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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to tease out the issues associated with the debate on
eternal security, \inkrng the viewpoints fo corresponding Undersiondr’ngs of human
free moral agency and the sovereignty of God. This paper dives most deep|y into
the divide between classical Arminianism and classical Calvinism. Because the
author is more familiar with Arminian rheo\og\/, this presentatfion includes a wider
critique of Calvinism but does not fail to turn the mirror of criticism on Arminianism
as well. This paper advocates for a rneo\ogrco\ middle ground, one that grants
man |egitimore freedoms but does not fail to support the sovereign nafure of our
God. Advocates from a number of posifions around the circle of debate are given
enfrance into the proverbio\ ring in order to bring diversiry yetf c\drn\/ to the

discussion.

Introduction

The topic of eternal security[1] is one frcrugnr with no small degree of
uncertainty and po\orizolion. It is, as it were, the tneo\ogico\ titte match of
sorer'ro|og\/ in which two prizeﬁgnrers (viz., Calvinism and Arminianism) battle
each other for the exclusive rignls to the interpretation of the gospe|. The roots of
this dissention run deep: They are founded o\ong an episremo|ogico| fissure, not
mere\y a singu|or point of doctrinal preference. On the one nond, Arminians[2]
tout the primacy of man’s free moral agency. Anmhericouy, Calvinists absolutize
the sovereignty of God. In their most distilled constructions, both free will and
sovereignty exist fo the abatement (dnd near e><c|usron) of the other. Because
eternal security is a conversation so deep|y entrenched in the Calvinist/Arminian
debdre, it is nedvr\y nuanced. In order to answer whether or not one can lose his

salvation, one must understand how (or if2) he received it in the first p|crce.

This author comes from a Foursquare Pentecostal bockground and, as
such, is more familiar with and inclined towards Arminianism (free will) than
Calvinism (absolute sovere'rgnty). This author's previous experience with a
srounch|y Calvinist pastor and with rnisrepresenred (and radical) Calvinist
reocnings has led to iodedness with Calvinism in genero\ However, strict
Arminianism has been presenred in a way that has led to \ego|isrn and has caused
unnecessary fears and doubts about the permanence of salvation. Because of this
author's tneo|ogico| location and as a result of sTudy and rnorougn
conlen’\p\cﬂion, the roHowing presentation will be a demonstration of the need for
a middle ground in the po|or'rzr’ng debate between absolute free will and

absolute sovereignty.

First, each of the five points of Calvinism will be examined and criiiqued
in their assertion of absolute sovereignty by both Arminians and moderate
Calvinists. The next portion will assess the Arminian view of free will and will
\ogicaHy deconstruct it in order to find a workable compromise with God's
sovereignty. Frnd“y, this author will present a h\/brr’d view that embraces aspects
of both free will and sovereignty in order to express a relational dynomic in the
salvific process and eschoro\ogico\ conclusion. We can have both eternal
security and present assurance. We can have both a sovereign God and a free

will.

Absolute Sovereignty and the Will of God

But of all the inings which |wgppen, the first cause is to be understood to
be His WiH, because He so governs the natures created by Him, as to
determine all the counsels and the actions of men to the end decreed

by Him.[3]

Calvin introduces the foundation for the concepf of sovereignty b\/ idenﬁfyr’ng
God's interaction with human will. Tnougn there is a certain beoury and grondeur
to a view of God r'nsp'rred by this framework, one would be remiss to discard the
painfing because it is a shade too dark (errors in our rneo\ogy rore\\/ occur in
black and While, but rather d|ong a spectrum of inTerpreroﬁon) One author uses
the story of Bill Vukovich (a prestigious driver who died in a crash caused by a
malfunctioning 10-cent cotter pin) to illustrate the need for God to be totally
sovereign over everyrning.[A: Ever\/ihing that occurs has been ordained by God,
and thus everything happens at least by his permission.[5] However, if this
ordination pronibns the human copgbﬂiry for real, nign—stokes decisr’on—rnokr'ng,

there are o|0rrnin9 irnp\'rcorions.

