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I ntroduction

| want to say first of all that this reviewnst an apology for or against Calvinism, but
rather an apology for the integrity of God’s Wordlahe truth contained therein.
Neither Calvinism, nor Arminiansim, nor any othem’, nor any one man, nor group of
men and their respective teaching is the standagda by which we judge the truth of
God’'s Word. God’s Word alone is our one and otéydard as the Holy Spirit opens to
us its “riches both of the wisdom and knowledgé&ofl” (Romans 11:33). On the other
hand, the writings of other men, church councysgsls, etc., can be of great assistance
in helping us to understand the Scriptures, but thetings are merely just that, their
writings, and not the inspired Word of God. Theref as significant as thestitutes of
the Christian Religions as a systematic theology, neither that, norahgr systematic
theology will be appealed to as the ultimate steshfiar this review. That which will be
the ultimate standard of judgment will be the Wofd@sod. On the other hand, where
Mr. Hunt does make reference to the writings okothnen, then those writings will be
examined, as much as the space for this reviewallallv, in order to verify Mr. Hunt’s
accuracy in representing his sources. But, onagmathat which will be the final arbiter
in matters of doctrine will be the Word of God, A&ILIP, or any other codified,
theological system associated with a particulaod@national group.

The approach for this review, therefore, Wwélto examine Mr. Hunt’s book in three
specific areas: the literary form and content;Hhtstorical analysis; and the biblical
analysis (including linguistic and theological arsa$). | will definitely draw some
conclusions as a result of my reading and anallgsisyou, the reader, will make your
own judgment of his book as you too examine théwuarareas covered in this review
through prayer, the Word and your own discernment.

Literary Form & Content

Mr. Hunt's Motive & Passion for Writing the Book

Mr. Hunt is in no way attempting to give arbiased analysis of Calvinism, but rather
his aim and purpose, from the very beginning, isviscerate Calvinism in every way he
can. His motive and passion for writing this ba®klearly described on the very last
page in the last three paragraphs of his book:

My heart has been broken by @édwvi’s misrepresentation of the God of the
Bible whom | love, and for the excuse this has giteatheists not to believe in



Him. My sincere and earnest desire in writing thoek has been to defend
God’s character against the libel that denies &iie ffor all and insists that He
does not make salvation available to all becausinhe not want all to be saved.
It is my prayer that readers will recognize thati§tfan authors and leaders,
ancient and modern and no matter how well respeatedallible and that God’s
Word is our only authority. . . .

It is my prayer that Calvinisaders who may have gotten this far have been
fully persuaded to misrepresent no longer the Gdove as having predestined
multitudes to eternal doom while withholding frohei any opportunity to
understand and believe the gospel. How many unt have rejected God
because of this deplorable distortion we do notkrdut may that excuse be
denied everyone from this time forth! And may beérs, in confidence that the
gospel is indeed glad tidings fall people, take God’s good news to the whole
world! (Hunt, 414)

His heart’s concern is also clearly stated in obiaphe of his book where he describes a
conversation he had with some people after a spgakigagement, and in particular
with a young woman who was a pastor’s wife. MrnHgraphically describes the pain
and confusion brought to her life through her hasbapursuit of Calvinism. Her
husband had been a pastor and had a fruitful mynisitil he began to study and promote
Calvinism. He ultimately was removed from his paste because of his teaching
Calvinistic doctrine, and Mr. Hunt says, “The Calgm which had once seemed so
satisfying began to haunt him with uncertaintyawhether he was one of the elect”
(Hunt, 17).

Beginning on page 382-411, Mr. Hunt weavethefashion of a novel a fictional
account of a pastor and his wife, named Al and 0o, become embroiled in Calvinism.
He takes us through their happy days until Al,uaficed by his pastor, begins to delve
into Calvinism, which in turn leads to great turnoonfusion and uncertainty even
about his salvation. Then Mr. Hunt takes us throagystematic rebuttal of TULIP as
Al begins to search the Scripture and comes tarthile, which is a denial of TULIP and
of all that Calvinism stands for. As you read thasrative, all that Mr. Hunt has said in
the previous pages in his denunciation of Calvinisionsolidated using Al and Jan as
his examples of what he sees as the real life coesees of Calvinism in people’s lives.
Thus, what comes across in the beginning and eMf.dflunt’s book is his heartfelt
desire to see people delivered from what he corstdebe an unbiblical (Hunt, 369),
perhaps even cultic (Hunt, 395) religious systeat #ttually believes in a different God
than the God of the Bible (Hunt, 373).

Therefore, in attempting to put myself into.Miunt’s ‘shoes’ and see this issue from
his perspective, | am certain, after reading hskhthat Mr. Hunt believes in his heart
that he was totally objective in his presentatiblowever, | was able to observe
throughout his book that he was guilty of manyha things he accused Calvinists of
doing. For example, Mr. Hunt accuses Calvinistaabiblical twisting of Scripture”
(Hunt, 358), and he points out, in his opinionttGalvin, “contradicted his own
theories” (Hunt, 348). Interestingly enough, Ifduexamples in Mr. Hunt’s writing of
the very same things. In addition, his narrativ&lcand Jan reminded me of the stories |
heard when | was a young man in a Baptist Semialaoyit people who experienced the
‘baptism of the Holy Spirit and spoke in tonguebideed, it is absolutely uncanny how
identical the format is in Mr. Hunt's account og&thorrible and detrimental things that



occurred to Al and Jan because of Calvinism as epegpto the horrible and detrimental
things that | was told occurred to people who neegithe ‘baptism of the Holy Spirit and
spoke in tongues’. The only things that have ckedraye the names of the couple and the
reasons for the malevolent events that occurrdiein lives (i.e., the reason being
Calvinism vs. ‘speaking in tongues’). On the othand, were there people who misused
and abused the ‘gifts of the Spirit’ in the earfyd of the Charismatic Movement, and
even still today, and was some of their teachiogf bhen and now concerning the ‘gifts
and working of the Spirit’, misdirected and imbaiad? Without question, yes, there
was and still is abuse and bad teaching in thia.aBut does that abuse and misdirected
teaching invalidate the biblical reality and valydof the gifts of the Holy Spirit
ministering in the lives of believers today? Najoees not, anymore than any
misdirected and imbalanced teaching related toifialm invalidates the biblical truths

of man’s corrupt nature; of God’s unmerited grdoee and mercy toward fallen
mankind, who come into a saving relationship wittdased solely on His grace, not
their works; of the fact that the blood of Jesuagplied only to those who receive Him
as their Lord and Savior; of the fact that GodHay Holy Spirit, brings us to a place of
conviction of sin, of conviction of the righteousseof Jesus and His love and
forgiveness for us, and of conviction of the judginthat awaits us if we refuse Him, so
that we become overwhelmed to the point that wknger want to resist Him and say
no, and we surrender to Him and say, ‘Yes Lorépent and | receive you as my Lord
and Savior’; and of the full assurance of salvatiod everlasting life to those who are
Jesus’ ‘'sheep’: “My sheep hear My voice, and | kribem, and they follow Me; and |
give eternal life to them, and they shall neveigberand no one shall snatch them out of
My hand. My Father, who has givdremto Me, is greater than all; and no one is able to
snatchthemout of the Father's hand” (John 10:27-29).

Thus, that which truly grieves Mr. Hunt is tmart done to people by what he sees as
the imbalanced and misdirected teaching in Calmnig\nd once again, the question
may be asked, were their people in the early dagtseocCharismatic Movement, and
even today, who have suffered spiritual, mental@mdtional anguish because of
imbalanced teaching and emphases? Yes, thereandrare. But are there many others
who have grown in the Lord and been blessed and htessing to others through a
balanced and biblically centered ministry of therkgoand ministry of the gifts of the
Holy Spirit? Yes, there were and are. And inghme way, have there been people who
have suffered spiritual, mental and emotional astybecause of imbalanced teaching
and emphases in Calvinistic doctrine? Yes, thawelibeen and are. But on the other
hand, are there others who have grown in the Loddoeen blessed and are a blessing to
others through a balanced and biblically centeredstny concerning those teachings
typically associated with Calvinistic doctrine? syéhere have been and are. And what
is even more important, the same can be said of &Y EHEOLOGICAL EMPHASIS
in the church today, from soteriology, to eschaig|do ecclesiology, etc. In every one
of these areas, examples could be given of spirte@ntal and emotional pain that has
resulted in the imbalanced and misdirected teadhingrious aspects, but that
imbalanced teaching does not abrogate the whdleeadoctrinal view, but rather points
even more clearly to the need for bringing the wtadunsel of God’s Word, linguistic
analysis and historical research, where applicatie the picture.



For example, when the six-day, Arab-Israeli aecurred in 1967, | was a junior in
college, and the one and only eschatology thath&ay) taught on our campus was the
pre-millennial, pre-tribulation rapture view. Tleéore, after Israel won, the proponents
of the pre-millennial, pre-tribulation rapture vievere teaching that Jesus would
probably be returning within five years. Theseeavernmarily leaders who had been
trained at Dallas Theological Seminary. The vaajomity of the Christian students at
that time didn’t know enough to challenge that béag, and this idea of Jesus returning
in five years swept through the campus of Missj@sgiate, causing many students to
consider dropping out of school and evangelizirggvilorld in the short time left. | had
one close friend who was supposed to graduatena 11968, with a BS in
Aeronautical Engineering. However, in Decembet @37, he was seriously thinking of
dropping out of college because he thought it wasste of time to graduate when Jesus
was coming back in five years! After talking amésoning with him from Scripture for
many days, he finally decided not to drop out dfosd. Now, did the misdirected
teaching of those who were leaders and supporned-enillennial, pre-tribulation rapture
view of eschatology invalidate that whole teachegause of their imbalance? No, it
did not. And even though some other of my frieretained spiritual and emotional
‘scars’ for a long time after that fiasco, doedrtipain and anguish validate a complete
repudiation of the pre-millennial, pre-tribulaticepture view of eschatology? No, it does
not. What it does do, however, is cause all dbuske note of the fact that we must “let
God be found true, though every manfounda liar, . . .” (Romans 3:4).

| could go on and on, but | believe the panhade. That which must be uppermost
in any of our studying and research is to take agcount the whole counsel of God’s
Word as much as we are able and to the best afralarstanding. Consequently, in
viewing the experience of the young pastor’s wifeoge husband was summarily fired
from his church for teaching Calvinism, as weltfae fictional account of ‘Al and Jan’,
we all grieve over tragic misdirection and imbalkgh¢eaching, but their experience isn'’t
the whole story. Equally valid accounts could deagjiven of young pastors and their
wives who have been blessed and been a blessotgds through a biblically balanced
and Christ-centered teaching that is Calvinistinature, as well as a fictional account of
another ‘Al and Jan’ who, unlike their prototypkaye exposure to a positive, balanced
and Christ-centered ministry that is also Calvinist nature.

Once again, however, | must reiterate thatwiew and critique is not focused on
attempting either to advocate or repudiate TULI#,to try and fit in with a prescribed
and acceptable, theological framework for those wbald see themselves as pro-
Calvinist or anti-Calvinist. But, as much as | abie, this review is aimed at looking at
Scripture in as honest and open a manner as pessibtder to see what the Bible is
actually saying concerning some of the issuesdadyeMr. Hunt in his book, versus
attempting to put a ‘twist’ and ‘garb’ on the Sduge from either a pro-Calvinist or anti-
Calvinist agenda.

Ad Hominem Attacks

Another very important aspect of the formaMuf Hunt’'s book is that it is replete
with ad hominenattacks against certain individuals whom he fegskay proponents of
Calvinism, and his book is laden with biting sarmashen dealing with many of their



writings and beliefs. In all fairness to Mr. Huhts level of criticism is measured at
times, being far more gentle and respectful witimepand quite harsh and vitriolic with
others. With regard to the latter, | also founthieresting that as he points out the harsh
and vitriolic tones used by Luther against Erasmang, used by Calvin against those with
whom he disagreed, he apparently doesn’t see Hilmsielg guilty of the same in his
similar attacks against some of those with whordibagrees. One example that stood
out to me was his remark about Dr. D. James Kenn@iypages 352-353, Mr. Hunt is
pointing out what he feels is a contradiction of@asts, and in particular of Dr.
Kennedy:

Yet Calvinists often contradicthselves because they slip into an
evangelism mode. Attimes D. James Kennedy, fauoidEvangelism
Explosion, makes it sound not only as though saiwas available to all but
even that faith precedes regeneration: . . . Kentraghs others to evangelize
and in the process contradicts Calvinism: “Fot i§ itrue that we must be born
again, then it is also true that we may be bormraga. . That, my friends, is the
good news Does he seriously mean that salvation for fleeteaalone igyood
newsfor everyoné . . .

As for Kennedy'ggbod news, are those who have been predestined to
eternal torment expected to rejoice that their desealed and there is nothing
that can be done to change it? Can he and othagelistically inclined
Calvinists seriously think their practice matchasitt belief? (Hunt, 352-353)

Now for those who fully embrace Mr. Hunt’s positighey may not see anything wrong
with his reference to Dr. Kennedy because they fealyMr. Hunt is doing what is
necessary in order to expose and root out whatdbegider to be ‘heresy’ in the church.
Thus, they may view Mr. Hunt's sarcasm as totalltified. On the other hand, although
| do believe the gospel is for all men and thatfarecedes regeneration, | do not
consider Mr. Hunt’s sarcastic slam against Dr. Kegtynas either appropriate or fitting
for a man of Mr. Hunt’s stature in the evangelimanmunity today. Dr. Kennedy’s
Evangelism Explosion is responsible for leadingdreds of thousands, and perhaps
even millions of people to a saving faith in Choser the past almost forty years. All
one needs to do is go to Evangelism Explosion’s svwebatwww.eeinternational.org
and you will see their evangelistic heart for thstlaround the world, and then you can
go to Reclaiming America for Christ’'s web sitenatw.reclaimamerica.orgnd see their
commitment to placing themselves on the frontlméhie battle to reclaim the very soul
of our nation for Christ. You know, with all thedredible evil that is emerging in our
nation and the world, this is not the time to beating at other evangelicals who are
orthodox, Christ-centered and Bible believing berthand sisters in Christ who are
aggressively and effectively sharing the Gospéhwitost and dying world. Thus, even
though | might be in agreement more with Mr. Huntoertain theological issues than |
would with Dr. Kennedy, | am completely in oppositito Mr. Hunt’'s slamming of such
men as Dr. Kennedy, while at the same time | cotalesupport Dr. Kennedy’s desire
to share the Gospel with the whole world.

One more thing about EE, and that is it cosg®ievangelicals from across all
denominational affiliations: Baptists, Methodigesesbyterians, Assembly of God,
Nazarenes, etc. In addition, the Trainers who aohBE clinics all around the world are
from all these various denominations as well. Thegardless of whether one may




disagree with certain points of Dr. Kennedy’s tlogg), it appears to me that he is a great
example of a Christian leader in our world todaywdcarrying out 1l Timothy 4:5: “But
you, be sober in all things, endure hardship, @ontbrk of an evangelist, fulfill your
ministry.”

Formatting in Book

The following area of review deals with spadlj footnotes, references and sources.
These are areas in which all of as writers candanchake mistakes, and they can easily
be corrected with good proof reading and astuténgdi However, that being said, it is
still important for you the reader to be awareh#ge errors so that you can adequately
and accurately evaluate the material he presents.

There is only one spelling error | wanteddter to and that was Mr. Hunt’s
transliteration into English of the Greek word foreknowon page 227. Itis a very
slight error, but one that could be misleadingdomeone who is unfamiliar with the
Koine Greek of the New Testament. The word in Gisepoy.viokw, and the correct
form of transliteration iproginosko Mr. Hunt wrote it aprogonisko Again, this is not
a major error, but one the reader should be awafde or she was trying to locate the
correct word in a Greek lexicon, or in some otlearrse that would have transliterated
material.

