard by individuals along with the illumination of the Holy Spirit.

Furthermore, in John 5:39, Jesus is referring to an erroneous assessment
of Scripture, not Scripture itself. Jesus was referring to a twisting and
misuse of Scripture that did not include a proper view of their Messi-
ah. This would seem somewhat obvious, especially in context].

    While Catholics have been particularly susceptible to ecclesiology
-- the worship of the church -- Protestants have been disposed toward
bibliolatry -- the worship of the Bible.

[Making the Bible a light unto our path (Psalm 119:105), is not wor-
shiping what God says apart from who God is. If we love him, we will
keep his commandments (John 14:15).

 The purpose of all Scripture is to bear witness to Christ (John 5:39; 20:31).

[Gospel centered proponents often cite Scriptures like John 5:39 to make
the case that all Scripture is about Christ with the added and supposed
synonym gospel in every verse and contextual meaning. In this verse and
many others like it, Christ is saying that individuals of that time failed to
see His role in making salvation possible as explained and proclaimed in
Scripture. In the mind of a so-called biblicist, His instruction for living a
life pleasing to the Father, and elements of discipleship (Matthew
28:19,20), cannot be excluded or exchanged for a nebulous worship of
Christ’s personhood (whatever exactly that means anyway)].

The Bible in itself is not the Word of God. The Word of God is a person
(John 1:1).

[Regardless, until God speaks, man has no life line to God (John 6:63,
Matthew 4:4). Jesus said we are “sanctified” by truth and that God’s
word is truth [John 17:17]. That truth, and those words are to be found in
what we call the Bible. They are the words of God written and docu-
mented in books by chosen men as they were borne along by the Holy
Spirit Himself.



 The Bible has a word for that: Scripture. Scripture is the recognized
book form of GOD’S BREATH (2 Timothy 3:16). This (Brinsmead’s
thesis) is a witless devaluation of a book written by the Holy Spirit to
fully equip God’ s people for every good work.

I will pause here to ask a question that could be asked because of
hundreds of other Bible verses: If God’s word was only for the purpose
of equipping God’s people for the gospel, why wouldn’t Paul plainly say
that instead of every good work? The gospel is a singular concept; every
good work clearly implies a multiplicity of instruction. If they are all
encompassed within the gospel why wouldn’t Paul plainly state it accord-
ingly?

This particular statement by Brinsmead (“The Bible in itself is not the
Word of God. The Word of God is a person”) should be an acid test for
every pastor of our day. All of those who agree with it should be thrown
out of the ministry in posthaste.]

    Neither does the Bible have life, power or light in itself any more than
did the Jewish Torah. These  attributes may be ascribed to the Bible only
by virtue of its relationship to Him who is Word, Life, Power and Light.
Life is not in the book, as the Pharisees supposed, but only in the Man of
the book (John 5:39).

[Again, we are not merely talking about the “Bible,” 2 Timothy 3:15 calls
it (the Bible) the sacred writings. In fact, the problem with the Pharisees
was not that they saw the power of God in the Bible, it was the exact
opposite, they could not see the power of God because they were in
error concerning the Scriptures (Matthew 22:29, Mark 12:24). Also,
Peter considered the Scriptures  a better testimony than the display of
Christ’s glory and power at the transfiguration (2Peter1:16-20). If Peter
said that the written word is a more sure testimony than the power, life,
light and majesty that he witnessed firsthand concerning Christ at the
transfiguration, what does that say about this author’s attitude toward the
written word? Again, this is another statement by Brinsmead that should
disqualify any pastor or teacher who is in agreement with it.]

    The Bible is therefore to be valued because of its testimony to Jesus
Christ. The Bible is absolutely trustworthy and reliable for the purpose it
was given.
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 [The author here says that the Bible is only valued and reliable when it
speaks of Christ and His gospel. He also says that it was only given for
that purpose. Of course Christ is very central to redemptive history and
the Bible. But yet as anyone would agree, baptism is a very significant
representation of the gospel. Christ Himself says to do so in the name of
the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit (Matthew 28:19). The gospel is just as
much about the other two members of the Trinity as it is Christ. Without
God, there is no election. Without the Holy Spirit, there is no new birth or
sanctification (John ch.3)].