If we cannot view pre-sin-nature Adam as ccxpdb\e of free will, we must
attribute the fall to the determination of God. Indeed, God is sovereign,
omnipofent, and copgb\e of reconc'r|r’ng even the darkest of deeds[o], but we must
allow mankind a \drger role in the determination of “the counsels and the actions
of men,” lest we credit God with the causation of our failures as well as of our
successes. God's omniscience and omnipofence musf not necessorr’\y include
ocrrve\y rixr’ng every human rnougnl and decision, but rather can rmp|y that his
presence fo all Ihings at all times includes precise awareness of every human
rnougni and decision. Indeed, nonconrormn\/ with the will of God is not the same

as escaping his ultimate control, for the former is possib\e and the latter is not.

Oftentimes, Calvinist thinkers fail to disfinguisn between the perfecr will of
God (rhqr which he would have us do) and the actualized will of God (rhor which
we ocruo”y do). Because of this, they refute the idea that man’s will can prevoi|
over God’s, and rney srrugg\e with qnytning less than an octrve\y sovereign God.
[7] However, we have a name for when free nurncrnn\/ violates the perrecr will of
God: sin. God sovereign|y desires that numonny would live in accordance with
his perrecl will (that which we find in Scripture and by the work of the Ho\\/ Spirir),
but we don't Q\Wdys live up to that standard. Are we to say then that God did not
will sinlessness@ Nol Of course, that would be his desire. But since we are
presenﬂy faced with the problem of sin, we must make a distinction between that
will of God which is broken b\/ our sinful actions and that will of God that
sovere’rgn|y foreknows every human conception and works in them as rney
nqppen. We can assert that the two will escnoro|ogrco||y o\ign (for he does have
the power to make them one), but that until then, God allows us real choices for
the sake of real community. Ho|dr’ng a lesser view of God's sovereignty is not
questioning the extent of his power, but is instead questioning the degree to
which he limits himself in order to have true re\diionsnip with us. Thus, we must
allow salvation (ror him who accepts ir) to be an area of over\op, the
"already/not yet,” of the perfect and actualized will of God as the will of man is
given a voice. Thougn man's part is limited to a mere receipt or denial of grace,
this author holds that the o\ignment of wills is necessary for the relational dynomrc

of salvation to be present.

Totally Depraved

Calvinism's first point is a commentary on the fallenness of human nature
and an assertion of our 'rnobiht\/, outside of Christ, to be gnytning more than the
enemy of God.[8] This tenet of Calvinism is a response to Pelagian and Semi-
Pe\ogidn ihougrn. The first posits that man can achieve moral perrecrion without
God, and the second asserts that mankind makes the first move in the salvific
process This author also denies the \/d|rdiry of these posifions.[9] However,
Calvinism takes a r'rgln view of deprovn\/ and takes it farther than can be proper|y

warranted by a holistic understanding of Scripture. James White writes,

Salvation is surely the free gift of God's grace, but it is a long leap to
assume that the nature of the g«'ff indicates the autonomy of the

recipient Life was a g'rfi given to Lazarus, but the giving of the g'rﬁ did
notf in any way indicate an dbi\ny on the part of the one who received

it.[10]

Calvinism has colored its rneo|ogy a few shades darker than Calvin ever
intended.[11] Though perncnps not the intent of this first tenet of the synod of Dort,
"Total Depravity” now includes an assertion of man’s inability to even willfully
accept the gift of God's salvation. In contrast to the moderate Calvinist
presentation of the life preserver ono\ogy, in which “[l]like a drownrng person, a
fallen person can reach out and accept the lifeline even Tnougn he cannot make it
to soreiy on his own,"[12] strict Calvinism seems to view the drownrng person as

either bound in chains or o|reody dead. It is this extremism that must be

oddressed.

