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(6) FIGHT OR FAKE?

This section may, to some people, seem a parenthesis, but theissue it dealswith isonewhich is
vita to the meaning of thiswhole book. The problem arises because there are Chrigtians whose
views amount to a bdlief that everything which happensis God's direct will and the whole
conflict is therefore afake. Their views may be expressed in various ways, but the basic ideaiis
the same. They may, for example, say that men are responsible for breaking God's
commandments but that nevertheless whatever men do is Hiswill being enacted. They may say
that Satan's revolt and the ensuing 'conflict’ are part of God's will and design. Some would even
go asfar asto say that God ddiberately ordains dl the suffering and sorrow in the world. They
would reject the point made sowell by C. S. Lewis. that suffering is the price which had to be
paid for freedom and love to exist at al.?

Were we to find any support in Scripture for such teachings on God's 'sovereign will' then what
issad in this book would have to be consderably modified. It is necessary, therefore, to
examine what exactly the Bible says on these matters. Is God's will always done?

In the New Testament there are only two Greek roots from which come the words for God's will
and God's plan. Oneroot is thelo, which means wish, will or desire; the second root is boulomai
from which come such words as councillor (bouleutes; Mark 15.43; Luke 23.50); taking advice
(bouleuomai; Luke 14.31); and plan or wish or would (boule and boulema; Luke 23.51; Acts
5.38; 27.42-3,

17.20 etc.). The Bible makes it abundantly clear that both God's will and God's plan can be
opposed and rgected by men. Let us take the words in turn and examine Scripturd use of them.

GOD'SPLAN REJECTED (Greek root: boulomai)
We discover that an individud can rgect God's plan for him:

Luke 7.30: But the Pharisees and the lawyers rgjected for themselves the counsd (boule) of God,
being not baptised of him.

Mere human beings, of course, could not thwart God's ultimate plan for the world, but they both
can and do thwart His plan that they, asindividuas, should have apart in it. The Pharisees could
not prevent God's ultimate plan achieving its end. The New Heaven and New Earth will come,
whether they want it or not. In this sense we may well cry 'Hallelujah, the Lord our God, the
Almighty, reigneth.® But what they can do isto personally opt out of the new creation to come.
God ordains that the new heaven and earth will come, He does not ordain which particular
individuas will accept His planfor themto haveapart iniit.

How, then, are we to take verses like: "My counsal shal stand, | will do my good pleasure? If
we were to take them to mean that every detail of God's plan was dways enacted then they
would flatly contradict Luke 7.30. We must, therefore, take them to refer to the broad outlines of
what will be accomplished - not to details about what part each individud will play init. There



seems to be no other way to interpret Scripture consstently.

We must now look briefly at a passage containing the root boulomai, over which there has
sometimes been misunderstanding. It is Ephesians 1.9-12.... having made known unto us the
mystery of hiswill, according to his good pleasure which he purposed in him unto a dispensation
of the fullness of the times, to sum up al thingsin Chrig, the thingsin the heavens, and the
things upon the earth; in him, | say, in whom aso we were made a heritage, having been
foreordained according to the purpose of him who works al things after the counsdl (boulen) of
hiswill (thelematos) to the end that we should be...

This has sometimes been thought to be saying that absolutely al events are directly determined
by God's will. We must, therefore, examine it carefully.

Let uslook first a the word in this passage rendered as 'works in the R.V. It comes from the root
energeo, which we may keegp in mind by representing it with the little used English word ‘ener-
gize. Its generd sense may beillusirated by James 5.16: "The energizing prayer of arighteous
man avails much." It does not convey an impression of irresstible directive power, but rather one
of gimulation. Thereis, in fact, more than one source of such energizing; compare the following:

0] 'l dso labour, struggling according to the energizing of Him who energizesinmein
power . . ." (Paul in Colossians 1.29)

(i) "The lawlessone . . . whose coming is according to the energizing of Satan, with all
power . .." (2 Thessalonians 2.9; see dso 2.7).

The same teaching is found in Ephesars:

() ". . . the purpose of the One who energizes dl things after the counsd of Hiswill . . and
what the exceeding grestness of His power to us-ward who believe, according to the
energizing of the strength of His might, which He energized in Chrigt . . . | was made a
minister, according to the gift of that grace of God which was given me according to the
energizing of His power according to the power that energizesinus. . .' (Ephesans 1.11,
19-20; 3.7,20)

(i) ... dns, inwhich in time past you walked according to the course of thisworld,
according to the prince of the power of the air, of the spirit who now energizes in the sons
of disobedience; ." Ephesans 2.1-2).

Both God and Satan are energizing, and Christians must turn on to the right energy. Thus Paul
says. "Work out your own salvation with fear and trembling for God is energizing in you both to
will and to energize for His good pleasure.® God energizes in us, but we oursdves must plug in
to the energy in order to work out our own salvaging process.

The connotations of ‘energizing' in Ephesians 1.11 are not, perhaps, adequately conveyed to us
by trandations likethe R.S.V.



‘who accomplishes dl things according to the counsd of hiswill'. We must, therefore, bear this
in mind as we think further about the verse.

The second thing we must consider in Ephesians 1.11 iswhat the phrase 'dl things refersto. In
verse 10 Paul refersto the 'dl things (ta panta) which are to be headed up in Christ. He next
clarifieswhat these things are (things in the heavens and on the earth). He then refers (in verse
11) to God energizing in the 'dl things (ta panta). Surely we must suppose that the 'al things
God energizes are the same as the 'dl things to be headed up in Chrigt? It does not mean 'dl
events or 'dl that happens but 'al creation’. The thought is Smilar to that in Colossans 1.16-20
where we find thet the 'dl things were created and consist in Chrig, that Chrigt will have
preeminence in them, and that dl things will be reconcdiled in Him. Eventudly the 'dl things will
be reconciled and headed up in Chrit, but in the meantime God ener gizes them according to His
plan - presumably moving them in this direction. Thisiswhat Ephesans 1.11 seems to mean.
Thereis certainly no reference to God determining al events, and no indication that everyone
acts according to His plans®

Thereis, then, no inconsistency between Ephesians 1.11 and the clear teaching of Luke 7.30 that
anindividua may rgect God's plan for him. While God's plans for the universe will certainly
succeed, an individua may none the lessrgect God's plans for the part he himsdlf will play in
this.

Anindividua can rgect God's good plans for him; but does God ever ddiberately plan that a
person should be lost? We know, of course, that Chrigt isthe propitiation not only for our Sins,
but for those of the whole world.” We know that God does not delight in the death of the wicked
but would rather he repented.® It will not surprise us therefore, to find Peter saying of God's plan:
The Lord is not dack concerning his promise, as some count dackness; but is long- suffering to
you-ward, not wishing (boulomai) that any should perish, but that al should cometo
repentance.’

God's plan does not specify that particular individuas should perigh; if aman perishesit will be
because he has rgjected God's plan for him.

GOD'SWILL DEFIED (Greek root: thelo)

We dso find that God's will can be, and is, defied by man. Thus we read

@ Matthew 23.37; Luke 13.34: How often would | have gathered your children together,
even as a hen gathers her chickens under her wings and you would not!

(b) Matthew 12.50; Mark 3.35: For whosoever shdl do the will of my Father whichisin
heaven, he is my brother, and Sster, and mother.

(© Matthew 7.21: Not everyone that says unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom
of heaven; but he that does the will of my Father which isin heaven.



(d) John 7.17: If any man willsto do hiswill, he shdl know of the teaching, whether it be of
God, or whether | speak from myself.

(e 1 John 2.17: And the world passes away, and the lust thereof; but he that does the will of
God abides for ever.

From these verses we can see that not al men do God's will. If everyone were acting according
to God's will then presumably they would dl live for ever and enter God's kingdom; this would
amount to universaism which we know to be unscriptura. Thus we must conclude that men can
and do refuse to do God's will.

Not only unbelievers but dso Chrigtians may, on occasion, reject the will of God aswell asHis
commandments.

@ 1 Thessdlonians 4.3: For thisisthe will of God, even your sanctification, that you abstain
from fornication. (see aso 1 Peter 2.15; Hebrews 10.36).

()] 1 Thessdonians 5.17-19: pray without ceasng; in everything give thanks: for thisisthe
will of God in Chrigt Jesus to you-ward. Quench not the spirit...

Chrigtians do sometimes quench the Spirit. Some men actualy fight againgt the Spirit. God, who
willsthat all men should he saved, and come to the knowledge of the truth, '° sends His Spirit to
convict their hearts'* but they reject His plan for them,'? and resist the Spirit's urgings to repen.
Scripture says of them:

(h) Acts 7.51: You stiffnecked people and uncircumcised in heart and ears, you do dways
resst the Holy Ghogt: as your fathers did, so do you.

But can they continue to resist the Spirit, or does there come a time when they have no choice
but to repent? Let us note that those accused here by Stephen of ‘resisting the Holy Spirit,
athough ‘cut to the heart', promptly murdered him. History shows, moreover, that many of this
council stayed unrepentant dl their lives. Their resstance to the Holy Spirit and rejection of
God's plan for themselves was a permanent thing.

It is clear, therefore, that whichever word for ‘will' or 'plan’ we consider, there are Scriptures
showing that God's will can be, and is, defied by man.*® Thereis nothing in Scripture to suggest
that there is some kind of 'will' or ‘plan’ of God which isinviolable.

Some Chrigtian writers seem to have been unable to accept this, and have therefore found
themsdlves facing a difficult problem. If, asthey believe, everything which hgppensis God's

will, then the unrepentance and perishing of the wicked must aso be God'swill. Yet God
Himsdf saysit isnot Hiswill - so how can they reconcile this? 14 The most obvious approach is
for them to try to distinguish the two different senses of the word ‘will'. Consider the following
passage from awel known commentary on Romans:

It istrue. God would not men should perish as touching His signified will, for He offered



unto man alaw, promises, threatenings, and counsels, which things, if he had embraced,
he had surely lived. But, if we have respect unto that mighty and effectua will, doubtless
we cannot deny, but God would have men to perish.’

The phrase 'sgnified will' presumably means here 'will-as-reveal ed-to-man', and the phrase
‘effectud will' means'will-as-carried-into-effect’. The argument in this passage, therefore, is thet
versss like 'God is not willing that any should perish’ show us God's 'will-as-reveal ed-to-man'
but the fact that many do perish shows us God's 'will-as-carried-into-eflect’. We are thus
presented with a supposed 'sgnified will' which is the complete opposite of His supposed
‘effectud will'. His'sgnified will" is that He ‘would not men should perigh’; His 'effectud will' is
that He 'would have men to perish’. Now as far as we can see there would be only two
posshilitiesif this view were correct. One would be that God is lying, and He tells us (or
'sgnifies) that He wants to save everyone but in fact has no such wish. The other would be that
God redlly does at the same time actively want to save them and not to save them. In short, either
God would be adeceiver or He would be a God of contradiction and chaos. Neither of these
conclusions would be acceptable to any Christian, but there would seem to be no other
posshilities if the commentary we quoted were correct. But isthere, in fact, the dightest basisin
Scripturd language for diginguishing in this manner between a'sgnified’ and an 'effectud’ will?
We can discover nothing in Scripture which shows that God has an 'effectud’ or any other kind
of will that men should stay unrepentant and so perish. If oneis prepared to abandon any
presupposition that God's will is dways done, and accept the smple Bible teaching that aman
perishes because he rgjects God's plan for him and does not do the Father's will, then the whole
elaborate gpparatus of 'sgnified and 'effectua’ wills*> becomes unnecessary.