   Christ also said that His word is a teaching manual for discipleship
(Matthew 28:20). Once again, here is another verse of scripture where the
Holy Spirit has opportunity to say all Scripture is about the gospel rather
than, “teaching them to observe everything that I have commanded”].

    It is designed to make us "wise for salvation through faith in Christ
Jesus" (2 Tim. 3:15), not wise on such subjects as science, history and
geography, which it is our responsibility to learn through general revela-
tion.

[The author does not quote the next verse that continues the line of
thought to include other items besides the gospel:

“All Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, rebuking,
correcting and training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be
thoroughly equipped for every good work” (2Timothy 3:16).

So, besides the gospel, it is a God-breathed manual for “training in
righteousness” as well.  Maybe better said: a manual for learning how to
love God (John 14:21, Luke 10:27)].

    That which makes the Bible the Bible is the gospel. That which makes
the Bible the Word of God is its witness to Christ. When the Spirit bears
witness to our hearts of the truth of the Bible, this is an internal witness
concerning the truth of the gospel. We need to be apprehended by the
Spirit, who lives in the gospel, and then judge all things by that Spirit even
the letter of Scripture.

[His explanation of a hermeneutic that makes the written word a person
might be helpful. The above statement clearly exchanges the objective,
written word of God for a nebulous “apprehension of the Spirit who
‘lives’ in the gospel.” This obviously exchanges objective truth for mysti-
cism].
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"...Christian biblicism is no different from Jewish legalism. It is the old
way of the letter, not the new way of the Spirit (Rom. 7:6). Jesus and Paul
declare that apart from the Spirit we cannot understand the truth (John
16:13; I Cor. 2:14). This means that unless we are caught up in the Spirit
of the gospel, we cannot understand or use the Bible correctly. Apart from
the gospel the Bible is letter (gramma), not Spirit (pneuma). "The letter
kills, but the Spirit gives life. Now the Lord is the Spirit, and where the
Spirit of the Lord is, there is freedom" (II Cor. 3:6,17)." -- Robert Brins-
mead.

[The last paragraph of the quote simply says that the Spirit only illumi-
nates the word  when the word is seen through the lens of the gospel. But
this is not what Jesus said  concerning His problem with the legalist
crowd. He said: “You are in error because you do not know the Scrip-
tures.” Once again, why would He not have said: “You are in error
because you do not know the gospel”? Jesus and Paul did not put the
same emphasis on a gospel prism. As a matter of fact, if they had one,
where is it? This is obvious by its conspicuous absence in regard to the
teachings of both Jesus and Paul, especially if it has a preeminence
claimed by gospel centered advocates.

Furthermore, for all practical purposes, the author is saying that using the
Bible for instruction, as well as the other uses Paul communicated to
Timothy, is a use of Scripture apart from the working of the Holy Spirit.
I think the logical conclusion of this speaks for its self. It will lead to
Quietism at best, and antinomianism at worst, and perhaps both].
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Glossary of Gospel Sanctification Terms
_______________________

“Finally, I must deprecate, and I do it in love, the use of uncouth and
new-fangled terms and phrases in teaching sanctification. I plead that
a movement in favor of holiness cannot be advanced by new-coined
phraseology, or by disproportioned and one-sided statements–or by
overstraining and isolating particular texts–or by exalting one truth at
the expense of another– or by allegorizing and accommodating texts,
and squeezing out of them meanings which the Holy Spirit never put in
them”

~ JC Ryle

Apostle's hermeneutic: A supposed pattern of interpretation used by the
apostles that replicates redemptive-historical hermeneutics. However,
despite numerous challenges from various writers, NCT proponents have
never been able to articulate it.

Christian hedonism: Invented by John Piper in 1980. He believes
people are completely driven by their desires. Therefore, change the
desires and you change the person. Piper believes we can only change our
desires by meditating on the gospel as seen in the Bible, with a goal of
making Christ our deepest desire. Therefore, a Christian hedonist is one
who seeks pleasure in God. He also believes that biblical imperatives
only serve to make us dependent on Christ and cherish Him more
(because they show us what Christ has done for us, rather than anything
we are supposed to do) - we are powerless to keep the Law. He cites
Romans 6:17 to make this point, and believes Christians are still
“enslaved” to sin (pages 31, 32, essay, pages 89-98).