It would seem as Tnougn Calvinist Inougln exists outside of an
undersronding of the Old Testament. Any Ineo\ogion (or even \oyperson) versed
in the OT recognizes the relational dynomrc of covenant.[13] The first covenant
between God and the peop\e of Israel included some amount of mUTUC}'H\/.
Though God remained ever faithful and quick to rorgive, the covenant could not
be lived out in fruition if the human party failed to fulfill his/her end of the deal. If
we are to recognize salvation as the new covenant, we must allow for at least
some over\op between the two, that being re|onon0ln\/ and community. We are
rmoge—beorers of the divine: We were created for re\oiionship with him \/\/h\/,
then, should we embrace a doctrine that tells us we have no part in the initiation

of covenant? Norm Geisler writes,

.. the image of God is not erased in fallen humdnily but on\y effaced...
Even fallen human beings have the ability to accept or reject God's gift
of salvation. For even Tnougn salvation does not come from our will
(John 1:13), yet it does come “through [our] faith” (Eph. 2:8) by our act
of “receiving” Christ John 1:12).114]

Unconditional Election

This, the second of the five points, asserts that salvation is unconditional
both for the Giver (God) and the recipient {man).[15] This view eliminates the
necessity for man to have a positive response fo the gospel. It, like each of the
five points, is a construct meant fo dmp\if\/ a view of the sovereignty of God. let

us return to the life preserver analogy.(1¢] For a Calvinist, God's election is

sending Jesus down to the deprns of the sea to drdg to shore those who have
o\reod\/ drowned and are in need of sprrnuo| resuscitation. Tney are comp\ere\y
and roto”y dead. This belief is based on the interpretation of passages such as
Eph. 2:1-10, which states that we are “dead in sin.” The word dead here is
rnrerpreTed fo mean Inol, in sin, rne\/ are IoIdHy and comp|ere!y rncdpob\e of
anything else. They are unable even to seek or accept God unless he and he

alone comp|eres the act of regeneration.

How then does a Calvinist view passages like Romans 62 Here, Paul
claims we are "dead to sin.” If we understand “dead” in the same way as it is
opp\ied in Epn. 2 then opporenﬂy the regenerored person is urrer\y and
comp\eie\\/ incopob\e of sinning. Obvr’ous|\/, this dep'rcﬁon is a blatant
misundersronding of Scripture. There are many rhmgs unsaved peop\e are
comp\ete\\/ and rotol\\/ incopdb\e of do'rng as a result of sin Tney are deprqved,
ens\gved, condemned, and alienated. They cannof save rnemse|ves, and fney are
rncopob\e of inifiating the re\oiionsnip with God. God wooed us b\/ sendr’ng his
Son, and he worked in us in ways we will never know this side of heaven. It is
unnecessary, however, to take away man’s freedom of choice (as Calvinists seem
to do) in order to embrace the sovereignty of God. R. C. Sproul also introduces
another ono\ogy in which the unsaved person is likened to either a very sick
person who must at least open his mouth to receive medicine (Arminianism) or a
dead person who is comp\ete\y incopdb\e of he\ping himself at all (Calvinism).[17]
Sprou| condemns the former posifion, c\oimrng it does not line up with the
Epnesions passage. Pernops the opening of one’s mouth to the \ifesovr’ng cure of
salvation is exactly the “through faith” that Paul writes of in Eph. 2:8 — “For it is by

grace you have been saved, through faith”.[18]

If we ocknow|edge that Calvinists deny synergism for the sake of
preserving God's sovereignty, we can better counter the posifion. If it is possible
for God to remain sovereign and for man to have a p\dce in respond'rng to
salvation, it would seem that the dissention on this topic would diminish.
Moderates from both camps have submitted that there may be a way, as does
this author. The roHowing are models by which we can better understand the

extent of God's sovereignty and man's relationship with it.

No person would deny that a driver controls a car simp\\/ because he
does not monuo“y rotate the Wnee|s, turn each gear, and engage each cy|inder.
S'rmi|or\\/, God is not weakened b\/ the fact that we are free within the
environment in which we have been p\oced. He need not rorcertu micromanage

each human rnougnl and action in order for his will to be effected.