At this point it might be helpful to mention arather different digtinction of two types or aspects
of thewill of God. Thisis that which distinguishes His 'permissive will' and His ‘active will'. It is
often said, for example, that it is only God's ‘permissive will' that people should suffer. Could
this distinction be gpplied to the present problem? Could we say that it is only God's permissve
will that men should perish, but His active will to save them? It is difficult to comment on this
suggestion, for it isnot clear exactly what it means. If we spesk of God's permissve will then He
is presumably permitting something. What exactly isit? Isit that He permits men to continue on
the road to hdl when He could transfer them to the road to life? Is it rather that He permits them
to choose which road they want, and permitsthat choice to sand? Or isit that He permits the
world to carry on when He could annihilate it? Thefirgt of these interpretations would again be
contradicted by God's repested statements that He does not want people to perish. One of the
other two versons might be better, but one could wish for a clearer statement of wheat exactly is
meant.

Let us, therefore, consider whether the Scriptures themsalves give a hint of two aspectsto God's
will - and if so what they are. We know that one clear aspect of God's will is His unwillingness
that any should perish and desire thet al men everywhere should repent and cometo a
knowledge of the truth. Is there another aspect? A good clue may be found in the moving words
of Psalm 32. David begins by saying: Blessed is he whose transgresson is forgiven, whose sin is
covered ...l sad, | will confess my transgressons unto the Lord; and you forgave the iniquity of
my sn .. TheLord repliesin verse 8: | will ingtruct you and teach you in the way which you
ghdl go: | will counsdl you with my eye upon you. Be you not as the horse, or asthe mule, which



have no understanding: whose trappings must be bit and bridie to hold them in, Else they will not
come near unto youl.

Why did God dlow David to sin and then forgive him when he confessed it? Why not Smply
gop David from dnning in the first place? Was is God's permissve will to dlow him to Sn?
Well, in asense, yes. But the reason was that God does not want mule-like servants who have to
be forced to obey Him dl the time. He wants those who will fredy™® accept Hisinstruction and
counsdl. He wants relationships of mutud affection and love, not those based on some kind of
force. God could bridle the unbdlievers, tinker with their wills and hearts and turn them into
automata (or mules) so that they have to do what He says. But if He did thisit would gtill not
achieve His purpose of developing free relationships such as He desired with David. We could
then, set out two aspects of Hiswill as:

@ He wants al men to be saved and come to a knowledge of the truth

(b) He doesn't want a set of bridled mules, He wants, therefore, to leave them free to accept
or refuse His plan to give them the free gift of savation.

This, however, might till be mideading. These two 'aspects are redly part of the same will. God
wants dl men to repent and enter a free love-reationship with Himsdlf. But, if He 'forced men to
repent, then their alegiance would not be fredly given -and they would no longer be truly men
but mules. He would not have 'saved' men, but made mules out of them. God crested man in His
own image, and desires men to be conformed to the image of His son.*” This Divine wish will be
unfulfilled in those who perish through unrepentance - but it would be no better fulfilled in them

if they were trandformed into mules. Thereis a sense in which transformation into mulesis just
another way of perishing. God prefers to endure with much longsuffering those fit only for
destruction, for at least there is then the opportunity for some to respond to His call to receive
mercy and enter alove-reaionship with Him.18 Thus the fact that some perish is quite consistent
with God's desire that al should be saved - they are complementary expressons of asingle will
to save men.

The reason, we discover, for God not saving al men is not that He doesn't redlly warnt to, it is not
agrest mysery, itisnot part of His ‘inscrutable will'. It issmply that if He were to force them
then they would no longer be men and He would have failed to achieve anything of His purpose.
Thereisno contradiction, nor even paradox, between the perishing of men and God's desire to
save them. They are both necessary expressions of one and the same will to form relationships of
love, sharing, and understanding with men.

Thisisthe only conclusion we can see which reconciles Scriptures. In any event, there are
Scriptures which make it clear that both God's ‘will' and His 'plan’ can be defied by individuas.
Y et, because of various influences, these Scriptures sometimes get neglected. What are these
influences? This we may now consider.

One may be the emotiona gpped: 'Surely God would not be sovereign if everything were not
directly determined by Him? Y et we must be careful of such agppedls, for thisword 'sovereign),
which is used so prolificaly by some Chridtians, is not used once in the entire Authorised



Vergon of the Bible. Thisis not to deny that the Lord isindeed King of kings, but it may help us
to remember that the reign of God (and of the Lamb) is one which neither makes humansinto
automata, nor the battle afake in which God directs both sides. Other versonsthanthe A.V.
(e.g. the N.E.B.) do sometimes use the word 'sovereign’. In the Old Testament, however, there
seems to be no Hebrew word which might be Strictly translated 'dl-mighty' or ‘omni-potent’; the
nearest are perhaps Yahweh Sabaoth (Lord of Hosts) and El Gibbor (Mighty God). Only in the
New Testament is there aword panto-krator which might be gtrictly trandated as all-powerful.
Even thisword is used only atotd of ten times-nine of which come in that book of bettles, the
Revdation!

But how may we understand this 'al-powerfulness of God? For a concept like the love of God
the Bible itsdf gives us human andogies (for example the human father-son relaionship). For a
concept like almightiness we can have nothing comparable in the human realm. Careis needed,
therefore, in surmising its meaning, and we must certainly take into account the implications of
other statements made in the Bible. Whatever our conclusions about the meaning of
almightiness, it clearly cannot mean that God'swill or planisirresstible, snce the Bible says
that they are not.

Further light on the word pantokrator or almighty may be shed by Hebrews 2.14. There the
‘power' (kratos) of deeth is said to have been in the possession of the Devil. It was, it implies, a
central part of the great war that Christ Himsdlf had to die on the cross to wrest it from Satan's
grip. Whatever we understand, therefore, by 'dl-powerful’, it cannot be undiscerningly taken to
imply that there are no powers but God in His universe. God's rightful dominion™ is obvioudly
the whole universe, but parts of it are, in practice, usurped by other agents to whom He has given
some independence of will and delegated authority.

It is with such background in mind that we must gpproach such adifficult and little used word
like 'dl-powerful', and it would be unwise to build any key doctrines on thisword done. Yet an
apped to God's 'sovereignty’ seems to have exerted a great influence on some people.

A different gpped seemsto be influencing those who say that they would 'have nothing left’ were
God not sovereign in the totditarian way they imagine: they must believe that God iswilling
everything. Surely though, if God redly is determining everything, and yet children are garving
and being bombed with ngpalm, then dl that we have learned from Jesus about God's love for
the world is pious delusion. For example, it would then be indeed the Father's will that many of
these little ones should perish.?° We must admit that we find it strange that anyone should be
unhappy that God does not act in thisway, we should expect them rather to be unhappy in
believing that He did.

A third influence is the gpped that God's glory would be denied if it were possible for something
to happen contrary to Hiswill. Y et, as we have dready seen, Chrigt taught us that the glory of
God does not consist in lording it over people, but in His own sacrifice** If we redlly grasped
Christ's revelation that God's glory is the cross, and oursdlves learned to glory in it,?2 then the
‘glory of God' could never again be confused with the 'glory’ sought by the natural minds of the
rulers of the Gentiles, or, indeed, by the ‘world ruler' himself.



A fourth influence may be the often made accusation that those who do not believe God's
'overeignty’ to be of this aosolute form are teaching that sdvation is 'of works. But if aman
owes amillion pounds and someone offersto pay it for him, who has saved him if he accepts?
Wi, in one sense he has 'saved himsdlf' (and in this sense Peter urges snnersto 'save
themsalves in Acts 2.40). But one would obvioudy be more likely to say he was 'saved' by his
benefactor. He hasin no way ‘worked for' or ‘earned' his salvation smply by accepting afree
offer. How, then, may one regard the claim that if we are free to rgect or accept God's free offer
of savation then we 'earn’ it by accepting? It is surdly not a'work' to accept afree offer (elither of
sdvation or of amillion pounds), and a person who accepts a free gift has not ‘earned' it. As C.
H. Spurgeon wrote: ... faith excludes al boasting. The hand which receives charity does not say
"l am to be thanked for accepting the gift"; that would be absurd." When Paul talks of thishe
says. ‘Now to him that works, the reward is not reckoned as of grace, but as of debt.””® The
suggestion that it is‘'works to fredly accept an undeserved offer must surely be rejected.

A more subtle form of this argument is the gpped to the Chrigtian's own practice. The question
may be asked: "To whom do you give the credit for your conversion - yoursdf or God? But
again, to use our andogy, it would be a foolish man who would strut about patting himsdf on the
back smply for accepting an offer to pay his debt. His attention would surdly not be focused on
his acceptance of the offer, but on the offer itsdf and on the love which leads the offeror to fulfil
it if he accepts. We, of course, thank and praise God for His Love, for His offer, and for His
fulfilment of that offer to us. The fact that others have refused smilar offers does not make our
own the less precious. Moreover, dl thistak of 'credit’ is not Chrigt-like. A shepherd girl offered
the heart and love of Solomon would be too taken up with wonder and love to think of ‘credit'.
The heavenly bride will be gazing on Chrigt, not wondering if she ought to receive ‘credit’ for
accepting His amazing offer of Love. A concern with ‘credit’ would only be the concern of such
asthose 'rulers of the gentiles of which Chrigt spoke. It may, al too sadly, remind us of that

Pharisee who was careful to ascribe all the credit to God: 'God | thank thee that | am not as other

men'.

Chrig's kingdom of love is one in which the greatest is the servart of dl - it isfounded through
and through on love and not on flattery or desire for 'credit’. Y et an gpped to such things has
sometimes influenced the thinking of even the most spiritud of men. How careful we must beto
leave asde emotiond questions and ook to the Bible for teaching on God's sovereignty.

