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OF MORAL GOVERNMENT THEOLOGY
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INTRODUCTION

I want to speak to you about what is more of a movement rather than a cult. When people are not careful about thought and about doctrinal thought, deviations from the faith go unnoticed.  This movement is popular in missional organizations that are youth oriented.  It is most prevalent in Youth with a Mission.

Moral Government Theology.  I list the groups in which this is most popular in my brief book, Evangelical Hethanism

This is essentially a false gospel.

Judy's Story 

Judy had been on the mission field for nearly ten years with a group of vibrant young people. 

She had served in Switzerland in a variety of ways and then had accepted a position in Brother 

Andrew's ministry, God's Open Doors. Hers had been a steady, consistent walk. She should have been filled with the joy and satisfaction of faithful service in the Kingdom of God. 

But when she came to the Christian Research Institute in 1976, Judy was depressed to the 

point of despair. Her once vibrant, joyful relationship with God had, in the last three years, 

become dry and joyless. She wondered out loud not whether she would be able to regain the joy her faith had once given her, not even whether there were good reasons for her faith—her faith, after all, was what had made her so depressed—but whether there were even good reasons to go on living. 

"I just don't trust God anymore," she told me. "Why not?" I asked. 

"Why should I?" she replied. 

"Well, look at all He's done for you in Christ. Look at the promises in His Word. He's never 

lied to you, has He?" 

"How should I know?" 

"What do you mean?" I asked. 

"How do I know He hasn't been lying all along, just playing some great, cosmic joke on all of 

us, setting everything up so that it looks like the gospel's true, but in reality it isn't?" 

"Where in the world did you get that idea?" 

"Nothing about God convinces me otherwise." 

"What do you mean?" 

"Suppose He's kept His promises so far," she said. "That doesn't mean He's going to keep 

doing it. You can't limit God. He's free. And if He's free, then He could turn His back on all His 

promises anytime. He might have done it already, and we just don't know it. In fact, He might 

never have meant any of His promises in the first place." 

"But in Malachi 3:6 God said, `I, the LORD, do not change.' God doesn't change, Judy." 

"Sure, so long as He doesn't change His mind. But what then?" 

"Judy, where in the world did you get these ideas?" I asked. I was bewildered. I'd counseled 

people with all kinds of doubts about Christ and the gospel, but I'd never run into someone who professed to be a Christian but could say things like this. 

Judy went on to tell me she hadn't believed this way when she'd begun her Christian walk but had been taught this during several years of training in the youth mission organization with 

which she'd served in Switzerland. Along the way, she mentioned several other beliefs she'd 

picked up there that were inconsistent with Biblical Christianity—although she had been taught they weren't. 

"Judy, you must be misunderstanding something. No Christian mission organization would 

teach those things," I said. "Do you have any written materials you can bring in here so we can 

go over them together? Maybe I can help you understand them." 

She said she did, and she promised to bring them. A few days later she returned, materials in 

hand. What began as a counseling appointment with a confused, depressed Christian became 

years of study, correspondence, and publishing on a controversial movement and set of doctrines that strike at the heart of Christianity. 

Greg's Story 

It never failed. Every time Greg came over, we wound up talking till one or two o'clock in 

the morning. No matter what else you might say about Greg—ill informed about theology, 

sometimes arrogant and rude, rough on Biblical exegesis and hermeneutics—you couldn't deny that he was tenacious. He knew what he believed, and he was determined to defend it. This night in 1980 was no different. 

As so often, he was angry. 

"If what you're saying is true," he nearly shouted at me, "then God is nothing but a tyrant. 

How could He judge us for sin if we're not even able to obey the whole law?" 

"Greg, listen," I said. "The Bible says God made mankind good originally but gave him the 

ability to choose between obedience and disobedience. Adam chose disobedience, and as the whole human race was in him at the time, his choice was our choice. Not only that, his choice corrupted human nature, so that everything Adam became afterward was passed down to every human being since then—except Jesus, whose virgin birth shielded him from the inheritance of sin. Sin now is part of our corrupted nature. It isn't just individual choices we make; it's part of who and what we are. Our individual sins are mere expressions of sin in our hearts. That's why 

we can't reform ourselves and become acceptable to God." 

"Then you're telling me God condemns us for something we're not responsible for? That's blasphemous! I'll never believe that! If we aren't free, then we aren't accountable for our sins, 

and you're telling me we aren't free. Adam's sin set the course of history off so that everyone is born into a world with sin and temptation, and that makes it easy for people to choose sin, but it 

doesn't make it necessary. Each of us is responsible for his own sin, not for someone else's." 

"So you're saying that we're condemned solely for our own individual sins, not at all for 

Adam's sin?" 

"Right. God couldn't condemn us for someone else's sin." 

"And Adam's sin didn't make us sinners but only made it easier for us to choose to sin?" 

"Exactly. We wouldn't be responsible if we were bound to sin." Greg figured maybe at last 

he was making some headway. 

"So from birth on, at every moment of our lives, each of us has the inherent ability to choose to obey rather than to disobey God, and there's nothing inevitable about our ever sinning the first 

time or ever again?" 

"Right." 

"But Greg, look at what the Bible says. We're not talking here about disagreements among 

various branches of Christianity. We're talking about something on which Christianity has been 

unanimous through the centuries. Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, Protestant. Lutheran, 

Calvinist, Arminian, Wesleyan. They've all said the same thing. And they've said it because—" 
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"Don't try to impress me with big names," Greg interrupted. "I don't care who they are— 

Augustine, Luther, Calvin, Wesley—those guys were all mindless idiots if they taught what 

you're saying." 

Greg's arrogance disturbed me again. How could anyone completely ignore nearly two 

thousand years of church history, filled with creeds and councils and learned treatises on 

theology by people whose knowledge of the Scriptures dwarfed his and mine put together? But 

he'd been told by teachers he respected that these men had ignored the plain message of 

Scripture. And besides, that wasn't the point of the argument. There'd be time later, I hoped, to help him appreciate the importance of church history's contribution to our understanding of the Bible. Right now the important thing was to focus on what the Bible itself said. 

"If you'd ever bother to read some of what those `mindless idiots' wrote, you might think otherwise, Greg. But I didn't bring them up to prove my point, just to keep us both aware how important this issue is. If you're right, Christianity through the ages has been wrong. But they 

believed what they believed with good reason: it's what the Bible clearly says. Look here again, 

at Romans 5: `. . . by the transgression of the one the many died. . . . the judgment arose from one 

transgression resulting in condemnation. . . . by the transgression of the one, death reigned 

through the one. . . . through one transgression there resulted condemnation to all men. . . .' And look at this one, Greg. Here's the clincher: `. . . through one man's disobedience the many were 

made sinners.' They were made sinners, Greg. They sinned because they were sinners; they 

weren't sinners because they sinned." 

"But it can't mean that. That would mean we're not responsible for our sin. You can only be 

condemned for sin that you freely choose." 

"That's not what the Bible says, Greg. And it's a question of whether you believe the Bible or 

not." 

"But it just doesn't make sense." 