Deep repentance: Repenting of idols in the heart which are discovered
by identifying the desires that they (the idols) produce. The idols can be
discovered by asking ourselves “X-Ray questions.” Repenting of the
idols (after we discover them) “empties the heart” which leads to us being
filled with Christ. This is followed by automatic, joyful obedience be-
cause Christ is obeying for us (pages 30, 201).

Good repentance: Repenting of good works, or anything we try to do in
“our own efforts” as opposed to yielding to Christ and allowing Him to
obey for us. Paul Tripp says this will result in “new and surprising fruit.”
Tim Keller teaches that repenting of good works is also necessary for an
authentic conversion.
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Heart theology: The study and theories of how we discover idols in our
heart (essay, pages 145-148).

In-lawed in Christ: The Law is completely fulfilled in Christ because He
obeyed it perfectly. Therefore, we have no need to obey it, nor does it
have any role in sanctification.

Imperative command is grounded in the indicative event: All biblical
imperatives illustrate the work of Christ, not anything God expects us to
do. As Paul Tripp states it: All biblical commands must be seen in their
“gospel context”(essay, pages 82-86).

Imputed active obedience of Christ: Christ's perfect life imputed His
obedience to us so we wouldn't have to obey to be justified in sanctifica-
tion (since there is no difference between the two according to GS
proponents). This is also called monergistic substitutionary sanctification
(see new obedience ).

Intelligent Repentance: Another term for deep repentance.

New Calvinism: The expression of New Covenant Theology (NCT)
and all of its tenets; heart Theology, gospel sanctification, Christian
hedonism, and the redemptive-historical hermeneutic.

New Covenant Theology: Conceived in, or about 1980. The belief that
the New Covenant abrogated all aspects of the Old, including, and
especially, the Law. The New Covenant replaced the Law with a single
“higher law of love”(page 56).

New Legalism: Synergistic sanctification. Any attempt to apply the word
of God “in our own efforts.”

New obedience: The result of deep repentance – Christ obeys for us. We
know that it is not us obeying in “our own efforts” because when it is
Christ obeying through us, the obedience will always be experienced with
a willing, joyful spirit, or Christian hedonism (pages 31,194).

Progressive sanctification: Ongoing justification, which isn't a one time
act, but is continually applied to us as needed. Some advocates of NCT
acknowledge a daily “re-saving.” Paul Tripp says that Christians need a
“daily rescue,” and cites Romans 7: 24 (essay, pages 124-129).

186



Redemptive church discipline: A redemptive process (rather than a
process for resolving conflict between Christians) to eradicate sin in
general. It is often used to convert individuals to monergistic sanctifica-
tion. In many churches, this process has been assimilated into their
counseling programs (essays; pages 159-172).

Redemptive-historical hermeneutics: Invented by the liberal theolo-
gian Johann Philipp in the 17th century and further developed by Geer-
hardus Vos. It makes NCT possible by supplying a prism that will always
yield redemptive concepts from the text (essay, pages 177-183).

Reorientation of the heart: Replacing idols with right desires. This
happens when we repent of idols discovered through interpreting desires,
and replacing them with lofty visions of the gospel and Christ, which
produces godly desire instead of idols which produce evil desires (page
146).

Rich typology: It's so rich, that it doesn't read like typology, but rather
seems to be literal, being so rich. Example; “Israel” doesn't really mean
“Israel,” but is always a reference to Christ. God's word really doesn't
mean “word,” or “Law,” but is also 100% synonymous with “the person
of Christ who personifies the Law.”

What does that look like? If your leaders start using this phraseology,
again, it's a red flag. It's an attempt to eradicate the implication that
Christians are supposed to participate in the verb world. Instead of: “what
should we do?” It's: “what does that look like when Jesus is doing it for
us?”

What did you want? The most utilized interpretive question among the
X-ray questions used to find idols in the heart.