With regard to footnotes, on page 77 Mr. Hargiving a quote from Arminius
concerning predestination. However, as you chetkhe reference, you find that the
correct reference to footnote #22 is: Op. cit. 8,68t 693. In addition, on the following
page, | scoured the references that footnote #2®pointed to on page 91 frofe
Works of James Arminiuddowever, | could not find anything in the refeces cited in
Arminiusthat remotely resembled the quotes given on pagehé8e footnotes #26-29
were listed. Now that could be because of my @k bf perception, or it could be that
it was incorrectly entered and cited by Mr. Hunh gages 369, footnote # 65 is given in
the text as though it was from Spurgeon, but ore@$, he cites it as being from
Palmer. He then gives footnote #66 twice in thxe, teut the second usage of it is
actually #67, which he correctly gives as comirapfrSpurgeon on page 376. On page
371, in the text, footnote #68 is attributed torRal, but on page 376 it is cited as coming
from Spurgeon. Earlier in that same chapter ore (3@, he partially cites footnote #25
correctly as Op. cit. IV:xvi, 18, (referring to @al’s Instituteg, when in actuality it is
18-19, and footnote #26 is actually IV:xv, 22, idixvi, 18-21 (referring once again to
Calvin’sInstituteg. On page 395, he cites footnote #47 as beingii€Cap. cit., 71-73,
which is apparently the page numbers, but whatldhwave been given is, Calvin op. cit.
l:vii, 4-5, which is what he consistently did thghout his book and is the correct form.
These are only a few of the footnotes | checkedrevberors were found. And even
though | did check a large number of his footnokegs not able to check as many as |
would have liked because | didn’t have accessltofdlis bibliographic sources.
However, | would cautiously presume that if | fouhé number of errors | did in the
limited sources | checked, there is a good chamatyperhaps others also exist.

The other area | would now like to look athis use of his sources and his utilization
of ellipses. Mr. Hunt has a consistent patteralimhinating important portions of
material in his quotations that, if included in Qisote in its proper context, would tend to



undermine the position he is trying to establishh®/use of the material he is actually
qguoting. Now here too, all of us as writers cargb#ty of this, and | know that at times,
| have been guilty of the same thing. Howevebgeihooves us to be as careful and
thorough as possible in order to present accuratbbt our sources are actually saying. |
am not saying that in all of his quotations and efsellipses this is the case, but it is true
in many of the ones | checked, and some of thaseexy crucial with regard to what he
is attempting to affirm. Therefore, you, the readeust make the effort to check out the
material he quotes and refers to. In fact, Mr. tiays to do as much on the very last
page of his book: “It is my prayer that readerd matognize that Christian authors and
leaders, ancient or modern and no matter how wsflected, are all fallible and that
God’s Word is our only authority” (Hunt, 414). degtly admire Mr. Hunt’'s honesty and
integrity in making such a statement, and that roeginly applies to checking out the
full quotes from the sources he cites.

The first example | want to give you is foum page 36 and footnote # 14 where Mr.
Hunt presents a quote from Calvirsstitutesthat he implies is from Calvin himself:

Much of his teaching is warmed-ovenfam Catholicism. Let those
evangelicals who praise Calvin as thoroughly b#ljastify, for example, the
following from hisInstitutes

| believe in the Holy Catholic Church . . . wheffloav perpetual
remission of sins, and full restoration to etetifal

Indeed, as one reads Mr. Hunt's statement abowvet &lve quote he is going to give, the
ordinary reader (and by ‘ordinary’ | mean that rragtho is not familiar with Calvin’s
writings, let alone anything else from the earlydh) would conclude that the quote Mr.
Hunt is giving is from the original pen of Calvimiself. However, in this instance, the
contrary is true. The fact is that what he is qmgpts from theEpitome of the

Institutions by Gaspar Olevian, and this is contained in “Meéthnd Arrangement” in
The Institutes of the ChristidReligion! What is equally important, is that not only ig th
guote given above by Mr. Hunt not from the pen ai@, the first phrase is from the
Apostles’ Creed

| believe in God the Father Almighty, Maker of tiea and earth,

And in Jesus Christ his only Son oard; who was conceived by the

Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin Maryffered under Pontius Pilate, was
crucified, dead, and buried; he dededrinto hell; the third day he rose
again from the dead; he ascendedhe&wven, and sitteth on the right hand of
God the Father Almighty; from thence he shall camgidge the quick and the
dead. _| believe ithe Holy Ghost; the holy catholic Chur¢he communion of
saints; the forgiveness of sins; the resurrectidh@body; and the life
everlasting. AMEN,

In large part this creed was a statement againssti®&ism, and it was a confession by
professing believers as they were approaching ttera/ of baptism as a testimony of
their commitment to the truth handed down by the#es. The earliest known version
of this dates back to Hippolytus ca. 215 AD, andibed it for new believers who wanted
to be baptized. This is not a confession of belief in the Romath®lic Church of the



middle ages, replete with all kinds of corruptibnt rather a confession of the ‘universal
church’, of which all true believers are a partius, in Latincatholic meansuniversal
Gaspar Olevian, therefore, is giving a summatiowlmét is in thdnstitutes In addition,
here, as elsewhere throughout Mr. Hunt’s bools rat so much what he includes in his
guotes, but what he excludes that is of vital ingooze as well. | want to give you the
entire quote from Mr. Olevian, not Calvin, and libee it will be seen that what Mr.
Olevian actually says is somewhat different fromatr. Hunt portrays:

Since the Holy Spirit does not ingi@ftmen into Christ, or endue

them with faith, and those whom he demendue he does not ordinarily
endue without means, but uses forghgbose the preaching of the
Gospel and the dispensation of theg®aents, together with the
administration of all kinds of discipdi, the Creed contains the following
article, “I believe in the Holy CatholChurch”, namely, that Church
which, when lying in eternal death, Hagher, by gratuitous election
freely reconciled to himself in Chriahd endued with the Holy Spirit
that, being engrafted into Christ, ight have communion with him as its
proper head; whence flow perpetual ssion of sins, and full restoration
to eternal lifeAccordingly the Church is treated of in the filstrteen
chapters of the Fourth Book, which daéter treats of the means which
the Holy Spirit employs in calling ueetually from spiritual death, and
preserving the Church, in other woBisptism and the Lord’s Supper.
These means are, as it were, the smggiter of Christ, by which, through
the efficacy of his Spirit, he commesibés spiritual reign in the Church,
advances it from day to day, and afier life, without the use of means,
finally perfects it. This subject isntmued to the 20th chaptér.

In reading the full quote from which Mr. Hunt toakpart (I underlined the portion that
he took part of the quote from), | believe it isad that Mr. Olevian is saying that it is
from ‘Christ’, not the Roman Catholic Church medsam Who is “its proper head,;
whence flow perpetual remission of sins, and festoration to eternal life.” Thus, as
best as | can read from the above full quote of/lale Jesus is the ‘proper head’ of the
Church, and it is from Christ “its proper head; wbe flow perpetual remission of sins,
and full restoration to eternal life” to those wée part of the ‘Church’, that is, the body
of true believers grafted into Christ by the indimg Holy Spirit. Now Mr. Hunt goes

on to quote in footnote #15 an accurate presemtafiovhat Calvin actually says.
However, as you go on to read in IV:1, 5, you ca@ more clearly what Calvin means by
saying that “beyond the pale of the Church no fgggess of sins, no salvation, can be
hoped fot>:

Paul says that our Savior “ascendedlfave all heavens, that he might fill all
things. And he gave some, apostles; and some, gtedmnd some, evangelists,
and some, pastors and teachers; for the perfeatitinge saints, for the work of
the ministry, for the edifying of the body of Chirisll we all come in the unity of
the faith; and of the knowledge of the Son of Anth a perfect man, unto the
measure of the stature of the fullness of Chrisghesians 4:10-13). . . . Let us
hold, agreeably to the passage we quoted from Baatlthe Church can only be
edified by external preaching, and that there isther bond by which the saints



can be kept together than by uniting with one congeobserve the order which
God has appointed in his Church for learning ankimggprogres$.

What is being presented, therefore, by Calvinhat by the term ‘Church’, he is referring
to the body of believers who are in Christ throtigg indwelling power of His Holy

Spirit in their lives. Would | ever use the terWidther’ to describe the church, or would
| ever say that “beyond the pale of the Churchargi¥eness of sins, no salvation can be
hoped for, . . .”? No, | would not. What | wouwddy is that beyond a personal
relationship with Jesus, ‘no forgiveness of sirssalvation can be hoped for’. But in
essence, as | read the whole of chapter 1 in Bdpthht is what | see Calvin saying, and
furthermore, | do not see Calvin saying in any whgt salvation is any other form but
the person of Jesus. | do not see him attemptimgdurrect Roman Catholicism, but
rather point to the importance of believers funditig together as the body of Christ as
described by Paul in the above passage in Ephesiangell as the exhortation for us as
believers in Hebrews 10:23-25:

Let us hold fast the confession of loope without wavering, for He who
promised is faithful®* and let us consider how to stimulate one anothéne
and good deed$’ not forsaking our own assembling together, asdshiabit of
some, but encouragirane anotherand all the more, as you see the day drawing
near.

Once again, would | word things as Calvin doesyould | place the emphasis on certain
things as he does? No, | would not. But Calvis Vidng in a different time with far
different cultural, religious and social conceptart we as evangelicals have today. For
one thing, there was no such thing as democraclttansocial legislation and laws of
that day reflected that. The social environmett adition of that day in turn impacted
the life and construct of the incipient, evangeéldaurch, in the same way our American
lifestyle and traditions have impacted and affext/ lwe interpret and apply biblical truth
to our cultural setting. For example, many evaiggéd in our country were slave owners
at the beginning of our nation, as well as up t #gmough the Civil War. Culturally
they saw absolutely nothing wrong with owning skfrem a biblical perspective
because it was condoned and accepted as a phd nbtmal lifestyle in both the Old
and New Testaments. In addition, many people baxery false view of the reason for
the Civil War from the South’s perspective. Ldsart6 % of whites and freed Blacks
owned one or more slaves at the beginning of théd @far. Thus, what the vast
majority of Southerners were fighting for was SgafReghts, not the continuation of
slavery. However, we look back on that time reowd it is very hard to imagine how
we, as a nation founded on the principles enurttiat¢éhe Declaration of Independence,
that “We hold these truths to be self-evident, tibinen are created equd#iat they are
endowed by their Creator with certain unalienaliighk, that among these are Life,
Liberty and the pursuit of Happine$sould have ever tolerated slavery. But we must
remember that we are asking this question overhiwalred years after the fact. How
could we have done it? Evangelicals who suppast@eery did so because it was a
culturally approved part of society at that timegaas previously stated, it had a biblical
basis for its support. The same, therefore, casalmbof Calvin with his approach to the
Church and many other issues. However, as witlegfaso too with a number of




theological issues facing the Reformers, includhmgidea of the Church, we have
biblically and culturally grown beyond some of thearly ideas and beliefs. For one
thing, we live under a democracy in the West, whiels an unheard of thing at that time.
In addition, the Catholic Church had a place ofhpireence and power that it no longer
has today. And thirdly, Luther, Zwingli, Calvin &uother evangelicals were in the
process of establishing a new order of Christiattigt has come to be called
Evangelicalism. Today, we enjoy the establishadsrof Evangelicalism, but then, they
were fighting, literally, to stay alive. Therefor@nce again, | do not see in any way a
desire on Calvin’s part in chapter 1 of Book IVrésurrect a corrupt Roman Catholicism
into the true Church of called out believers, whias#h is in Jesus for their salvation, not
the church machine of Roman Catholicism. Calvierapts to address this in particular
in sections 2 & 3, chapter 1, Book 4, and espsc@ihapter 6, Book 4.

There are two other references that | wolld 10 refer to specifically before going on
to another section of this review. The first ipter 3 in Mr. Hunt's book concerning
Calvin’s conversion. On page 38, Mr. Hunt sayparentheses that Calvin was
converted in the early part of 1533. He then goew say:

Moreover, the exact nature of Calvitosversion, at least up to that point in
time, is placed in further question by two knowat$a As late as June of 1533
he helped a young woman to gain entrance to a mgrina rather odd thing for
a convinced convert to Protestantism to do. Evererpeculiar, instead of
sending an immediate message withdrawing himsalfi€kept himself on the
payroll of the Roman Catholic Church until a yeftieahe claimed to have been
miraculously delivered from the “deep slough” ob&inate addiction to the
superstitions of the papacy.” (Hunt, 38-39)

In the above quote, Mr. Hunt takes footnote #2infiidhe History & Character of
Calvinism by John T. McNeill. Mr. Hunt is using McNeill @ssource to substantiate
that “as late as June of 1533, he helped a youmgamdo gain entrance to a nunnery, . .
., and thereby bring into question the genuine@gsdepth of Calvin’s commitment to
Christ in early 1533, which is when Mr. Hunt ass&alvin was converted. However,
McNeill has an entire chapter dedicated to theudision of Calvin’s conversion, and it is
from this chapter Mr. Hunt took his reference intfote # 21 in the above quote. On the
other hand, it appears that Mr. Hunt either conagyedisregarded everything else
McNeill had to say about Calvin’s conversion, ordmy read the one, brief sentence at
the beginning of the paragraph where mention ohth@ery is made. | would
encourage you, the reader, to read McNeill's emdir@pter on this subject, and you will
see a completely different assessment from whatHunt gives (Chapter VII €alvin’s
Conversiol. The following are a series of sequential quéitais this chapter dealing
with the very subject of the date of Calvin’'s Corsien:

A letter written by Calvin, after his conversion,Bucer was formerly dated by
editors September, 1532. It is now recognizecttofla later year, probably
1534. ... 0n 1 November of that year [1533] Celivéred a rectorial address
that startled the old believers into vigorous rigeict The long accepted view,
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first published by Beza in 1575, that Calvin wap&ahost writer for this
discourse has been abandoned by most authorities. .

There is preserved in Geneva a copy in Caand of a part of this daring
manifesto, but it is almost certainly not the amaidraft, nor is the complete
copy that rests in Strasbourg the original. Cadviraving transcribed Cop’s text
need occasion no surprise, in view of the closniiship between them, and
from the fact that Calvin shared the unhappy comseces. . . . The assumption
of Calvin’s authorship breaks down.

We may assume, however, that it substantiaffyesents Calvin’s views in
the autumn of 1533. If so, had he, as many beli@veady experienced the
‘conversion’? Since, as we have seen, he referipently to his obstinate
attachment to the Papacy prior to that event, viigrally look for a repudiation
of the Papacy as a mark of its effect. The Papadypowever, not in question
either in this document or in any of Calvin’s exthatters of 1533. . . . Cop had
temporarily won a victory for Marguerite in the ueisity: he was her champion
here with reference to the broad religious polit¥@mnce. He avails himself of
some Luther material, but the outlook is not tHdtuther, or of the latter Calvin.
If Calvin approved the utterance he was, we may riag for conversion rather
than fresh from it. The date of thabita conversi¢gsudden conversion] must be
put later.

All we know of Calvin in 1533 bears testimony thathad not changed his
religious allegiance. In June, with Nicholas Clg visited a nunnery and
interviewed the abbess in order to arrange foatimission to it of a sister of his
friend Francois Daniel. On 23 August he was in dlogittending (though not a
member) a session of the chapter, in which it vessded to hold a solemn
procession to allay the plague. In October hegmtesl to Daniel a book by
Gerard Roussel, Lefevere’s eloquent disciple, wdmb heen imprisoned for a
short time after Cop’s address and who was alsbeofiumber of Calvin's
friends and correspondents. Neither Roussel nardDaver moved from the
position of Lefevre to Protestantism.

The point to be made here is that Mr. Hunt seletyitakes what he wants to use from a
source that will validate his position, but he wé|ect from that same source equally
valid material that is contextually and intrinsigdinked to the material he used, but the
latter doesn’t coincide with what he wants to sabsate. McNeill states quite clearly,
therefore, that Calvin’s conversion did not oceud533. Thus, on the one hand, Mr.
Hunt uses McNeill to substantiate Calvin’s helgle young lady to get into the nunnery
in June, 1533, and he views that as one among eus that bring into question both
the validity of Calvin’s conversion, as well as thepth of that conversion if he was truly
saved. But on the other hand, he does not wargg¢dVicNeill's statement that Calvin
was not converted in 1533 because that would emuvalidate Mr. Hunt's portrayal of
Calvin as an immature, compromising and mercengry of a person after his
conversion, if he was indeed converted at all. Kt presentation of all of the above
is intrinsically linked together, but Mr. Hunt sicglly excises those portions he doesn’t
like and creates his own picture. This is not acaimmon error to make for those of us
who do research, and it is one that | have alsonitted. However, that is all the more
reason for you, the reader, to read this referea®ell as the others of Mr. Hunt, in
order for you to come to your own conclusion.
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This next example is the last that | wantite@gf missteps concerning sources and
references, and, without question, it is one ofrtlest unfortunate. It is found on page
368 where Mr. Hunt is quoting from a portion of thanons of Dort This is not an
instance of exclusion of important material throtigé use of ellipses, nor is this an
example of his taking a quote from a source to stppspecific emphasis, and leaving
other, contextually related material out becauseoiild actually undermine his
emphasis. This is an example of something thateaily happen to any of us when we
are so driven by an agenda to find support forpmsition that we do not carefully
examine a source that may initially appear to supmpar emphasis, but in reality it does
not. Again, this is something that any of us ahgrey to, and, once again, | know |
have, but it is also something that we need to @rage one another to avoid as much as
possible.