The doctor in the “sick person” scenario does not fail to be in control simply
because the sick person refuses medicine. Rather, he is \irniring himself. If he
wanted, he could easily overpower a bedridden and nearly comatose person
and force medicine down his throat. It is no question of “can he,” but rather,
"would he.” A patient’s cooperation with his doctor does not deprive the doctor
of honor, nor does it take away credit. In a further extension of this rneropnor, the
patfient is beset by an unknown, incurable, and terminal disease. The patfient knew
norhing of this illness before berng told b\/ the doctor and can do nolhing to
prevent its spreod and eventual deod\y conclusion. The doctor infects himself in
order to find a cure. In this view, salvation is submission to go info surgery under
anesthesia in order to have life renewed. In this sense, the patfient is TordHy and
comp\ele\\/ yie\ded. The cooperation is nof in the ocruo\izing of the salvation, but
in the decrding to receive it. This scenario once again takes no credit away from
the doctor, who took on sickness and death in order to find the cure. Rather, it
g\or'rﬁes One who sacrifices for the sake of re\orronsnrp. A final deprcnon is
presented by Norm Geisler: “The act of receiving is no more meritorious than it is
to give credit to a beggar for taking a handout”.[19] Indeed, our God takes on
everyrnrng, even the risk of rejection, as he offers new life to those whom he

‘OVGS.

limited Atonement

The third point of Calvinism is the \ogiccx\ ourﬂowrng of the previous
points, but is srmuhdneous|y the |ogrcc1| antithesis to every other point. If indeed
man is comp|eTe|y uninvolved in the process of salvation (as the first two points
would have us believe) then God is eniire\\/ responsr’b|e for all those who are
saved. However, not all are saved. Logically, then, Christ's atonement was never
meant to be universo\, but was meant to opp|y on|y to those whom God had
prederermined and predesrrned for salvation.[20] This would indicate that God
has also predestined some for eternal damnation. The prob|ems with this point are

manifold.

The first issue is an internal one. Limited atonement is a denial of God's
absolute sovereignty. When confronted on the issue of limited atonement, a good
Calvinist will say, “It's not that God can't save everyone, it's that he doesn't, and
we will never know why. He is gracious for saving any, so let's be thankful for
what we can get.” This is the same thing Arminians and Catholics have been
saying all o\ong. God is still eniire\y sovereign, even when he restricts himself.
Why then can he not limit himself in his dealings with humanity? Why can we not
view God as ccrpob\e of decreeing, desﬂn'rng, and deterrnining, but \irniring
himself to sirnp|y roreknowr’nge When the \ogica\ end of an argument is also its

\ogico\ undorng, the argument is on thin ice indeed.

This tenet also arms those who see God as impotent, malicious, or aloof
They think that God isn't really able to save, that he really doesn’t want to save,
or that the stakes are low in this cosmic game that fails to engage his interest.
Atonement is indeed limited, but that limitation is because of the un\/ie|dedness of
human wills. It is limited not in extent or intent, but rather in result or opp|r’coﬁon
[21] Christ died for all, but his propitiation is on\y effective for those who work with
God by accepting his gift. In Chosen but Free, Geisler demonstrates that saving
faith is available to crH, nof just the elect.[22] He also provides a wonderful
illustration of Calvinist thought by rephrasing John 3:16: “God so loved his elect
rnroughom the world that he gave his Son with this intention, that by him believers
might be saved.”123] He also points out that, though the term elect is a fairly
comrnon|y emp\oyed part of New Testament vocobu\dr\/, it is never once used to

] Indeed, Christ died “for the

assert that Christ's atonement was limited in intent.

world,” and “for the ungodly."125] In addition to the many difficulties found in this

point, if raises the \ogicct\ possib'r|n\/ that a person infent on seeking God could
live his entire life with a false assurance of salvation. It is for this reason rhor,
oHnougn Calvinists have eternal security, rne\/ lack present assurance because
they are unable to discern what it takes to be “the elect.” The simple equation of
universal atonement available to all who believe is more in line with the gospe|

narrative Clﬂd GHOV\/S ':Of |ess—cornp\rcoted evonge|ism.