"Okay, Greg. Which are you going to follow as the supreme teaching authority? Your measly 

little mind, or the minds of your teachers, or the Bible?" 

"The Bible, but—" 

"Then look at what the Bible says, Greg! `. . . through one man's disobedience the many were 

made sinners'!" 

For the first time in hours Greg was silent. I let him sit and think a while, and then I returned to a subject we'd discussed before. Perhaps now, I thought, he'll finally see the connection. 

"Greg, listen. You're upset because you think this means you're unfairly condemned for someone else's sin. Never mind for now that your own sin has been quite adequate for your 

eternal condemnation anyway. The Bible says your very nature was corrupted by Adam's choice, so that you were spiritually dead, enslaved to sin from the moment of your conception. Your own sins were the mere working out in specific circumstances of the very root of your being, and that 

root in itself was `dead in trespasses and sins,' `a child of disobedience,' `by nature a child of wrath,' just as I showed you in Ephesians 2 two hours ago. 

"Now, you may find that hard to swallow, Greg. But it's what the Bible says, and besides, if you don't swallow that, then if you're consistent you'll never swallow what the Bible says about 

salvation." 

"What do you mean?" he asked. 

"It's in the same passage in Romans 5," I said, "woven all through what Paul says about sin.
But it's especially clear right here, in verse 19: `For as through the one man's disobedience the 

many were made sinners, even so through the obedience of the One the many will be made 

righteous.' You can't reject your inheritance, as a human being, of sin and condemnation from 

Adam without rejecting your inheritance, as a believer, of righteousness from Christ, Greg." 

"But we've argued that point before, Cal. You know I don't believe that." 

"Precisely. You've told me, just as you've been taught, that we're kidding ourselves if we 

think God credits Christ's righteousness to us and therefore sees in us not our sin but His 

righteousness when He looks at us." 

"Exactly." 

"What I'm showing you here is that the Bible says the opposite." 

"It does not!" 

"It does too! And the two hang together." 

"You're crazy!" 

"Just as all who are in Adam—which includes every human being born naturally—were 

made sinners and so condemned to death, so all who are in Christ—which includes every 

believer—were made righteous and so justified to life. That's why Paul says in Romans 3 that 

there is a `righteousness of God' that comes to us `through faith in Jesus Christ for all who 

believe.' Our righteousness in God's sight can't be our own, Greg. All our righteousnesses are like filthy rags in God's sight. We were made sinners by Adam's sinfulness passed on to us in 

our corrupted human nature; that's the bad news. The good news is that we are made righteous in 

God's sight by Christ's righteousness passed on to us in a renewed human nature." 

The argument continued for two more hours. Greg wasn't giving in. But something was 

happening. Something that had been happening since the first of our meetings. He was seeing 

that the ideas he'd been told were idiotic and without scriptural basis weren't. And this night, he finally took up my challenge to borrow Charles Hodge's Commentary on Romans and read it for himself. 

"If he's as stupid as you've been told, Greg, you have nothing to worry about. You'll see 

right through his arguments. If not—well, you'll have to decide what to think."1 

Ideas Have Consequences 

What ties these two incidents, separated by four years and dealing with different doctrinal 

problems, together? How were this depressed young woman and this fervent young man linked? 

Both had been trained in the same youth missionary organization; both consequently were 

adherents of the same doctrinal system, whose effects on them psychologically were different but 

whose underlying elements were consistent. Not officially embraced by any large denomination 

or parachurch organization, the system has made serious inroads into at least one well-known 

parachurch organization and has spawned a ministry and publication dedicated to its promotion and defense.2 The system of doctrine is paradoxically old and new. Its elements are old;3 how 

they are tied together into a complete structure is new. 

The system's major proponents have dubbed it Moral Government Theology. But today's 

Moral Government Theology is a far cry from what went by that name two centuries ago, when 

people as diverse as Jonathan Edwards (a firm Calvinist) and John Wesley (a firm Arminian) 

both used it to refer to God's government of moral agents through His moral law as contrasted 

with His government of the physical creation through physical law. Some proponents of contemporary Moral Government Theology claim that it is simply a version of Wesleyan Arminianism. Hence, they reason, opposition to it merely divides the Body of Christ over nonessential doctrines and is therefore unhealthy and unscriptural. 

Not so. Moral Government Theology is neither Arminian nor Wesleyan but is outside the range of Biblical Christianity. The controversy is not between two brands of Christianity but between Christianity and non-Christianity. 

The Rise of Moral Government Theology 

Contemporary Moral Government Theology is principally the brainchild of the late Gordon 

C. Olson, an engineer and informal Bible teacher long associated with Men for Missions. During the 1930s and 1940s, Olson conducted studies that led him to believe God's foreknowledge was 

necessarily limited by human free will. Those studies, in turn, led to others that persuaded him that the classical doctrines of original sin, human depravity and moral inability, the atonement, and justification were as wrong as the classical doctrine of foreknowledge. 

Olson read heavily in the writings of some late nineteenth-century theologians, like Charles 

McCabe, who had taken the ideas of James Arminius and John Wesley about human freedom 

farther than their famous forebears ever had. More important, he was impressed by the 

theological writings of the famous nineteenth-century revivalist Charles G. Finney—whose 

theology, whatever might be said for his revival tactics, drew stern and powerful criticism for its exaltation of philosophy over Scripture.4 Olson wove together those ideas with some of his own, and the eventual result was what he began to call Moral Government Theology. 

During the 1960s and 1970s, Olson and an associate, Harry Conn, another engineer, began to 

teach Moral Government Theology for various mission organizations, often in recruiting, 

motivating, or training young people. Moral Government Theology (MGT) first began to spread 

rapidly when Olson and Conn became regular speakers for Youth With a Mission (YWAM), 

which has since become one of the larger youth missionary organizations in the world. Contrary to YWAM's repeated denials that MGT was an important part of its teaching, it was in YWAM 

training that Judy and Greg—like thousands of others from the late 1970s through the 1980s, and 

some even into the 1990s—learned MGT.5 

While MGT writers have published principally through small publishers outside the 

mainstream of evangelicalism, similar views, especially regarding God's omniscience, have begun to be promoted in books published by mainstream evangelical publishing houses. The 

publication of a largely philosophical assault on God's absolute foreknowledge that owes much 

to Process Theology, Richard Rice's God's Foreknowledge and Man's Free Will, by Bethany Fellowship (1980, 1985) was alarming. More recently, Bethany continued in the same vein by 

publishing Winkie Pratney's The Nature and Character of God (1988). Most alarming has been the publication of The Grace of God, The Will of Man: A Case for Arminianism, edited by Clark 

Pinnock, by Zondervan/Academie Books (1989)—a book that goes well beyond the agenda 

suggested by its subtitle. All of these books challenge not Calvinism merely but the orthodox 

CHAPTER 1 

ROOT AND BRANCHES: 

THE MAIN IDEAS OF MORAL GOVERNMENT THEOLOGY 

At the root of MGT lies a philosophical assumption about freedom. According to Gordon Olson, 

"The power to the contrary is essential to free agency—A free moral agent may always act contrary to any influence, not destructive to his freedom, that may be brought to bear upon him."9 "Voluntary responsible action involves the possibility of non-compliance or of contrary choice—the freedom of uncertainty. Virtuous action must be voluntary action. If no contrary choice, then no virtuous choice. . . ."10 No choice may be called virtuous, then, unless the one who made it might just as well have chosen the opposite. Add to this philosophical definition of freedom the assertion that God and man are inherently free, and important doctrines necessarily follow. 