Word pictures: If your pastor starts using this phraseology, it's a red
flag. The insinuation is that the Bible writers were writing a gospel
narrative / novel / story rather than a document containing specific ideas
/ instruction to be drawn from the text by evaluating grammatical con-
struction and historical context.

X-ray Questions: Interpretive questions used to identify idols of the
heart.
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See definitions on
next page.



Gospel Narrative:

It all starts with the Bible being a gospel narrative only. The
belief is that the Spirit only sanctifies through the contemplation
of the personhood of Christ (whatever  that means exactly), or
who He is as a person and His works. For instance, to read the
Bible with the goal of ascertaining instruction, even by Christ,
and applying it to ones life, is an improper use of Scripture
(according to GS), and an endeavor that the Spirit will not honor
because it focuses on our efforts, and not who Christ is, and what
He has done and accomplished for us. To do the prior is to use
the Bible as a “instruction book” and not to gain a deeper
understanding of the finished works of Christ. Therefore, propo-
nents of GS do not believe that spiritual growth is really taking
place in Christian circles where the Scriptures are used for any
other purpose than the Chrstocentric approach.

Belief:

Now we come to one of two elements of justification moving
forward via the gospel narrative. GS believes that the same
gospel leading to justification that saved us, also sanctifies us.
Hence, like justification (salvation), their is only two things we
can do to grow spiritually, believe and repent. The GS doctrine
holds that gazing upon the gospel narrative will lead to more
belief, and belief will always produce proper behavior on its
own, being earmarked by the right desires. We will follow belief
to the bottom of the chart, and then start back at the top with the
second, or other half of the sanctification process according to
GS, repentance.

Law Positive:

Proper use of the Scripture (according to GS) sees the Law as a
description of what Christ has already done for us, fulfilling the
law with His life because we are unable to, even as Christians.
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Therefore, seeing all of the laws Christ has fulfilled for us gives
us a deeper appreciation of who He is and what his works
accomplished for us.

Treasure:

Seeing who Christ is, and all of His works in Scripture, and all
that he has done for us, causes us to treasure Him above all else.
Therefore, it becomes our desire to be whatever He is. GS
believes that we are primarily driven by desire; and in fact,
enslaved by it. Therefore, change the desires, and you change
behavior. Assumes our appreciation of Christ’s greatness and
mercy is all the motivation we need to change our desires.

Repentance:

This is the second part of our limited role in the sanctification
process according to GS. All other activities are a mere natural
flow from the Christ in us. It is not we who live, but Christ who
lives in us (Galations  2:20). Again, like salvation, the same
gospel that saved us, also sanctifies us, and is limited to belief
and repentance, with everything else flowing from Christ who
lives in us.

Response to Circumstances:

God’s purpose in all circumstances (according to GS) is to
reveal idols of the heart so that we can repent of them. How we
respond to circumstances reveals what we desire more than
Christ. The particular idol that caused us to respond in a Christ-
less manner can be identified by asking ourselves interpretive
questions (what did you want? [more than Christ?]). Scripture,
which is (according to GS) a grand gospel story (gospel meta
narrative), can also reveal to us what the heart idol might be by
how other saints responded to the same circumstances in re-
demptive (gospel) history. So, another limited purpose of Scrip-
ture is to help us determine idols of the heart so that we can
repent of them.
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This is done by showing us what other saints in redemptive
history wanted (desired) more than Christ. As you might imag-
ine therefore, how GS effects biblical counseling is profound.
The focus will be on identifying heart idols and their attached
desires, and changing desires of the heart, rather than behavior
through biblical prescriptions born of other approaches to bibli-
cal interpretation. Some would argue: objective (behavior)
verses subjective (heart issues).

Interpretive Questions:

These are merely “desire” questions that can help us determine
what we love more than Christ. The most common one is “What
did you want more than Christ?” Or simply, “What did you
want?” However, the Christian Counseling and Education Foun-
dation has a list of about one-hundred that they call “X-Ray
questions.”

