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TANC 2016 Conference on Gospel Discernment and Spiritual Tyranny 

Escaping the Protestant Dark Age 

Paul Dohse – Conference Introduction 

 

Welcome to TANC 2016, our fifth annual conference. What do I hope to convey this year in my sessions 

and what will I discuss to convey it? First, I would like to say that Protestantism is a false gospel. While 

such a notion is absurd to Protestants, they can only defend their hopeless faith with what they have been 

told by others. EVERYTHING they know has been told to them by others in Sunday school, church 

services, books, on the radio, and in seminaries where they pay thousands of dollars to learn how to think 

other people's thoughts. 

 

This is a Protestant dark age because their gospel is false, gives no hope, and Protestants really know very 

little about the Bible that matters. They only think they have hope because others tell them they have hope. 

Invariably, when asked to defend their faith, they will automatically begin to verbally regurgitate Protestant 

secondhand information. And when the authority of men equals truth, no absurdity of contradiction, folly of 

ill logic, or vile behavior will shake one's commitment. Only the inner cry for hope and assurance will 

incite one to seek answers when the despair becomes unbearable. 

 

However, one bit of credit must be given to Protestant scholars: they have effectively redefined reality in 

the minds of roughly 800 million people. They have completely rewritten and redefined world philosophy, 

world history, truth in general, and the meaning of words. My sessions will be an overview that will seek to 

set the record straight, and offer some basic alternatives. 

 

But be sure of this: the only way to escape the Protestant Dark Age is the utter rejection of Protestant 

expertism which is little more than a bunch of superstition and traditions of men dressed up in scholarly 

robes, and its replacement with the collective study of Spirit-filled Christians. I not only think this will 

happen, but is in process. I also believe that this collective effort will express itself in a true family setting 

free from the tyranny of religious institutionalism. Authority, control, and impressive infrastructure go hand 

in hand. Salvation is not franchised out by God to men drunk with visions of grandeur; it is a family affair 

that one is born into. 

 

I would like to begin with my testimony. I honestly believe that I was born again in 1983. We can begin 

right here to take back the truth about how people are saved. The new birth itself is non-experiential except 

for the knowledge of it. When a women becomes pregnant she doesn't experience anything, but  a miracle 

has taken place within her. It takes a test to confirm what has happened, but the information, the good news, 

is what brings the joy. The new birth is little different. A miracle takes place within us when we repent; 

when we have a change of mind. When we “believe,” we fulfill a desire within us by choosing a new way. 

Our desire for hope and acting upon the opportunity to seize it infuses us with a new-found love for the 

truth of God's word. Be sure of this: Protestantism denies the biblical definition of the new birth and 

replaces it with salvation by obeying the church elders; anyone who thinks otherwise is misinformed. 

 

A central theme of the Bible is miraculous new birth accordingly. In the lineage of Christ, God brought 

about miraculous conceptions throughout that only He could bring about. This is the process that God 

elected. Salvation is new-birth-centered. We receive the Spirit by believing (Gal 3:2) and seizing upon the 

promises of God (Gen 15:4-6). This results in a new birth articulated in Romans chapter 6, and established 

by Christ as the firstborn of many believers (Col 1:18). 

 

I received this new salvation in power and great joy, and then church happened. That's the first thing you do 

when you get saved right? Join a church. I wanted to do it right, and I meant business so I joined a 

conservative Baptist church. From the beginning, things didn't make sense. I anticipated learning many new 

and wonderful things about the Christian life; what I got instead was hearing about the same gospel that 

saved me week after week after week. This was very perplexing to me and we will look at why this takes 

place, but don't misunderstand, this was only one in hundreds of things that seemed illogical to me. But I 

was practicing my faith among the best of the best, right? These are people of the book, right? Certainly the 

problem had to be me, right? 
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That assumption got me by for several years, and eventually I just learned ways to become comfortable 

with the contradictions. Then, in circa 1999, new leadership took over at our church and they began taking 

the church in a new direction. After taking 16 years to become comfortable with Protestant contradictions 

these guys came in and totally upset the apple cart by adding even more contradictions! Regardless, I even 

lived with that for another seven years. 

 

The new leadership had a particular truism that they were fond of repeating often; a warning against “trying 

to please God in our own efforts.” So, I asked a simple question: “Should we not make any effort to please 

God?” If they would have simply answered, “no,” sure, that would have blatantly contradicted 2Corinthians 

5:9, but what else is new in the Protestant church? Really, I think I would have just gone on with life and 

Protestant business as usual. But instead they answered, “Yes! Absolutely! You should make every effort to 

God please God! Just not in your own effort!” 