First, man is born morally neutral and is always capable of choosing whether to sin. Olson insists that man has "ability of intellect," "ability of emotion," and "ability of free will or self- determination"; that "Holiness and sin are free voluntary acts of will or states of mind, and, although strongly influenced, are not caused by any internal force of nature, tendency, or instinct"; that "Sin is not . . . an abstract thing which invades and lodges somewhere in our personalities, but is rather an orderly sequence of wrong choices and conduct"; that "Depravity strongly influences, but does not compel, toward wrong action. We choose to follow our inclinations when we sin"; that "Moral depravity . . . is always a voluntary development which results from the wrong choices of our wills"; that "The universality of sin in the world is not to be accounted for, therefore, by some fixed causation in our personality inherited by birth"; that "So-called inability is a question of `will not' 

rather than `cannot' obey God's reasonable requirements."11 

Hence, each person is condemned only for his own sin. For Olson, ". . . a contradiction would exist in the Bible if any statement could be found declaring our guilt for Adam's sin."12 "If the Bible affirmed that we are held accountable for other's (sic) sins, and particularly for Adam's sin, this would become such a gross injustice in the economy of God as to erect a barrier to intelligent thought and the meaning of guilt."13 Why? Because "All sin consists in sinning—there can be no 

moral character but in moral acts."14 

Second, man's future free choices cannot be foreknown by God; for them to be so would be for them not to be free. The "future choices of moral beings," Olson writes, "when acting freely in their moral agency, have not been brought into existence as yet and thus are not fixities or objects of possible knowledge."15 Thus, "Many Bible passages, when taken in their natural meaning, appear to indicate that God does not have absolute foreknowledge over all his own future actions, nor over all those of His moral creatures."16 Therefore God's foreknowledge is limited, and He learns new 

things as people make choices. 

Third, the principle of contrary choice "applies to actions of the Godhead as well as to the self- caused actions of men."17 Therefore: (1) God cannot foreknow His own future choices, for if He did then He would not make those choices freely, and He would cease to be a moral agent. (2) God's moral character, like man's, depends constantly on His choices. "Moral attributes involve the element of choice, or have a voluntary causation to them. They are not natural attributes in that they are not endowments of God's existence, but are moral in the sense that they are the result of a disposition of will. They exist because each Member of the Godhead perpetually chooses that they should be so. Moral character must be an active something. It cannot be a static fixity of some sort back of the will, causing its actions."18 Hence the absolutely unfettered will, not the moral nature, lies at the root of God's (or any moral agent's) choices and character. This follows necessarily from Olson's first principle, already cited: "Voluntary responsible action involves the possibility of non- compliance or of contrary choice—the freedom of uncertainty. . . . If no contrary choice, then no 

virtuous choice. . . ."19 

The shocking implication of this last idea—that God is morally changeable—might appear to contradict another of Olson's statements: "God's nature and moral character imposes limitations. God is able to do whatever He wills (except with moral beings [sic!]), but His will is limited to doing those things which are in harmony with His wise and holy and perfect character. God cannot do things contrary to Himself. This is not a defect in Divine omnipotence but a perfection of the Divine Being."20 But Olson chooses his terms carefully. God's character, he says, like all moral character, "must be an active something. It cannot be a static fixity of some sort back of the will, causing its actions. Moral character is dynamic; it is the whole personality in action; it is what we are doing with our endowments or abilities of personality and the moral understanding which we possess."21 If it is true that Olson believes that God's "will is limited to doing those things which are in harmony with His wise and holy and perfect character,"22 it is also true that Olson believes that God's character "cannot be a static fixity of some sort back of the will, causing its actions" but "is the whole personality in action; it is what [God is] doing with [His] endowments or abilities of personality and the moral understanding which [He] possess[es]."23 "Moral attributes," Olson insists, "involve the element of choice, or have a voluntary causation to them. They are not natural attributes in that they are not endowments of God's existence, but are moral in the sense that they are the result of a disposition of will. They exist because each Member of the Godhead perpetually chooses that 

they should be so."24 

So while God's "will is limited to doing those things which are in harmony with His wise and 
holy and perfect character," this can only be so as long as His character remains wise and holy and 

perfect, and nothing can guarantee that it will do so forever, for character by definition "cannot be a static fixity," must "involve the element of choice, or have a voluntary causation" to it, must—in short—be "the result of a disposition of will." As Olson puts it, "The will determines the nature or character, rather than the nature the will."25 Should God ever choose to make His character other than wise and holy and perfect—and no "internal force of nature" can prevent His doing so—why, then of course that wise and holy and perfect character will no longer limit what He wills; a different sort of character will do so.26 To put it simply, we have no assurance that God will not decide tomorrow to become the devil. 

Not only God's knowledge and moral character but even His power collapses before the inexorable implications of human autonomy in MGT. Olson hints at this in a parenthetical phrase in his statement of the limits on God's will, cited above: "God is able to do whatever He wills (except with moral beings), but His will is limited to doing those things which are in harmony with His wise and holy and perfect character."27 He makes it explicit when he writes, "Man as an endowed moral being has been given the ability to limit the omnipotence of God in his sphere of life. Mankind by their rebellion against God and their obstinacy in refusing the mercy and forgiveness through the atoning death of Christ have imposed very great limitations upon God's will and happiness. . . . God in creating moral creatures with the power of contrary choice made this a possibility."28 

Ideas have consequences. The true stories that introduced this book flowed inexorably from Olson's ideas about freedom and their implications for man and God. Judy stopped trusting a God whose moral character she could no longer depend on; Greg proudly insisted on making the human will autonomous—even at the expense of losing the wonderful Biblical promise of gracious justification by the crediting of Christ's righteousness to believing sinners. 

For the implications build. If—since the power of contrary choice is essential to free agency— "Holiness and sin are free voluntary acts of will or states of mind, and, although strongly influenced, are not caused by any internal force of nature, tendency, or instinct," and "Sin is not . . . an abstract thing which invades and lodges somewhere in our personalities, but is rather an orderly sequence of wrong choices and conduct," then it follows that our being righteous in God's sight cannot be a matter of Christ's righteousness's being credited to our account instead of our sin. 

Since Olson explicitly denies that man inherits sin or guilt from Adam (i.e., he denies the doctrine of original sin—the imputation of Adam's sin and guilt to his posterity), it should come as no surprise that he also denies the imputation of Christ's righteousness to believers, finding the cause of salvation not in Christ's atoning death but in the believer's self-reformation: "Romans 5:12-19 does not establish the dogma of the literal imputation of Adam's sin to all his posterity, but merely affirms in a parallelism that just as Adam's sin was the occasion, not cause, of the voluntary disobedience of all men, so Christ is the occasion, not cause, of the salvation offered to all men."29  "The active obedience or holiness of Christ . . . is not legally imputed to the believer."30 And if 

Christ's righteousness is not credited to the believer, neither is the believer's sin credited to Christ on the cross. For sin is not a principle; sins are isolated, individual acts only. 