The last influence we might mention is another gpped to the Chrigtian's own practice: '‘Don't you
pray that people will be converted? This means that you recognisein your heart that they will be
converted only if God willsit.' Thisisvery subtle, but not corvincing. We pray thet the Holy
Spirit will powerfully convict people of their own need, of God's love and judgement. We do not
pray that He will override their own decision processes and force them to believe. Obvioudy
Chrigtians believe that other peopl€e's decisons may be affected by our own actions - otherwise
why should we preach? No man lives in avacuum, and thisis true both in the physical and in the
spiritual and psychic rellms®* Aswe pray we ask the Holy Spirit to utilise and interpret our
prayers,?® and thus we join the battle against the principalities and powers in the fight to
influence men. God's conviction of aman's heart can powerfully simulate him to a decison for
repentance-but the Bible nowhere indicates that God negates a man's own choice.?® On the
contrary, God is prepared to say: When | called, you did not answer; when | spoke, you did not

10



hear; but you did that which was evil in my eyes, and chose that wherein | delighted not.” God
leaves man with a free choice, and does not ‘force' repentance on aman who chooses a path
which does not delight Him.?8 If it has indeed been our practice to pray that God will do the
latter, then it is our practice which should change and not our theology. Our theology should be
the same on our knees as when we are in a Bible study.

These, then, may be some of the gppedl s which can influence us, but we should be careful not to
let them prevent us from accepting the teaching of Scripture that God's will can be and is defied
by men. Thereis aresistance movement against God in Hisworld. Only when we see this can we
begin to discover how God wants us to partake in His battle strategy.

NOTES

1

10

11

Some would go asfar asto ate specificaly that thereis no red conflict between God
and Satan. Thus Cavin: 'Satan aso, himsdlf . . . is so completely the servant of the Most
High asto act only by His command.' (Commentary on Romans)

See The Problem of Pain and Mere Christianity by C. S. Lewis, and aso section 14 of
our own book Yes, but .

Reveation 19.6
Isaiah 46.10, LXX uses boule and boul euomai

Philippians 2.13; the RV reads ‘for it is God which worksin you both to will and to
work, for his good pleasure.

The'dl things of verse 11 cannot refer ether to 'all events or to 'al peoplé€. If it referred
to 'dl events then verse 10 would be saying thet al events will be 'headed up' (or ‘united
asRSV) in Chrigt - which means nothing. If it referred to ‘dl peopl€ then we must
suppose from verse 10 that the lost and even Satan himsdf will be united in Chrigt -which
isunbiblical. We must therefore conclude that 'dl things in verse 11 refersto 'dt

creation’ - which isto be headed up in Chrigt.

| John 2.2; John could hardly have put this more plainly; see dso John 1.29; 3.16; Titus
211

Ezekid 18.23
2 Peter 3.9
1 Timothy 2.4

John 16.8
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13

14

Luke 7.30

The Bible clearly saysthat God's will is not dways done by men, and those who have
denied this have faced condgderable difficulties in ‘interpreting’ the verses which show it.
Thefirgt Chrigtian leader to teach that God's will is dways done and is never impeded by
the will of any creature seems to have been Augusdtine. The difficulties be faced in
interpreting some of the verses we have quoted areillustrated in our appendix.

Some, of course, do not even try to reconcile the two, but smply say that there are 'two
sdesto the truth'. ‘'On the one hand,' they say, ‘'man is responsible, but on the other hand
God is sovereign and determines everything that happens.

We must be careful here. Firgt let us note in what form the contrast is usudly stated.
Alongside God's supposed determination of al eventsis set 'man's responsibility’, or
perhaps 'man's own view of his converson' Now the Bible undoubtedly doesimply man's
respongbility, but it is not the prime difficulty here. The point is that God Himsdf says

that man can (permanently) rgect Hiswill and plan for him, and refuse to follow it. God
does not say merely that man thinks he can do this, but that he can and does do so. Thus
if we areto set up 'two sdesto the truth' then the red antithesi's must be:

@ Man can and does reject God's will and plan for him
(b) God determines dl everts and Hiswill is dways done

Thisis plain contradiction, and if we are to dlow such contradictions in our thinking then
amost any doctrine can be read into the Bible on the basis of isolated verses - being
heradded as anew 'sde to the truth'.

In arecent VP book Arguing With God, Hugh Silvester well says:

'Once the Chrigtian admits that thereis areal and complete contradiction in histhinking

he can give up his claim to talk sense and may logicaly make any statement he chooses,
however outrageous.' (p.47). Y &, in spite of the many useful features of his book; it is not
clear that Mr. Silvester himsalf escapes the criticism. Later on hetells usthat: A thorough
examinaion of the Bible usudly finishes up with two gpparently irreconcilable

statements.

1. Man isrespongble for his actions

2. God orders or ordains al things Op.71)
Even if thisis not contradiction (which is debatable), Satement 2 is certainly inplain
contradiction to God's own assertion in the Scriptures that man can and does defy His
will and plan. For Mr. Silvester to go on to tdll usthat 'On apracticd level thereisno

difficulty’ leaves as much contradiction as ever.

The choice, infact, issmple. We must ether give up any form of reason and accept plain
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contradictions as 'sides to truth’, or else we must abandon statement 2 (or b) as being (as
it stands at least) inconsistent with Scripture.

This "gpparatus not only includes the suppostion of two diametricaly opposite ‘wills of
God. It must also suppose an 'effectud cdling' and a non-effectud one, an ‘unconditiona
election’ and one which we need to 'make sure' (2 Peter 1.10), and so on.

It is, of course, nonsense to say that God could create men who were free, but force them
to do Hiswill. It is no use us having recourse to Jesus saying: 'All things are possible to
God, for He said thisin the context of rich men entering the Kingdom of Heaven. God
can perform miracles and do what isimpossible to man; but the words ‘force aman to
fredy do God'swill' do not state an impossibility. They do nat, in fact, Sate anything at
al, for they are ameaningless word series, and the addition of ‘God can' in front of them
does not remove their meaninglessness. Hugh Silvester well says 'God is al powerful

but that does not mean that he can do anything. He cannot make2 +2 5 and He cannot
meake it raining and not raining in the same moment a the same place . . . When we say
God is dl-powerful we mean He can do dl things that can be done which doubtless
includes many things that are impaossible to man. But we do not mean that He can givea
hydrogen atom and a helium atom the same atomic structure. Even God could not creste
free men without at the same time creating men who were able to rebel.’ (Arguing With
God p.60-1)

See ds0 section 18 which contains further comment on this.

Romans 8.29

Compare Romans 9.22

The word kratos in the New Testament seemsto imply ‘dominion in amgority of
references, e.g. 1 Peter 4.11; 5.11; Jude 25; Revdation 1.6. Dominion is ascribed to
Chrigt and God whoseright it isto rule.

Matthew 18.14

See above p.18-19, and Matthew 20.25-28; Mark 10.42-45; Luke 22.24-27; John 13.12
Galatians 6.14

Romans 4.4; see aso section 20 which shows the importance of understanding the
rabbinica ideas which Paul is here attacking.

see ds0 Stafford Wright in What is Mon
Romans 8.26

Even in revivas one hears of many who are convicted and smitten by God's Spirit, but
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later lapse back in unbeief.
|saiah 65.12

The early church leaders and teachers coined the term 'free-will' to represent the Bible's
teaching that God alows man a choice of whether or not to obey Him~ In an gppendix
we have shown the gpparently unanimous teaching among early church leeders for the
first 300 years that man had been given this 'free-will'". It isimportant to note thet the
arguments which we have presented in this section are by no means novel or new, but
coincide with some of the earliest Christian arguments againgt heretics of those days.
Irenaeus (c 130-200 A.D.), for example, cited Matthew 23.37 just as we have done, to
demondtrate to his contemporaries that God has given man 'power of choice.

14



Appendix
EARLY TEACHING ON GOD'SAND MAN'SWILL

The earlier gudiesin this book deal with various topics of Bible background and language, and
are intended to aid our understanding of the Bible. The present study has been appended to the
book with arather different aim-to help us to understand our selves as we approach the Bible.

In section (6) we remarked on the clear teaching of the Bible that men can and do rgect God's
will and plan for them, and on the various influences which may lead us to overlook such
teachings. The present sudy aims to examine the earliest Chrigtian teaching available on this
subject, and to seeif it is possible to find some clue as to how these influences might have arisen.
As Chrigtians we stand, either conscioudy or unconscioudy, in along Chrigtian tradition, and are
influenced by its thinking. We may well find it useful to see the origins of some of our own idess
and presuppositions about Bible teaching.

The early church had the task of interpreting and € ucidating the New Testament writings. What
was implied often had to be made explicit. Sometimes new words - like 'trinity’ - were coined.
One of the earliest of these words was 'free-will'. The early church noted the Scriptures (such as
Matthew 23.37) which indicated that man sometimes defied and disobeyed God's will. They may
aso have noted verses (e.g. John 7.17) which indicate that man's will is not automatically forced
to be what God wants it to be. They therefore coined the phrase 'free-will' to describe the will of
man. This was to emphasize the Bibl€'s teaching that man's will was free to choose not to do the
will of God. We may nat like the term ‘free-will’ for it is not used in the Bible, and was later
misused by the Pdagians, but we must seeit inasamilar light to terms like ‘trinity’ - it was part

of the early Chrigtians attempt to define gpostolic teaching more clearly.

The doctrine of 'free-will" seems to have been universaly accepted in the early church. There
does not seem to have been a single church figure in the first 300 years who rejected the
doctrine, and mogt of them dtated it clearly in works which we gill have. Wefind it taught by
great leaders in places as different as Alexandria, Antioch, Athens, Carthage, Jerusdlem, Lycia,
Nyssa, Rome and Sicca. We find it taught by the leaders of al the main theological schools! The
only onesto reject it were heretics like the Gnostics, Marcion, Vdentinus, Manes (and the
Manichees) etc. In fact, the early Fathers often Sate their beliefs on ‘free-will' in works attacking
heretics. There seem to be three recurrent ideas in their teaching

1. Thergection of free-will isthe view of heretics.

2. Free-will isagift given to man by God - for nothing can ultimately be independent of
God.

3. Man possesses free-will because he is made in God's image, and God has free-will.
We have, below, set out some passages from writings of leading early church figures. Eachis

accompanied by avery brief explanation of who the writer was, but for further explanation the
reader should see any standard work.? One word of prior explanation (given by Smith) may be
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useful: "The writerswho tried to put the Christian case are often caled the 'Apologists, from the
Greek apologia, a gpeech for the defence. In English thisis amideading term, because it implies
that they were apologising for something. They were not. Some of their work was more of a
fronta atack on contemporary paganism; much of it was an explanation of what Chrigtians were
and why they were innocent of the charges laid against them.”

@  JUSTIN MARTYR (c. 100-165 AD.)

Renwick calls Justin: 'The grestest of the early gpologists, amost earnest Christian and atrue
lover of learning’. Quasten calls him: "The most important of the Greek apologists of the second
century and one of the noblest persondities of early Christian literature®

As a philosopher, Justin had sought the truth in various schools but remained unsatisfied. Then,

in Ephesus, he met an old man who talked to him about the Lord, and he saysthat 'it seemed as if
afirewaskindled in him'. Still wearing his philosopher's cloak, but now on fire for the Lord, he
won many with histestimony. Findly, arivd (anti-Christian) philosopher accused him to the

city Prefect of being a Chrigtian. The Prefect threatened Justin with flogging and execution, and
jeeringly asked him if he thought he would ascend to heaven. Justin replied: 'l don't think so, |
know and am fully persuaded of it.' Thus he received martyrdom.