 

In Sunday school, my follow-up question was, “So, ok, how do we know when we are pleasing God in our 

own effort or not pleasing God in our own effort, and how exactly do we make an effort to please God that 

isn't our own effort?” The Sunday school teacher couldn't answer the question, and at that point, something 

snapped. Apparently, they ran of contradictions to answer their contradictions and for some reason I found 

that totally unexceptionable. 

 

Eventually, and unbelievably, what became known as “Paul's question” caused a major controversy in the 

church. At some point, all of the adult Sunday school classes were combined into one and the senior pastor 

was called in to “put the question to rest.” It didn't go well. That's when I was approached by two elders and 

told that I was no longer allowed to ask questions in Sunday school; not because the elders were unable to 

answer what became known as “The Question,” but because someone in the church expressed “concern 

about your tone.” That's when I confronted the two elders about not sending this person to me alone per 

Matthew 18:15-20. They replied by saying the person was “not offended per se, but merely concerned.” 

 

That is, if there ever was such a person, but nevertheless, this is indicative of Protestant elders playing by 

their own rules. A literal application of the Bible only applies to the spiritual peasantry—not them. But at 

any rate, this began a full court press by the elders against me, and the beginning of my journey; enough 

was enough, I was going to figure out once and for all what is going on with church. 

 

Through hours and hours of study and research, I concluded that the elders were teaching that Christians 

are sanctified by perpetually returning to the same gospel that saved us. Unable to find a name for it 

anywhere from other sources, I dubbed it “Gospel Sanctification” in 2007. When I asked an elder if that 

was what they were advocating, he replied: “I have a problem with you drawing conclusions about us from 

information you are getting on the internet.” For some reason, that was a reason not to answer the question. 

I later discovered that the application of Gospel Sanctification is gospel contemplationism. 

 

In 2010, I was contacted by Donn Arms, the director of Nouthetic.org. This organization promotes the 

teachings of Dr. Jay Adams who is known as the father of the contemporary biblical counseling movement. 

He was drawn to a blog I began in 2009 that focused on Gospel Sanctification, paulspassingthoughts.com. 

through a Google flag. For something like ten years, Jay Adams had suffered persecution via a movement 

that had grown out of the biblical counseling movement known as “second generation biblical counseling.” 

They were trying to figure out what was behind their problem with Dr. Adams, and what I was writing on 

paulspassingthoughts.com seemed to connect the dots they hadn't been able to connect prior to finding my 

blog. In the process of communicating with Donn Arms and Jay Adams, I found out that Gospel 

Sanctification was a movement that had been active for some time, and they also adopted the Gospel 

Sanctification label. 

 

That same year (2010), I published a book about Gospel Sanctification titled “Another Gospel.” Also in 

that same year, I was invited by Jay Adams to write a book review for his (The) Journal of Modern 

Ministry. The article I wrote was published in the journal with Donn Arms' name as the author because the 

publishing board would not allow my name to be published in the journal. The article was a book review on 

Paul David Tripp's How People Change published by Punch Press in 2006. Arms concluded the edited 
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version of my article by, in essence, asking, Are these guys saying that Jesus obeys for us? Well, the answer 

to that question is “yes” with the larger problem being the following: what is really being asked is, “Does 

Jesus love for us?” And according to authentic Protestantism the answer to that question is, “yes,” and the 

official doctrine is Christ for us or Christ 100% for us. That is, Christ for us in justification as well as 

sanctification. 

 

Meanwhile, our ministry caught up to the fact that the Gospel Sanctification crowd was really the same 

thing that was dubbed “New Calvinism” in 2008 via Collin Hanson's book, Young, Restless, Reformed: A 

Journalist's Journey with the New Calvinists. What was also found out is the Gospel Sanctification 

movement was previously manifested in the Biblical Sonship movement which was effectively eliminate by 

Jay Adams and other Presbyterian scholars by circa 2000. When I passed this information on to Adams, he 

sent me two copies of a book he published in 1999 that was an expose against Sonship. New Calvinism, 

Gospel Sanctification, and Sonship are all the same movement expressed over time. 