Mr. Hunt is dealing with the whole idea preteehby Reformed theology that because
of man’s ‘total depravity’, the Holy Spirit must$t regenerate him before he can
exercise faith to believe. He repeatedly challsribes doctrine throughout his book,
referring to a multitude of Scriptures to suppast¢ontention. And in my opinion, |
believe his arguments against this particular doetare some of his strongest, but not in
this particular instance. Now although | agreehwhits position on this issue, his agenda
that drives him to thoroughly eviscerate Calvinisnevery area has produced on this
occasion a rather serious error. | will preseatdbote as he gives it:

But as man by the fall did not ceasbé a creature, endowed with understanding
and will, nor did sin which pervaded the whole ratenankind, deprive him of
the human nature, but brought upon him depravityspiritual death; so also the
grace of regeneration does not treat man as seasgtecks and blocks, nor takes
away their will and its properties, neither doeslemce thereto; but spiritually
guickens, heals, corrects, and at the same timetswand powerfullyendsit;

that where carnal rebellion and resistance fornyamyailed, a ready and sincere
spiritual obedience begins to reign; in which thuetand spiritual restoration and
freedom of our will consist. (Hunt, 368)

| italicizedand_underlinedhe word in questionghds. If this is not a typo, and based on
Mr. Hunt’s discussion about this word and its irogations in the paragraph following this
guote, it doesn’t appear that it is, then thisnsuafortunate instance of incorrect data
being presented as factual. It may be that thecedue was using (Lawrence M. Vance,
The Other Side of Calvinisfiance Publications, Pensacola, FL, rev. ed. 1839)
incorrectly printed the above quote, and, therefbhe Hunt was simply using what he
had. However, the truth of the matter is thatwioed in question is noehds’,but rather,
‘bends’. Mr. Hunt, in the paragraph that follows this qctays:

The will is a knotty problem for Catigts, which they massage around but don’t
solve. Dort offers a strange solution: “the gratesgeneration . . . spiritually
quickens, heals, corrects, and at the same timetisnand powerfullyends[the
will] . . .” What an odd “healing” that puts @amdto what it “heals”! Why
wasn't this “ready and sincere spiritual obedienogilanted in Adam and Eve?
And now that the elect have this new will througlyeneration, why don’t they
always obey God perfectly? . . .
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Even the regenerated have a fleshythét, despite Dort, apparently wasn't
endedat the new birth: “For the flesh lusteth agaihst $pirit, and the Spirit
against the flesh: and these are contrary themtieetother . . .” (Galatians 5:17)
(Hunt, 368)

Thus, regardless of whether one agrees with Ddratvs true is that the Synod never
said 'ends’,but rather,bends’. The actual translation from the Latin that comsathis

line is: “. . . ita etiam haec divina regeneratgogratia, non agit in hominibus tanquam
truncis et stipitibus, nec voluntatem ejusque getgptes tollit, aut invitam violenter cogit,
sed spiritualiter vivificat, sanat, corrigit, suerisimul ac potenter flectit: . 2 The
translation in English is: “. . . so also this digigrace of regeneration, it does not
perform in men as if [they are] lopped tree truaksd blockheads, neither does it take
away [their]will and its properties, nor does it violently coehagainst one’s will, but it
spiritually gives life, heals, corrects, sweetlylat the same time efficaciously it bends; .

Once again, | have made plenty of mistake®griting, quoting, using ellipses, etc.,
and so | completely understand how these thingsappen. | am assuming, therefore,
that the source of the error in this instance rbestance’s book. If that is the case, how
many other errors might be in Vance’s book? MmtHuses Vance quite extensively as a
source, and so, once again, the importance of aigecokit his sources and the accuracy
of his quotes cannot be overstated.

There are two things that are significant allbe above statement in Dort. The first
is that Dort says quite clearly that the “divin@gg of regeneration” does not “violently
compel against one’s will.” This seems to be intcast with what some try and portray
Calvinists as saying. And secondly, the wdlectit’ in Latin means ‘bends’, not ‘ends’.
It comes fromflectere which in this context means “to alter the direntdf, to turn,
wheel.”® Thus, according to Dort, the Holy Spirit causaswills to be altered and
turned toward Jesus wherein we must make the gieal of saying, ‘Yes, Jesus, |
believe’, or, ‘Yes, Jesus, | will obey you in fditiNow whereas | do not agree with the
Reformed view that regeneration occurs before faibielieve it occurs simultaneously
with the exercise of our faith), | certainly do agmwith the above description of how the
Holy Spirit brings us to a saving faith in Chriahd | especially agree with the use of the
Latin wordflectereto describe that work of the Holy Spirit in ‘bendi our will toward
accepting Jesus as Lord and Savior, versus ‘endimgwill so that we have no choice
(incidentally, fromflecterewe get the English word ‘flex’, which includes tidea of
bending the arm to cause one’s muscles to expartd)s, Mr. Hunt's representation of
Dort saying that our wills are ‘ended’ by God’s ggas incorrect. Furthermore, the
‘bending’ of our wills toward Christ doesn’t stoptkvour conversion, but it is carried on
after we are saved as the Holy Spirit continueswtigk within us of conforming us ‘to
the image’ of Christ. The work of regeneratiorertéfore, begins a lifelong process of
the Holy Spirit ‘bending’ our wills to be in confmity with God’s will, and that is what
Dort is describing in the heart of a believer ia thause quoted by Mr. Hunt:

so also this grace of regeneratiorsdue treat man as senseless stocks and
blocks, nor take away their will and its propertiesither does violence thereto;
but spiritually quickens, heals, cotse and at the same time sweetly and
powerfully bends it; that where carnal rebellion aesistance formerly
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prevailed, a ready and sincere spiritual obedideggns to reign; in which the
true and spiritual restoration and freedom of oilira@nsist’°

There are a number of other instances of amtype errors, but | do not want to spend
any more time in this arena of the review. Yo, tbader, can see in the examples |
have given the nature of his errors and mistakes | &ope this alerts you to the need of
carefully examining all that Mr. Hunt says and @\as his sources and references.
Again, some of the mistakes are minor and can biyearrected with a thorough
editing process. However, others are somewhat s@teus in nature (e.g., tkanons
of Dort reference), and these are the ones that youe#uer, need to be alerted to and
scrutinize, as well as paying close attention souse of ellipses.

Historical Analysis

In the area of history, | would encourage ytbe, reader, to find and read the material
Mr. Hunt references so that you will know for yoelfsvhat is actually being said. With
regard to Augustine, | have never read any evacgjeduthor who writes with such
animosity and vitriol against Augustine as does Nunt. | have read a great deal of
Augustine’s writings, and whereas there are a numbthings that | do not agree with
concerning certain beliefs and concepts he advecatethe other hand | certainly do
believe that | will spend eternity with him in heaw and |, and evangelical Christianity
at large, have also been greatly blessed by adfitisings he wrote and did. For
example, | do not agree with his view concerningtisan for infants, nor do | agree with
the prevailing view of water baptism by the eattyich as a whole (i.e., that in the
waters of baptism, one’s sins were actually wastvealy). And neither do | agree with
the later application of Augustine’s position oe tBhurch’s use of force and persecution
in order to bring heretics and schismatics baak thé fold as was practiced by Rome
through the use of the Inquisition. However, | speaking from my Zlcentury perch,
looking back 1800 years to a very different tinmewhich a very different cultural and
theological milieu of Christianity was in voguehus, for me or anyone else to sitin a
self-righteous position of judging the actionsiuége early Christian leaders and
congregations, without fully immersing myself asanas possible into their time and
understanding of what it meant to follow Christrfroheir perspective, is foolhardy at
best, and sheer, unadulterated arrogance at worst.

Therefore, without spending a great dealmkton this section concerning Augustine,
| would like to say, concerning the Donatists, dgample, that one would need to read as
much as he or she can on the history of the eardyct from its inception, up to and
through the middle of the fifth century, just affangustine’s death, in order to get a
comprehensive grasp of the Donatist controveraydoing so, you will get a much better
picture of the issues involved in Augustine’s supjod force to squelch the Donatist
schism and why. In addition, you will also discogeme interesting aspects of the
Donatists themselves. | was in a meeting once evhr Hunt made the comment that
perhaps he would have been a supporter of the Btsmatmself. 1 do not know if Mr.
Hunt is aware of the fact that the Donatists hair thwn terrorist group called the
Circumcellioneswhich in Latin originally was applied to monks avhad no specific
abode, but would wander from one monastic celhimtlzer. The Donatist terrorists
adopted this name for themselves, their aim bearfgrce believers into accepting their
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‘rigorist’ view of exclusivism from those they caderedtradutios In Latin,tradutios
means ‘to hand over’, and it was used in a deridaeggse to describe those priests who
‘handed over’ Scripture to government authoritiagry the Diocletion persecution of
303-305. In turn, it came to be the idiom appltiethose the Donatists considered to be
‘traitors’ to the true church, which the Donatibdieved they constituted. The
Circumcellionegesorted to violence and coercion against thosewihey felt were not
carrying out equity and fairness to all as theydweld they should (their victims
including laity as well as clergy). The upshotlug was that the church in turn resorted
to coercion and persecution to bring these schismback into unity, and Augustine was
a proponent of this policy. There were many o#sgrects of the Donatist controversy
that included issues beyond doctrine, such asigallisocial, economic and geographical
concerns! The Donatists may even be compared in ways tedgheéemporary IRA in
Northern Ireland in relation to the terrorism enyad by both to achieve their stated
goals. The point being, before one castigates atirgel for his approval of force and
persecution to reinstate schismatics, one shontdut as much of the facts as possible.

With reference to Calvin and his rule in Gemeance again, one needs to carefully
study the religious and cultural mindset of thatetiand period. From my 2tentury
position, would | want to live in a Geneva todaylenthe same type of rule and authority
as established by Calvin back then? Even thowgh & very conservative person in
every way, | can honestly say that today, not evidyld | choose not to live there, |
would actively oppose some of the policies Calwistituted. However, on the other
hand, | am speaking comfortably from my protectagerican lifestyle, which has a
foundation rooted in the Bill of Rights, and a gystof laws, that, until the last thirty
years, was primarily rooted in our Judeo-Chrisa#imic. | believe that Calvin did the
best he knew to do, grounded in what he understmbeé a biblically based system of
social justice and law, including his treatmengefvetus. | previously discussed the
issue of American slavery alongside the Declaratibimdependence in comparison to
Calvin’s view of the Church. Once again, at timeetiof our country’s origin, a great host
of Christians in this country saw no conflict beemehe continuation of slavery and the
Declaration of Independence because of the cultum@lbiblical context slavery was
couched in. However, today we wouldn’t even coaisglich an institution to remain in
existence because of our cultural and biblical usstdeding concerning the freedom and
dignity of all men. There are some today who wardisembowel the constitutional
framework of our country because of the fact tloahe of the original framers of our
Constitution were slave owners, and, because tftthese same people see our entire
Constitution as invalid. Such reasoning is ludisrat best, but this makes as much sense
as those who would want to disavow everything @alwiote and did because of the
system of social justice and law that was enactgdeneva. The exact same thing could
be said of Luther and his support of the noblesnduihe peasant uprising. If we are
going to present the history of our forefathergectlty and draw proper conclusions from
their history, then we must look at their contengpgrsetting through the eyes of their
understanding of applied, biblical truth in ordemget an accurate picture of why they
believed, taught and did what they did.

Therefore, | would pray that God will give aflus just such a reasoned understanding
of our forefathers and their times, culture andliiappon of biblical truth as they
understood it. |1 would be careful to warn all sfto not be so quick to judge, lest, “in the
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way you judge, you will be judged; and by your stam of measure, it will be measured
to you “ (Matthew 7:2). Over the years | have selemrches that have judged other
churches and denominations for their lack of gatity in certain areas. Typically, these
churches have thought of themselves as far ab@vedhnal trappings of religion’ that
they so disdained in other groups, but over timey tbecame and embraced the very
things they once criticized and eschewed in othBasmember, “Pridgoesbefore
destruction, and a haughty spirit before stumbliRgiverbs 16:18).

Biblical Analysis

There are six areas of specific, theologiospleases that | chose to deal with, but
these in no way exhaust the manifold areas of cartoceiched on in Mr. Hunt's book.
These are simply the ones | felt most impresseth&byze and provide a scriptural
exegesis for in light of what appeared to me amaccurate analysis and exegesis by Mr.
Hunt.

The Nature of Man & Regeneration - Genesis 6:5]JRsA:1-3; Matthew 19:16-17;
Mark 10:17-18; Luke 18:18-19; John 3:19-2; Isaiat:6

Our analysis of Mr. Hunt’s biblical interpréta will begin by taking a look at
chapter 8 in his book. In this chapter, Mr. Hurinis to set what he sees as biblical truth
over against Calvinistic teaching with respecti® &bility of unregenerate man, under
the conviction of the Holy Spirit, to “make a geneichoice to repent and turn to God”
(Hunt, 117) without first of all being regeneratatd enabled by the Holy Spirit,
unbeknownst to him, to exercise saving faith. Pphamise of his argument is clearly
presented in the following statement: “Why credis elaborate fiction of mourning and
weeping over multitudes who God knows will not orgjuse to repent but who, unless
He regenerates themannotrepent because of their total inability to do s@?int, 109).
He goes on to say: “As inspired by the Holy Sphidwever, the entire Bible from
Genesis to Revelation gives the clear impressiahttiose with whom God pleads could
of their own volition repent and turn to Him if thevould” (Hunt, 109-110). Mr. Hunt
also gives several quotes from different evangkediathors who are in line with his view,
including Frederic Farrar: “Frederic Farrar hastig said, what God commands ‘must
be in the power of the will, since ability is theeasurement of obligation™ (Hunt, 110).
Later on in this same chapter under the sectiatleht“When Is Depravity Not Total?,”
Mr. Hunt purposes to demonstrate that “the mosbdhgpeople are capable of some
morally good thoughts and deeds” (Hunt, 116). Blesgon to give examples of such
deeds by pointing out the heroism on the battiéftélunsaved soldiers; he makes
reference to Albert Schweitzer’s altruism in theg@f his denial of Christianity (a
reference from Palmer); he considers Nazi pris@ardgiwho would show kindness and
tenderness toward their wives and children, whilerdy the day they were murdering
Jewish prisoners; and he acknowledges there asvetdusinessmen who can be
trusted. Mr. Hunt then states: “The Bible cleadgches that the natural, unregenerated
man can do good, and it offers many examplesWe must take Scripture as a whole”
(Hunt, 117).
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As | shared earlier, | completely concur wth Hunt’s position that regeneration by
the Spirit occurs simultaneously with faith andeetance, not prior to faith and
unbeknownst to the sinner, according to some Cigherdoctrine. | also completely
agree with Mr. Hunt’s statement, “We must take @are as a whole.” However, | do
have a serious problem with his statement, “TheeBikearly teaches that the natural,
unregenerated man can do good, and it offers meaygles.” In my opinion, as | read
through the whole of Mr. Hunt's book, | see thispter, this section, and this statement,
as being the fulcrum upon which everything elseéin his view of man in relation to
God and His holiness. Therefore, this view exprddsy Mr. Hunt will be our starting
point as we proceed with an analysis of his biblicterpretation.

The biblical passage that Mr. Hunt alludestthe section “When Is Depravity Not
Total?,” is Genesis 6:5: “Then the LORD saw thatwickedness of man was great on
the earth, and that every intent of the thoughtsi®heart was only evil continually.” Of
this passage, Mr. Hunt says:

. . . the declaration that “every inmagion of the thoughts of his heart was only
evil continually” describes the general attitudated heart, not what it must
produce at every minute of every day. . . . Ingame fashion we must
understand the statements about man’s wickedneéssimas describing his
general attitude but not his necessity” (Hunt, 118).

With all due respect to Mr. Hunt and his very siecand heart felt desire to correct a
wrong that he believes is seriously damaging thay/twd Christ, | see his handling of this
passage as being no less an attempt to alterdiregrid simple meaning of Scripture and
have it say something it is not saying in the sarag he accuses Calvinists of

“unbiblical twisting of Scripture” (Hunt, 358). would like, therefore, to give as clear,
simple and thorough an analysis of this versesicdntext as space permits.