The 'soundness of Judtin's teaching is examined later in this section. He mentions 'free-will' in'
several works, e.g. in The Sovereignty of God, but here we will quote only one ingtance:

Dialogue CXLi: 'God, wishing men and angels to follow Hiswill, resolved to create them free to
do righteousness. But if the word of God foretdlls that some angels and men shal certainly be
punished, it did so because it foreknew that they would be unchangesably (wicked), but not
because God created them so. So that if they repent al who wish for it can obtain’ mercy from
God.

@i IRENAEUSOF GAUL (c. 130-200)

Irenaeus was the first of the great Fathers of the period 180-250. He was a disciple of Polycarp of
Smyrnawho was, in' turn, adisciple of St. John. The importance of hiswork Against Heresies in
saving the church from the doctrines of the Gnostics cannot be exaggerated.”

Against Heresies XXXVJI: 'l) This expression "How often would | have gathered thy children
together, and thou wouldst not,” set forth the ancient law of human liberty, because God made
man afree (agent) from the beginning, possessing his own soul to obey the behests of God
voluntarily, and not by compulsion of God. For there is no coercion with God, but a good will
(toward us) is present with Him continualy. And therefore does He give good counsdl to all.

And in man aswell asin' angels, He has placed the power of choice (for angels are rationa
beings), so that those who had yielded obedience might justly possess what is good, given indeed
by God, but preserved by themsalves .

4) If then it were not in our power to do or not to do these things, what reason had the
gpostle, and much more the Lord Himsdlf, to give us counsel to do some things and to abstain



from others? But because man is possessed of free-will from the beginning, and God is possessed
of free-will in whose likeness man was created, advice is dways given to him to keep fast the
good, which thing is done by means of obedience to God.'

(i) ATHENAGORAS OF ATHENS (2nd century)

An Athenian philosopher who became a Chrigtian. He was by far the most degant, and certainly
at the same time one of the ablest of the early Christian Apologists.® The Embassy was written in
about 177 A.D.
Embassy for Christians XXIV: 'Just as with men who have freedom of choice asto both
virtue and vice (for you would not either honour the good or punish the bad; unlessvice
and virtue were in their own power, and some are diligent in ihe maiters entrusted to
them, and others faithless), so isit among the angels.

(iv) THEOPHILUS OF ANTIOCH (2ndCentury)

Became Bishop of the important town of Antioch about 169 A.D. and wrote an gpology for
Chrigtianity, which he addressed to Autolycus. He seems to have been the first writer to have
used the term ‘trinity’ of the Godhead. 'His works were highly thought of and before long were
studied in the West. Ireneus and Hyppolytus made use of them before Tertullian.”

To Autolycus xxvii: 'For God made man free, and with power over himsdif . . . now God
vouchsafes to him as a gift through His own philanthropy and pity, when men obey Him. For as
man, disobeying, drew death on himsdf; so, obeying the will of God, he who desiresis able to
procure for himsdf life everlagting

(v  TATIAN OF SYRIA (flourished late 2nd Century)

Tatian was at first Justin's pupil. Soon, however, he became independent, and thisis seen in that,
unlike Justin, he condemned dl pagan philosophy astotdly evil. He returned to Syriaas a
missionary, and composed the Diatessaron - aharmony of the gospels. Thiswork, and his
influence, were of great importance in the early Syriac Chrigtianity. His followersfollowed a
very drict rule of life and soon split off from the Greek church. Smith says 'Perhaps one of his
(Tatian's) converts was Bardaisan who was born in Edessa and was converted about 179.
Bardaisan was strongly againg the determinism of much Greek philosophy, and he strongly
attacked Marcion. He is dso the first known Syrian hymn writer. Like Tatian he was an
enthusiastic missonary, and the Syriac churches probably owed much of their strength to leaders
like these. Despite the fact that they came under the suspicion of Greek Christian writers, these
men were probably mainly orthodox Christians with a number of odd idess.®

Address, xi: 'Why are you fated' to grasp at things often, and often to die? Die to the
world, repudiating the madnessthat isin it. Live to God, and by gpprehending Him lay
aside your old nature. We were not created to die, but we die by our own fault. Our free-
will has destroyed us, we who were free have become daves, we have been sold through
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sin Nothing evil has been created by God; we oursel ves have manifested wickedness; but
we, who have manifested it, are able again' to rgject it'

(vi) BARDAISAN OF SYRIA (C 154-222)

As dready mentioned, Bardaisan was probably mainly orthodox, but was not accepted by Greek
writers. Eusebius says 'Bardaisan, a most able man and highly skilled disputant in the Syriac
language, composed didogues againg the followers of Marcion . . . At an earlier stage he had
belonged to the school of Vaentinus, but later he condemned it and refuted many of its fanciful
ideas . . For dl that the taint of the old heresy stuck to him to the end.’

Fragments:' ' “How isit that God did not so make us that we should not sin and incur
condemnation?’ - if man had been made so, he would not have belonged to himsdlf but
would have been the ingrument of him that moved him; . . . And how, in that case, would
aman differ from aharp, on which another plays, or from a ship, which another guides.
where the praise and the blame reside in the hand of the performer or the steersman . . .
they being only ingruments made for the use of him in whom isthe skill? But God, in

His benignity, chose not so to make man; hut by freedom He exdted him above many of
His creatures.’

(vii) CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA (c 150 - 215)

A presbyter of tremendous learning, both of the Bible and of secular literature. He was for some
time head of the Alexandrian school of Chrigtian scholars, and is one of the most famous of early
Christian writers® He has sometimes been accused of placing too much stress on the intellect™©
but we find this criticism hard to accept. For one thing, most Chrigtian theologians and gpologists
place an emphasis on right belief - especidly in arguing againgt heresies. For another, Clement
repeatedly makesit clear that faith isamord issue, and ameatter of decison for Chrigt. In
Stromata Bk ii ch 2, for example, he argues strongly that 'faith is not established by
demondtration’. Faith involves a choice and 'choice is the beginning of action’. Shortly after we
read:

Sromata, Bk ii ch. 4: 'But we, who have heard by the Scriptures that salf-determining
choice and refusa have been given by the Lord to men, ret in the infalible criterion of
fath, manifesting awilling irit, snce we have chosen life and believe God through His
voice!

Sromata, Bk iv ch. 12: 'But nothing is without the will of the Lord of the universe. It
remains to say that such things happen without the prevention of God; for this a.one
saves both the providence and the goodness of God. We must not therefore think that He
actively produces efflictions (far be it that we should think thid); but we must be per-
Suaded that He does not prevent those that cause them, but overrules for goad the crimes
of Hisenemies!

(viii) TERTULLIAN OF CARTHAGE (c. 155 - 225)
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The firgt great Latin theologian, and one of the greetest of the early Christian writers of the West.
He later tended towards the 'rigorist’ views of the Montanists, though his Montanism did not
prevent him from remaining dogmetically orthodox in most respects. His gpology is one of the
ablest ever written.** He was strikingly different from Clement,*2 and emphasised man'sinherited
gnfuluess13

Against Marcion, Book Ii ch. 5: 'l find, then, that man was by God condtituted free,
master of his own will and power; indicating the presence of God'simage and likenessin
him by nothing so well as by this condtitution of his nature.

- you will find that when He sats before man good and evil, life and death, that the
entire course of disciplineis arranged in precepts by God's caling men from sin, and
threatening and exhorting them; and this on no other ground than that man isfree, with a
will either for obedience or resstance.

... Since, therefore, both the goodness and purpose of God are discovered in the gift to
mean of freedom in hiswill

(ix) NOVATIAN OF ROME (c.200-258)

Thefirsg Roman theologian to write in Latin. Smith says 'Novatian was brilliant. Hewas a
competent theologian, and awork on the doctrine of the Trinity survivesto give an idea of his
prowess. Even his enemies had to admit that he was blamdessin hislife, and had been a zedous
worker'.2* Novatian lost the election for the bishopric of Rome, and separated from the 'officid’
group on the issue of whether |gpsed believers might be received back into felowship. His
followers, called 'Puritans, were excommunicated by the Catholic church.®® Bruce says: 'In
doctrine they were drictly orthodox; Novatian himsalf, indeed, was one of the chief exponents of
pure trinitarian theology in the third century.™®

On the Trinity, ch. 1: 'He dso placed man at the head of the world, and man, too, madein
the image of God, to whom He imparted mind, and reason, and foresight, that he might
imitate God; and dthough the first ements of his body were earthly, yet the substance

was ingpired by a heavenly and divine breething. And when He had given him dl things

for his sarvice, He willed that he aone should be free. And lest, again, an unbounded
freedom should fdl into peril, He laid down a command, in which man was taught thet
there was no evil in the fruit of the tree; but he was forewarned that evil would arise if
perchance he should exercise his freawill in the contempt of the law that was given.'

x)  ORIGEN (c.185-254)

Renwick cdls him: ‘one of the mogt brilliant teachers and writers ever known in the Chrigtian
Church. The son of amartyr, and reared in afine spiritud amosphere, he became head of the
catechetica schoal at the age of 18 and raised it to its highest fame in spite of persecution. He
loved the Scriptures and showed remarkable ability in interpreting them.”"? Bruce says: ‘greater
gl than Tertullian and Novatian was the Alexandrian theologian Origen, the greatest scholar
and thinker of the church in the first three centuries*®

Origen sometimes gave expresson to some wild speculations, which later brought criticism on
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him. He did, however, distinguish clearly between his speculations and his teaching of

established doctrines. Renwick says. 'He clamed that he was loya to the rule of faith adopted by
the Church, while exercising ample liberty of expression on matters not covered by the accepted
creed.' 19 Let us, therefore, note carefully hiswords:

De Principus Preface: 'Now it ought to be known that the holy apostles, in preaching the
faith of Chrigt, ddlivered themselves with the utmost clearness on certain points which

they believed to be necessary to everyone. . . Thisdsoisclearly defined in the teaching
of the church that every rational soul is possessed of free-will and violaion.'

De Principlis, Bk 3 ch. 1: 'There are, indeed, innumerable passages in the Scriptures
which establish with exceeding dearness the existence of freedom of will.

(xi) METHODIUS OF OLYMPUS (c. 260 - martyred 311)

He was a bishop in Lycia, AsaMinor, and is known chiefly as an antagonist of Origen.?! But,
athough he atacked Origen's speculations, there was one point on which he (like al early
Chrigtians) agreed:

The Banquet of the Ten Virgins xvi: 'Now those who decide that man is not possessed of
free-will, and affirm that he is governed by the unavoidable necessities of fate . . are

guilty of impiety towards God Him-self, making Him out to be the cause and author of
human evils'

Concer'ing Free-will: 'l say that man was made with free-will, not asif there were
dready existing some evil, which he had the power of choosng if he wished, but thet the
power of obeying and disobeying God is the only cause.!’