But if our sins are not borne by Christ on the cross, how are we to be freed from the penalty due them? Ah, the question assumes that a penalty is due, but none is! "A voluntary disposition of mercy and forgiveness prevails equally among all the Members of the Godhead. The Godhead are without personal vindictiveness. The problems of forgiveness are not personal but governmental. God does not require an exact payment for sin to satisfy retributive justice, but only requires that an atonement shall satisfy public justice and all the problems of a full and free reconciliation in His government 

of moral beings."31 

This denial of any demand for the satisfaction of retributive (or vindictive) justice in God leads Olson to deny that Christ's atoning death was the true payment of a penalty to satisfy the justice of God: "The sacrifice of Christ is not the payment of a debt, nor is it a complete satisfaction of justice for sin. It is a Divinely-appointed [sic] condition which precedes the forgiveness of sin, just as the death of a lamb or a goat in the Mosaic economy. Christ's sufferings took the place of a penalty, so that His sufferings have the same effect in reconciling God to man, and procuring the forgiveness of sin, that the sinner's endurance of the punishment due to his sins would have had. The sufferings of Christ were not a substituted penalty, but a substitute for a penalty."32 The atonement of Christ "[r]endered satisfaction to public justice (a demonstration before all that rebellion against authority 

will be punished), as distinguished from retributive or vindictive justice."33 

Here is MGT in a nutshell: 

1. Freedom entails the power of contrary choice, and God and man are both free. 

2. God is finite, imperfect, and changeable in his knowledge, character, and power, and He does 

not require vengeance for sin. 

3. Man is perfectly free, his freedom implies that he cannot have inherited either sin or a morally 

corrupt nature from Adam, and it necessarily limits God's knowledge, will, and power. 

4. The gospel is that "the atoning death of Christ," as Olson deigns to call it—nay, even Christ 

Himself—"is the occasion, not cause, of the salvation offered to all men."34 The "consequences of right and wrong moral action" in MGT ". . . are based solely upon personal merit or demerit as known only to God" and "are and will be in exact accord or in proportion to merit and 

demerit."35 

By starting with the definition of freedom as the "power of contrary choice" Olson is forced 

ultimately to deny nearly the whole defining body of Christian faith: original sin, unregenerate man's moral inability, the imputation of Christ's righteousness in justification (parallel to the imputation of Adam's sin in condemnation), the substitutionary and satisfactory atonement for sin in Christ's death, and the moral and intellectual infinity, perfection, and immutability of God. And just like 

Finney before him—only going to greater extremes—Olson reaches his conclusions not on the basis 

of Scripture but by inferences from philosophical assumptions. What might Olson have found had 

he subjected his first principle and his inferences to the light of Scripture? 

Human Freedom and Sin in Scripture 

Scripture knows nothing of freedom as the "power of contrary choice." Such a view is rooted in 

an autonomous notion of man. Rather, Scripture contrasts freedom with bondage to sin. Real freedom is not autonomy but deliverance from the slavery to sin in which all men are born, into the glorious freedom of the children of God: "But thanks be to God that though you were slaves of sin, you became obedient from the heart to that form of teaching to which you were committed, and having been freed from sin, you became slaves of righteousness" (Romans 6:17-18, emphases added). God did not make man to be his own lord—to be autonomous. Try as he might, man never can escape being Number Two; he must always be someone's slave. The serpent's trickery was to make Adam and Eve think that by disobeying God they could begin to rule their own lives—they could be Number One; instead, rejecting God's rule only meant embracing Satan's (Ephesians 2:2). "But now having been freed from sin and enslaved to God, you derive your benefit, resulting in sanctification, and the outcome, eternal life. For the wages of sin is death, but the free gift of God is eternal life in Christ Jesus our Lord" (Romans 6:22-23). 

Far from human freedom's being the "power of contrary choice," the very exercise of that power robbed human beings of the only freedom for which we were made: the freedom of obedience to our rightful Sovereign. And no "power of contrary choice" in us will ever free us from sin's tyranny, for we are "dead in trespasses and sins" and "by nature children of wrath" (Ephesians 2:1, 3). We suffer, as Luther put it in the title of one of his most famous books, from The Bondage of the Will; our wills 

are bound to our corrupt, rebellious, sinful nature inherited from Adam.36 

What we need is not a free will but a new, holy, obedient, righteous nature (2 Corinthians 5:17) to which our will is bound. And we cannot produce that new nature for ourselves—least of all by an act of our own will, which is bound by the contrary nature. Dead, rebellious men do not—cannot— repent, believe, and reform their lives. "But God, being rich in mercy, because of His great love with which He loved us, even when we were dead in our transgressions, made us alive together with Christ (by grace you have been saved), and raised us up with Him, and seated us with Him in the heavenly places, in Christ Jesus, in order that in the ages to come He might show the surpassing riches of His grace in kindness toward us in Christ Jesus. For by grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God; not as a result of works, that no one should boast. For we are His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God prepared beforehand, that we should walk in them" (Ephesians 2:4-10). 

Divine Knowledge, Holiness, and Justice in Scripture 

And far from divine freedom's being the "power of contrary choice," God's freedom is precisely 

that He never will or even can do anything contrary to His holy and good nature. "Thou art good and doest good" (Psalm 119:68).37 That is why God "cannot lie" (Titus 1:2); why we know that His promise and His purpose are "unchangeable" and therefore that "it is impossible for God to lie" (Hebrews 6:17-18, emphasis added); why God could rest His assurance to Israel on His own immutability when He said, "For I, the LORD, do not change; therefore you, O sons of Jacob, are not consumed" (Malachi 3:6); why we can be comforted to know that "If we are faithless, He remains faithful; for He cannot deny Himself" (2 Timothy 2:13). After all, "God is not a man, that He should lie, nor a son of man, that He should repent; has He said, and will He not do it? Or has He spoken, and will He not make it good?" (Numbers 23:19). 

Like His nature, so also God's knowledge is perfect, admitting no improvement. "God . . . knows all things" (1 John 3:20). Not just some things; not all things except those that "have not been brought into existence as yet and thus are not fixities or objects of possible knowledge"—Olson's description of the future choices of free moral agents acting in their moral agency.38 The God who "calls those things which do not exist as though they did" (Romans 4:17) "knows all things." Nothing can be hid from God (Psalm 139:11-12; Hebrews 4:13). "His understanding is infinite" (Psalm 147:5), and what is infinite cannot grow, for if it did, it would be greater after its growth than before, which would prove that it was not infinite before. Hence God's knowledge can never increase (Isaiah 40:13-14), for it is already all-comprehensive. God's knowledge is absolutely comprehensive (1) in space (2 Chronicles 16:9; Psalm 139:1-2, 6-10); (2) in time (Psalm 139:15-16; Isaiah 41:21-26; John 13:19); (3) in scope, including all things from the greatest to the least (Psalm 147:4; Job 31:4; Psalm 139:2-4; Matthew 10:30); and (4) not only in things actual (what is or will be) but also in things contingent (what could be, on any supposition, whether actual or not) (1 Samuel 23:10-13; Psalm 81:13-16; Jeremiah 38:17-18; cf. 19-23; Matthew 11:20-24). 