First of all, this passage is set againsirtigending flood that God said He was going
to send in order to “blot out man whom | have agddtom the face of the land, from
man to animals to creeping things and to birdhefsky; . . .” (Genesis 6:7). However,
“Noah found favor in the eyes of the Lord. . . .ddowvas a righteous man, blameless in
his time; Noah walked with God” (Genesis 6:8-9)osWlimportantly, how was Noah'’s
righteousness determined? If it was by his wattksn the death of Christ was
completely superfluous. However, we read in Helsrédv.7 wherein his righteousness
was derived: “By faith Noah, being warnleyg Godabout things not yet seen, in
reverence prepared an ark for the salvation ofibisehold, by which he condemned the
world, and became an heir of the righteousnesshwikiaccording to faith In addition,

the word for ‘blameless’ in Hebrew is the adjecti@aim @21), which means to be

‘complete, sound, whole, unimpaired and innocemtiat brings up the next question,
what does it mean, therefore, that Noah was “blasse{i.e., complete and innocent) in
his time”? Does that mean that he was without <hite again, if that was true, then
Jesus’ death was superfluous because if Noah,dlien so can we, and furthermore, we
should! However, in Genesis 6:12, we read: “Andl@mked on the earth, and behold,
it was corrupt; for all fleskiincluding Noah and his family) had corrupted tiveay upon
the earth.” How do we know that Noah too was ideltiin this ‘all'? We know he was
because Romans 3:23 says, “for all have sinnedadinghort of the glory of God,” and
that ‘all’ certainly includes Noah and his family well. Thus, just as his righteousness
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was based on faith, so too his being ‘blameless’ agribed to him because of the fact
that he was ‘whole and innocent’ through the rightess of God imputed to him as a
result of his faith in God.

With the basis for Noah'’s relationship withdameing established, let us turn to
Genesis 6:5. Mr. Hunt takes great pains in chal@iesn “Limited Atonement” to stress
the fact that the word ‘all’ in such passages &eler 3:9 means just that, versus the
‘elect only’ that many Calvinists insist the worll* means with regards to salvation:
“The Lord is not slow about His promise, as somentslowness, but is patient toward
you, not wishing for any to perish but for all tonge to repentance.” Here too, | agree
with Mr. Hunt in his view of how the word ‘all’ sludd be understood with regard to
those passages concerning the offer of salvati@hnst. However, when Mr. Hunt
turns to Genesis 6:5, he makes an ‘about face’tlzar@ he says that ‘every’ does not
mean ‘every’ as we would assume it means, butthkse Calvinists who say that ‘all’ in
Il Peter 3:9 for example is actually referring e telect only’ and not to the whole of
mankind, so too does Mr. Hunt say that the ‘evaryGenesis 6:5 is “the general attitude
of the heart, not what it must produce at every manof every day” (Hunt, 117-118).
This, in my opinion, is a very incorrect view, aihés based on an incorrect
understanding of the depth and permeation of soutfhout man’s nature.
Consequently, as | stated previously, this persgeeffects many other areas of Mr.
Hunt's beliefs and teaching.

The following is an amplified translation oé@esis 6:5 from the Hebrew:

And the Lord saw that the evil, misénjury, distress and wrong of man was
exceedingly and abundantly great on the earthffamahole of each and every
frame of the thoughts, plans, purposes, devicesraeditions of his mind, will,
soul and affections were only and altogether &iitked and bad the whole of
each and every day.

The LXX, Vulgate, Peshitta and Targulfal say the same thing in equally as intense a
fashion as does the Hebrew. Twice in Genesis &:5See the Hebrew wokabl (5;)

used, and in both instances it clearly means ‘thelevof, all, each & every'.
Syntactically, therefore, there is no way one emitimately say that here in Genesis 6:5

kol (‘713) means the ‘general attitude of the heart’. Qtlitecontrary, as you will note in

my footnote # 12 above, with reference to the otfeesions, it means the ‘whole of each
and every frame of the thoughts’ in its context.

There are over 5400 occurrences of the wdldaiad over 700 occurrences of the
word ‘every’ in both the Old and New TestamentdviOusly | am not going to attempt
to go over all of these occurrences to see if Mmt$ reasoning is applicable and
correct. However, | do want to look at a few te ffehis explanation and definition
appear to be valid, as well as the criterion deda that can legitimately be appealed to
for altering the meaning of ‘all’ to something regding Mr. Hunt’s understanding of
that word in Genesis 6:5. Our first four exampaes dealing with creation. The first is
in Genesis 1:21: “And God created the great seastams) and every living creature that
moves, with which the waters swarmed after theidkand every winged bird after its
kind; and God saw that it was good.” How should yderpret the two usages of ‘every’

in this passage? Both words are the Hebrew \Mor(b;), which is interchangeably
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translated as ‘all’ or ‘every’. Do these two oaaurces here really mean ‘every’, or
should you understand the meaning expressed héeeito‘general’? If the latter is
correct, according to Mr. Hunt's logic and reasagpithen those who support a theistic,
evolutionary process could very well be correcton the other hand, ‘every’ in this
passage actually means ‘every’, then what you sa&a all-inclusive statement about
God's creative act that would necessarily exclimgstic evolution. You then begin to
see that if Mr. Hunt’'s methodology of interpretiiad]’ and ‘every’ is employed, then you
are going to encounter some very interesting proble

The next creation topic is in Genesis 1:2théf God said, ‘Let Us make man in Our
image, according to Our likeness; and let them ouky the fish of the sea and over the
birds of the sky and over the cattle and overralgarth, and over every creeping thing
that creeps on the earth.” In this instance, wordu say that ‘all’ means in ‘general’, or
would you say it actually means ‘all’? If you weoesay it is the former, then what is the
criterion or criteria you would use to make thatedeination? Would that in turn mean
that before the fall, there were creatures thatidatad man because the ‘all’ really
means in ‘general’? Thus, is your criterion otemia biblical, or is it something out of
your own mind based on a preconceived agendagiymvierning your interpretation?

In the third creation example in Genesis 1@8¢ said, “Behold, | have given you
every plant yielding seed that is on the surfacalldhe earth, and every tree which has
fruit yielding seed; it shall be food for you.” Wid you consider ‘every’ and ‘all’ in this
verse to mean in ‘general’? What basis would blegtrue, and is that judgment based on
a biblical criterion or criteria, or is it a puredyibjective one?

The final example with regard to creatiomisGenesis 1:31: “And God saw all that
He had made, and behold, it was very good. Ancethwrs evening and there was
morning, the sixth day.” Once again, should ‘blre be interpreted as in ‘general’, or
should it be understood to actually mean ‘all’ m&wverything’? If it is the former, then
perhaps that would be reason to accept the Grwdigf that all matter is evil and
corrupt, and thus, some of God’s creation was #dgtoarrupt and that is why ‘all’ in this
instance should be translated to mean in ‘geneRlEase understand, with regard to this
last example, | am being utterly fallacious, bugati follow through with Mr. Hunt’s
logic for his translation of ‘all’ in Genesis 6hen the above conclusion is something
one could legitimately claim to be reasonable. Ewsv, in my opinion, neither Mr.
Hunt's logic, nor the above conclusion with regardsenesis 1:31 are valid or
reasonable.

There is one place in the Old Testament thatdaused some genuine concern with
reference to ‘all’ being understood as ‘all’, vessomething less than ‘everything’, and
that is in Exodus regarding the plagues. For eXxangpncerning the gnats throughout
the land of Egypt, which was the fourth sign areltthird plague, we read:

Then the LORD said to Moses, "Say &dh, 'Stretch out your staff and strike
the dust of the earth, that it may become gnatutiir all the land of Egypt.*”
And they did so; and Aaron stretched out his haitld kais staff, and struck the
dust of the earth, and there were gnats on mameast. All the dust of the earth
became gnats through all the land of Egypt. (Ex@&1L6-17)

The one problematic phrase in the above passageésse 17, “All the dust of the earth
became gnats through all the land of Egypt.” Aeetavunderstand that “All the dust”
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actually became gnats? And was it actually “thioaly the land of Egypt™? Could it be
that there is some mistake in the author’s peroeptiShould we understand that the dust
in ‘general’ became gnats, and that this plagueiwageneral’ throughout Egypt, but it
certainly could not be “All the dust” throughoutil“the land of Egypt™? What is helpful

in this particular instance is that the Hebrew wimmddust is'aphar (72Y), which is

speaking specifically of ‘loose dirt’. Thus, acdiorg to the Bible, “All of thdoose dirt
of the earth became gnats through all the landggpE” The question before you,
therefore, is do you want to adopt Mr. Hunt’'s agmtowith the word ‘all’ in this
passage, or would you rather believe the meanigdhobviously being expressed in
these verses? | can only say that for me, | chtibge along with the obvious meaning
of ‘all’ meaning ‘all’.

The other concern is with plagues 5-8. Plagbewvas the “severe pestilence on your
livestock which are in the field, on the horsestlomdonkeys, on the camels, on the
herds, and on the flocks” (Exodus 9:3). And thef:6 we read: “So the LORD did this
thing on the morrow, anall the livestock of Egypt died; but of the livestawkthe sons
of Israel, not one died.” Now this would not bprablem except for the fact that in
plague # 6, concerning the boils, mention is mad&10 of the “boils breaking out with
sores on man and beast.” One important thingki® tate of here is that it doesn’t say
“every beast,” implying that not “every beast” waffected by these boils. On the other
hand, the question looms before us, where did theasts come from if “all the livestock
of Egypt died”? If this is all we had to go onistiwvould, without question, be a very
credible source to use in support of Mr. Hunt'swiaf ‘all’ in Genesis 6:5 being
‘general’, but not ‘everything’, as we would nortyahink of ‘all. However, there is an
important qualifier in Exodus 9:3, and that is “ydiwestock which arén the field” The
Hebrew word for ‘field’ is770 (sadeh), and it is referring to an open field in the ctyn
that is used for a pasture-land, as well as anthegas also inhabited by wild beasts, and
this area is outside of a walled cify.That would clearly suggest that there were arsmal
still around who were not “in the field,” but pegsawere in shelters, pens, etc. that were
separated from the ‘field’ animals. Thus, whataves plague was, it somehow affected
specifically the animals “in the field,” versus theimals located elsewhere.

Plague # 7 was the plague of hail, and heyrevi@ read:

Behold, about this time tomorrow, I8end a very heavy hail, such as has not
beenseenin Egypt from the day it was founded until ndW:Now therefore

send, bring your livestock and whatever you havénfield to safety. Every

man and beast that is found in the field and isonotight home, when the hail
comes down on them, will die."®® The one among the servants of Pharaoh who
feared the word of the LORD made his servants ativestock flee into the
houses? but he who paid no regard to the word of the LORMDhis servants

and his livestock in the field. (Exodus 9:18-21)

Here too we see ‘livestock’ mentioned in verseidfhlying there were still some left to
the Egyptians after plagues 5 and 6. Thus, thoseads that were sheltered were not
destroyed by the hail as is stated in 9:25: “Aralhhil struck all that was in the field
through all the land of Egypt, both man and behsthail also struck every plant of the
field and shattered every tree of the field.” Oagain, we have the qualifier, “in the
field” with regard to those animals that were ldlleln addition, we also read in this same
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verse that “the hail also stuck every plant offtakel and shattered every tree of the
field.” However, in plague # 8, which brought tloeusts, we read:

And the locusts came up over all dredlof Egypt and settled in all the territory
of Egypt;they werevery numerous. There had never beemsaylocusts, nor
would there be smanyagain.’*For they covered the surface of the whole land,
so that the land was darkened; and they ate eVany gf the land and all the
fruit of the trees that the hail had left. Thushiofy green was left on tree or plant
of the field through all the land of Egypt. (ExodiL(&14-15)

In this passage we have a qualifier concerningetipbents and trees that the locusts ate,
and that is they were the plants and trees “theahtil left.” In 9:25 we read that the hail
“shattered every tree of the field,” but the qualifin the field” is once again important
to note. Perhaps some trees were in a protectad @nd even though the hail “shattered
every tree of the field,” that doesn’t mean thagrguree was necessarily destroyed.
Some may have survived, even though ‘shattered’ waere still able to bear some fruit.
With regard to the ‘plants’ destroyed by the ha#, read in 9:31-32: “Now the flax and
the barley were ruined, for the barley was in theand the flax was in budBut the

wheat and the spelt were not ruined, for thpgnlate.” Thus, in all of these passages
where questions may be brought to mind concermaguvords ‘all’ and ‘every’, we see
very clear explanations why some animals, plandsteaes were left, and we also see that
in the context where the words ‘all’ and ‘every’ meaised, they indeed meant ‘all’ and
‘every’, versus in ‘general’ according to Mr. Husitheory.

The last example concerning the use of thelvall' has a specific reference to sin,
and that is Romans 3:23: “for all have sinned alidshort of the glory of God.”
According to Mr. Hunt'’s logic and reason, this gags could easily read, “for in general,
all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God@his would, without question, fall
into the camp of the Pelagians. Now | know that Nunt would in no way support such
a reading of this verse, but his logic and reagpnannot be divorced from such a
possible application.

There is one other very important point to makth reference to Genesis 6:5, and
that has to do with the Hebrew word translatecefitt yefer (73°). This word is
actually speaking of the ‘forming’ of the thouglfore it becomes a full-fledged,
cognizant, expressible word in our mind that werntith our mouth or think of in
reflective terms. For example, when preparingdorgoncrete, you must first of all set a
‘form’ in place, into which you will pour the corete resulting in a specific configuration
(e.g., a patio, a straight or curved side walk,)etthe same idea is being conveyed here
with reference to our thoughts. That is, the veeaming’ of our thoughts is “only evil
continually.”

Therefore, with regard to his interpretatidriadi’ in Genesis 6:5, | can understand
Mr. Hunt's attempt to try and soften it in a waythvould perhaps make it more
amenable to himself and others who have a diffitoe accepting this rather literal
statement. However, in doing so, it appears tdhathe has undermined the very
foundation of biblical truth with regard to manisfell nature and the effusiveness of sin
throughout every fiber of our mental and emotidsegihg. Thus, I find his analysis of
Genesis 6:5 completely untenable and without abldal mandate whatsoever. Indeed,
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| see it as a very dangerous interpretation andlwatecould potentially cause great harm
and misdirection to the Body of Christ.

Elsewhere, in chapter 12 on “The Bondage eMhill,” Mr. Hunt makes a reference
to Luther’s use of Romans 3:10-12, concerning maimful nature, and says: “Luther
goes on to quote Paul’'s quotation of Psalms 14#ere is none that doeth good, no, not
one’ (Romans 3:10-12). Like Calvin ten years labermakes this an absolute statement
about man’s unchangeable state rather than ab®ushal practice” (Hunt, 185). In
response to Mr. Hunt’s perspective, here too, P4dlrh-3 is rather clear about man’s
nature:

The fool has said in his heart, "Thereo God." They are corrupt, they have
committed abominable deeds; There is no one whe goed.zThe LORD has
looked down from heaven upon the sons of men, €afgbere are any who
understand, Who seek after Gd@ihey have all turned aside; together they have
become corrupt; There is no one who does goodsvest one.

Interestingly enough, in the Hebrew, there areethwerds used to translate ‘no’, and the
one in this passage, which is used four time'gng]*R), and it is the most emphatic of

all, meaning ‘non-existencé®. Thus, as the “fool” says “God does not existg th
Psalmist, inspired by the Holy Spirit, respondsw/iiThere doesn’t exist any one doing
good.” And again in verse 3, the inspired Psalsasts, “There doesn’t exist any one
doing good, there doesn't exist even one!” Whexdieg what the Hebrew text is
actually saying, there is no way that one can gatastically, grammatically, or from a
biblically based, theological perspective that éhtsee verses are not speaking of the
state of man, verses ‘his usual practice’.

It must be kept in mind that the reason MrnHa so insistent that man can do some
good, is his attempt to refute the Calvinistic teag that regeneration must precede faith
because, according to some Calvinists, man’s dedragture requires it so. That is, if
man has no ability whatsoever to reach out to Gotdis own, then, according to some
Calvinistic teaching, regeneration of the Spiritsthaccur first, enabling the individual to
exercise faith in Christ for salvation. Once ag&nhme say that | am in agreement with
Mr. Hunt in rejecting this particular doctrine oaRinistic teaching, but | also reject his
attempt to refute this doctrine by denying thatakhs abundantly clear in the Scripture
concerning man'’s utterly sinful and corrupt staaw although Mr. Hunt clearly affirms
man’s sinfulness, his inability to save himself dnglabsolute necessity of turning to
Christ alone for salvation, his insistence on degyhe Calvinistic doctrine of
regeneration before faith, at the expense of thkchi truth concerning man’s utter,
sinful corruption, can very easily obfuscate Romani®-23, Galatians 2:20 and
Ephesians 2:8-10. The consequence of that carsloevabut perceptible move toward a
‘works and performance’ orientation within a veilegalism. Such a veiled legalism in
turn will misdirect and misguide, resulting in gédistic and self-righteous bondage,
versus leading people to true freedom in Christ.