 

In 2011, I published the first detailed contemporary history of the New Calvinist movement. The father of 

the movement was a Seventh Day Adventist theologian named Robert Brinsmead which to say the least 

was pretty scandalous. The book also detailed the doctrinal anomalies of New Calvinism. The book 

received very positive reviews from several Reformed camps. At that time, it was the only answer to what 

the Reformed referred to as the “hyper grace movement.” Also at that time, a Calvinist civil war was at its 

peak; the Old Calvinists against the New Calvinists. Books and articles began to be published against New 

Calvinism that cited my 2011 publication. It would be fair to say that I was well on my way to becoming a 

Reformed darling among the Old Calvinists. Our first conference in 2012 was a joint effort between us and 

two Calvinist pastors. In 2011, Susan and I actually spent our honeymoon as guests at the Adams Nouthetic 

.org compound in South Carolina. At that time they were headquartered in the same complex that the 

famous evangelist Oliver Greene operated from and broadcasted his Gospel Hour radio program. 

 

Then I met author John Immel. We met for dinner one night to discuss New Calvinism. After hearing my 

assessment of New Calvinism, he strongly encouraged me to read the Calvin Institutes which I did often 

while settling in with Susan for the night. One night I suddenly sat up and exclaimed, “Oh my! I can't 

believe it! There it is! The same gospel that saves us also sanctifies us! Actually, this goes even further; we 

supposedly need the same gospel to progress our salvation forward.” I actually turned the book over and 

made sure I was really reading the Calvin Institutes. Old Calvinism is New Calvinism. But how did Old 

Calvinists come to not really know what Calvinism is, and the true Reformation gospel in particular. That is 

one of the subjects of my sessions. I can answer that question, and I intend to. 

 

My sessions are going to be a historical overview of church doctrine from the deception in the garden to the 

book of Revelation. It is a historical doctrinal overview that explains how we have come to where we are at 

and where we should go from here. 

 

As a born again Christian coping with confusion and lack of assurance, I resigned myself to the reality that 

first century Christianity is a pipe dream. That is where I would still be today if tyrants were able to let well 

enough alone, but they can't; their control lust will not let them. Even as a Protestant who held to Reformed 

Light which is half of the gospel albeit correct, there was no way to not doubt everything I did for God. 

Sure, like the confused Protestants that emerged between circa 1770 and 1970, I believed that Christ died 

for my sins and sanctification was a colaboring with the Spirit, and justification was a finished work with 

sanctification being separate and progressive, but my misunderstanding of the new birth allowed for only 

one law—the one that condemns.   

 

Therefore, how could I really know for certain that my acts of love were not really attempts to justify 

myself before God? Answer: the Protestant cannot know because they are still under law yet supposedly 

safe because they are also under grace. Not so; a person is either one or the other (Rom 6:14). The half- 

pregnant Protestantism of the post American Revolution era had the separation of justification and 

sanctification right, but its misunderstanding of the relationship of law to new birth made grace a covering 

for the law, not an ending of it. They remained under law, and frankly, still are. This is significantly 

reflected in Covenant Theology to name a few. This is also reflected in this whole idea that justification is a 

“forensic (legal) declaration.” No, no, no. There is no law in justification to make it a legal declaration and 
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it’s not a declaration it’s a state of being.  

 

Under grace is not a double substitution for the penalty of sin and our works. Under grace doesn’t sanctify 

justification. Under grace is not a progression of justification. Under grace is not a covering for sin’s 

condemnation.  

 

So, the writing of paulspassingthoughts.com, Another Gospel, and The Truth About New Calvinism mark 

the progression of a journey. Now I conclude my testimony with another leg of the journey. My blog 

reflects the overall progression of the journey, but in the beginning it was a commentary on symptoms of a 

bigger problem. Admittedly, I really didn’t have a grip on what the problem is and knew that. Another 

Gospel was the documenting of evangelical contradictions as set against the plain sense of Scripture. It also 

showed the differences between full-blown Protestantism and half pregnant Protestantism. At this time I 

was still a half-pregnant Protestant under one law; ie., a single perspective on sin and a single perspective 

on law.  

 

So, I embarked on a study of the book of Romans with certain interpretive rules in mind. One, forget 

everything I had ever been taught in the church and just let the words in the book say what they plainly say. 

Second, use what is plainly understood as building blocks that build truth. So, if a puzzle is a picture of 

truth, the pieces that fit together determine how much of the truth can be seen by the one’s studying to show 

themselves approved of God. When something is objectively understood as definitive truth, lay that aside 

as a piece of the puzzle that other truth will fit into. Or, using a building example, these are foundational 

blocks that other truth will be built on. When something in the book is plainly understood, lay that aside as 

a building block. When something is not understood, lay it aside as a piece of the puzzle that will fit at a 

later date.  