(xii) ARCHELAUS

Cyril, Epiphanius and Jerome record a disputation (in 277) between the heretic Manes (founder
of Manichaeiam) and the orthodox Archelaus. The didogue, as we have it, was probably set
down by alater writer, but does show us differences between orthodoxy and heresy a that time.

The Disputation with Manes: 'For dl creatures that God made, He made very good, and
He gave to every individua the sense of free-will in accordance with which standard He
adso indituted the law of judgement. To sinisours, and that we Sin not is God's gift, as
our will is condtituted to choose ether to sin or not to Sin.’

(xiii) ARNOBIUS OF SICCA (c. 253 - 327)
He wrote a brilliant Christian gpology about 300 A.D.22
Against the Heathen: '64. | reply: does not Hefree dl dike who invites al dike? or does

He thrust back or repel any one from the kindness of the Supreme who givesto dl dike
the power of coming to Him -? To dl, He says, the fountain of life is open, and no oneis
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hindered or kept back from drinking...

65. Nay, my opponent says, if God is powerful, merciful, willing to save us, let Him
change our dispostions, and compd usto trust in His promises. This then, isviolence,
not kindness nor the bounty of the Supreme God, but a childish and vain drife in seeking
to get the mastery. For what is so unjust as to force men who are reluctant and unworthy,
to reverse their inclinations; to impress forcibly on their minds what they are unwilling to
recaive, and shrink from.. .

(xiv) CYRIL OF JERUSALEM (c. 312 - 386)

A Bishop of Jerusdem with little dam to fame - but showing us what the ordinary churchman
believed:

Lecture |v 18: 'Know dso that thou hast a soul self governed, the noblest work of God,
meade after the image of its Creator, immortal because of God that gives it immortdity, a
living being rationd, imperishable, because of Him that bestowed these gifts. having free
power to do what it willeth.

20. Thereisnot aclass of souls sinning by nature and a class of souls practicing
righteousness by nature; but both act from choice, the substance of their souls being of
onekind only and dikein dl.

21. The soul issdf-governed: and though the Devil can suggest, he has not the power
to compe againg the will. He pictures to thee the thought of fornication: if thou wilt,
thou regjectest. For if thou wert afornicator of necessity then for what cause did God
prepare hell? If thou wert adoer of righteousness by nature and not by will, wherefore
did god prepare crowns of ineffable glory? The sheep is gentle, but never wasit crowned
for its gentleness; snce its gentle quality belongs to it not from choice but by nature.

(xv) GREGORY OF NYSSA (c. 335 —395)

He was one of the acutest intellects of the fourth century, having great influencein the Eagtern
churches. He was at the council of Congtantinople (381) and was nominated by Theodosius| asa
norm of orthodoxy. 23
On Virginity (368) ch. XII: ‘Being the image and the likeness . . . of the Power which
rulesal things man kept aso in the matter of afree-will thislikeness to Him whose will
isover dl.

(xvi) JEROME (c. 347 — 420)

Jerome was one of the four great doctors of the Western church and the most learned of the Latin
Fathers.®* He was an expert on Hebrew and Greek and his Latin trandation of the Bible (the
Bulgate) was far better than other Latin verdons of the time. His atitude to *free-will’ is
important for three main reasons. First, he stands — like Augudtine — in the Ltin tradition; and
was a strong critic of Origen and the Alexandrian heritage. Secondly, as a Bible trandator he had
adeep and first hand knowledge of the New Testament writings. Thirdly, he wrote againgt the
Pelagians, whose teachings had brought disrepute on the word *free-will’. The orthodox
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Chrigtian view of the firgt three centuries had been that god gave man a‘free-will’ to obey or to
disobey god's commands to trust Him, to accept or rgject grace. Some Pelagians seem to have
taken ‘free-will’ to imply thet man could (of his own will) decideto liveamord life. Thereisa
world of difference between these two ideas, and it isapity that thisis not dways redized. The
early church view was that man had ‘free-will’ to accept or rgect God's offer of free pardon and
graceto live ahaly life. It was dways understood that conversion was a spiritud rebirth
accomplished by God's power, and that a man could live ahaly life only in Christ. The Pdagians
replaced regeneration with sdlf-effort, and their view was rightly condemned.

Jerome strongly attacked the Pelagians, but wanted to distinguish the Pelagian concept of free-
will from the orthodox and Biblica one:
Letters CXXXIII: ‘Itisinvan that you misrepresent me and try to convince the ignorant
that | condemn free-will. Let him who condemnsiit be himself condemned. We have been
created endowed with free-will; ill it is not this which distinguishes us from the brutes.
For human free-will, as| said, depends upon the help of God and needs His ad moment
by moment, athing which you and yours do not chooseto admit. Your postion is that
once a man has free-will he no longer needs the help of God. It is true that freedom of the
will bringswith it freedom of decison. Still man does not act immediately on his free-
will but requires God's aid who Himsalf needs no aid.'

Against the Pelagians, Book 111, 10: 'But when we are concerned with grace and mercy,
free-will isin part void; in part, | say, for so much depends upon it, that we wish and
desire, and give assent to the course we choose. But it depends on God whether we have
the power in His strength and with His help to perform what we desire, and to bring to
effect our toil and effort.’

(xvii) JOHN CHRY SOSTOM (347 - 407)

Bruce writes: 'In the east there is none to match John of Congtantinople.” Renwick calshim: ‘a
saintly man, an outstanding scholar, and one of the greatest orators of dl time. . . His
faithfulness in preaching repentance offended the empress Eudoxiaand he . . . died throughiill-
trestment on his way as a prisoner to Pityus.?® Heiis doquently clear on the topic of ‘free-will":

On Hebrews, Homily 12: "All isin God's power, but so that our free-will isnot logt . . . It
depends therefore on us and on Him. We must first choose the good, and then He adds
what belongs to Him. He does not precede our willing, that our free-will may not suffer.
But when we have chosen, then He affordsus much help . . . It isours to choose
beforehand and to will, but God's to perfect and bring to the end.’

Thus we find a gtriking agreement amongst early church leaders over the issue of ‘free-will'. The
same teaching was held by mainstream and fringe groups, by scholars and ordinary ministers, by
the Greek, Latin and even Syrian traditions - by everyone, in short, except total heretics. We may
not like the phrase free-will', which today has connotations of Pelagianism, but as used by true
early Chrigians it expressed their universally held belief that God made man free to accept or
rgject His offer of free pardon and grace. As we have seen in section 6, many versesin the Bible
seem to imply this, and early church teaching was Smply a darification of it, just astheir



teaching on the 'trinity" helped to clarify that issue.
THE NEW THEOLOGY

It may seem surprising that after such early universal agreement among Christians there should
be a change. Neverthdess there was, and it is interesting for us to see how this came aboui.

What was the exact point of the change - insofar as one may be identified? Some words of a
great Reformation scholar are rlevant here: 'But Ambrose, Origen and Jerome were of the
opinion that God dispenses His grace among men according to the use which He foresees that
each will make of it. It may be added that Augustine was for some time aso of this opinion; but
after he had made some progress in knowledge of Scripture he not only retracted it as evidently
fase, but powerfully confuted it.”®

Augusdtine himsdf wrote: 'l laboured indeed on behdf of the free choice of the human will, but
God's grace overcame, and | could only reach that point where the gpostle is perceived to have
said with the mogt evident truth, "for who makes you to differ? and what do you have that you
have not recaived? Now if you have received it why do you glory asif you received it not?' And
the martyr Cyprian was dso desirous of setting forth . . Faith then, aswdl inits beginning asin
its completion, is God's gift; and let no one have any doubt whatever, unless he desiresto resst
the plainest Scriptures, that this gift is given to some, while to someit is not given.?™

We should note three things from this passage. First, Augustine notes his change of view; the
view for which he formerly laboured was the orthodox early Chrigtian view - but he was
‘overcome’ with these new idess.

Secondly, Augustine does not himsdf seem entirely aware of his bresk with the early Chrigtian
view. He here cites Cyprian, but dthough Cyprian was probably the least clear on the issue of dl
the leading early Chrigtians, we can find no statement by him that faith isan irresgtible gift. In

the passage Augustine cites, Cyprian is spesking in as generd a sense as Paul himself, and does
not state Augustines view. Y et Augustine may have bdieved Cyprian redly held such views,
and he himsdlf seems to have known little about early Christian writings?® Thus he may not have
redlised the extent of his novelty.

Thirdly, it isimportant to note thet the issue is not one of whether salvation is of ‘works or of
fath’; it is one of whether faith itsdf is an irresstible gift. Thisisimportant, for the two issues

are frequently con-fused. Most Chrigtians have never read aword of Augustinegs writings, but
ther views are generdlly affected by the ideas of Chrigtian scholars. Among many of the latter
there is an unfortunate tradition to think in terms of the early church having a'poor
understanding' of Pauline doctrines, which were restored' by Augustine. The pdll of thisideais
S0 strong that it produces statements like the following commert in arecent (and generally good)
book on church history. It refers to the letter from the church a Rome to the church at Corinth,
written about 96 A.D. and generally ascribed to Clement. The comment is: 'Sdvation is seen to
be based on faith and works; for example Rahab is said to have been saved by "faith and
hospitality”. Perhaps the particular Situation called for emphasis on faith being accompanied by
suitable actions, but it does seem that Paul's doctrine of salvation through the grace of God aone
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was not well understood." Now Paul wrote to the Roman church in about the year 58 A.D., and
Clement's epistle was sent from Rome in about 96 A.D. It would seem dmost certain that some
of the origind recipients of the epidtie to the Romans would till heve been in that church. Are

we serioudy to believe that they failed to understand the centra teaching of the epitle Paull

wrote them? When, moreover, we look at the first epistle of Clement, our amazement at the
adlegation increases. In | Clement 4.5-6 weread: 'Let us look steadfastly to the blood of Chrigt,
and see how precious His blood isin the sight of God: which being shed for our salvation, has
obtained the grace of repentance for al the world. Let us search into dl the ages that have gone
before us, and let us learn that in every one of them our Lord has still given place for repentance
to dl such aswould turn to Him." In | Clement 14.20-1 we read: 'And we a0 being cdled by the
samewill in Chrigt Jesus, are not judtified through ourselves, neither by our own wisdom, or
knowledge, or piety, or the works which we have done in the holiness of our hearts: But by that
fath by which God Almighty has judtified dl men from the beginning; to whom be glory for

ever and ever, amen.’ Could Paul's doctrine be more firmly or clearly stated? Even in the passage
which refersto Rahab we later read that the spies: 'gave her, moreover, asign: that she should
hang out of her house a scarlet rope; shewing thereby, that by the blood of our Lord, there should
be redemption to dl that believe and hope in God." We might, even, compare the clarity of this
emphasis on the efficacy of faith through Chrigt's blood, with the andlysesin some of the books

in the New Testament itself. Clement refers to Rahab being saved by ‘faith and hospitdity’;