Irresistible Grace

Norman Geisler makes a distinction between the moderate and strict
Calvinist views on irresistible grace, describing the former as a “persuasive”

grace and the latter as a “coercive” grace. This point is heavily nuanced and

depends wholly on the nature of “the elect.” Strict Calvinists view the elect as
sinners whom God has chosen to raise to life and to whom God has decided to
opp\\/ all the benefits of Christ’s atonement.[27] Moderates believe that the grace
of God is relentless and persuasive, but that is on\y effectual for those who are
W\Hr’ng to receive it.[28] Once again, we run info \ogrco\ issues when we try to

incorporate this point into the whole picture of Calvinism.

If, as Calvinists would have us believe, God's grace brings to salvation
even those who are Unwi”'rng and uninvolved in the process of receiving it, then
the |ogico| end of this point would be universalism (grdce is even given fo those
who never encounter the gospe|). We are left ree\ing uneasy as we try to
con!emp\dte the motives of a God Who, uninhibited b\/ any force (even the
unWiHingness of man), still opp|'res Christ's atonement to a select few. In an
aftempt fo set up for a persuasive argument for eternal security that is rooted in
the sovereignty of God, Calvinists have taken every last ounce of human
participation out of the mix. It is an understandable misstep, for error lies on|y with
man and not with God, and thus any human participation in the bestowal of
salvation could odverse\y affect its permanence. If God can affect whatsoever he
desires despne the will of man, that means that God's desires cannot be irnpeded
b\/ the sinful will of man. Thus, we can on|y attribute the eternal damnation of the
reprobore to the desire of God. Stated another way, the unsaved go to hell
because God wanted them to. We serve a God who opporenﬂy is WiHing that

many should perisn

We must allow the unwillingness of man to be that which leads to
perdirron. Tnougn any Calvinist would deny its occurrence, it is \ogrco“y possib\e
(i.e., within the Calvinist schema) for an Unwi”ing recipient of grace to inherit
eternal life while a person posirrve\y dispositioned to the gospe\ is excluded from
the eternal community of the elect. God's grace is not forceful and dernondr'ng.
Yes, God is the potter and we are the c\dy,ﬁZQ] but he did not create us for the
express purpose of mo|d'rng pofs We are \'rvr’ng c|oy, imbued with the ruach and
image of our maker. This is a much more intimate re\cﬂionsnip than that of a potter
to his c\oy, for we were made to bring him g\ory as we enter into covenant
re\gtionsnip with him. We were created to walk with him, to experience
community with him, and to spend eternity with him. His kindness leads us to
repentance, as we experience the love that was poured out for us by Christ's
sacrifice. His grace is unfathomable, inescqpob\e, persistent, and genuine.
However, as is rru|y the greatest rroged\/ of sin, his grace can be rer'ecfed.[f:(ﬁ‘,}
Because of the sinful desires of human neorrs, many will consider autonomy to be
of greater value than submission. They will consider isolation as prererqb\e to
community. Moreover, God, whose mission is to reconcile that one lost sneep, is
genu'rner heartbroken as he sees his beloved creations, his children, turn away
from that which is uncondiiiono“y given. This is the sin that leads to death: to deny

the grace of God.

Perseverance of the Saints

White provides a clarifying distinction: “Perseverance of the Saints—that
all the rru|\/ regenerored are kepr b\/ the power of God unto ultimate
salvation.”[31] This final point is the culmination of the previous four and is of
utmost importance for this work. Thougn this author has venemenﬂy disogreed with
many aspects of Co|vinism, itis gronred here that, at least in pr'rnc'rp|e, this tenet is
essential to a life walked out in grace rather than in fear. This point is also
\ogiccrHy consistent with the previous four. If God is indeed sovereign and does
not allow mankind any role in accepting or receiving the giﬁ of salvation, then
mankind would also be unable to do on\/Tning to prevent God from securing the

permanence of the salvation.