And this God of infinite and unchangeable knowledge and holiness is also a God of perfect justice who—contrary to Olson—does demand vengeance on sin. "I, the LORD your God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the children, on the third and the fourth generations of those who hate Me . . ." (Exodus 20:5; cf. Exodus 20:7; Deuteronomy 29:19-20; 32:35; Joshua 24:19-20; Nahum 1:2-3; Romans 12:19). 

The Gospel of Redemption and Justification 

But thank God that although "all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God," we are "justified 

as a gift by His grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God displayed publicly as a propitiation39 in His blood through faith. This was to demonstrate His righteousness, because in the forbearance of God He passed over the sins previously committed; for the demonstration, I 

say, of His righteousness at the present time, that He might be just and the justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus" (Romans 3:23-26). 

And this redemption by Christ is truly a payment of our penalty for sin, Olson's denials notwithstanding: "[Y]ou were not redeemed40 with perishable things . . . but with precious41 blood, as of a lamb unblemished and spotless, the blood of Christ" (1 Peter 1:18-19). "[T]he Son of Man did not come to be served, but to serve, and to give His life a ransom42 for many" (Matthew 20:28). "In Him we have redemption43 through His blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses, according to the riches of His grace" (Ephesians 1:7). "[The Holy Spirit] is given as a pledge44 of our inheritance, with a view to the redemption45 of God's own possession" (Ephesians 1:14). "[Christ] gave Himself for us, that He might redeem46 us from every lawless deed" (Titus 2:14). "Worthy art Thou to take the book, and to break its seals; for Thou wast slain, and didst purchase47 for God with Thy blood men from every tribe and tongue and people and nation" (Revelation 5:9). 

In His atoning death, Christ truly substituted Himself for us in bearing the penalty for our sins: "But He was pierced through for our transgressions, He was crushed for our iniquities; the chastening for our well-being fell upon Him, and by His scourging we are healed" (Isaiah 53:5). He was offered up "to bear the sins of many" (Hebrews 9:28), "the just for [that is, "in the stead of, as a substitute for"]48 the unjust" (1 Peter 3:18), "a ransom49 for50 all" who would be saved (1 Timothy 2:6). 

Just as surely as He gave Himself to bear our sins, Christ also gives us the gift of His righteousness: "For if by the transgression of the one, death reigned through the one, much more those who receive the abundance of grace and of the gift of righteousness will reign in life through the One, Jesus Christ. So then as through one transgression there resulted condemnation to all men, even so through one act of righteousness there resulted justification of life to all men. For as through the one man's disobedience the many were made sinners, even so through the obedience of the One the many will be made righteous" (Romans 5:17-19). By taking our place on the cross, Christ "became to us wisdom from God and righteousness and sanctification, and redemption" (1 Corinthians 1:30). 

And we obtain this gift of righteousness not by works but solely by faith: ". . . I count all things to be loss in view of the surpassing value of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord, for whom I have suffered the loss of all things, and count them but rubbish in order that I may gain Christ, and may be found in Him, not having a righteousness of my own derived from the Law, but that which is through faith in Christ, the righteousness which comes from God on the basis of faith" (Philippians 3:8-9). "For what does the Scripture say? `And Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness.' Now to the one who works, his wage is not reckoned as a favor, but as what is due. But to the one who does not work, but believes in Him who justifies the ungodly, his faith is reckoned as righteousness, just as David also speaks of the blessing upon the man to whom God reckons righteousness apart from works" (Romans 4:3-6). 

Minor Aberration or Departure from the Faith? 

Proponents of MGT often depict opposition to it as rooted in "hyper-Calvinism," claiming that 

their doctrines are nothing but Wesleyan Arminianism, which is recognized in evangelical circles as an orthodox option in theology. Not so. 

Neither Wesley nor Arminius would ever have dreamed of denying God's absolute and infinite foreknowledge or His unchangeable goodness. Wesley boldly defended God's foreknowledge in commenting on John 6:64,51 and both God's foreknowledge and His moral immutability in his sermon on "Divine Providence,"52 and he confidently taught that Christ's "divine righteousness belongs to his divine nature. . . . Now this is his eternal, essential, immutable, holiness; his infinite justice, mercy, and truth: in all which, He and the Father are one."53 And Arminius's words rejecting 

the notion that God is freely good breathe fire: 

. . . [some] brought forward an instance, or example, in which [they alleged that] Necessity and Liberty met together; and that was God, who is both necessarily and freely good. This assertion of theirs displeased me so exceedingly, as to cause me to say, that it was not far removed from blasphemy. At this time, I entertain a similar opinion about it; and in a few words I thus prove its falsity, absurdity, and the blasphemy [contained] in the falsity. (1.) Its falsity. He who by natural necessity, and according to his very essence and the whole of his nature, is good, nay, who is Goodness itself, the Supreme Good, the First Good from whom all good proceeds, through whom every good comes, in whom every good exists, and by a participation of whom what things soever have any portion of good in them are good, and more or less good as they are nearer or more remote from it. He is not FREELY good. For it is a contradiction in an adjunct, or an opposition in an apposition. But God is good by  

natural necessity, according to his entire nature and essence, and is Goodness itself, the 

supreme and primary Good, from whom, through whom, and in whom is all good, &c. 

Therefore, God is not freely good. (2.) Its absurdity. Liberty is an affection of the Divine 

Will; not of the Divine Essence, Understanding, or Power; and therefore it is not an affection of the Divine Nature, considered in its totality. It is indeed an effect of the will, according to which it is borne towards an object that is neither primary nor adequate, and that is different from God himself; and this effect of the will, therefore, is posterior in order to that affection of the will according to which God is borne towards a proper, primary and adequate object, which is himself. But Goodness is an affection of the whole of the Divine Nature, Essence, 

Life, Understanding, Will, Power, &c. Therefore, God is not freely good; that is, he is not good by the mode of liberty, but by that of natural necessity. . . . (3.) I prove that 

blasphemy is contained in this assertion: because, if God be freely good, (that is, not by nature and natural necessity,) he can be or can be made not good. As whatever any one wills freely, he has it in his power not to will; and whatever any one does freely, he can refrain from doing. . . . [T]he Christian Fathers justly attached blasphemy to those who said, "the Father begat the Son willingly, or by his own will;" because from this it would follow, that the Son had [principium] an origin similar to that of the creatures. But with how much greater equity does blasphemy fasten itself upon those who declare, "that God is freely 

good!"54 

Both Wesley and Arminius clearly affirmed that all men (except Christ) inherit the sin and guilt 

of Adam and therefore are naturally bound to sin until regenerated by God. "This, therefore, is the 

first grand distinguishing point between Heathenism and Christianity," wrote Wesley: 

The one acknowledges that many men are infected with many vices, and even born with a proneness to them; but supposes withal, that in some the natural good much overbalances the evil: the other declares that all men are "conceived in sin," and "shapen in wickedness"—that hence there is in every man a "carnal mind," which is enmity against God; which is not, cannot be, subject to "his law"; which so infects the whole soul, that "there dwelleth in" him "in his flesh," in his natural state, "no good thing"; but "every imagination of the thoughts 

of his heart is evil," only evil, and that "continually." 