James mentions neither faith nor grace but smply says was not dso Rahab the harlot justified

by works, in that she received the messengers and sent them out another way?*° If we are to view
Clement as one who 'did not well understand' Paul’s doctrine of grace, then surely James must be
classed as one who did not understand it at all?>° Even worse, on this basis the parable of the
sheep and the goats®* must surely be classed as heresy? Unthinkable as such ideas are to the
Christian, they are no more indefensible than the accusations made againgt Clement and the early
church. Y et such accusations are made on the basi's of passagesin early Chrigtian writings for
which there are pardld (or ‘worse) passagesin the Bible itsdf. The accusations are perhaps the
worst when directed againgt writers like Justin Martyr. Through reading some commentators one
might almost get the impresson that Justin was a 'liberd’ theologian, only just Chrigtian. Nothing
could be further from the truth. Justin's writings are intensely Biblica (11e shows good
knowledge of both the Septuagint and the Hebrew Old Testament, as well asthe New). Hislove
for Christ shows through in every paragraph, and he is quite clear on the necessity of Christ for
sdvation. He shows a degp understanding of Paul's ideas, and his defence of Chrigt's Divinity
from the Old Testament is outstanding. Christians sometimes criticise him for his quotation of
pre-Christian philasophers, but in doing so they seem to forget to whom he addressed himsdf.
Judtin addressed the intelligent pagantunlike the apostles whose recorded words were mainly to
Jews or Chrigtians and so needed no such quotations. Acts 17 is perhaps the only passage in the
New Testament in which the intdligent pagan is addressed-and in this very passage Paul himsdlf
quotes with approva two pre-Chrigtian philosophers on the nature of God. If we are to frown on
Judtin for such activities then shal we frown aso on Paul? Judtin, like Paul, is often misunder-
stood. Take, for example, histeaching on the 'Word'. John | verse 9 was taken serioudy by Justin
(compare Augustine -- whose rather bizarre interpretation is given on p.218 below). Thus Justin
says 'We have been taught that Chrigt is the first-born of God, and we had declared above that
Heis the Word of whom every' race of men were partakers, and those who lived reasonably are
Christians.. . . as, among the Greeks Socrates . . . and among the barbarians Abraham .2, At
first Sght it would seem that Justin is suggesting salvation through our own reason, but thisis not
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s0. The common rendering ‘reasonable’ should strictly read ‘with the Word' (meta logou), i.e.
with Chrigt asthe pre-existent Word of God. Justin is saying that Socrates, like Abraham, was
judtified through his association with a Saviour whom he never knew by name. Whether or not
we persondly agree with him on this, it has been the belief of many orthodox Chrigians and we
can hardly fault him for it.3

Let us now, then, look at some of Jugtin'swords in his didogue with Trypho, who was a Jew and
possibly arabbi. We may compare them with the gpostolic teaching, especidly with that of Paul;
Judin says

0] 'l purpose to quote you Scriptures, not that | am anxious to make merely an artful
digplay of words; for | possess no such faculty, but God's grace aone has been granted to
me to the understanding of His Scriptures, of which grace | exhort al to become
patakers. . .' (Did Iviii)

(i) 'And you deceive yoursdves while you fancy that, because you are the seed of
Abraham after the flesh, therefore you will inherit the good things announced by God to
be bestowed through Christ. For no one, has any thing to look for, but only those who in
mind are assmilated to the faith of Abraham." (xlvi compare Romans 4.12)

(i) 'But though aman be a Scythian or a Persian, if he has knowledge of God and of His
Chrigt, and keeps the everlasting righteous decrees, he is circumcised with the good and
useful circumcision, and heisafriend of God . . . And we, who have approached God
through Him, have received not a carnd but a spiritud circumcision, which Enoch and
those like him observed. And we have received it through baptism, since we were
snners, by God's mercy; and dl men may equdly obtain it." (xxviii and xliii compare
Romans 2 etc) 'What need, then, have | of circumcision, who have been witnessed to by
God7 (xxix compare Gaatians 4.9) Justin, however, like Paul, does not object to Jewish
Christians keeping the Law, provided that they neither seek salvation through it nor
compd Gentilesto keep it. (xlvii)

(iv) 'For Isaiah did not send you to a bath, there to wash away murder and other sins,
which not dl the water of the seawere sufficient to purge; but as might have been
expected, thiswas that saving 'bath’ of olden time which followed (was for) those who
repented, and who no longer were purified by the blood of goats and of sheep. . . but by
faith, through the blood of Chrigt, and through His degth who died for this very reason, as
Isaiah himsdlf said, when he spake thus. "The Lord shal make bare Hisholy aamin the
eyesof dl the nations, and dl the nations and the ends of the earth shadl see the sdlvation
of God"." (xii; Justin continues with amoving quotation of Isaiah 53). What firmer state-
ment of Paul's doctrine of judtification by faith could there be? He later adds. 'asIsaiah
cries, we have believed, and testify that the very baptism which he pronouncesis done
able to purify those who have repented; and this isthe water of life. But the cisterns
which you have dug for yourselves are broken and profitless to you. For what isthe use
of that baptism which deanses the flesh and body adone? (xiv). Compare thiswith 1
Peter 3.21: 'Baptism now saves you, not as the remova of dirt from the body, but as an
apped to God for a clear conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ." One may



compare Jugtin's clear fiddlity to New Testament baptism, with the view of Augustine
(see below) that babies are saved againg their will by baptisng them. Jugtin dso
mentions the I saiah passage again to Trypho: ‘that you had crucified Him, the only

blame ess Man, through whose stripes those who approach the Father by Him are healed.

. (xvi)

v) 'For the whole human race will be found to be under a curse. For it iswrittenin
the Law of Moses, "Cursed is everyone who continues not in dl things that are written in
the book of the Law to do them." And no one has completely done dl, nor will you
venture to deny this. . . If, then, the Father of al wished His Chrigt for the whole human
family to take upon Him the curses of dl, knowing that, after He had been crucified and
was dead, He would raise Him up, why do you argue about Him who submitted to suffer
these things according to the Father'swill, asif He were accursed, and do not rather
bewall yoursdves? (xcv)

(vi) '"And you yoursdlves. . . must acknowledge that we, who have been caled by God
through the despised and shameful mystery of the cross. . . and endure al torments rather
than deny Christ even by word, through whom we are cdled to the salvation prepared
beforehand by the Father, are more faithful to God than you. . ." (cxxxi) . . . you hate and
murder us who have bdieved through Him in the God and Father of dl, as often as you
can. And you curse Him without ceasing, as well as those who side with Him; while dl

of us pray for you, and for al men, as our Christ and Lord taught usto do, when He
enjoined usto pray even for our enemies, and to love them that hate us, and to bless them
that curse us' (cxxxiii) Thiswas no idle boast from one who was later flogged and

martyred.

Jesus told us to recognise His true followers by their fruit, and these passages from Justin help us
to see both his persona character and his strict acceptance of Pauline teachings. His Dialogue
continually refers to the cross as God's method of dedling with sin®*, to the spiritua circumcision
of heart which Christ gives to those who believein Him*®, to faith®®, to repentance®’, to
forgiveness of sins through being washed in His blood®, to the healing through Christ's stripes™
and so on. Above dl he urges Trypho and his fellow-Jews to repent*® and to 'become acquainted
with Chrigt' their Messiah.** Yet, in the recent book aready mentioned we read this of Justin: 'To
Judtin, converson was mainly an ethica and rationd thing, concerned with a change of attitude
and behaviour. What basisisthere for this remark? There seemslittle basisin the Dialogue, for
Jugtin's pleato Trypho isfor repentance, not for a change of ethica code. Could it be his use of
rational argument? But then we read time and time again in Acts that the apostles argued and
disputed with the Jaws*? Could it be that he quotes pre-Christian philosophers? But so does the
apostle Paul when he addresses the type of person for whom Justin wrote in his Apology. 4
Could it be hisbelief that the Christian does not find God's commandments a burden? But the
gpostle John says dmost this very thing.** Surely to Justin, no less than to the New Testament
writers, converson was amoral and spiritual thing, involving repentance, divingdy wrought
regenerdtion, forgiveness on the basis of the blood of Christ, and a new relationship with the only
One through whom men coud come to God? Early church figures like Clement and Judtin, fully
accepted the doctrine of savation by faith.
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What, therefore, was the redl issue between Augustine and the early church? The latter did not
believe that man had a ‘free-will' to keep the Law and so earn salvation by works*® and their
beliefs were far removed from the rabbinica ideas which Paul meant by ‘works. In Augustine's
day there were some Pelagians who held views not unlike the rabbis, but their views were not
those of the early church. It may, therefore, be useful to summarise the three dternative views:

@ Works. The'Pdagian’ view, which Augustine sated thus: the law being given, the
will is of its own strength sufficient to fulfill that law, though not asssted by any
grace imparted by the Holy Spirit in addition to ingtruction in the Law.*® He also
stated it as: 'the grace of God is bestowed in proportion to our own deserts.*’

(b) Faith. The early church view, and Augustine's own earlier view. He Saed it as.
'For it isoursto believe and to will, but it is His to give to those who believe and
will the power of doing good works through the Holy Sgirit. 48

(© Irresistible gift of faith. Augustine's later view (which triumphed in the church)
was that faith itsdf was an irresstible gift given by God to afew people whom He
had selected on some basis known only to Himsaf.%° God could have given it to
others had He so choser™ for it is 'rejected by no hard heart'>* Without it no man
could perform any good, whether in thought, will, affection or action.>?

Views (8) and (b) are seldom properly distinguished in Augustine's writings. This may have been
partly due to the unfortunate practice in his day of referring to the 'merit of faith’ and the 'merit of
conversion'.>® Thisled or enabled Augustine to regard faith as aform of ‘work’; he says ‘The
goodtle, therefore, digtinguishes faith from works, just as Judah is distinguished from Isradl . .
though Judah is Isradl itsdf.** Thisisatotaly un-Pauline ides, and it fails to understand the
Hebrew background to Paul's writings. Paul always sets faith and works in antithesis, and he
makes it clear that if sdvation is of worksthen it isearned, but if of faith then it is unearned:

Now to him that works, the reward is not reckoned as of grace, but as of debt. But to him that
works not, but believes on him that judtifies the ungodly, hisfaith is reckoned for

righteousuiess.> Paul does not say that unless the faith itsdlf were irresistible it would be works!
The words: 'to him that works not but has faith. . ." would be sheer nonsense if faith itsdf were a
work. Paul smply assumesthat faith is not a‘work of the Law', it earns nothing, it merits

nothing. God would be quite just to damn anyone who has faith-it is of His own free grace that
He declares them righteous. The reward for works is a payment of a debt, but for faith thereisno
such debt for God ‘reckonsit as righteousness. Thisis dways the case in Pauline terms. He
contrasts 'grace’ and ‘works, or ‘faith and ‘works, but never ‘faith’ and ‘grace, for faith is never a
work..