There are, however, some issues with the Calvinist model.[33] The primary
prob|em is found as one follows a \ogico\ flow. If one must remain faithful to the
end in order to be eterno”y secure, then he is not elect (Gnd eternal security was
not his after all) if he falls into sin at the time of his death or at the time of the
rapture Because both death and rapture are Unpredrcrob|e and could poIenrio”y
take p\oce at any ftime, then one can on\y have eternal security if he is faithful at
all times. If this is true, then no person who falls into sin is Tru|y elect. What, then,
is said to the churchgoer who repents of an affaire “Well, you weren't faithful to
the end, so you can go ahead and do your thing. You are not one of God's
elect.” Surely this explanation denies the ability of Christ’s death to atone for sin
once and for all. No, rrul\/, we must make a distinction between faith and
faithfulness. The latter requires persistence in moral perrecrion, but the former
requires dependence on the grace of God who continues to sustain, \ove, and

rorgive in the midst of sin.

Absolute Freedom and the Will of Man

The Arminian view of eternal security can be summarized as follows: If |
can get myse/f in, | can gef m\/se/f out. This viewpoint is founded on an
undersronding of the primacy of the will of man. There are merits to a strong view
of man’s free moral agency, but once again, Arminians tend to shade the fopic
too dork|y. One ddvomdge of a hrgh view of free will is found in the interpretation
of the fall. Here, we are able to assert that God made humans in his likeness and
that, as a part of that likeness, he gave us the db'r|iry to choose. When Adam
sinned, the image of God in man was marred, but the ob'r|n\/ to choose remained.
That is the purpose of the forbidden tree, is it note Before eafing of its fruit, every
choice was based in trust and obedience: in comp\eie and total submission.
Afterwards, choice stemmed from the dbr’\iiy to disrrnguisn between rignr and
wrong. This differentiation is devoid of importance if it fails to culminate in
decision. The Fall occurred because man’s will could allow him to do rnrngs that
God's perfect will would not permit. The Fall resulted in man’s saying, ‘| want
contro|,” and in that conTro\, receiving ownersnrp of an Un—pd\/Gb\e debt. In the
atonement, God says, “You were made for me. Come back to me. Submit to me.
Let me love you. | can fix this.” Overcome by his persistent grace, man is brought

to restoration as he yields his will to God's.

There are limits to the will of man, as many (even strict) Arminians will
admit. A Reformed Arminian author writes, "My view of depravity is that the will is
bound by sin until it is drawn, enabled, and excited by grace.”[34] This is because
Arminians, as well as Calvinists, refute Pelagian and Semi-Pelagian thought. It is
these postu|ores that deny the true deproviiy of man, which every Arminian holds
to some degree. Semi—Pe\ogr’onism claims that man is copob|e of acting first, that
fallen man is able to, uninfluenced by grace, desire God Wno\eheorted|y. This
author and Arminians ever\/where cringe af this extreme presentation of the free
will of man. Serni—Pe|Qg'rc1nism would have us think the drownr’ng person is ocruoHy
not in much peril at all. Indeed, God, in Christ, acted first. He wooed and
pursued us. This is a necessary limitation of the will of man: Our will is not
unconditioned. God can, has, does, and will influence our decisions. We must
indeed respond to his grace if it is to be efficacious, but the fact that it is a
response s'rgniﬁes that our decision has been conditioned. Simi\or|y, our Christian
lives are the p|cry'rng out of decisions conditioned by his love and by our desire to

respond in kind.