One very important verse that Mr. Hunt did reder to is Isaiah 64:6, which says:
“For all of us have become like one who is uncleamd all our righteous deeds are like a
filthy garment And all of us wither like a leaf, And our iniqigs, like the wind, take us

away.” The phrase ‘filthy garment’ comes from thebrew wordg°7y 712 (beged
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‘iddim), which mean ‘garment of menstruations’. In Hebtaw, when a woman was in
her period, that was the apex of uncleanness for Hieerefore, this verse is saying that
the very best we can do before God is comparaldeused menstrual cloth, which
means that at out best, we are considered by Gbe &b the apex of uncleanness as
compared to His holiness and righteousness. | KdowHunt firmly believes this, but |
do believe his effort to establish man’s abilitydim ‘good at times’ is quite misleading,
because we are obviously talking about two diffestandards of goodness; a humanistic
standard, in contrast to a divine standard thatréascends anything the humanistic can
even remotely approach.

In spite of the above witnesses to the cleztrdaman’s utter, sinful state, Mr. Hunt
attempts to support his premise that the “ungodlyado good at times” (Hunt, 185) by
citing numerous verses where good is “done eveathéyeathen and the exhortations
even to the ungodly to do good” (lbid.) are evidshcHe even gives one example of
Jesus counseling “the Jews to ‘do good to themrthia you’ (Matthew 5:44)” (Ibid.).
However, there is one account contained in allet8gnoptic Gospels that Mr. Hunt
doesn’t deal with concerning man’s ‘goodness’ veiGod's ‘goodness’, and that is the
account of the rich young ruler (Matthew 19:16-Rizrk 10:17-22; Luke 18:18-23):

And behold, one came to Him and sdidacher, what good thing shall | do that
| may obtain eternal life?” And He said to him, "Why are you asking Me about
what is good? There anly One who is good; but if you wish to enter into life
keep the commandments. (Matthew 19:16-17)

And as He was setting out on a jouraewyan ran up to Him and knelt before
Him, andbeganasking Him, "Good Teacher, what shall | do to irtheternal
life?" *® And Jesus said to him, "Why do you call Me good®dXe is good
except God alone. (Mark 10:17-18)

And a certain ruler questioned Hinyjsg, "Good Teacher, what shall | do to
inherit eternal life?*® And Jesus said to him, "Why do you call Me good? N
one is good except God alone. (Luke 18:18-19)

In Matthew, Jesus makes an interesting statemémthvin essence answers the question
as to whether or not we can ‘do good’ based on &ddfinition of ‘good’. Jesus says,
“Why are you asking Me about what is good? Thewmnly One who is good; . ..” Paul
makes is quite clear “that no one is justified g Law before God is evident; for, ‘The
righteous man shall live by faith™ (Galatians 3)11f the rich young ruler in Matthew’s
account could have really kept the law and donedgso as to gain God’s approval,
then the distinct possibility exists that perhapiaBius was correct, and we can live a
sinless life whereby we are accepted by God in semefor our own ‘goodness’. If
indeed Mr. Hunt is correct in his exegesis of Geneés et al, then logically, the above
possibility exists. However, based on what Jeaitia Matthew’s account of the rich
young ruler, coupled with the whole counsel of God/ord, the young man was simply
blind to the depth of his sin and corruption, argliaunting lack of assurance that drove
him to Jesus in the first place indicates he wayg well aware that something was
seriously lacking in his life.

Mark’s and Luke’s accounts are identical. Tioh young ruler approaches Jesus and
says, “Good Teacher, what shall | do to inhergreal life?” And Jesus said to him,
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‘Why do you call Me good? No one is good except @lmshe.”” Is this passage to be
taken literally, or are we to look for some othagre surreptitious meaning behind
Jesus’ statement? As for me, it is very cleaintaknto account the whole counsel of
God’s Word, that Jesus means exactly what He gaylse same way that Genesis 6:5,
Psalm 14:1-3 and Isaiah 64:6 mean exactly whatshgy Jesus was and is the God-
Man, and as a man, He was unambiguously sayingotiéas good except God alone™!
Can we as human beings do ‘good’ things accordiragworldly standard and measure?
Without question we can. However, it is quite cligam the totality of Scripture that our
human measure of ‘goodness’ versus the biblicakomeaare light years apart, and that is
due to the fact of sin permeating every fiber of loeing.

Being Drawn to Jesus - John 6:37-39, 44; Acts 16t1ke 24:32, 45; Deuteronomy
29:2-4

The next area | want to deal with concernsiMmt’s perspective on our beidgawn
to Jesuswhich is found in John 6:

All that the Father gives Me shall @ta Me, and the one who comes to Me |
will certainly not cast out® "For | have come down from heaven, not to do My
own will, but the will of Him who sent M€? "And this is the will of Him who
sent Me, that of all that He has given Me | losthimg, but raise it up on the last
day. . .. No one can come to Me, unless the Fathersent Me draws him; and |
will raise him up on the last day. (John 6:37-38), 4

Prior to looking at this section of Scripture irhdoMr. Hunt makes this statement:
“Christ’s words are so simple and straightforwafidunt, 332). | completely agree with
him. The first thing | want to point out is thaetphrase in verse 37, “I will certainly not
cast out,” is the most emphatic statement, granwaiitj that can be made in the Gréak.
In other words, those who come to Jesus, by walgeoFather giving them to Him, will
NEVER BE SEPARATED FROM HIM!

Verse 44, on the other hand, as simply stasatlis, has generated a great deal of
debate and disagreement. The first thing to berobkd is the phrase, “No oonancome
to Me, unless . ..” The worhnliterally means “to be able, capable, or havepibwer”
to do something. Thus, in this simple, unqualiéatement, Jesus is saying that “No one
is able, capable or has the power to come touMiess. . .” Theunlessgives us the
essential means by which we, as human beingsatdes capable and have the power” to
come to Christ. Jesus says that means is “urtlesSdther who sent nigawshim; . . .”
The worddrawsis the key word in this passage that has ‘drawnhsich controversy.
The word in the Greek iselko(¢Akw), and it means to ‘draw by inward power, lead,
impel, drag’. The last meaning for this word is tine that gives people a lot of trouble.
However, the context is what helps considerablyatermining which meaning is best
applicable. The meaning ‘drag’ is used in Acts3Rlconcerning Paul where “they
dragged him out of the temple; . . .” This wasarious coercion of Paul against his
desire. On the other hand, although ‘drag’ doespftear to fit the context in John 6:44,
the idea of ‘leading and impelling’ certainly dods. addition, the tense of the word
‘draws’ in this instance emphasizes the beginffingthe drawing process in light of the
fact that “No onéhas the power, ability, or capabilitp come to Me unless, the Father
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who sent Me draws him; . . .” Therefore, no hurhaa the capability within himself of
coming to the Son unless the Father should ‘dread bnd impel’ him to come. In
addition, every person whom the Father gives taslesll come to Him, and Jesus will
never at any time ‘cast out’ that believer. Examly, however, Mr. Hunt is correct in
saying “Christ doesot say that everyone who is drawn will actually caimélim and be
saved. . . .. but all whom Hgvesto the Son, will come to Him, and He will lose eoof
them whom the Father gives Him; . . .” (Hunt, 33®n the other hand, the ONLY
reason anyone CAN come to Jesus and be savedIbtésrmecause the Father has given
that person to Jesus, and He, the Father, ‘draagsiienpels’ him to Christ by the power
of His Holy Spirit.

Thus, to sum up this passage, we can sayitased on the simple and straightforward
reading of the text, all that the Father gives t® $bn shall come to His Son, and He will
never at any time cast them out. In addition, ¢hebom the Father gives to the Son, He
‘leads, impels and draws’ them to His Son by theveting power of His Holy Spirit.
Otherwise, if He didn’t draw them, no one has tegability, ability or power’ within
himself to come to Christ apart from the Holy Speonvicting and drawing him to the
place of making that final decision to receive 3$essiLord and Savior.

Now on the one hand, Mr. Hunt agrees withaibeve, biblical scenario, but on the
other hand, he will make statements like the foifmwone based on Deuteronomy 6:5
that “This is proof enough that all men have the/@oof choice necessary to love God
and to receive His love, though all fail to keefs tommandment just as they fail to keep
the others” (Hunt, 288). Deuteronomy 6:5 readsidAou shall love the LORD your
God with all your heart and with all your soul anth all your might.” Now if Mr. Hunt
thinks this passage implies that | “have the powferhoice necessary to love God and
receive His love,” then | must also have the poteddeep not only this commandment,
but all the others as well, even though he saysuth all fail to keep this commandment
just as they fail to keep the others.” HoweveMif Hunt is correct about me having
“the power of choice necessary to love God,” theggite of my failure to not keep this
particular commandment as | should, based on gis,lthe possibility does exist that |
can keep this commandment, as well as all the stled in turn | can establish my own
righteousness through keeping the Law. The probl@mthis logic is that it runs
contrary to what Paul says in Galatians:

I do not nullify the grace of God; fibrighteousnessomeshrough the Law,
then Christ died needlessly. . . . For as manyasgfahe works of the Law are
under a curse; for it is written, "Cursed is everyavho does not abide by all
things written in the book of the law, to perforem."** Now that no one is
justified by the Law before God is evident; for & righteous man shall live by
faith." ** However, the Law is not of faith; on the contraiye who practices
them shall live by them 2 Christ redeemed us from the curse of the Law,
having become a curse for us-- for it is writte@uf'sed is everyone who hangs
on a tree." (Galatians 2:21; 3:10-13)

Once again, | know that Mr. Hunt doesn’t believattive can establish our own
righteousness through keeping the Law and theralyyentry into heaven, but if you
follow the logic of his above statement, that ia&ky where it can lead, and that was the
type of argument that Pelagius and his followensped.
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In chapter 20, Mr. Hunt says, with referermddhn 6:44, that: “The element of the
Father ‘drawing’ is mentioned by Christ only indltine passage” (Hunt, 334). That
statement is both accurate and inaccurate. Whsdiue that this is the only place
where the word ‘draw’ is used in this contextsiniot the only place where it is implied
that apart from God working to bring someone t@#fpof belief, they will not come to
believe and trust in Him.

In Acts 16:14 we read: “And a certain womamed Lydia, from the city of Thyatira,
a seller of purple fabrics, a worshiper of God, Vistening; and the Lord opened her
heart to respond to the things spoken by Paul.is iBha rather factual statement, and if
this was the only verse in the entire Bible exgregssuch an action by God, then perhaps
one could legitimately say that this in no way imaplthat Lydia could not have opened
her heart herself. However, this verse does aoidsalone, and taken in its context, it is
clearly stating that had the Lord not “opened hearhto respond to the things spoken by
Paul,” then her heart would not have been opened.

The structure of this verse is quite interesti First of all, it says she “was listening”
to what Paul, Silas, Timothy and Luke were saymthe women at the riverside outside
the gate at Philippi. In other words, she was @gerg her natural ability to hear and
absorb the words being spoken by these men. Howinese were not the words of
some new, Greek, philosophical concept, nor wesg tords of some religious palaver
concerning Jewish mysticism, etc., but rather tlvege the very words of Life in Christ,
about which “the god of this world has blinded thimds of the unbelieving, that they
might not see the light of the gospel of the glof¥hrist, who is the image of God” (Il
Corinthians 4:4). Thus, her ability to understémel Word of God was to come form a
totally different dimension that far transcendee thifferent levels of natural,
comprehensive ability her mind may have had in ustdading other disciplines of
learning.

Then, as she “was listening” with her natea, “the Lord opened her heart to
respond to the things spoken by Paul.” The Greaddvior ‘opened’ igdianoigo
(dravolyw), and from this is derived the English watidgnose The basic meaning for
this word in the Greek is:

to open by dividing or drawing asundérc), to open thoroughly (what has been
closed); . . . . to open the sense of the Scriptueplain them, Lk. xxiv. 32pv
vobv tivog open the mind of one, i.e. cause him to undersaahihg, Lk. xxiv.
45; v kepdiey to open one’s soul, i.e. to rouse in one the faafl
understanding or the desire of learning, Acts %4i.. . '

As the above quote indicates, this word is alsa usé.uke 24:32 where Jesus “was
explainingthe Scriptures” to two of the disciples who weretloe road to Emmaus, and
then in Luke 24:45, “Hepenedheir minds to understand the Scriptures,” refgrto

“the eleven and those who were with them” (Luke324.. Clearly, in both these
instances, the understanding of Scripture was abpg#mupon Jesuspeningthe minds of
the listeners (i.e., His disciples), and the esache thing is stated in Acts 16:14.
However, after the opening, then the choice iselier the person to either say, ‘yes,
Lord, | believe and follow you’, or ‘no, Lord, | Winot follow you’. But the Scripture is
abundantly clear that had the Lord ea&plainedthe Scripture oopenedhe ‘minds’ and
‘heart’ of His disciples and Lydia, then they wollave never understood the Scripture,
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let alone been moved to make a decision to follesud. And why is this so? Itis
because of the fact that sin had so blinded thesrte and minds that they COULD NOT
begin to understand the things of God unless tHg Spirit opened their minds to do so,
and they COULD NOT come to Christ on their owniative apart from the Holy Spirit
drawingthem to Him in order to make that decision.

The last Scripture | want to look at with rejgo God needing to bring a man to a
place of making a decision to believe in Him iDiauteronomy 29. In the beginning of
this chapter Moses is giving his final exhortataord blessing to the Israelites. In
Deuteronomy 29:2-4, we read:

And Moses summoned all Israel and gaitiem, "You have seen all that the
LORD did before your eyes in the land of Egypt tmfaoh and all his servants
and all his land®the great trials which your eyes have seen, thoesat gigns and
wonders?"Yet to this daythe LORD has not given y@uheart to know, nor eyes
to see, nor ears to hear.

The phrase in verse 4 is set forth quite simply@edrly. According to Moses, the
ability of the people to ‘know, here and see’ thegs of God was not within themselves
to do so (John 6:44; Acts 16:14; Luke 24:32, 458}, rather it must come from God. On
the other hand, we read in Romans 1:18ff that Gadrhade himself known to the world
of humanity as a whole:

For the wrath of God is revealed frloeaven against all ungodliness and
unrighteousness of men, who suppress the truthrighteousness?because
that which is known about God is evident withinrthéor God made it evident
to them.2°For since the creation of the world His invisibteibutes, His eternal
power and divine nature, have been clearly seénghmderstood through what
has been made, so that they are without exétiBer even though they knew
God, they did not honor Him as God, or give thafkg;they became futile in
their speculations, and their foolish heart waixeiaed.zzProfessing to be wise,
they became fool$*and exchanged the glory of the incorruptible Gadafo
image in the form of corruptible man and of birdsl dour-footed animals and
crawling creatures. (Romans 1:18-23)

How can it be, concerning the Israelites, that Masmuld say, “the LORD has not given
you a heart to know, nor eyes to see, nor earsdo’hand then Paul could say something
like the above in Romans? Well, it appears thatype of knowledge being described in
Romans 1 is called General Revelation. That iglegion that is given to every man
concerning the reality of God and a sense of mawwebuntability. On the other hand, the
knowledge described in Deuteronomy 29:4 appeados tf an intimate type, leading to a
personal relationship with God that comes throwggientance and faith in Him, which is
what is described in John 6:37-39 & 44. In additiater on in chapter 30 of
Deuteronomy, Moses calls on the people to “choibsen order that you may live, you
and your descendants” (Deuteronomy 30:19). Therg too, the people are given the
command to choose, and that is based on God hapiged their spiritual heart, eyes
and ears to know, see and hear, thereby they beftégisneesponsible for their decision
either to accept or reject God'’s offer.
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Thus, it is not an ‘either or’, but ratherbmth and’ when it comes to man’s corrupt
sinful nature and his inability to save himselfdabod’s intervening grace through the
power of the Holy Spirit to draw men to that plateepentance and faith in Christ.
Thus, while at the same time we are called on hobtse life” when the Word is set
before us, it is God who must open our heartshbeypbwer of His Holy Spirit, to enable
us to understand, see and hear, and it has alvesystbat way. In fact, this is what we
see stated in Deuteronomy 30:11-14, and is alsteduzy Paul in Romans 10:8-13:

For this commandment which | commaad today is not too difficult for you,
nor is it out of reach? "It is not in heaven, that you should say, 'Wht g up
to heaven for us to get it for us and make us teérat we may observe it?
"Nor is it beyond the sea, that you should say,dWill cross the sea for us to
get it for us and make us hear it, that we may lesé?''* "But the word is very
near you, in your mouth and in your heart, that y@ay observe it.
(Deuteronomy 30:11-14)

But what does it say? "The word isrngau, in your mouth and in your heart "--
that is, the word of faith which we are preachihtpat if you confess with your
mouth JesuasLord, and believe in your heart that God raised fftiom the
dead, you shall be saved for with the heart man believes, resulting in
righteousness, and with the mouth he confessadtingsin salvation*! For the
Scripture says, "Whoever believes in Him will netdisappointed.*? For there
is no distinction between Jew and Greek; for thmedaord is Lord of all,
abounding in riches for all who call upon Hiffifor "Whoever will call upon the
name of the LORD will be saved." (Romans 10:8-13)

From a metaphorical perspective, it is as thougtl @aces faith in our mouths as a
morsel of food, but we must make the decision tiseeichew and swallow it, or spit it
out. This coincides with the convicting power loé tHoly Spirit, described by Jesus in
John 16:8-11, in which a person is brought fadat¢e with the truth of his sin; with the
truth that only through Jesus is their any hop®uagiveness for his sin and eternal life;
and with the truth of the eternal judgment thatigsvaim if he rejects Christ. However,
according to Scripture, if God doesn’t open a pessbeart and mind to see these truths,
that person will not open them himself throughdws initiative.