Law Negative:

This is the use of the Law (in Scripture) to drive us to despair by
suggesting that we attempt to uphold the Law by application, and
thereby driving us back to the cross (being impossible to accom-
plish). According to GS, the Law is still a schoolmaster that
drives us to Christ in sanctification, and in the same way that it
does in justification as well; unless, It is seen as being the works
of Christ fulfilled for us (Law Positive). Law Negative has a
purpose in revealing heart idols to us as well; such as, the desire
to be self-dependant (heart idol of pride). Besides, the law has no
use to us anyway (Christians) because it has been fulfilled by
Christ and replaced by the one Law of love (I will not address
this here for lack of room). According to GS advocates, Chris-
tians are only obligated to uphold the singular law of love.
However, both Law Positive and Law Negative have their re-
spective antithetical purposes for being present in the gospel
narrative.
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Idols Revealed by Interpreting Desires:

When the methods under “Repentance” are employed to deter-
mine idols, we can then repent of them, resulting in “Deep
Repentance.”

Deep Repentance:

Also known as “intelligent repentance.” We can eliminate the
idol by repenting of the thing we desired more than Christ, and
replace it with a truth about Christ that we should desire or
treasure  more than anything or anyone. This is also known as
the “reorientation of desires.”  This leads to “New Obedience”

Flesh Realm:

Most GS advocates do not believe that the fight between us and
sin takes place on the battle ground of the “flesh.” They believe
the battle ground is the “heart.” Though they often speak of the
“flesh,” they don’t think it is an inner turf where the real war
takes place. This Theory makes our own efforts a point of
contention in favor of a more passive viewpoint.

 Most GS advocates believe it is a realm that puts pressure on us,
and at any given time, we either yield to the Spirit or yield to the
flesh (a sinful, or worldly realm).

Law Realm:

Since the Law is sometimes said to aggravate sin, some GS
proponents also attribute the Law to being part of the Flesh
Realm.

Spirit Realm:

The other realm that exerts pressure on us. We simply yield to
one or the other.
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New Obedience:

New obedience is the natural result of “Belief” and “Deep
Repentance.” Since belief is the result of seeing the glory of
Christ in the gospel narrative, and causing us to desire and
treasure Him more than other things, new obedience will natu-
rally be accompanied by joy  and experienced as a “mere
natural flow.” Some GS proponents teach that it is actually
Christ obeying for us. This is called the “imputed active obedi-
ence of Christ.” However, more GS advocates believe this than
are willing to admit it.

Addendum: New Desires and Reorientation of Desires:

This is merely what happens automatically when Christ fills the
void of eradicated idols through the only two disciplines of
sanctification according to GS: belief, and deep repentance.
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Endnotes
___________________

1. Throughout Scripture, striving in obedience to the word of God is said
to result in assurance of salvation. Most notably, 2 Peter 1:5-11. This is a
far cry from the prescription for assurance by Jerry Bridges who counsels
us to have assurance via “preaching the gospel to ourselves every day.”

2. Jay Adams, page 41, “Biblical Sonship” Timeless Texts 1999:

“Certainly all of us may frequently look back to the time when we
became sons and rejoice in the fact, but there is no directive to do so for
growth, or even of an example of this practice, in the New Testament.
And surely there is nothing to support the ritual act of repeatedly doing
so as a technique of growth! Something so prominent as the prime
practice in the Sonship movement ought to have a corresponding promi-
nent place in the Bible. The true reminder of the good news about Jesus’
death for our sins is the one that He left for us to observe     the Lord’s
supper (‘Do this in remembrance of Me’). ”

3. Of course, Michael Horton would say that the “word” is the “gospel”
which wouldn’t include imperatives, but only indicatives, being the
gospel. Therefore, as Paul David Tripp also says, the imperatives must be
seen in their “gospel context” which means they are indicative of what
Christ did for us by obeying the law perfectly in our stead. Therefore,
biblical commands are “grounded in the indicative event”; namely, atone-
ment, which not only included the imputation of righteousness, but past,
present, and future active obedience as well.