Hence we may learn that all who deny this, call it "original sin," or by any other title, are but Heathens still, in the fundamental point which differences Heathenism from Christianity. They may, indeed, allow, that men have many vices; that some are born with us; and that, consequently, we are not born altogether so wise or so virtuous as we should be; there being few that will roundly affirm, "We are born with as much propensity to good as to evil, and that every man is, by nature as virtuous and wise as Adam was at creation." But here is the shibboleth: Is man by nature filled with all manner of evil? Is he void of all good? Is he wholly fallen? Is his soul totally corrupted? Or, to come back to the text, is "every imagination of the thoughts of his 

heart only evil continually?" 

Allow this, and you are so far a Christian. Deny it, and you are but a Heathen still.55 

Arminius insisted, 

The proper and immediate effect of [Adam's first] sin was the offending of the Deity. . . . From this violation of his law, God conceives just displeasure, which is the second effect of sin. [Genesis 3:16-19, 23, 24] But to anger succeeds infliction of punishment, which was in this instance two-fold. (1.) [Reatus] A liability to two deaths. [Genesis 2:17; Romans 6:23] (2.) [Privatio] The withdrawing of that primitive righteousness and holiness, which, because they are the effects of the Holy Spirit dwelling in man, ought not to have remained in him after he had fallen from the favor of God, and had incurred the Divine displeasure. [Luke 19:26] For this Spirit is a seal of God's favor and good will. [Romans 8:14, 15; 1 Corinthians 2:12] . . . The whole of this sin, however, is not peculiar to our first parents, but is common to the entire race and to all their posterity, who, at the time when this sin was committed, were in their loins, and who have since descended from them by the natural mode of propagation, according to the primitive benediction. For in Adam "all have sinned." [Romans 5:12] Wherefore, whatever punishment was brought down upon our first parents, has likewise pervaded and yet pursues all their posterity. So that all men "are by nature the children of wrath," [Ephesians 2:3] obnoxious to condemnation, and to temporal as well as to eternal death; they are also devoid of that original righteousness and holiness. [Romans 6:12, 18, 19] With these evils they would remain oppressed forever, unless they were 

liberated by Christ Jesus; to whom be glory forever.56 

". . . in his lapsed and sinful state," Arminius wrote elsewhere, "man is not capable, of and by himself, either to think, to will, or to do that which is really good; but it is necessary for him to be regenerated and renewed in his intellect, affections or will, and in all his powers, by God in Christ through the Holy Spirit, that he may be qualified rightly to understand, esteem, consider, will, and perform whatever is truly good. When he is made a partaker of this regeneration or renovation, I consider that, since he is delivered from sin, he is capable of thinking, willing and doing that which 

is good, but yet not without the continued aids of Divine Grace."57 

Both Wesley and Arminius affirmed the substitutionary, penal satisfaction doctrine of the atoning death of Christ. In commenting on Romans 3:25, Wesley wrote that Christ's propitiatory sacrifice was made to "appease an offended God. But if, as some teach, God never was offended, there was no need of this propitiation. And if so, Christ died in vain. To declare his righteousness—To demonstrate not only his clemency, but his justice: even that vindictive justice, whose essential character and principal office is, to punish sin. . . ."58 In explaining the priestly office of Christ, Arminius wrote that by it God exercised both His love for men and His love for justice, "united to which is a hatred against sin. It was the will of God that each of these kinds of love should be satisfied. He gave satisfaction to his love for the creature who was a sinner, when he gave up his Son 

who might act the part of Mediator. But he rendered satisfaction to his love for justice and to his 

hatred against sin, when he imposed on his Son the office of Mediator by the shedding of his blood and by the suffering of death; [Hebrews 2:10; 5:8, 9] and he was unwilling to admit him as the Intercessor for sinners except when sprinkled with his own blood, in which he might be made [expiatio] the propitiation for sins. [Hebrews 9:12] . . . In this respect also it may with propriety be said that God rendered satisfaction to himself, and appeased himself in `the Son of his love.'"59 

Both Wesley and Arminius affirmed that we are justified by God's crediting the righteousness of Christ to our account as a gift through faith apart from works. Commenting on Romans 5:14, Wesley wrote, ". . . as the sin of Adam, without the sins which we afterward committed, brought us death; so the righteousness of Christ, without the good works which we afterward performed, brings us life. . . ."60 And Arminius similarly wrote, "I believe that sinners are accounted righteous solely by the obedience of Christ; and that the righteousness of Christ is the only meritorious cause on account of which God pardons the sins of believers and reckons them as righteous as if they had perfectly fulfilled the law. But since God imputes the righteousness of Christ to none except believers, I conclude that, in this sense, it may be well and properly said, To a man who believes, Faith is imputed for righteousness through grace, because God hath set forth his Son, Jesus Christ, 

to be a propitiation, a throne of grace, [or mercy seat] through faith in his blood."61 

In each of these points, Moral Government Theology stands in stark contradiction not only to Arminius and Wesley but also to the great creeds and doctrinal statements of every branch of Protestantism62 and, most important, to Scripture. If Wesley, the great champion of Christian tolerance and catholicity, could treat rejection of the doctrines of original sin and moral inability alone as sufficient to define one as "a Heathen still," surely MGT, which makes not only this grave error but also many others graver still, must be classified not as a form of Christianity but as heathenism masquerading as Christianity. 

 The Biblical System Upheld By Historic Protestant Creeds and 

Doctrinal Standards 

Like Scripture, the historic Protestant creeds and doctrinal standards contradict each and every 

essential point of Moral Government Theology. They affirm (1) God's absolute and unchangeable foreknowledge, including His perfect foreknowledge of all acts of men and all His own acts; (2) God's absolute and unchangeable goodness; (3) the doctrines of original sin and human moral inability; (4) that the atonement consists in Christ's paying sinners' debt and bearing their punishment for sin as their substitute in satisfaction of the demands of God's justice; and (5) that believers, without any merit or works of their own, are justified by grace through faith in the atoning work of Christ and have the righteousness of Christ imputed to them. In this section we set forth the positions of the main Calvinist, Lutheran, and Wesleyan creeds and (because proponents of Moral Government Theology perversely claim to be Wesleyan Arminians) the writings of James Arminius 

and John Wesley on these points. Note: The numbered points below correspond to the numbered 

points in each of the two preceding sections. The lettered points, however, do not correspond to the lettered points in the preceding sections but delineate the theological sources presented. The lettered points, then, provide general contrast to the numbered points in section I and general agreement with the numbered points in section II. 