Ordained or Disposed to Eternal Life? - Acts 13:48

We will now look at Mr. Hunt’s interpretatiaf Acts 13:48: “And when the Gentiles
heard this, thepeganrejoicing and glorifying the word of the Lord; and many as had
been appointed to eternal life believed.” In sk, Mr. Hunt deals with this verse in
chapter 14 entitled, “Is Salvation Available To &Il Mr. Hunt opts for the meaning
disposedrersusappointed It is a disputed meaning among different schobkhought,
but Mr. Hunt quite honestly shares with his readdng he chose the former meaning
instead of the latter: “The meaning is at ledkiwablefrom the wordassoand it seems
to be demanded by the context. Why not accepBa@ause to do so would undermine
Calvinism. We find no other reason” (Hunt, 21Mr. Hunt certainly has the right and
privilege to choose any meaning for a word thatvaats and for any reason he wants.
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However, with all due respect to him, | don’t kndwhat is the best of reasons for
making that choice here.

The two words translated for “had been apgafhareesan tetagmendioov
tetaypuévor), and they are written together for added emphassagmenoemphasizes
an act that was completed some time in the pagtirathis instance it has an ongoing,
continuous affect in the past becaesanis attached to it, which makes that meaning
even more emphati€. In addition, the wordiasso(téoow), which is the root form of the
verbtetagmenqgimeans ‘to put in place, to station, to assigmppoint, to ordain, to
order, to arrange, to settle and to agree uporr. Hnt uses a source entitl&te Bible
Commentaryby Frederic C. Cook, in which Mr. Cook makes refee to the Syriac
supporting the translation beidgposedversusordained The word in Syriac isom
(o), and it too means ‘to set up, to constitute,dtetmine, to appoint, to ordain, to

affirm, to declare, to set the heart and to tumrthind’. On the one hand, Mr. Hunt
doesn't feel that ‘ordained’ fits in with the tofaitture of biblical redemption, but on the
other hand, what we clearly have in this passagetisn ‘either or’, but rather a ‘both
and’. The problem for Mr. Hunt with taking the ohefion ‘disposed’ is that
syntactically, the correct meaning of the passimee&/ used with this verb indicates
someone or something acted upon the subjects s&¢ham to become ‘disposed’, with
the result being they ‘believed’. The same is farghe definition ‘ordained’, in that the
passive voice indicates an action being done teulbgects by someone or something
beyond themselves, with the result being they #stieved’® However, whichever
definition you may feel inclined toward acceptitige syntax of the verb indicates
someone or something acted upon them and spaweiedabponse. This action in turn
brought them to the point where they ‘believedd &nis belief had an effect for a long
time in the past, that is, up to the end of theed on this earth, and then into eternity.

Thus, if they were ‘disposed’, someone or ghing caused them to become
‘disposed’. Based on the what we have looked d@bubis point, that someone was the
Holy Spirit, bringing them to a place of repentaacel faith in Jesus Christ after opening
up their hearts to understand the Gospel. If‘dnidained’, then here too it was the Holy
Spirit, based on God'’s predetermined plan, bringiragn to a place of repentance and
faith in Jesus Christ after opening up their hetartisnderstand the Gospel, the same as
He did for those who were ‘disposed’.

Is Faith a Gift? - Ephesians 2:8-9; Romans 10:1&bkews 12:2; Galatians 2:20;
Acts3:16

The idea of “faith” being a gift from God aggpe to be quite intensely opposed by Mr.
Hunt. In particular, he focuses on Ephesians 2:88re we read: “For by grace you
have been saved through faith; and that not ofsgluesit is the gift of God; not as a
result of works, that no one should boast.” Inptba21 entitled, “Persuasion, The
Gospel And God,” Mr. Hunt asserts rather forcefttigt ‘faith’ is not a gift from God.

He says, “Furthermore, the construction of the &redephesians 2:8-10 makes it
impossible for faith to be the gift” (Hunt, 361 he section in chapter 21 in which he
covers this passage is called, “Is Faith, Or Selwaihe Gift of God?, ” and he finishes
up this section with a very strong declaration:
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Furthermore, even if saving faitbre the gift (which it could not be), there is
nothing in Ephesians 2 (or anywhere else) to inditdaat it is irresistibly given
by God only after He has sovereignly regenerateddtally depraved sinner and
not before. Indeed, that very passage says wesaved, through faith”; i.e.,
faith is the means of our salvation/regeneratian something which follows it.
(Hunt, 362)

| do agree with Mr. Hunt in his last statementjttfas the means of our
salvation/regeneration, not something which follatw’s However, in a similar fashion to
his handling the subject of man’s sinfulness, sohtere, Mr. Hunt, in his sincere desire
to expunge what he sees as doctrine that ‘mocks @adkes some statements that may
be seen not to be entirely correct after a morefeahexamination. Once again, however,
| want to point out that it is irrelevant whethemmt the following analysis of this
passage supports or abrogates Calvinism or any ‘cgh€, but what is quite relevant is
whether or not it supports biblical truth. Andht following analysis is a presentation of
biblical truth, then we certainly need to embrédceagardless of who accepts or rejects it.

Mr. Hunt is correct in his statement that deenonstrative pronouiguto (todto),
which is ‘that’, is neuter and ‘faithpistis (riotL¢), is a feminine noun. Indeed, that
whichtoutois modifying is the word ‘gift’, odaron (6dpov), which is a neuter noun.

The question before us is, what is ‘gift’ referritoag Is it talking about salvation as a
whole, and would it then include ‘faith’, or istélking about ‘faith’, since the word
‘grace’, charis (xopL¢), is already understood to be a ‘gift'? | dofiink anyone would
deny the fact that ‘gift’ is clearly referring talgation as a whole. However, are there
instances wher®uto might be referring to something other than a nemoein?

In Matthew 6:25, Jesus says: “For this redssay to you, do not be anxious for your
life, as towhat you shall eat, or what you shall drink; naryour body,as towhat you
shall put on. Is not life more than food, and tbeythan clothing?” The word ‘reason’
is touto (todto), and what igoutoreferring to? Is it referring to EVERYTHING Jesus
was talking about in the verses before, which idetbmany nouns of all three genders
(the word ‘treasure’ is a masculine noun, ‘heataifeminine noun and ‘body’ is a neuter
noun)? Someone might suggest tioatois referring to the exhortation Jesus is giving in
verse 25 about not being ‘anxious’. However, tmee® word used here is the imperative
form of the verbmerimna (uepwvéw), and its nominal form, which means ‘anxiety’, is a
feminine nounmerimna(uépipva). It would appear fairly obvious, therefore, thaitois
referring to the whole of what Jesus was sayint) before and after verse 25.

Another example of the neuter, demonstratreapun referring to something other
than a neuter noun is in Matthew 4:8-9: “Again, tleil took Him to a very high
mountain, and showed Him all the kingdoms of theldyand their glory; and he said to
Him, ‘All these things will | give You, if You faldown and worship me.” In this
passage, we have the nominative, neuter, pluraipdstrative pronounauta (tadta),
versus the nominative, neuter, singular demonsgggronounfouto (todto). As you
look at the passage, therefore, you will discolaat it contains one neuter noun,
‘mountain’, one masculine noun, ‘world” and two f@me nouns, ‘kingdoms’ and
‘glory’. If we include all of these nouns in thiaése things’, then we certainly have
more than neuters. On the other hand, if one teeirgsist that the ‘these things’ only
refers to ‘mountain’, then why didn’t Satan say this (tobto-referring to the singular,
neuter word for “mountain”) will | give You, if Yotall down and worship me”? Itis
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fairly clear, therefore, that Satan was referrimgit of the ‘things’ he was talking about

in verse 8, including the two feminine nouns aslw&he upshot of all this, therefore, is
thattouto, in Ephesians 2:8-9, is being used in an inclusia@ner so as to embrace the
whole of salvation as the ‘gift of God’, and thatt@inly includes ‘faith’ as integral and

essential to our salvation.

The next passage dealing with ‘faith’ as &fgdm God is in Romans 10:17: “So faith
comedrom hearing, and hearing by the word of Chrigtlearly this verse is stating that
divine, saving ‘faith’ is not something we generateour own, but rather it is something
that is given to us by God through His Word. Tkaat phrase in an amplified setting is,
“So faith comes out of hearing, and hearing of/from/by means tie Word of God *
Thus, the Word of God is the source of our savimglaving faith, and hearing is the
channel through which that faith is appropriatedum hearts and minds. The hearing, of
course, is not simply a literal ‘hearing’ with thatural ear, but rather a hearing with the
heart and mind whereby the Holy Spirit opens upuwnderstanding, through the power
of his conviction, to see we are sinners, thatsesthe only way and that judgment
awaits us if we refuse Him (John 16:8-11). Thiplegs to salvation first of all, and then
to our daily growth and walk of faith as a belieueChrist.

Next, in Hebrews 12:2 we are told that Jesumoth the ‘originator’ and ‘developer’
of our faith: “fixing our eyes on Jesus, the authnd perfecter of faith, who for the joy
set before Him endured the cross, despising thmshand has sat down at the right hand
of the throne of God.” However, the first emphasithat of “fixing our eyes on Jesus.”
The word ‘fixing’, aphowntes(apopdrtec), is emphasizing an ongoing, continuous
action?* The implication being that if I, as a believen, bt ‘continually fix’ my eyes
(i.e., my mind and spirit) on Jesus, | will not grin faith, and thus, | will have no
personal victory over sin. Thus, my growth inliag directly proportional to my abiding
in Christ through abiding in His Word, prayer, ting and surrendering to Him.

All of this is possible because Jesus is timeH‘author and perfecter of faith, . . .”
The word for ‘author’ isarchégos(apynydg), and it means both originator (i.e., the One
who founded and began my faith within me — Romdh&7) and example (i.e., the One
who set forth the example of faith and trust in Gardme to follow — Luke 9:23-24Y
The word for ‘perfecter’ iseleiotes (terewtng), and it comes from the vetbleiad
(rereLdw), which means ‘to complete, finish and bring toemd an activity’ in a very
assured and certain manfigrln Jesus, therefore, our ‘faith’ as believerd i fully
consummated, and the work He is doing in our ligés bring us to that final
consummation in heaven.

The next passage concerning ‘faith’ as aigi@alatians 2:20, wherein we are told
that the faith we live by is also from Jesus: “Védeen crucified with Christ; and it is no
longer | who live, but Christ lives in me; and fife which | now live in the flesh I live
by faith in the Son of God, who loved me, and dad Himself up for me.” The phrase
“by faith in the Son of God” may also be read, faith from the Son of God®* That is,
this ‘faith’ that Paul lived by had its origin inh@st, which is what we have seen in
Romans 10:17 and in Hebrews 12:2. It is also place&hrist, who alone is our source
and strength! Thus, both readings may be viewezkpsessing two truths in one phrase.
Our faith is both from Christ, as well as placedHim, trusting Him to live His life in
and through us, while walking and living in the prises of His Word.
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And finally, in Acts 3:16, we discover thatvuhie faith, in all aspects, comes through
Jesus: “And on the basis of faith in His naihés the name of Jesus which has
strengthened this man whom you see and know; anfaitn whichcomeghrough Him
has given him this perfect health in the preserig®o all.” Here, Peter is explaining to
the people who have run to see the miracle of hgafat just took place with the lame
man, how this healing occurred. Peter is sayiagitiis not only “on the basis of faith in
His name (i.e., the name of Jesus),” but alsobyi&he faith whichcomeshrough Him
(i.e., Jesus)” that this lame man has been healed.

However, there are those who would see threujh Him’ as not necessarily
referring to Jesus. They see it as perhaps asi@tiio Peter, or maybe even the lame
man. If Peter is somehow referring to himselfntheat would seem to be a contradiction
of Acts 3:12, in which Peter is attempting to ttine attention away from himself and
John and to the Lord. In addition, that would hbaeen a very awkward way for Peter to
refer to himself, ‘through him’, versus, ‘throughemwhich would seem more reasonable
since Peter was the one doing the talking.

Others see ‘through him’ as referring to #n@é man himself, but there are two
distinct views regarding this position. One isttihés the lame man’s own faith, which
came “through himgnd has given him this perfect health . . .” Buthft is the case,
then why the emphasis in the ‘name’ of Jesus agylibe source of his healing? If the
faith to be healed came in and through this maneglthen he really doesn’t need Jesus,
the Holy Spirit, or anything else, but all he needkis own faith to believe for whatever
he wants. If that is the case, then here agamhape Pelagius was right! But Pelagius
wasn't right, and neither can this view be coriadhe light of the whole counsel of
God'’s Word.

The other similar view is that ‘through hirs’ieferring to the lame man, but the faith
is from Jesus and has worked in and ‘through hih&t is, the lame man, resulting in his
“perfect health in the presence of you all.” Tisigjuite similar to the position that the
‘Him’ is Jesus, but in this latter view, the faithactually seen as flowing in and through
the man from Jesus, culminating in his completdimga

Now although divine, saving faith may cledrky seen in the above passages as a ‘gift
of God’, we are not automatons, but rather we aesziduals who must say, once our
eyes have been opened by the Holy Spirit to setrutie ‘Yes, Lord, | believe and trust
You as my Lord and Savior’, otherwise, we have algation! And, subsequent to
salvation, we have both the responsibility andfteedom from the Lord to either say,
‘Yes, Lord, | will obey and follow you in the faitifhat you have given and are perfecting
within Me through Your Word, by the power of yoadivelling Holy Spirit’, or ‘No,

Lord, | will not obey you in faith in this particat matter because | am afraid You won'’t
keep Your Word’. That choice is ours to make, Biedenables and allows us to do
either.

Predestination, Election & Foreknowledge — Acts2228; 4:27-28

Mr. Hunt's view of ‘predestination/electionfeknowledge’ is quite interesting, and if
he is correct in what he says, he, along with atisdro hold this view, will have
unraveled one of the most difficult issues in lmalitheology. On the other hand, if he is
incorrect, then the theological damage done toetlndso would embrace this view of
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predestination would be equal to the damage camgéds incorrect view of man’s sin
nature in such passages as Genesis 6:5, Psaln31dtal. Therefore, what is at stake is
not Calvinism, Arminianism, or any other ‘ism’, bile very heart of biblical truth.

Mr. Hunt states his position on predestinatjaite clearly and unambiguously in the
following quote:

What about the statements in the Bitée certain ones have been predestined,
or elected? We will examine those scriptures arttié process we will see that
in the Bible predestination/electionrisverunto salvation. To the Calvinist,
however, predestination/electionalsvaysandonly unto salvation — a view
which is imposed wrongly upon Scripture. In faagction/predestination is
always unto specific blessings tl@icompanysalvation, but not to salvation
itself. (Hunt, 211)

According to Mr. Hunt, aho timeis predestination/electiogverunto salvation, but

rather always unto some spiritual blessing for Gattildren subsequent to salvation.

Mr. Hunt reinforces this belief in the following gie where he emphasizes what he sees
as the order of salvation:

Surely the most obvious possibility would be thadGoreknew who would
repent and believe the gospel and on that baspgétiestined them to something
unique: “to be conformed to the image of his Samd &nto obedience”. . . . The
most straightforward interpretation of these sarigs is that knowing in advance
who would believe the gospel, God made certainttiee individuals heard the
gospel, and He predestined them to partake of tHreyrhlessings He planned to
bestow on the redeemed throughout eternity. (H128,& 229)

Thus, according to Mr. Hunt, foreknowledge @y precedes predestination, and
foreknowledge is simply God seeing ahead of timatwhan will do (e.g., seeing those
men who will accept Jesus as Savior, etc.) andphesetermining or ‘arranging’ that
event based on what he saw in advance. Thusgtieentining factor in predestination,
according to Mr. Hunt, is man’s action, and therd@mlows along and predetermines or
‘arranges’ what He sees man will already do in ptdeaccomplish His will:

This inspired statement by Petethe Day Pentecost concerning Christ’s
betrayal and crucifixion (Mr. Hunt is referring Axts 2:23) provides important
insight into God’s outworking of His eternal plati.clearly reveals that even in
declaring future events through His prophets amom@plishing them in history
according to His will, God takes into account wHatby foreknowledge knows
will be the actions and reactions of men. He diticauseJudas to betray Christ,
nor did Hecausethe Jews to reject Him or the Romans to crucifmHiowever,
He did arrange that these particular individual® wiould act in that manner
were on the scene at the right time to fulfill Migl through their willing
ignorance and/or evil. (Hunt, 226)

This position is not unique to Mr. Hunt, but hetesathis belief with such a dogmatic

certitude that he leaves no room for any other idenation.
In Acts 2:22-23, we read:
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Men of Israel, listen to these wordlssus the Nazarene, a man attested to you by
God with miracles and wonders and signs which Gaébpmed through Him in
your midst, just as you yourselves kno@-this Man, delivered up by the
predetermined plan and foreknowledge of God, ydleth#o a cross by the
hands of godless men and plilm to death.