Augustine could find nothing at dl in Paul to support a claim that faith could be awork, and the

best he could do was Jesus words. Thisisthework of God, that you believe on him whom he
has sent.>® This parald is very unconvincing. Christians today talk of doing 'the Lord's work’
without in the least implying thet they expect to earn salvation by doing it. The question to Jesus
does not concern ‘works of the Law' (as away to savation) but the ‘works of God'. When Paull
used the term ‘works he always used it technicaly to mean ‘works of the Law'-i.e, in an entirely
different context. In any case, the reply Jesus gave isintentiondly cryptic (Llike others we may



think of) and turns the questioner back to the true priority- before doing the Lord's work we must
be right with the Lord!

The concluson musgt be that in Pauline terminology ‘faith’ could never be classed as a'work’, and
the practice in Augustine's day of thinking of it as such was quite mideading. Thusthe early
church view (b) hasto be clearly digtinguished from the Pelagian view (8). The latter amounted
to saying that salvation was of works, while the former did not. Paul clearly rgjected views like
the Pelagian one, but they were no less clearly rgected by Justin, Clement of Rome, and other
early church figures. Thus, though we may rule out the Pelagian view, we il have to decide
whether Augustine or the early church represent the true Pauline doctrines.

We mugt, therefore, see what Scriptures Augustine advanced to demondtrate his assertion that
fathisanirresdible gift. First, however, we might clarify afew points about his gpproach.

Of Hebrew, he told Memorius in aletter, he knew nothing, and relied either on the LXX or the
Latin. He dso wrote, in his Confessions, of his early didike for Gresk which prevented him from
developing overmuch in it. He had, furthermore, little concern to ensure the accuracy of tranda-
tions used. In about 394 A.D. he wrote to Jerome begging him not to waste histime in trandating
the Hebrew; for, if the Hebrew was obscure then no one had any hope of understanding it, if it
was plain then surely the LXX trandators must be right? Jerome was a fird-rank, internationaly
famous scholar, and his somewhat withering counter to this attack on hislifés work brought
Augudtine to modify hisviews. Nonetheess, Augustine s underlying attitude seemsto show in

his frequent use of trandations without reference to the origind-even where the latter does not
support hisargument a dl.

Augustine also accepted as inspired what we today call the 'Apocrypha, and so uses versesfrom
Wisdom, Ecclesiagticus, etc. to support important doctrines.

Lastly, heis apt to repeatedly quote averseto 'prove his case without being careful asto the
origina context. Thus, for example, he repeatedly quotes Jesus words Y ou have not chosen me.
.. in apassage deding with the eection of beievers-without gpparently seeing that the words
are addressed to the apostles (see section 1 5).

VERSES QUOTED BY AUGUSTINE
(@ I Corinthians4.7: What have you that you did not receive?

Thisis the verse which he says brought him to believe his new doctrine that faith itsdlf isagift,
and he cites it many times. The problem is that Paul nowhere specificaly appliesit to the
commencement of faith. One cannot, of course, take Paul's words crasdly literaly-for if they
have nothing which they have not received from God then presumably their party spirit and
proneness to boast are also gifts of God. Even if we wereto gpply it to faith, Paul does not say
that they had to receive it whether they wanted to or not. But the context of Paul’'s wordsis one
of forbidding party spirit, and was surely not intended to be applied to basic repentance. Would
Paul redly have conceded such an important teaching as faith being an irresdtible gift, in such a
genera Statement againgt party spirit?
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(b) Ephesians 2.8-9: for by grace have you been saved through faith; and that not of
yoursalves: it isthe gift of God: not of works, that no man should glory.

Augustine cites this and adds: ‘that isto say, And in saying "through faith,” (I meant) even faith
itsdf is not of yoursdves, but is God's gift.”” Augustinesidea is that the word 'that' (italicised
above) refers back to the word 'faith' in the previous phrase, meaning that faith itsdf is 'not of
yoursalves. This sounds plausible, but there are amgor and a minor reason why anyone reading
Greek could not accept it. The minor reason isthat if it were true then the words following: 'not
of works lest any man should glory' would aso refer to ‘faith'. But Paul dways set works and
faith in anthithesis, and for him to say ‘faith is not of works would be very strange.>® The magjor
reason is that the Greek precludes the interpretation. The words 'faith' and 'grace’ are both
feminine in gender, but the word 'that’ (italicised above) is neuter. If the latter had been intended
as asmple reference back ether to ‘faith’ or to 'grace then Paul would certainly not have used
the neuter form (touto) but the feminineform (haute) which is quite different. The best
interpretation which the Greek would seem to dlow isfor the phrase in verse 8: 'for by grace
have you been saved through faith', to be regarded as a smilar type of parenthesisto that in verse
5: by grace have you been saved' - which many versons®® put in brackets. Thiswould imply that
the word 'that' refers back to the whole process described in verses 4-7 of God quickening us,
and raising us together with Chrigt to show His grace to usin the heavenly places. None of this,
Paul says, isthrough works, but isagift of God. Whether or not thisis his precise meaning,
certainly no one who read the Greek could see any suggestion in this passage that the beginning
of faithis an irresistible gift.*°

(c) Other verses are few, and are mainly from the LXX where its trandation is unsupported by
the Hebrew. Thus eg.: Esther 5.1%%; Job 14.4-5%2; Proverbs 8.35%%; and Proverbs 21.1%*, are cited.

Augudtine himsdf redised the inconclusiveness of the proof-texts he cited, and appeded rather
to his whole system than to specific verses to support his case. Before looking at his syslem we
might ponder one question. In Paul's writings there are doubtless 'some things hard to be under-
good. Yet, when anideaissmpleto dtate, it is found stated most clearly. That sdvation is not
earned but isa gift is sated most clearly by Paul. But the idea that faith isitsdf anirresdtible
gift isdso very ampleto state-- why (if heredly believed it) did Paul not date it with equa
clarity? Augustine thought he saw such a clear Satement in Ephesians 2.8, but the early church
read the origind Greek in which Augustine's interpretation was impossible - and so saw no such
thing. Why then was Paul so vague on this question if he redlly believed what Augudtine taught?

Augugtings main (and repeated) line of argument from his system may be briefly summarised as
folows: All Christians agree that babies are baptised to regenerate them into Christ's body (the
Catholic church). This shows firdly thet they are born under the guilt of sn committed in Adam.
It shows secondly that the determination of who should be regenerated does not depend on the
will of those selected. Wheat is true of babiesistrue aso of adults. God sdlects someto be
regenerated on some basis known only to Him and not dependent on their own wills.

Let us now look in more detail at some of the aspects of this system.
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ORIGINAL SIN

Augudtings distinctive views on origind Sn form a useful garting point for consdering his
system. The early church never doubted the seriousness of thefdl or of Adam's sin, but
Augudtine gave an entirdly different interpretation to it. He taught that when Adam sinned dl his
descendants sinned in him, and so shared in the guilt of the act. The main support which
Augustine found for thiswas in the Latin verson of Romans 5.12, which reads. '‘By one man sin
entered the world, and death by sin; so death passed upon al men, for in him &l men sinned.®®
Augustine repestedly referred to this verse and thought it ‘plain’ and 'unambiguous. The problem
with it isthat the Latin trandation renders the Greek phrase eph’ ho as'in him', whichisan
impossible rendering. Sanday and Headlam, one of the great modern textua authorities on
Romans, wrote: Though this expression (eph' ho) has been much fought over, there can now be
little doubt that the true rendering is "becausg".’ They will alow no other reading, and note that
in classica writers the phrase means 'on condition that'. They aso consder the suggestion that
the gpostle meant to imply 'because dl snned in Adam'’. But they rightly object to this. The
objection is that the words supplied are far too important to be |eft to be understood. If St Paul
had meant this, why did he not say so? The insertion of en Adam would have removed dl
ambiguity.©®

Romans 5.12 neither says nor impliesthat al snned in Adam. The verse appears to support
Augudtine only if taken in his Latin migrandation. WWhen we look further on to Romans 5.18 we
do indeed find the words: "as through one trespass the judgement came to all men to
condemnation." Augustine often cited this, but it surely cannot mean that condemnation pread
automaticdly to al men irrespective of their own acceptance of the sin principle which Adam
released in the world. If we took it thus, then how could we interpret the words which
immediatdy follow: 'even so through one act of righteousness the free gift came unto all men to
judtification of life? Paul deliberatdly paralelsthe two clauses by saying: 'aseven o. . ." If the
first meant automatic condemnation then surely the second must have meant automatic savation
for al men? Augudting's explanation that: 'as the one embraces all men whatever, so the other
indudes all righteous men'®” is smply aforcing of the apostleswords. Clearly both
condemnation and judtification came unto al men, and the sense of 'came unto' must be
conditiond rather than as something automatic.

Augustines other main proof texts for hisview of origind sin were the apocrypha Wisdom
1210-11°8 and Ecclesiasticus 40.1%° the Septuagint (but not the Hebrew) of Job 14.40-57°; and
Psam 5.57%. Thelast stated is the most plausible, but we should remember that it was written Igy
David after Nathan had touched his shepherd-heart, and then pronounced 'Y ou are the man!
Psam 51 isthe bitter cry of a man crushed with guilt and anguish, and with those words 'Y ou are
the man !" ringing in his ears. Are we to take his words as though they were sober theologica
pronouncements? Does verse 4 literally mean that David had not wronged Uriah but only God?
Should we therefore use it to build up, say, a doctrine that we cannot Sin againgt man but only
againgt God? The answer to this may be obvious, but we should surely be no less unwilling to
use verse 5 to defend an Augustinian theological doctrine of origind Sin. In any case, whatever it
might be taken to imply about his parents, David says nothing of inheriting any guilt, and

nothing about Snning 'in Adam'. We might, incidentally, note that Augustine nowhere seemsto
face the difficulty of Romans 9.11 which says that before birth Jacob and Esau had done 'neither



good nor bad'.”

Not only did Augustine have difficulty in finding supporting verses, but he aso faced a crushing
difficulty. He said that for Chrigtians the guilt of Snning in Adam had been removed in baptism.
Surdy, therefore, a child born of two Chrigtian parents had been forgiven 'in them' just as he had
snned in Adam'? Augustine's answer was twofold. Firdt: ‘it is quite PO5sible for parentsto
trangmit to their children that which they possess not themsalves.”* Secondly, children are born
in Satan's power because: ‘they are born of the union of the sexes which cannot even accomplish
its own honourable function without the incidence of shameful lugt.” Augusti ne taught that
sexud intercourse from any motive other than procreatl onwas avenid sin’® and the act was
always shameful since aways tinged with passon.”’ Thus only Chrig (he said) was born pure,
since only He was conceived without sexua intercourse.”