4. Near the completion of this book it was discovered that Dynamics of
Biblical Change was greatly influenced by Sonship Theology, a doctrine
conceived by David Powlison’s mentor, the late Jack Miller, a former
professor of practical theology at Westminster Theological Seminary. In
fact, it is more than likely that Jack Miller is the father of gospel sanctifi-
cation. However, though DBC is greatly influenced by Sonship Theolo-
gy, there is very little doubt that depth psychology is also mixed in.

5. Jack Miller’s Sonship Theology catalogued several different types or
“species” of heart idols.
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6. At the 1991 NANC national conference, John Bettler, co-founder and
director of CCEF, praised Larry Crabb and his contributions (of insight)
to CCEF, but also bemoaned the fact that Crabb wrote Inside Out.

7. One example is Orval H. Mowrer whose success in helping people is
well documented: “During most of Mowrer's adult life he had no involve-
ment with religion. He recognized that his theories about the importance
of guilt were similar to traditional religious ideas, but he had arrived at his
convictions through a secular process and the religious concepts of guilt
and sin did not at first interest him. Freud, in Mowrer's view, had made a
fatal error in attributing emotional distress to inappropriate guilt. Mowrer
had concluded that mental disorders, including even schizophrenia, were
the result of real, not imagined, guilt.” ~ Wikipedia

8. In the particular case that I know of, the wife was instructed to remain
a member of that church and continue attendance there, even if the
husband left for another church.

9. It is worth mentioning that if the target of the flesh (in its warfare) is
the “law of my mind,” then this must speak of the redeemed part of us and
where we are renewed (Eph 4:23).

10. Powlison failed to mention that the criticism came in the form of a
book that is an apology against Sonship theology. Failure to mention that
put Adams in an anti-gospel light.

    As an aside, Powlison, in the same seminar, criticized “idol hunting”;
but yet, he is the inventor of “x-ray questions”(which he also mentioned
in positive terms without the “x-ray” terminology, but rather something
like “reorienting questions”) which are designed to identify heart idols
(see page 163 of “How People Change”). His mentor, Jack Miller,
developed a complex system of idol hunting that included twenty differ-
ent categories of heart idols (Jack Miller, “Repentance and the 20th
Century Man”CLC 1998).

11. Not exactly. On completion of this book, I discovered that there was
one book published by Jay Adams in 1999 that articulated a like doctrine
by another name; and by all indication, the doctrine that gave birth to
gospel sanctification. However, the book was obscure and is now out of
print, but had it been put in my hands at the time, the lives of many people
would be much different. Also see endnote 2.



12. Gospel sanctification is clearly inundated with postmodern thought.
Throughout “How People Change,” authored by Paul David Tripp and
Timothy Lane, emphasis is placed on Christ’s personhood while bemoan-
ing the dangers of making Him a “cognitive concept” that we apply to
life. The same book also emphasizes the idea that the Bible is written in
narrative form and not meant for instruction. In the book, “The Truth
War,” John MacArthur specifically identifies these elements as postmod-
ern (Pages 12-16).

In Dr. Carol K. Tharp’s review of “Broken Down House,” also written by
Tripp, She makes the following statement:
“In these assertions, Tripp reveals his kinship with the emergent church.”
The emergent church movement is earmarked by postmodern thought.
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Addendum: Is Gospel-Driven Sanctification
Really “Sonship” Theology?
______________________

   Two weeks ago, sitting in my office with my feet propped on a bookcase
and chatting with Susan, I happened to be looking up at my Jay Adams
shelf. Since it had been too long since I'd read any of his material (at least
two weeks), I put my feet down on the floor and began perusing what I
haven't lent to other people; and thinking, “Hmmm, wonder what this is:
'Biblical Sonship.'”

    I always read the preface. So you have the cover, cover page, copyright,
contents, and preface. I was reading the first page of the preface, and in
the third paragraph, when I read the following: “It claims that a person
can change this sad state of affairs by continuing to preach the gospel to
himself and by repenting and believing over and over again. It teaches
that not only justification, but also sanctification, is by faith in the good
news.”