Another limitation to free will is that it is not absolute. If this is true, humans

can sirnp\\/ opt out of salvation at any fime. Geisler writes,

Arminians contend that if we can exercise faith to “get in” Christ then
we can use the same faith to “get out” of Christ. Just like getting on and
off a bus headed for heaven, we can exercise our free choice at either
end. Not to be able to do this, Iney insist, would mean that once we
get saved, then we are no longer free. Freedom is symmetrical; if you
have the freedom to get sdved, then you have the freedom to get lost

again.[35]

He follows this argument with its |og'rco| conclusion: If our freedom means we can

get lost again and we retain freedom in neoven, we can become lost even after

we get to heaven.[36] This is, of course, preposterous. In our assertion of freedom,
we must take care to retain a stalwart view of God's sovereignty. We must not be
SO Hippdm as to think we can foy with the transformative g'rﬂ that he bestows.
Indeed, the on\y choice that obso\ure|\/ leads to damnation is the decision to

reject Christ’s atonement, and this is not a decision that a genuine believer is

ccrpob\e of mdkr’ng.

The final major flaw in the Arminian undersronding of salvation and free
will comes from a breakdown in the most Ubiqu'\lous model of salvation found in
this paper and elsewhere: salvation as a grﬂ. Arminians have become so rnenIoHy
saturated with this notion that it is the on\\/ model that makes sense. Tney have
built the entire framework of their undersronding around this model. But salvation
is so much more transformative than a s'rmp|e grﬂ. Itis new life, new birth. It is the
radical regeneration of old to new. It is becoming dead to sin and alive in Christ.
[37] In his critique of Arminianism, a moderate Calvinist author points out that
some decisions (such as suicide), inougn enacted inrough free will, cannot be
undone.[38] A g'rﬂ can be both occepled and returned vo|unidri\\/, but the decision
to take on a new nature cannot be undone. Simi\or|y, one who is born again
cannot become unborn: He cannot reenter the womb of unregenerate and un-
atoned sinfulness. The New Testament is a powerfu| testimony fo the fact that we
have been made new. It also tells us tnql, Tnougn we have a new nafure, we will
sometfimes act in ways confrary to it. This is the sTrugg|e of which Paul speoks in

Romans /:

So | find this law at work: Although | want to do good, evil is right there
with me. For in my inner being | delight in God's law; but | see another
law at work in me, waging war against the law of my mind and mok'\ng
me a prisoner of the law of sin at work within me. What a wretched
man | am! Who will rescue me from this body that is subject to

death? Thanks be to God, who delivers me through Jesus Christ our
Lord![39]

Indeed, this is the tension of our Christian walk. We have been made new—
eikons restored by God's grace through Christ’s atoning sacrifice. We are not to
live in constant fear that our sin will tear us away from the promise of God.
Rqrner, we must doi\y depend on his grace and mercy to sustain us, as we
engage the very real sirugg|e of den\/r’ng our old master and foHovv'rng the new.
We can have eternal security, despite the fact that we still sin—and like it.
Security is ours because our salvation is given by a God who reconciles our
failures and walks with us in our sin, pursuing and persuodrng us with his grace
Our salvation nongs nof upon our works but upon the cross: it is in him who died
to bring us back into community and re\oiionsnip with God. As is oiwoys the case
in true community, we must examine the heart (not just the actions) in order to

assess the health of the re|oﬂonsnip, fora rrghr heart reads of ournenficily.

A Hybrid Moderate View

Salvation is that which differentiates Christians from the world. It is the
starting point in our re|cm'onsnr'p with God. It is of utmost imporfance to us, and as
sucn, we cannot allow ourselves to live our lives questioning our status in God's
eyes. Salvation is not a guessing game. We can believe that God will bring to
comp\etion the work he begdn in us, but in that be\rer, we must dcknow\edge rhm,
at times, we will still sih—and like it. However, if one’s heart is right, “[a]lthough
apostasy is a fearful and real evil... the man who trusts in God and seeks after
god|r’ness will find that God is able and W\’Hr’ng to keep him for His neoven|y
kingdom."[40] We serve a God who is faithful when we are not, who forgives his
children that come before him in repentance. We can trust that God has provr’ded
a salvation that is sufficient for all and is efficient for those who believe and
confess. Tnough our nopes are on\y realized escnoro|ogrco|ly, we can have both

present assurance and eternal security.