INFANT BAPTISM

Augustine taught that in baptism a baby was forgiven the guilt of origind sn. He sad: ‘as

nothing ese is done for children in baptism but their being incorporated into the church, that is,
connected with the body and members of Chrig, it follows that when thisis not done for them
they belong to perdition.””® A baptised baby would (he said) go to heaven if he died, but an
unbaptised one to hell. Whatever Chrigtians today believe about infant baptism, most of us surely
reject this particular idea of baptismal regeneration.®°

Before conddering Augustine's arguments for the doctrine, we may note how important a
keystone it wasin his sysem which came to dominate Western Chridtianity. Although it may be
logicaly more obvious to begin from origind sn and argue to thisidea of baptism, Augustine's
actual practice was to begin from infant baptism and argue to origind Sin. Thus he based two
important ideas on infant baptisma regeneration:

@ that Snce baptism has this effect it must remove guilt, o in the case of infantsit
must be the guilt of Adam'ssin.®*

(b) that this gives an irrefutable example of regeneration being independent of
anything in the person's own will. 82

The first of these points has dready been discussed. The second isimportant, for one of
Augusting's main defences of his doctrine thet faith is an irresstible gift was the idea that babies
were (involuntarily) saved at baptism. Thus he says. 'Let them think what they like repecting the
case of adults, in the case of infants, a any rate, the Pelagians find no means of answering the
difficulty. Infantsin receiving grace possess no will, from the influence of which they can

pretend to any precedence of merit.

Thiswas arepeated argument in Augustine's later works, amaingay of his new doctrines, yet it
forced him into an unfortunate position over the status of baptised infants. As we congder thislet
us bear in mind his common acclamation as the restorer of smple Pauline faith.

The actud practice of infant baptism was universd in the Catholic church a the time, and
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Augustine brought no Scriptures to defend it. What he had to show was that it made the
difference (if the baby died) of heaven and hell, and for this he cited Mark 16.16: He that
believes and is baptized shall be saved, but he that disbelieves shall be condemned. Of this
verse he says ‘'Now who can be unaware that in the case of infants, being baptised isto believe,
and not being baptised is not to believe?®* Y et, as he wrote to Jeromein 415 A.D., infants being
baptised have no faith of their own. Thus we find the following comment, also on Mark 16.16:
'For which reason in the church of the Saviour infants believe by means of other people, even as
they have derived those sins which are remitted them in baptism from other people.®° Baptised
babies, he sad, ‘are rightly called bdlievers because they in a certain sense profess faith by the
words of thase who bring them to baptism.®® This much he stated dearly, but we dso find him
commenting thus Therefore an infant, dthough he is not yet abdiever in the sense of having

that faith which includes the consenting will of those who exercise it, nevertheless becomes a
believer through the sacrament of that faith.®” Augustine seems to use thisidea of a'sacrament of
fath' asakind of hafway measure enough to save the infant if he died young but not if he later
dishdieved. Quite how he derived it from Scripture, and quite how it fitsin with his other
Satements, is not clear. Whatever he meant by it, he certainly implied e sewhere that infant bap-
tism involved regeneration to life.

This brought him greet difficulties. He had strongly argued that baptism was asvalid if
administered by adrunkard or a heretic asif by an apostle®® He had dso argued that: 'their
regeneration is not prevented by the fact that this blessing has no place in the intention of those
by whom they are presented for baptism.®® Well, we may ask, if salvation is 'by faith’, then
whose fath isit in such cases? Augustine would reply: The presentation of thelittleones. . . is
not so much of those by whose hands they are borne up . . . as of the whole society of saints and
believers®® The implication, therefore, it that a baby baptized by a drunken heretic is saved by
the faith of the Catholic church who may know nothing of the event. Thisis part of Augustine's
'restoration’ of the smple doctrine of salvation by faith!

A further complication comes from Augustine's ingstence that 'the Catholic church doneisthe
body of Chrigt, of which Heisthe head and saviour of His body. Outside this body the Holy
Spirit gives life to no one'®* The Donatists held ‘entirely the same beliefs theologically asthe
Catholics - but Augustine thought them damned for not accepting the authority of the Catholic
church. He repeatedly defended thisview using | Corinthians 13 - daming that anyone
separated from the Catholic fellowship did not have love ®? Believing this, he had then to explain
how it was that baptism by heretics wrought regeneration. One answer he gave was that: ‘their
ans, which in that moment had been dispelled by the holiness of baptism, return immediately
upon them, as though it were the darkness returning which the light has dispdlled while they
were passing through 1t.°® How he would apply thisto baby Donatistsis not clear but he
accepted in generd that a man could have genuine regeneration, genuine piety, and even genuine
faith, but, without membership of the Cathalic church, it could aval him nothing and he would
go to hdll. On thisbasis, of course, Augustine would have condemned two of his most famous
followers- Cavin and Luther - for his arguments for the authority of the Catholic church were as
vdidinther timesasin his.

Augustine even went so far asto state that a man could have the genuine faith which works by
love, could have a genuine and not a feigned 'righteousness, but then fall away and go to hell.>*



Perseverance, he taught, depended on whether or not God had chosen and predestined a man.*®
However much faith we have, however well we know that God has regenerated and justified us,

until the day of our death (he implied) we do not know whether He has mercifully predestined us
to heaven or has justly predestined usto hdl. Thisis Augustine's teaching.

We now see how Augustine's main defence for his picture of faith as an irresgtible gift is bound
up in hiswhole system: origind sin, infant baptismal regeneration, predestination, etc. To us
today the mogt influentid of hisideas, even with those who have never read any of his works,
may be those on predestination and election. Briefly, he viewed 'dection’ as God's choice of who
should be believers*® and he said: ‘predestination is a preparation for grace, while graceis the
actua endowment.®’ Thus 'dlection’ is God's sdlection of some (with no reference to their own
wills) to be given find sdvation; predestination is God's preparation for giving them an

irrestible gift of faith and find perseverance. God could have chosen and predestined others
aso, but for undisclosed reasons has not done so. Thisis Augustine's teeching.

It is unfortunate that such interpretations of ‘eection’ and ‘predestination’ are often accepted
today (even by those who know nothing of Augustine) asthe true Biblical ones. Instead of taking
care to see whether the ideas are truly Biblical, people often merely soften their implications by
saying that, of course, such doctrines are only 'one Sde to the truth'. Thisis highly unsatisfactory,
for it isfar from obvious that Augudtine's interpretations of these concepts are Biblical. We have
seen in section 15 how our election is‘in Christ' since Heisthe elect One, but how®® Augustine
effectively ignores the phrase 'in Him' in Ephesians chapter 1. We aso saw the confusion caused
by applying to believers dection, words Jesus used of His choice of gpostles. Augusting's view
of predegtination is no less dubious, for the Bible never gpplies the word to the initia reception
of grace. In Scripture, predestination’ is a 'setting out of a horizon' for believers, not a decree as
to who should bdlieve. Nether the Biblica teaching on dection of believers, nor that on
predestination, lends any support to Augustings dlegation thet faith itsdf isan irresdtible gift.
We may only decide whether he or the early church was right by consdering hissystem asa
whole and deciding whether or not it is Biblical.

Underlying the whole system of Augudtineis abasic assumption that God's will isdways and
inevitably done, and that man can never resst it. We see this clearly if we consder some
passages in a basic handbook of the Chrigian faith which Augustine wrote after reaching
maturity, the Enchiridion. This passage begins with the assertion that dthough it may seem
unloving for God to take up and save one baby, and et another go to hdll, yet al will be reveded
to usin heaven:

Enchiridion xxiv: Then, in the cleare light of wisdom, will be seen what now the pious
hold by faith, not yet grasping it in clear understanding - how certain, immutable, and
effectud isthe will of God, how there are things he can do but does not will to do, yet
wills nothing he cannot do, and how true iswhat is sung in the Psalm: "But our God is
above in heaven; in heaven and on earth he has done dl things whatsoever that he
would." Thisobvioudy isnot trueif there is anything that he willed to do and did not do,
or, what were worsg, if he did not do something because man's will prevented him, the
Omnipotent, from doing what he willed. Nothing, therefore, happens unless the Omni-
potent wills it to happen. He ether dlowsit to happen or he actudly causesit to happen .



.. Unlesswe bdieve this, the very beginning of our confession of faith isimperiled - the
sentence in which we profess to believe in God the Father Almighty. For heis caled
Almighty for no other reason than that he can do whatsoever he wills, and be-cause the
efficacy of his omnipotent will is not impeded by the will of any creature!

One may note two things in particular about this:

() Augustine's use of the type of emotiond argument we consdered in section 6:
'Surely God would not be Almighty if anything could happen againgt His will?

(i) He further supported his argument with referenceto aPsdlm - but in fact this
seems to be a mixed quotation from Psalm 115.3 and Psadm 135.6. The context of
ether of theseis a comparison of our God as One who hears, feds and acts, with
other gods who have neither consciousness nor power. The Psamigt's mind was
far from dedling with the question of whether God alows men a freedom to
accept or reject His offer of free sdvation. But thisis how Augustine intends to

aoply it, thus:

Enchiridion xxv: 'Furthermore who will be so foolish and blasphemous asto say
that God cannot change the evil wills of men, whichever, whenever and
wheresoever he chooses, and direct them to what is good?*°

He had, of course, to try to dedl with Bible passages (such as those cited in section 6) which
flatly contradict this notion. It is interesting to see how Augustine, athough a gresat thinker,
entangled himsdlf as he tried to explain these away.

Enchiridion xxiv: ‘But the Lord's language is clearer when, in the Gospel, he provesthe
unrighteous city: How often” he says ‘would | have gathered your children together, as a
hen gathers her chicks, and you would not.” This sounds asif God's will had been
overcome by human wills and as if the weskest by not willing, impeded the Most
Powerful so that he could not do what he willed. And whereis that omnipotence by
which "whatsoever he willed on heaven and on earth, he has done,” if he willed to gather
the children of Jerusaem together, and did not do so? Or, isit not rather the case that,
athough Jerusalem did not will that her children be gathered together by him, yet, despite
her unwillingness, God did indeed gather together those children of hers whom he
would? It is not that "in heaven and on earth” he has willed and done some things, and
willed other things and not done them, "dl things whatsoever he willed, he hes done'.

One can only be amazed at his argument, whichis:
0] Jesus words admittedly make it look as though God willed something but did not do it.

(i) But the words of Psalm 135 (1157) imply thet if God wanted to gather them then He did
0.

(i) Therefore Jesus words must be ‘interpreted' to mean this - whatever they might appear to



mean!

This seems