    Barely a hundred words into the book, and I was stunned. That is the
exact same thesis as gospel sanctification, a movement I have been
researching for three years. The movement (gospel sanctification, or
“gospel-driven sanctification”) is huge and its propagators are the who's
who of the evangelical world that they are supposedly trying to save: DA
Carson, Michael Horton, Paul David Tripp, David Powlison, Tim Keller,
John Piper, Al Mohler, Mark Devers, Francis Chan, Jerry Bridges, and
many, many others. The theology is also propagated by several mission-
ary alliances and church planting organizations like the Antioch School
in Ames, Iowa.

    As Jay Adams notes in his book, the Sonship movement was started by
Jack Miller, a former professor of practical theology at Westminster
Seminary who is now deceased. According to other sources, Jack Miller's
epiphany concerning Sonship occurred while he was on an extended trip
in Spain with his family. An article I read by Geoff Thomas in Banner of
Truth was written in 2003, and he mentions the trip to Spain as being
about twenty years prior; so figure 1980, or around that time, for the birth
of Sonship theology.
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    In all of my studies concerning gospel sanctification, I had never heard
of Jack Miller or Sonship theology, but it became clear from the Jay
Adams book that the two theologies are the same thing with the usual
peripheral aberrations from the basic form; and the basic form being, but
not confined to, progressive justification, sanctification by faith alone,
substitutionary monergistic sanctification, and the total depravity of the
saints. There is absolutely no doubt - this doctrine turns orthodoxy
completely upside down while the intestinal fortitude of the rest of the
evangelical community wanes. Apparently, big names like Jerry Bridges
and others are like GM, they're just too big to fail. As one brother wrote
to me: “How dare you criticize DA Carson, one the greatest theological
minds of our day!” Furthermore, as Dr. Peter Masters has noted, it is
interesting that doctrine doesn't matter if you are “gospel-driven” in your
beliefs. For example, Charismatic and emergent church leaders are read-
ily excepted into the new Calvinism clan if they are “gospel-centered.”

    But what came first? Sonship, or gospel sanctification? Did gospel-
driven sanctification come from Sonship? Is Jack Miller the father of new
Calvinism? It's looking that way. Historical precedent for gospel sanctifi-
cation (GS) cannot be found before (approx.)1980. It is the brainchild of
Dr. David Powlison, professor at CCEF, the biblical counseling wing of
Westminster Seminary. GS came out of his “Dynamics of Biblical
Change” curriculum developed and taught by him at Westminster. Two
of his former students articulated the doctrine in the book “How People
Change.” This is made clear by Powlison in the forward he wrote for the
same book. Shortly prior to the book's release, the doctrine's theories were
tested in local churches via a pilot program. In the reformed church I
attended that was part of the pilot program, the curriculum was taught in
a Sunday school class with a limited number of participants.

    “How People Change” articulates a theology that is virtually identical
to Sonship theology. And, it just so happens that David Powlison himself
claims that Jack Miller is his “mentor.” He recently stated this as fact
while teaching a seminar at John Piper's church, and in the midst of
fustigating Jay Adams for criticizing Jack Miller for telling people to
“preach the gospel to themselves everyday”(see endnote 10). I thought
this phrase was originally coined by Jerry Bridges, but Jerry Bridges
attributes the phrase to Jack Miller in the preface of “The Disciplines of
Grace.” Tim Keller, a looming figure in the new Calvinism / gospel-
driven / gospel sanctification movement, was teaching GS under the
“Sonship” nomenclature as late as 2006.
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    On the Puritan Board, a faint cry for help was uttered by a person
writing the following: “ The Sonship theology of Tim Keller has taken a
hold of the church I attend. Am I the only one, or does anyone else have
a problem with this?”

    Furthermore, my research would strongly suggest that the development
of other contemporary theologies like New Covenant Theology, (many
attribute its conception to Westminster Seminary sometime during the
80's or 90's), heart theology (definitely conceived at Westminster during
the 90's), redemptive-historical hermeneutics, and Christian hedonism
(latter conceived by John Piper in the 80's) were primarily driven by the
need to validate Sonship / GS doctrine. Sonship needs the NCT perspec-
tive on the law, the supposed practical application of finding idols in the
heart via heart theology, the perspective of how Sonship is experienced
through Christian hedonism, and more than anything else, an interpretive
redemptive prism supplied by the redemptive-historical hermeneutic.