1. The Historic Doctrine of God's Foreknowledge 

a. Lutheran: "[T]he foreknowledge of God is nothing else than this, that God knows all 

things before they come to pass. . . . This foreknowledge of God extends both to good and evil men; but nevertheless it is not the cause of evil, nor is it the cause of sin, 

impelling man to crime."219 

b. Calvinist: "God, the great Creator of all things, doth uphold, direct, dispose, and govern 

all creatures, actions, and things, from the greatest even to the least, by his most wise and holy providence, according to his infallible foreknowledge and the free and immutable counsel of his own will, to the praise of the glory of his wisdom, power, justice, goodness, and mercy. . . . Although in relation to the foreknowledge and decree of God, the first cause all things come to pass immutably and infallibly, yet by the same providence he ordereth them to fall out, according to the nature of second causes, either 

necessarily, freely, or contingently."220 

c. Wesleyan: "There is but one living and true God, everlasting, without body or parts, of 

infinite power, wisdom, and goodness. . . ."221 

d. Arminius: "IMMUTABILITY is a pre-eminent mode of the Essence of God, by which 

it is void of all change; of being transferred from place to place, because it is itself its own end and good, and because it is immense; of generation and corruption; of alteration; increase and decrease; for the same reason as that by which it is incapable of suffering. (Psalm cii, 27; Mal. iii, 6; James i, 17.) Whence likewise, in the Scriptures, 
INCORRUPTIBILITY is attributed to God."222 "God . . . knows all things possible, 

whether they be in the capability of God or of the creature; in active or passive capability; in the capability of operation, imagination, or enunciation. He knows all things that could have an existence, on laying down any hypothesis. He knows [alia a se] other things than himself, those which are necessary and contingent, good and bad, universal and particular, future, present and past, excellent and vile. He knows things substantial and accidental of every kind; the actions and passions, the modes and circumstances of all things; external words and deeds, internal thoughts, deliberations, counsels, and determinations, and the entities of reason, whether complex or simple. All these things, being jointly attributed to the understanding of God, seem to conduce to the conclusion, that God may deservedly be said to know things infinite. (Acts xv, 18; Heb. iv, 13; Matt. xi, 27; Psalm cxlvii, 4; Isai. xli, 22, 23; xliv, 7; Matt. x, 30; Psalm cxxxv; 1 John iii, 20; 1 Sam. xvi, 7; 1 Kings viii, 39; Psalm xciv, 11; Isai. xl, 28; Psalm cxlvii, 5; cxxxix; xciv, 9, 10; x, 13, 14.) . . . All the things which God knows, He knows neither by intelligible [species] images, nor by similitude, (for it is not necessary for Him to use abstraction and application for the purpose of understanding;) but He knows them by his own essence, and by this alone, with the exception of evil things which He knows indirectly by the opposite good things; as, through means of the habitude, privation is discovered. THEREFORE, 1. God knows himself entirely and adequately. . . . 2. He knows himself primarily; . . . 3. [Intelligere Dei] The act of understanding in God is his own being and essence. . . . The mode by which God understands, is not that which is successive, and which is either through composition or division, or through [discursum] deductive argumentation; but it is simple, and through infinite intuition. (Heb. iv, 13.) THEREFORE, 1. God knows all things from eternity; nothing [de novo] recently. For this new perfection would add something to His essence by which He understands all things; or his understanding would exceed His essence, if he now understood what he did not formerly understand. But this cannot happen, since he understands all things through his essence. (Acts xv, 18; Ephe. i, 4.) 2. He knows all things immeasurably, without the augmentation and decrease of the things known and of the knowledge itself. (Psalm cxlvii, 5.) 3. He knows all things immutably, his knowledge not being varied to the infinite changes of the things known. (James i, 17.) 4. By a single and [individuo] undivided act, not [distractus] being diverted towards many things but collected into himself, He knows all things. Yet he does not know them confusedly, or only universally and in general; but also in a distinct and most special manner He knows himself in himself, things in their causes, in themselves, in his own essence, in themselves [praesenter] as being present, in their causes antecedently, and in himself most pre- eminently. (Heb. iv, 13; 1 Kings viii, 39; Psalm cxxxix, 16, 17.) . . . The understanding of God is certain, and never can be deceived, so that He certainly and infallibly sees even future contingencies, whether He sees them in their causes or in themselves. (1 Sam. xxiii, 11, 12; Matt. xi, 21.) But, this certainty rests upon the infinite essence of God, by  which in a manner the most present He understands all things. . . . The understanding of 

God [causatur] is derived from no external cause, not even from an object; though if there should not afterwards be an object, [non sit de eo futura,] there would not likewise 

be the understanding of God about it. (Isai. xl, 13, 14; Rom. xi, 33, 34.)"223 

e. Wesley, commenting on John 6:64, "For Jesus had known from the beginning who they 

were that believed not, and who would betray him": "Therefore it is plain, God does 

foresee future contingencies:— 

`But his foreknowledge causes not the fault, 

Which had no less proved certain unforeknown.'"224 

2. The Historic Doctrine of God's Goodness225 

a. Lutheran: Neither the Augsburg Confession nor the Formula of Concord explicitly 

affirms the moral immutability of God. Neither, however, denies it. Luther, however, in lecturing on Romans 1:17, argues that the righteousness of God is distinct from the righteousness of men in that, in men, "righteousness follows upon and flows from actions. But, according to God, righteousness precedes works and works result from it."226 Thus Luther roots the character of God's works in His internal moral character, not God's moral character in the character of His works. 

b. Calvinist: "God is a spirit, infinite, eternal, and unchangeable, in his being, wisdom, 

power, holiness, justice, goodness, and truth."227 

c. Wesleyan: "There is but one living and true God, everlasting, without body or parts, of 

infinite power, wisdom, and goodness. . . ."228 

d. Arminius: ". . . [some] brought forward an instance, or example, in which [they alleged 

that] Necessity and Liberty met together; and that was God, who is both necessarily and freely good. This assertion of theirs displeased me so exceedingly, as to cause me to say, that it was not far removed from blasphemy. At this time, I entertain a similar opinion about it; and in a few words I thus prove its falsity, absurdity, and the blasphemy [contained] in the falsity. (1.) Its falsity. He who by natural necessity, and according to his very essence and the whole of his nature, is good, nay, who is Goodness itself, the Supreme Good, the First Good from whom all good proceeds, through whom every good comes, in whom every good exists, and by a participation of whom what things soever 

have any portion of good in them are good, and more or less good as they are nearer or more remote from it. He is not FREELY good. For it is a contradiction in an adjunct, or an opposition in an apposition. But God is good by natural necessity, according to his entire nature and essence, and is Goodness itself, the supreme and primary Good, from 

whom, through whom, and in whom is all good, &c. Therefore, God is not freely good. 