This discussion has so often included “what if” questions that have no
beoring on ddy—To—dqy |r'ving. Arminians seem to be porrrcu\dr\\/ gui|ry of this type
of self-questioning: “What if | do this? What if | think this2 Will | lose salvation if
—2" It is at this juncture that we must remember the purpose of theology. It is for
us to understand God and our re|crr'ronsnrp with him better in order that we may
live out our walk more erfecrrve\\/. The central, pni|osopnico| quesfions in this
debate prove especially thorny: “Can a person of genuine faith backslide so far
that he no \onger wants salvation and spends the rest of his life defoming the
Lord? If so, does this person lose his salvation?” Maybe. But what does that have
to do with real Christian \ivrng? In our attempt to understand the unrevealed
aspects of the mind of God, we are osking the wrong questions. The point of this
discussion ougnr not be the crncr\ysis of the theoretical but of the procﬂco|. This
author can assert with confidence that no Christian whose heart yearns after God
will ever have salvation torn away. Moreover, what does genuine, durnenrrc,

heartfelt faith even look like?

A Northwest University professor said recently, “If you are the type of
person who is worried about |os'rng your salvation, you have no reason to be
worried about losing your salvation.” True faith is an issue of the heart. However,
there are many (especr'o”y within Arminian circles) who are need|ess\y worrying
about their status in eternity. Strict Arminianism has led them to, on some level,
believe their salvation stands upon the edge of a knife: “stray but a little and it will
fail, to the ruin of all.”[41] John MacArthur's book, Saved Without a Doubt, is
rren’rendous|y he\pfu| in \oyrng out a foundation for both present assurance and
eternal security. He provrdes 11 tests that give the genuine believer faith in the

promise of so\vorron.ﬂz] These tests are posed in question form:
1. Have you enjoyed fellowship with Christ and the Father?
2. Are you sensitive to sin®
3. Do you obey God's Word?
4. Do you reject this evil world?
5. Do you eagerly await Christ's return?
6. Do you see a decreasing pattern of sin in your life?
7. Do you love other Christians?
8. Do you experience answered prayer?
9. Do you experience the ministry of the Holy Spirite
10. Can you discern between spiritual truth and error?
11. Have you suffered rejection because of your faith

Though this list is b\/ no means meant to be exhaustive or to be perfecr\\/ 'rnspired
as the Word of God, it functions as a guide\ine that pufs our perspective on the
purposes and desires of the heart and the viro\ir\/ of faith. We are a goo|—orienied
race. Oftentimes, our desire to live as we oughr is not for the joy of experiencing
the Lord and his work in our lives, but is instead done to make sure we are be'rng
"good enough” to cash in on the ultimate goal: heaven. When we reprioritize our
hearts and eornest|y seek his face to serve, love, and obey him, we have no need
to be worried about whether we are good enougn, for in the infimacy of his
presence, his love is made known. The above list is not a chart of pnarisoic rules
that must be followed to the letter; it is a mirror of the heart. We will be known by

our fruit,[43] and the \/HQ|H\/ of our faith will be known b\/ our works.[44]

Total sovereignty desrroys the relational aspect of the covenant into
which we enter as we accept God's g'rH of salvation and Ironsformonve, new
work in us. It gives us cerfainty that the tru|y elect will attain eternal security, but at
the expense of robbing man of his participation in the program of God's mission
here on earth. It grants eternal security, but leaves the believer with no guarantee
that God's grace was ever meant for him (ror r'ndeed, Calvinism teaches that
there are many for whose sin Christ did not poy). Total free will iogicoHy leads to
the ability to, at any time, opt out of God's gift. It leads to the necessity for
repentance after every sin lest God tear away his girr. It leads to comp\ere lack of
security in Christ's work, thus undermining God's sovereignty. In its attempt to give
man a greater role in the divine drama, Arminianism has reached the conclusion
that man can spo'r| even the most perrecl giﬁ. We must allow for some degree of
bockshding or confinuing to succumb to the allure of the sin nature without

rninkrng that this allure is equivo|enr with forfeiture of salvation.

Qur odiudrcotion may not be precise (and it must not be allowed to