    But why has gospel sanctification enjoyed freedom from ridicule not
afforded to Sonship? They are, for all practical purposes, the same exact
thing and encompass many of the same teachers. Probably because gospel
sanctification has the word “gospel” in it. In this age of hyper-grace,
people will shy away from any appearance of being against “the gospel.”
I have to believe that the movement has traded the Sonship label, with its
share of bullet holes, for the “gospel-driven” label. Sonship has been
besieged by two works, the book by Jay Adams and a lengthy article by
Van Dixhoorn, a former student at Westminster. Sonship has also been
pelted with its share of the “antinomian” accusation, and rightfully so. In
my second addition of “Another Gospel,” I write the following on page
78:

 “….if the same gospel that saved us also sanctifies us, and Christ said
that we are sanctified by the word; and certainly He did say that as
recorded in John 17:17, then every word in the Bible must be about
justification, or what God has done and not anything we could possibly
do, being a gospel affair. Furthermore, if we are sanctified by the gospel
which is God’s work alone, we may have no more role in spiritual growth
than we did in the gospel that saved us. The Scriptures are clear; no
person is justified by works of the law. Is that not the gospel? Therefore,
when the antinomians speak of obedience, it should be apparent that they
are not speaking of our obedience, even though they allow us to assume
otherwise.”
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At least one book, a lengthy pamphlet, and several articles defend Son-
ship against Adams and Van Dixhoorn, but the theological arguments are
woefully lame. Nevertheless, my point is that gospel sanctification,
though the same thing, is enjoying widespread acceptance throughout the
church without controversy while unifying camps that are theologically
suspect to say the least.

    It is what it is; while mad theological scientist concoct all sorts of new
potions in the lab and send their minions out to commit first-degree
doctrinal felonies in broad daylight, while many who profess to love the
real gospel say nothing. I pray that will change, while thanking God for
those who love the truth more than the acceptance and praises of men.
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Appendix: Gospel-Driven Homework
_________________

    The copy of a homework assignment from a “gospel driven” church
illustrates how deep repentance works (see next page). Supposedly, we
ask ourselves what we wanted more than Christ in any situation that
causes us to respond in a sinful way, or feel bad (CCEF has a list of about
100 “x-ray questions” that can be used as well). The answers to interpre-
tive questions reveal what kind of idol in our heart caused the sinful
response or bad feelings. The repentance from the idol then empties the
heart, and the void is filled with Christ who then empowers us for various
purposes. Supposedly.

    In the homework assignment cited on the next page, the parishioners
are instructed to imagine that they have lost coveted things they love, and
then examine how that makes them feel. Not only does this exercise offer
a technique for removing heart idols, but it also teaches them how to see
their own responses in redemptive history; and thereby practicing a use
of Scripture known as “entering the gospel narrative” by advocates of
gospel-driven sanctification.

Of course, the whole exercise is a violation of Philippians 4:8.

 See next page
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Do your leaders teach Gospel Sanctification?
Are you sure? And why does it matter?

It hides behind orthodox verbiage: the gospel, obedience, justifica-
tion, sanctification, repentance, etc., but what they mean by these
terms is far from orthodox. Its proponents wax eloquent on all the
vertical aspects of Scripture while leaving out the part that contra-
dicts their quietist, let go and let God doctrine. And this being
largely unnoticed as they spoon feed their antinomian doctrine to the
masses, a bite at a time.

Do born-again believers need to be  justified every day? Is the Bible
a mystical narrative that we gaze upon in order to be transformed
with no effort on our part? Does Christ obey the law for us? Is joy
synonymous with saving faith? What about those who believe we
work with God in the sanctification process, do they follow a false
gospel? Is every single verse in the Bible about the gospel? Can we
really analyze our hearts by asking ourselves “x-ray questions”? Is
church discipline an in-house redemptive process that saves us from
every kind of sin? Is the following of biblical instruction an im-
proper use of the Scriptures?

It is a good thing that God created questions, and I hope this book
of essays creates many that teachers of gospel sanctification should
answer. Because, God does not sanctify with error, He only sancti-
fies with truth.

Paul M. Dohse