 

As I carefully read the book of Romans with these interpretive principles in mind, I encountered the first 

building block that radically changed my life. Romans 4:15 read, “For the law brings wrath, but where 

there is no law there is no transgression.” No law? How can there be no law? I laid that aside as a building 

block. In some respect, there was no law. This was objective. This was a definitive fact. Then I came to 

Romans 5:13; “for sin indeed was in the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there 

is no law.” There it was again, “no law.” How can there be no law? But wait a minute, if there is no law, I 

cannot be condemned on any wise. When I face God, He has no law in which to convict me or condemn 

me. I found that comforting; this whole idea that there is no law to indict me—it’s gone. I rather liked that 

idea, but I still didn’t understand the full implications, and how it fits with other truth concerning the 

gospel.  

 

Then I came upon Romans 7:8; “But sin, seizing an opportunity through the commandment, produced in 

me all kinds of covetousness. For apart from the law, sin lies dead.” There is no law, and therefore sin is 

dead. There it is again. First Romans 4:15, then 5:13, then 7:8, then Romans 10:4; “For Christ is the end of 

the law for righteousness to everyone who believes.”  

 

Certainly Christ died to pay the penalty for us. Certainly He was a substitution for the penalty of sin we 

deserved. But for the first time in my Christian life I realized that he didn’t go to the cross to cover our sin, 

he went to the cross to end our sin by ending the law. It then occurred to me how blatant Protestant error is: 

while proclaiming a justification by faith alone, it is yet not a justification APART from the law. The 

elementary principle of the error is stunning; Protestant justification is based on the law and is therefore 

justification by the law. In contrast, there is NO law in justification. The law is the basis or standard for 

Protestant justification. This is obviously justification by the law which the apostle Paul continually railed 

against. Where there is law; there sin yet remains. This makes Christ a covering for sin, not an ending of it. 

This is why we hear leading evangelicals like Phil Johnson constantly refer to the “righteous demands of 

the law.” If anyone is yet under the demands of the law, they are yet under law and not under grace. 

Meanwhile, Paul states that the law cannot “demand” anything of us: 

 

“Now we know that whatever the law says it speaks to those who are under the law.”  

 

The law has nothing to say to us, much less the jurisdiction to demand anything from us. If Christ kept the 
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law for us or continues to keep the law for us, He is fulfilling the demands of the law in our stead, but the 

law cannot demand anything of the Christian to begin with. Furthermore, I later fell on Romans 8:2 and its 

context.  

 

“1There is therefore now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus. 2For the law of the Spirit of 

life has set you free in Christ Jesus from the law of sin and death. 3For God has done what the law, 

weakened by the flesh, could not do. By sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, he 

condemned sin in the flesh, 4in order that the righteous requirement of the law might be fulfilled in us, who 

walk not according to the flesh but according to the Spirit. 5For those who live according to the flesh set 

their minds on the things of the flesh, but those who live according to the Spirit set their minds on the 

things of the Spirit. 6For to set the mind on the flesh is death, but to set the mind on the Spirit is life and 

peace. 7For the mind that is set on the flesh is hostile to God, for it does not submit to God’s law; indeed, it 

cannot. 8Those who are in the flesh cannot please God.” 

 

There is nothing mystical here if you just let the words say what they say and interpret them in context of 

the previous chapter. Both laws here are the law of God. You can’t make one of these laws the written law 

of God and make the other law in Romans 8:2 something else; like for example, a Spirit realm. The law 

written about in chapter 7 is clearly the same law we have here. This is where Biblicism teaches the proper 

relationship of the law to the new birth. Those under law are under the condemnation of the law. But Christ 

died on the cross to end that law. Christ went to the cross to die and to be resurrected by the Spirit in order 

to be the firstborn of many by the baptism of the Holy Spirit. When we receive the Spirit by faith, it is 

because we have been baptized by Him. Jesus’ baptism fulfilled all righteousness as pictured in His water 

baptism by John the Baptist. We literally die with Christ, and are literally resurrected with Him to new life. 

The law’s condemnation no longer has jurisdiction over us, and we now are free to serve the law of the 

Spirit which is the same law. If Jesus has to keep it for us, obviously we are not free to serve it (Rom 7:4-

6). Now there is only love with NO fear of condemnation.  