The phrase “the predetermined plan and foreknoveedd@sod” is what Mr. Hunt is
referring to in the above quote when he speakd bis‘inspired statement by Peter.”
The word for ‘predetermined’ isoridz (6pil{w), and its basic meaning is that of ‘setting
limits in order to define and explain somethingiimore delineated and specific fashion’.
Consequently, when applied to people or evenisedns ‘to determine, appoint, fix or
set something or someone in a very specific arabbshed manner’. What is even more
interesting is that the form fdworidz in this instance is a perfect, passive patrticiple,
which is modifying ‘plan’. Thus, the literal rentigg of this phrase would be ‘the having
been determined/appointed/fixed/set plan’. Thégoetense indicates a completed
action with an ongoing and continuous result. &fee, this was something that was
determined from eternity in a fixed and set planfaa as the time, place and persons
involved.

The word for ‘plan’ in the Greek moule (BouAn), and its basic meaning is ‘plan,
purpose, intention, resolution & decision’. Thsum comes from the Greek verb
bouloma (Bovropat), and its primary meaning is ‘to desire to havexperience
something, with the implication of planning in orde fulfill that desire’. What is
interesting in this verb, from which the nobouk is derived, is that the decision to act is
not based on foreseen events that will occur, hed the action is planned, but rather the
decision is based on the desire for something ¢ara@nd then the action is planned in
order to bring it to pass. The noun in turn camdahat same inference.

The word for ‘foreknowledge’ igrogrosis (mpoyvwolc), and its basic meaning is
‘forethought, prearrangement or predeterminatidifie verb from which this noun is
derived isproginosks (mpoyLrdokw), and its basic meaning is ‘to know beforehandpor
choose beforehand'.

The question before us, therefore, is, doreviking beforehand’, with reference to
God, mean that God knows what we will do, and dftee, He makes his predetermined
plan based on what we are going to do? Or doesvkrg beforehand’, with reference to
God, mean that He knows us, and all that is gartappen, because of His
predetermined plan? The former is Mr. Hunt’s positbut is that the correct one? If
God, according to Mr. Hunt, makes his plans basedltat He sees we are going to do,
then who is actually in control? Is God in contia are we, as created, sinful and fallen
human beings in control? It would seem that if G¢oredetermination’ is based on
those decisions the we first make, then we areties who are actually predetermining
what God is going to do. Consequently, that wagdear that we, who are finite human
beings, are in control of God and the universe,ratdhe other way around.

However, Mr. Hunt’'s main objection to the idddoreknowledge being God’s
choosing beforehand is that it would be redundaneiheating ‘predestined’. For
example, in Romans 8:29, if foreknowledge werestirae as predestination, it would
read, “whom he did predestinatedieodid predestinate” (Hunt, 226). To hopefully give
a bit more clarity to this dilemma, an amplifiedrislation of Acts 2:23, based on the
expanded meanings above, would, therefore, re&mlaws: “this Man, having been
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delivered up according to God’s desired plan atffdléa decision to do so through His
predetermination, you nailed to a cross by the barigjodless men and pdim to
death.” As you can see in the above, amplifieddsiation, there doesn’t appear to be any
redundancy, or confusion as to God’s purpose aaudl ipl His fulfilled decision.

Another important text in this same venue t$sA:27-28 where we read:

For truly in this city there were gated together against Thy holy servant Jesus,
whom Thou didst anoint, both Herod and Pontiust®ilalong with the Gentiles
and the peoples of Israélto do whatever Thy hand and Thy purpose
predestined to occur.

Peter is leading the disciples in a prayer of tisgnkng after he and John had been
arrested and commanded to no longer teach or prea@sus’ name after the healing of
the lame man at the temple. In this passage Kfmwledge’ doesn’t appear in
conjunction with ‘predestined’, but ‘purpose’ doasd the word for ‘purpose’ is the
exact same word for ‘plan’ in Acts 2:23pule(BouvAr). In addition, the word for
‘predestined’ in Greek iprooridz (mpoopi{w), and its basic meaning is ‘to decide upon
beforehand’. Thus, an amplified reading of Ac884would be as follows: “to do
whatever Thy hand and Thy fulfilled decision detered to do beforehand.” Now even
though ‘foreknowledge’ doesn’t occur in this verdee meaning expressed in this
passage is identical in scope and content as xpatgsed in Acts 2:23.

The question needing to be asked, therefemegardless of and in spite of any ‘isms’
that people try and cloak the Scripture with inesrtb support their preferred beliefs, or
to reject beliefs that don't fit in with their pantilar, sanctioned theology, is the Scripture
true, oris it not in what it is declaring? Thsatlhe question that you the reader must ask
yourself in your decision making.

As quoted earlier, Mr. Hunt doesn’t believattipredestination/election’ is ever unto
salvation, but rather unto blessing for those wigosaved. He says: “Before proceeding
further, it is vital to realize that neither in Hgepassages nor anywhere else does election
or predestination refer to salvation but always anky to particular benefits” (Hunt,

219). Now granted, the above two passages we dbakm Acts do not have anything to
do with ‘salvation’ as far as being directly rethte individuals, but they most definitely
have everything to do with God’s overall sovereygatd how that sovereignty affects us
in our daily lives, which would certainly includeiosalvation.

Individual Salvation & Predestination - Ephesian8-12; | Peter 1:2; Romans 8:28-30;
Romans 9:6-13

This next and last topic follows right on theels of the previous subject of
Predestination, Election & Foreknowledgend that i$ndividual Salvation &
Predestination As | pointed out in the previous discussion, Munt adamantly denies
any relation, whatsoever, between predestinatiectiein and salvation. Therefore, in
this final section of our biblical analysis, | wantlook at the above passages to see if
there is any connection between salvation Rratiestination, Election &
Foreknowledge The first one | would like to examine is Ephesid :3-12:
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Blessetlethe God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, wisobtessed us with
every spiritual blessing in the heaveplgcesin Christ,*just as He chose us in
Him before the foundation of the world, that we @idde holy and blameless
before Him. In love’ He predestined us to adoption as sons through G¥sist
to Himself, according to the kind intention of Hhil, °to the praise of the glory
of His grace, which He freely bestowed on us inBeeved.” In Him we have
redemption through His blood, the forgiveness aftoespasses, according to the
riches of His gracéwhich He lavished upon us. In all wisdom and insidte
made known to us the mystery of His will, accordiadis kind intention which
He purposed in Him’with a view to an administration suitable to thinéss of
the timesthat is the summing up of all things in Christ, thingdlie heavens
and things upon the earth. In Hifralso we have obtained an inheritance, having
been predestined according to His purpose who waitkkings after the counsel
of His will, *?to the end that we who were the first to hope ins€lshould be to
the praise of His glory.

As you read the above passage, it doesn’t tak@walkdge of Greek to be able to read in
these verses the clear and simple message ofisal#atChrist and all that means to us
in our life on this earth, as well as our going teotm be in glory. Verses 4 & 5 are rather
straightforward in their statement of our salvatioiChrist, which includes our
sanctification in Christ as we grow in Him. In ger4, the word “chose” is an aorist
middle, exelexatdeierétato), and that means that God Himself chose us spatltifiin
Christ for salvation, as well as for the totalifyatl the blessings that accompany that
salvation?® The statement in verse 5 that “He predestined asloption as sons through
Jesus Christ to Himself” is about as plain and &nag it gets. What does “adoption as
sons through Jesus Christ” actually mean? The Waorddoption in Greek isuiothesia
(viobeoie), and it comes from two Greek wordmiios(viég), which means, ‘son’, and
thesis(beaic), which means, ‘position’. Thus, combined, thesgam ‘sonposition’, which
means we are put in a position as His sons, opalw/'sonship’, through Jesus’ death
and sacrifice on the Cross. That means we wemds#&orgiven and placed in Christ by
the Holy Spirit and now BELONG TO HIM! Once again,as plain and simple terms as
can be stated for me, a believer, | have beconméaf God; | am saved; | am
redeemed through the sacrifice of Jesus Christ] hagle eternal life in Him! This
appears to me to be pointing quite clearly, spealiff and unambiguously to salvation in
Christ, and to deny such is tantamount to denyhegobvious for the sake of some
personal agenda that contravenes the clear teachBgyipture. In addition, in verse 12
Paul says that he and others of his time werefttet to hope in Christ,” and what does
that mean if it is not referring to salvation? Merd for ‘hope’ here in the Greek is a
hapax legomengmmeaning it is used only once in the New TestaménGreek it is
pronouncedproelpid® (mpoeAti{w), which means, ‘to be the first to hope’. In dutah,
it is a perfect, active participle, and, thereforés emphasizing a completed act that has
an ongoing, continuous affect. Thus, at some tmike past, Paul and others placed
their faith and trust in Jesus Christ as their Land Savior, and, as a result of that act of
repentance and faith in Christ, they are now savetwill remain so throughout eternity!
Once again, this certainly appears to about salvatis well as all the other blessings that
attend our salvation in Christ.

There are some other very interesting syrdalcthatters in this passage that are
essential to our understanding of the relationbleiwveen predestination, election,
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foreknowledge and salvation that | want to examimbkese points will in turn be linked
with the other passages we will explore in thidisec

In Ephesians 1:3-12, there are six particidlesr aorist, one perfect, and one present
tense verb. The perfect participle is used suligtdly in verse 6 when referring to Jesus
as the “Beloved.” The present participle is useddrse 11 in referring to Goavho
worksall things after the counsel of His will.” Theuioaorist participles, however, are
quite significant in their usage with regard togestination, election, foreknowledge and
salvation.

The aorist participle is significant in thaprimarily indicates action that has occurred
before the action (i.e., antecedent to) indicatgthle main verb in the clause. However,
the aorist participle can also indicate action thaimultaneous with, as well as
subsequent to the action of the main verb. Tis¢ fise of an aorist participle in this
passage is in verse 3, “who has blesséd’d{oynoac - euloggsay, and it is antecedent to
the action of the main verb, which in this instarscthe adjective, “Blessedéi(royntog
eulogetos). The emphasis being that we as believers deGacketo be “Blessed”
because He first “blessed us with every spiritl@s&ing in the heavenplacesin
Christ.”

The second use of an aorist participle isarse 5, “He predestinedttgoopiong —
proorisag, and this usage here is key to the order of alwasion in Christ. Itis used in
relation to the main verb, “He choseé?dj.¢tato —exelexatdin verse 4, and its usage
here can either be antecedent to, or simultanedbs’™e chose.” If it is viewed in an
antecedent manner, it means that we who are bedievere preordained’ to eternal life
before ‘we were chosen’ by the Lord. On the otieerd, if it is viewed as a simultaneous
act, then the choosing and predestinating are ndé¢he selfsame act in God’s economy.
In either case, what is clearly being describemlissalvation in Christ, not merely the
blessings that attend our salvation as Mr. Hurgréss In addition, | see the verb “He
chose” as a constative aorist, viewing the wholewfrelationship with the Lord as one
entity, from our being chosen in Christ “before fbendation of the world,” up to and
through our going home to be with Him for all eigyn

The third use of an aorist participle is imsge9, “He made known¥¢wploag —
gnarisas), and the main verb it is governed by is “He laed” gneploocvoer —
eperisseusann verse 8. Clearly, in this instance, the ageticiple is to be understood
as simultaneous with the action of “He lavished@Hat is, as “He lavished” upon us the
“riches of His grace,” He in turn made and is malkkmown to us “the mystery of His
will” through His “wisdom and insight.” The verlt{é lavished” is an aorist, active
indicative, and | see this as a constative aarighé same way as “He chose” in verse 5
above. Consequently, this ‘lavishing’ began whenaecepted Jesus as our Lord and
Savior, and continues throughout our life. Thuesehagain, we are not simply talking
about the blessings that follow our salvation,watare talking about the very act of our
coming into Christ through the re-birth and alltthecompanies and follows that re-
birth.

The fourth and final use of an aorist partei this passage is in verse 11, “having
been predestinedtifoopLodévtec — prooristhentes The main verb with which it is
aligned is “we have obtained an inheritané&ifpwénucv - ekleraothemer), and it comes
from the vertkleroo (kAnpow), whose basic meaning is ‘to appoint by lot, coade’. In
this instance, the aorist participle, “having bpeedestined,” is antecedent to the action
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of this main verb, which is an aorist, passive ¢ative, and that means that someone
other than ourselves ‘appointed or chose us’. Aer too, | see “we have obtained an
inheritance/we were appointed/we were chosen’@matative aorist in the same way as
the above examples of “He chose” in verse 4 andléMished” in verse 8. However,
what is most significant here in verse 11 is thatdorist, passive participle, “having
been predestined,” is quite clearly antecederttéattion of “we have obtained an
inheritance/we were appointed/we were chosen,taadmeans that the predestinating
occurred prior to our ‘obtaining an inheritanceftgeappointed/being chosen’. In
addition, the verbs “He choose” in verse 4 and haee obtained an inheritance/we were
appointed/we were chosen” here in verse 11 areibdadndem with the aorist participle
“predestined,” which comes from the Greek vprboridz (mpoopi{w). In the first
instance in verse 4yrooridz is in the active voice, and thus the primary reasby it
may be seen as either antecedent to or simultavatushe action of the verb, “He
chose.” On the other hand, in verse@rboridz is in the passive voice, and
syntactically the clear meaning of that is that‘firedestinating’ occurred before the
‘having obtained an inheritance/having been appdiiiaving been chosen’. That being
the case, it would seem a bit strange to haveisteeikample be simultaneous and the
second obviously antecedent. Therefore, for ctersiy’s sake, it would seem that in
both instances, the aorist participles are antextdddahe action of the main verbs, and
that would mean that the predestinating of beli@weiChrist occurred prior to choosing
those who would be believers.

Mr. Hunt also made reference to | Peter 11dctvin order to understand, needs to be
read with verse 1:

Peter, an apostle of Jesus Chrighdse who reside as aliens, scattered
throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, atityia, who are chosen
according to the foreknowledge of God the Fathgthle sanctifying work of the
Spirit, that you may obey Jesus Christ and be kladhwith His blood: May
grace and peace be yours in fullest measure. €r Ret-2)

The literal reading of the above passage is asvisl

Peter, an apostle of Jesus Chrighdaefuges of the dispersion throughout
Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia adedathe elect, according to
the foreknowledge and predetermination of God dibér by sanctification
through the Spirit into obedience and sprinklindhef blood of Jesus Christ; may
grace and peace be multiplied to you.

As has already been pointed out, the word for Knoevledge’ in Greek iprogrosis
(mpoyvwolcg), and it means ‘foreknowledge, forethought, pra@gement &
predetermination’. Therefore, when reading | P&t2r one needs to include both
aspects of the meaning, ‘foreknowledge and prechetation’, in order to present as
accurate as possible the thought being expresBed.brings into question once again,
does ‘foreknowledge’ mean God sees what man isggoilo, and then makes his
predetermination based on man’s actions, or da@sjily mean God foreknows all
things that are going to happen because He hagangad events, while at the same
time giving mankind the final step of choosing tiection? Based on our analysis of
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the previous sections, it would seem that the qonak'foreknowledge’ leans more
toward the latter than the former.

One other very important passage that tiegitin Ephesians 1:3-12 is Romans 8:28-
30:

And we know that God causes all thittge/ork together for good to those who
love God, to those who are called accordinglimpurpose? For whom He
foreknew, He also predestinemlbecomeonformed to the image of His Son,
that He might be the first-born among many brethitand whom He
predestined, these He also called; and whom Hed;ahese He also justified;
and whom He justified, these He also glorified.