 

At that point in my journey, I knew that Protestantism is a false gospel for this very elementary reason: its 

standard for righteousness is the law. This was a building block that I knew to be true and would lead to 

more truth. In other words, objective building blocks of truth lead us to more truth. What we know 

objectively is the catalyst for more truth. But, when people asked what the standard or basis for 

righteousness therefor is if not the law, at that time, I honestly didn’t know—I just knew it wasn’t the law. 

However, the answer to that question was always right under my nose: the standard for 

justification/righteousness is the new birth.  

 

1John 3:1- Behold, what manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be called the 

sons of God: therefore the world knoweth us not, because it knew him not. 2Beloved, now are we the sons 

of God, and it doth not yet appear what we shall be: but we know that, when he shall appear, we shall be 

like him; for we shall see him as he is. 3And every man that hath this hope in him purifieth himself, even as 

he is pure. 4Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth also the law: for sin is the transgression of the law. 

5And ye know that he was manifested to take away our sins; and in him is no sin. 6Whosoever abideth in 

him sinneth not: whosoever sinneth hath not seen him, neither known him. 7Little children, let no man 

deceive you: he that doeth righteousness is righteous, even as he is righteous. 8He that committeth sin is of 

the devil; for the devil sinneth from the beginning. For this purpose the Son of God was manifested, that he 

might destroy the works of the devil. 9Whosoever is born of God doth not commit sin; for his seed 

remaineth in him: and he cannot sin, because he is born of God. 10In this the children of God are manifest, 

and the children of the devil: whosoever doeth not righteousness is not of God, neither he that loveth not 

his brother (KJV).  

 

The standard for righteousness is being born of God. If the law is the standard, if we are under the righteous 

demands of the law, the law is an additional offspring (seed) that can give life, but there is only ONE seed 

(see Galatians chapter 3). If the standard for righteousness is the law, then salvation is not by promise, but 

by law (also Galatians 3). If Christ lived to be a substitute for our law-keeping because we are still under it, 

then he is also a substitute for our love of God and others. We, therefore, are unable to fulfill the law in 

order to love God and others (Rom 8:4,7,8). In addition, this is far from a matter of mere semantics; if 

Christ is a double imputation that includes active love, His propitiation for sin must be continually 



 

 

6 

reapplied to keep us saved. This is a practice that is strictly forbidden in Scripture and the case articulated 

in the book of Hebrews. This idea that though Christ’s death only occurred once, its efficacy must be 

perpetually reapplied for the forgiveness of “present sin.” In fact, this is the very purpose of what Protestant 

scholars call “the means of grace” which include baptism, the Lord’s Table, church membership, alter calls, 

deep repentance, marriage, and the hearing of elder preaching. This is no different than the Catholic 

sacraments and represented by the idea that Christ died for our past sin, present sin, and future sin. 

Obviously, if Christians have present sin, they yet remain under sin and need a reapplication of Christ’s 

death that can only be found in the institutional church. This is the cardinal point of our contention.  

 

This is how I know that my motives are pure when I love God and others according to His law: if there is 

no law to obey for justification, any attempt to do so is fruitless and without cause or motive. The only 

motive left is love if you properly understand the new birth. I am justified by the new birth and the one 

seed, not by the law-keeping of another. Jesus came to be the first born among many, not a perfect law-

keeper. Jesus’ perfect law-keeping gave no one life because there is no life in the law. All sin is imputed to 

the law, and Jesus therefore came to end it.  

 

In all of this we are still examining symptoms. Sure, Protestant bad fruit flows from a false gospel. What is 

wrong with church? Church is wrong with church. It’s an institution of man’s supposed authority over 

God’s salvation, not an expression of His family in the “household of faith.” So, how did we get here? 

That’s the subject of my other sessions. It is a plenary alternative worldview in contrast to Protestant 

orthodoxy. This you can be sure of: if Protestants don’t have salvation right, they don’t have the nature of 

man right or a proper grasp of his existence. Please judge my thesis by your own God-given reason, not the 

thoughts of other men. They will not stand in your stead when you face Christ…you will stand there alone 

to give an account of the gifts granted to you.  

 

And lastly, if you are a pastor in the institutional church listening to this, would I want you to leave your 

vocation and start a home fellowship? Probably. But if that would seem too radical for you, I have a 

perspective that allows you to at least teach the truth to your congregants. If you must be paid, very well, at 

least set the people free who are paying you.  

 

Stop fooling yourself; the Spirit only uses truth to sanctify (John 17:17). 

 

Paul Dohse: TANC 2016.  

 

 

 

       

 

       

 

                  

 

 

 

 

 

               

  