The key area of discussion is in verse 29 whemekioew’ precedes ‘predestined’. As
we have already discussed, the Greek word forkfoee’' comes fornproginosks
(mpoyLrwokw), and it means ‘to know beforehand or in advateehoose beforehand’,
and the Greek word for ‘predestined’ comes fopnooridz (mpoopi{w), its basic
meaning being ‘to decide upon beforehand, to app@forehand’. Therefore, we see
that the meaning of ‘choose beforehand’ is a legite and real meaning of the verb
‘foreknew’ (proginosks - mpoywvwokw), and not only that, but this corresponds to the
order presented to us in Ephesians 1:4-5 & 11 abbv&phesians 1:4-5 we read: “just
as He chose us in Him before the foundation ofatbdd, that we should be holy and
blameless before Him. In lovide predestined us to adoption as sons through ¥sist
to Himself, . . .” We saw in verses 4 & 5 thatédestined” could either be antecedent or
simultaneous with “chose.” In Ephesians 1:11 vaglréalso we have obtained an
inheritance, having been predestined accordingdgtipose . . .” We saw here,
however, that “having been predestined” clearlgngecedent to “we have obtained and
inheritance/we were appointed/we were chosen.”t blimg the case, God’s
predestinating occurred before we were chosentrasavould obviously be true for
verses 4-5 as well. What we have in Romans 8:#%isery same order: “For whom He
foreknew and chose beforehand, He also prededinieeicomeonformed to the image
of His Son, . ..” Even more importantly, verser8@kes it very clear that
“predestination” has everything to do with salvatias well as with our growth in Christ:
“and whom He predestined, these He also calledwdrain He called, these He also
justified; and whom He justified, these He alsorifiied.” Calling and justification are
certainly related to our salvation, and predestmgprecedes both of these works of God,
which is all part of our salvation, as well as guowth in Him.

The last passage | want to look at is Romabs 9:

Buit is not as though the word of God has failed. For greynot all Israel who
aredescendeétom Israel;” neither are they all children because they are
Abraham's descendants, but: "through Isaac yowedesnts will be named®"
That is, it is not the children of the flesh whe &hildren of God, but the
children of the promise are regarded as descend#utsthis is a word of
promise: "At this time | will come, and Sarah shale a son.*’ And not only
this, but there was Rebekah also, when she hacr@utwinsby one man, our
father Isaac! for thoughthe twinswere not yet born, and had not done anything
good or bad, in order that God's purpose accorigihtis choice might stand, not
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because of works, but because of Him who cHlisyvas said to her, "The older
will serve the younger!®Just as it is written, "Jacob | loved, but Esaated."

Concerning this portion of Romans 9, Mr. Hsays, “Paul is not at all dealing with
the eternal destiny of Esau, Jacob and Pharaohit(f2@0), but rather “God is ultimately
referring to nations within which not every indival is either saved or lost” (Hunt, 263-
264). And again, “Nor does Paul, in the contextisfquotation in Romans, even hint
any more than does Malachi at the individual sawabf Esau, Jacob or Pharaoh” (Hunt,
262). ltis very clear, therefore, that Mr. Huoed not in any way see the above quoted
passage in Romans as remotely referring to thasaihvof anyone, but rather to two
nations within the womb of Sarah, based on th@smes Paul uses from Genesis and
Malachi:

Since he is quoting Malachi and Gexydsimust follow that Paul likewise is not
referring to the individuals named but to the nagidescended from them. In
fact, that the election and prophecy referred tmna rather than individuals was
clear from the very start. . . .

The prophecy was, however, pelfdutfilled in the nations descended from

Esau and Jacob. “Two nations” were unquestiongdaysubject of God’s
declaration. . . . (Hunt, 263)

The question before us, therefore, is whetherot Mr. Hunt is correct in his assertion
about Paul. If he is, then once again, this wallaomajor breakthrough in understanding
one of the most difficult passages in Scriptureit Bt's look at this passage and see what
it Is saying.

First of all, like Ephesians 1:3-12, Romar®-83 has very clear language that
certainly gives the distinct impression that Pauiscussing salvation. In Romans 9:8,
for example, Paul says: “That is, it is not thddi@n of the flesh who are children of
God, but the children of the promise are regardedescendants That which Paul is
talking about in this verse in its context is taeng as Galatians 4:21-31:

Tell me, you who want to be under lda,you not listen to the lav?For it is
written that Abraham had two sons, one by the bamlan and one by the free
woman.? But the son by the bondwoman was born accorditigetdlesh, and
the son by the free woman through the pronfis€his is allegorically speaking:
for thesewomenare two covenants, ompeoceedingrom Mount Sinai bearing
children who are to be slaves; she is Hagaxow this Hagar is Mount Sinai in
Arabia, and corresponds to the present Jerusaterahé is in slavery with her
children.?® But the Jerusalem above is free; she is our mathEor it is written,
"Rejoice, barren woman who does not bear; Break fand shout, you who are
not in labor; For more are the children of the dteoThan of the one who has a
husband. And you brethren, like Isaac, are children of piserf® But as at
that time he who was born according to the fleskgmited himwvho was born
according to the Spirit, so it is now al§dBut what does the Scripture say?
"Cast out the bondwoman and her son, For the stimedfondwoman shall not
be an heir with the son of the free womah So then, brethren, we are not
children of a bondwoman, but of the free woman.
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If you take this passage in Galatians in its totadtext, you will see clearly that Paul is
unequivocally talking about our salvation in Chtlstough faith, versus through the Law,
or through the physical lineage of Abraham. THeyl's reference to the “children of
the flesh” in Romans 9:8 is the same as his reberém “the son by the bondwoman was
born according to the flesh” in Galatians 4:23that both are referring to those who
think they are “children of God” because they dnggical descendants of Abraham, as
well as because they believe they are justifyiregrtbelves through keeping the Law.
The whole epistle to the Galatians may be wrappgeith Galatians 3:11: “Now that no
one is justified by the Law before God is eviddat; THE RIGHTEOUS MAN SHALL
LIVE BY FAITH.”” Therefore, Paul’s reference totieé son by the bondwoman was born
according to the flesh, and the son by the free arothrough the promise” in Galatians
4:23 is a statement about our salvation by “graoeugh faith” (“the son by the free
woman”), versus salvation by the works of the Lathg son by the bondwoman was
born according to the flesh”). In addition, thatement in Galatians 4:28, “And you
brethren, like Isaac, are children of promise ¢lesarly reiterating the truth that those
who by faith have received Jesus and been borm &gaihe Spirit are like Isaac, who
was the child ‘of promise’. On the other handntsiel, who was ‘born according to the
flesh’, represents those who are trying to judtiigmselves through the Law. | honestly
don’t know of any evangelical scholar, teacherastpr who would deny this truth.

Secondly, with reference to the term ‘childagrGod’ in New Testament terms, the
evidence seems rather clear that it is a term tesddscribe the salvation of those who
believe in Jesus as their Lord and Savior, andefbee, have become and are ‘children
of God’. For example, in John 1:11-13, we reade ‘tdme to His own, and those who
were His own did not receive Him. But as many a&gireed Him, to them He gave the
right to become children of Godyento those who believe in His name, who were born
not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, noribfe will of man, but of God.” The
reference to “His own” is obviously referring taeetGews. But then John goes on,
inspired by the Holy Sprit, to describe who theildten of God” are, “those who believe
in His name, who were born not of blood, nor of whk of the flesh, nor of the will of
man, but of God.” How much clearer could Johnihgpired by the Holy Spirit, in his
delineation that “children of God” is a referen@sdcribing the salvation of those who
believe in Jesus, are saved, and are now “chilof&od” through being “born . . . of
God™? | see no confusion, ambiguity or misunderditag in John’s statement at all.

Another very important passage concerningdecén of God’ referring to salvation is
found in Romans 8:15-17:

For you have not received a spirislafzery leading to fear again, but you have
received a spirit of adoption as sons by which wyeoatt, "Abba! Father!™® The
Spirit Himself bears witness with our spirit thag are children of God! and if
children, heirs also, heirs of God and fellow heiith Christ, if indeed we suffer
with Himin order that we may also be glorified whim.

This passage is so unambiguously clear about dvatsan in Christ for those of us who
have been born again, that the two terms fountdigngassage, “adoption as sons” and
“children of God,” can’t possibly be misunderstdode referring to anything else but
our salvation. In fact, we have the very same téaaioption as sondiuiothesias
(viobeoiag), in Romans 8:15, as we have in Ephesians 1:5ptah as sonshuiothesian
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(vioBeaiar). There is no ambiguity at all thiatiiothesiasn Romans 8:15 is referring to
our salvation in Christ, and the exact same thsnigue in Ephesians 1:5. Likewise, just
as “children of God” in Romans 8:16 is clearly tatkabout our salvation in Christ, as
also in John 1:11-13, so too is “children of Gaad’Romans 9:8 clearly and
unambiguously referring to our salvation in Christ.

There are ten passages in the New Testamearewiine ‘children of God’ are referred
to, including Romans 9:8, and, without any equivioce they are all referring to a
salvation relationship with God through the sacefof Jesus on the Cross. In addition,
as John 1:11-13 speaks with reference to indiv&tedeiving Christ in order to become
‘children of God’, so too elsewhere, even thougtivituals may or may not be
mentioned specifically, ‘children of God’ as a gpas made up of individuals who have
received Christ and been born again.

Therefore, having looked at Ephesians 1:3-P2ter 1:1-2, Romans 8:28-30 and
Romans 9:6-13, where predestination and electiemsed in a very clear and obvious
connection with salvation, we see that, with ak despect to Mr. Hunt and his claim that
such does not occur, the relationship betweeniefeand salvation is a clearly revealed
biblical truth.

Mr. Hunt, however, in his very sincere desirgrotect the body of Christ from what
he sees as very damaging and unbiblical teachirigenaubject of election and salvation
from a Calvinistic perspective, makes a very irdeng statement about this subject that
is worthy of our attention:

The blessings that God has eternaltpgsed to bestow upon the redeemed have
nothing to do with how they are saved but followittsalvation. And what
blessings they are! We could have been given a@téfe, and even a place in
heaven like angels, without being made God’s chiidind joint heirs with

Christ of all the inheritance He has in the Fatigut God in His infinite love

and grace predestined believers to be part ofafisly, His very own children

who are called “unto his eternal glory by Chrigul& (I Peter 5:10). As John
Wesley said, “God decrees, from everlasting tolaséng, that all who believe

in the Son of his love, shall be conformed to mage . . . .” (Hunt, 233)

Ladies and gentlemen, such a statement as the abosgy misdirected, misguided and
misleading. By Mr. Hunt saying that “We could hdeen given eternal life, and even a
place in heaven like angels, without being made’sciildren and joint heirs with

Christ of all the inheritance He has in the Fathisrto completely redefine what

salvation is. We have just finished going overftet that to be saved, which is to have
‘eternal life’, is to be a ‘child of God’ on an imidual basis, and when grouped together,
people who have ‘eternal life’ and are saved alled&hildren of God’. Now Mr. Hunt
does go on to say, “But God in His infinite lovedagrace predestined believers to be part
of His family, His very own children who are calleohto his eternal glory by Christ
Jesus’ (I Peter 5:10).” However, the very fact thepresents such a proposal to
believers in order to substantiate his positiorn pinedestination and election are not at all
connected with salvation, but are connected ontig thie blessings that follow one who
has already been born again, is setting an indseddngerous precedent. | am sure he
doesn't see it that way, and | know this was netitiiention, but the upshot of such a
proposal opens the door to unbridled, theologicappsitions, whereby one can hope to
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substantiate anything he or she chooses to puit ésrtbiblical teaching’ by appending,
‘what if God . . .’, versus, ‘God has said . td,any theological doctrine one might wish
to promulgate.

Conclusion

As | shared in the beginning of this review, Munt is driven by his agenda to
destroy Calvinism, and in his drive to do so, he afortunately eschewed a number of
biblical truths that Calvin himself embraced andobasized, but which transcend
Calvinism. As a result of that direction by Mr. ituhe has in turn fallen prey to the very
things he accuses Luther and Calvin of doing. éxample, Mr. Hunt says, “It is
disappointing that Luther so often forces Scriptiorerove his point, instead of allowing
it to speak for itself” (Hunt, 184). As we lookatithe passages concerning Mr. Hunt's
approach toward man’s sinful nature in Genesie6d, as well as the passages in
Romans and Ephesians concerning election and sadyanfortunately, | believe we
have seen some fairly clear examples of Mr. Huimiglthe same thing he accused
Luther of doing.

Mr. Hunt makes reference to the vitriolic aks Luther and Calvin aimed at their
opponents, and without question they did:

One of the sad features of Cabvinstitutes is the demeaning language he
continually employs (much like Luther) to vilifylalho disagree with him: . . .

Beneath Calvin's own bluster thisreften little substance to his arguments,
which in the end can be supported only by abusorgpire. (Hunt, 233-234)

After reading through every page of Mr. Hunt's bpbkust say that see him equally as
guilty of the same vitriol at times against his oppnts as were Luther and Calvin
against theirs. As | shared earlier, he is muchemespectful to some than to others, but
nonetheless his “demeaning language” that he agaitiynemploys against those whom
he would consider his opponents is replete throughis book. And although | would in
no way describe Mr. Hunt's arguments as “his owrstdr” wherein “there is often little
substance to his arguments,” which is the langi@geses to describe Calvin’s writings,
| would have to say that on humerous occasionsésafrwvhich | gave examples), he too
is guilty of “abusing Scripture.”

There were a number of areas in his bookltdiat not broach in this review because |
wanted to focus on those | felt were the most sestidMr. Hunt does present some well
thought out and reasonable arguments with regatthtmnditional Election, Limited
Atonement and Irresistible Grace, but | didn’t fee section on the Perseverance of the
Saints was too well done as compared to the seck@aing up to that. In my opinion,
his strongest and most biblically based argumeag#snst the belief espoused by some
Calvinists that regeneration precedes saving faits argument runs throughout his
book, and he continues to return to it regardiésbeparticular section of Calvinism he
is dealing with. It is an argument that those Wbt to this particular, Calvinistic belief
need to seriously consider and provide a thorobighically based response to.
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On the other hand, | felt unequivocally thet\Wweakest and least biblically based
argument dealt with the sin nature of man and aislhing of Genesis 6:5 et al. In fact,
his perspective concerning man’s sin nature pemseaid affects all of his other
perspectives in varying degrees. The second dnesew felt he was very weak and
lacked a solid, biblically based perspective wasangument against election in any way
being related to salvation. Although | wouldn'ydas approach to this section lacks as
much biblical credibility as does his handling cdm's sin nature, | would have to say
that he was certainly ‘twisting Scripture’ concewpithis subject matter in the same way
he accuses Calvinists of doing in similar areas.

However, | believe the most profound weakre#dss book is his unabashed bias
against Calvinism. He has every right to rejedvidam and all it stands for, but
unfortunately, at times, his extreme bias serioasky adversely affects his presentation
and evaluation of biblical and historical materidhis is something that none of us are
immune to, and we must be very careful to guardnagé in order that our views do not
become equally as clouded.

The one thing | feel more than anything elseraeading Mr. Hunt’s book is grief.
Mr. Hunt expressed his grief at the end of his boa&r what he believes to be great
distortions by Calvinism of the true picture of Gathd how those distortions have turned
so many away from Christ. My grief is over thetpre given to the unbelieving world
from his book of a not so disguised hatred, anitgasid vitriol aimed at other believers,
with whom he disagrees, in such a way that theli@tles difference between the
animosities he expresses and the animosity okeakiikd that the unbelieving world aims
at its opponents. Mr. Hunt repeatedly speaks of God is libeled by Calvinism in that
it “denies His love for all” (Hunt, 414), and | kwo after reading his book, this is indeed
a very sincere and driving passion for him. Howebenust say that | did not see the
love of God that he so passionately wants the workhow about channeled toward a
number of those with whom he disagrees.

And finally, with all due respect to Mr. Humtmust say that this book is an example
of how not to write a critique of fellow believensth whom we disagree. Rather than
bringing about healing, restoration and unity ie Body of Christ, | see this book
bringing even greater division, animosity and loitesss. Therefore, notwithstanding Mr.
Hunt's passion for writing this book, | would nailkthis a great book with regard to the
method and manner he dealt with Calvinism, letalsimould it be considered the
standard for an objective and critical evaluatibthe history and teachings of
Calvinism. The main reason | say this is thatdaisp hatred and loathing for Calvinism
warped his objectivity so that his accuracy at snmehandling Scripture and historical
concerns was seriously marred.

May the Lord cause us to walk in grace andcseward those with whom we
disagree in the Body of Christ, and may He configuming us back to the following
passage in our treatment and attitude toward oothanbefore the world: “A new
commandment | give to you, that you love one amo#neen as | have loved you, that
you also love one another. By this all men wilblinthat you are My disciples, if you
have love for one another” (John 13:34-35).
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