(2.) Its absurdity. Liberty is an affection of the Divine Will; not of the Divine Essence, Understanding, or Power; and therefore it is not an affection of the Divine Nature, considered in its totality. It is indeed an effect of the will, according to which it is borne towards an object that is neither primary nor adequate, and that is different from God himself; and this effect of the will, therefore, is posterior in order to that affection of the will according to which God is borne towards a proper, primary and adequate object, which is himself. But Goodness is an affection of the whole of the Divine Nature, 

Essence, Life, Understanding, Will, Power, &c. Therefore, God is not freely good; that is, he is not good by the mode of liberty, but by that of natural necessity. . . . (3.) I 

prove that blasphemy is contained in this assertion: because, if God be freely good, (that is, not by nature and natural necessity,) he can be or can be made not good. As whatever any one wills freely, he has it in his power not to will; and whatever any one does freely, he can refrain from doing. . . . [T]he Christian Fathers justly attached blasphemy to those who said, `the Father begat the Son willingly, or by his own will;' because from this it would follow, that the Son had [principium] an origin similar to that of the creatures. But with how much greater equity does blasphemy fasten itself upon those who declare, `that 

God is freely good!'"229
 United Church of Canada: "We believe in the one only living and true God, a Spirit 

infinite, eternal, and unchangeable, in His being and perfections; the Lord Almighty, who is love, most just in all His ways, most glorious in holiness, unsearchable in wisdom, plenteous in mercy, full of compassion, abundant in goodness and truth."230 

Wesley: "[God] is infinite in wisdom as well as in power: and all his wisdom is continually employed in managing all the affairs of his creation for the good of all his creatures. For his wisdom and goodness go hand in hand: they are inseparably united, and continually act in concert with almighty power, for the real good of all his creatures. . . . And to Him all things are possible. . . . Only He that can do all things else cannot deny Himself: He cannot counteract Himself, or oppose his own work."231 "[Christ's] divine righteousness belongs to his divine nature. . . . Now this is his eternal, essential, immutable, holiness; his infinite justice, mercy, and truth: in all which, He and the Father are one."232 

3. The Historic Doctrine of Original Sin and Inability 

a. Lutheran: "[A]fter Adam's fall, all men begotten after the common course of nature are 

born with sin; that is, without the fear of God, without trust in him, and with fleshly appetite; and that this disease, or original fault, is truly sin, condemning and bringing eternal death now also upon all that are not born again. . . ."233 "[M]an's will hath some liberty to work a civil righteousness, and to choose such things as reason can reach unto; but . . . hath no power to work the righteousness of God, or a spiritual righteousness, without the Spirit of God; because that the natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God (1 Cor. ii. 14). . . . [The Lutheran Churches] condemn the Pelagians and others, who teach that by the power of nature alone, without the Spirit of God, we are able to love God above all things; also to perform the commandments of God, as touching the substance of our actions. For although nature be able in some sort to do the external works . . . yet it can not work the inward motions, such as the fear of God, trust in God, chastity, patience, and such like."234 ". . . we believe, teach, and confess that Original Sin is no trivial corruption, but is so profound a corruption of human nature as to leave nothing sound, nothing uncorrupt in the body or soul of man, or in his mental or bodily powers. As reads the hymn of the Church: `Through Adam's fall is all corrupt, Nature and essence human.' . . . And we indeed affirm that no one is able to dissever this corruption of the nature from the nature itself, except God alone, which will fully come to pass by means of death in the resurrection unto blessedness. . . . We therefore reject and condemn that dogma by which it is asserted that Original Sin is merely the liability and debt of another's transgression, transmitted to us apart from any corruption of our nature. . . . Also, [we reject and condemn that dogma] that depraved concupiscences are not sin, but certain concreate235 conditions and essential properties of the nature, or that those defects and that huge evil just set forth by us is not sin on whose account man, if not grafted into Christ, is a child of wrath. . . . We also reject the Pelagian heresy, in which it is asserted that the nature of man after the fall is incorrupt, and that, moreover in spiritual things it has remained wholly good and pure in its natural powers. . . . Also, [we reject and condemn the dogma] that Original Sin is an external impediment of sound spiritual powers, and is not a despoliation and defect thereof. . . . Also, [we reject and condemn the dogma] that man's nature and essence are not utterly corrupt, but that there is something of good still remaining in man, even in spiritual things, to wit, goodness, capacity, aptitude, ability, industry, or the powers by which in spiritual things he has strength to undertake, effect, or co-effect somewhat of good. . . . For Original Sin is not a particular transgression which is perpetrated in act, but intimately inheres, being infixed in the very nature, substance, and essence of man. And, indeed, if no depraved thought at all should ever arise in the heart of fallen man, if no idle word were uttered, if no evil work or deed were perpetrated by him: yet, nevertheless, the nature is corrupted by Original Sin, which is innate in us by reason of the corrupted seed from which we spring, and is, moreover, a fountain of all other actual sins, such as evil thoughts, evil discoursings, evil and abominable deeds. For thus it is written, as we read in Matthew xv. 19: `For out of the heart proceed evil thoughts.' And elsewhere (Gen. vi. 5; viii. 21): `Every imagination of the thought of man's heart is only evil from his youth.'"236 ". . . the understanding and reason of man in spiritual things are wholly blind, and can understand nothing by their proper powers. [Cit. 1 Cor. 2:14.] . . . We believe, teach, and confess, moreover, that the yet unregenerate will of man is not only averse from God, but has become even hostile to God, so that it only wishes and desires those things, and is delighted with them, which are evil and opposite to the divine will. [Cit. Gen. 8:28; Romans 8:7.] . . . Therefore we believe that by how much it is impossible that a dead body should vivify itself and restore corporal life to itself, even so impossible is it that man, who by reason of sin is spiritually dead, should have any faculty of recalling himself into spiritual life [cit. Ephesians 2:5; 2 Cor. 3:5]. . . ."237 "We repudiate, also, that gross error of the Pelagians, who have not hesitated to assert that man by his own powers, without the grace of the Holy Spirit, has ability to convert himself to God, to believe the gospel, to obey the divine law from his heart, and in this way to merit of himself the remission of sins and eternal life. . . . Besides these errors, we reject also the false dogma of the Semi-Pelagians, who teach that man by his own powers can commence his conversion, but can not fully accomplish it without the grace of the Holy Spirit. . . . Also the teaching that, although unregenerate man, in respect of free-will, is indeed, antecedently to his regeneration, too infirm to make a beginning of his own conversion, and by his own powers to convert himself to God, and obey the law of God with all his heart; yet if the Holy Spirit by the preaching of the word, shall have made a beginning, and offered his grace in the word to man, that then man, by his own proper and natural powers, can, as it were, give some assistance and co-operation, though it be but slight, infirm, and languid, towards his conversion, and can apply and prepare himself unto grace, apprehend it, embrace it, and believe the gospel."238 

Calvinist: "Our first parents, being seduced by the subtilty and temptation of Satan, 

sinned in eating the forbidden fruit. . . . By this sin they fell from their original righteousness and communion with God, and so became dead in sin, and wholly defiled in all the faculties and parts of soul and body. . . . They being the root of all mankind, the guilt of this sin was imputed, and the same death in sin and corrupted nature conveyed to all their posterity descending from them by ordinary generation. . . . . From this original corruption, whereby we are utterly indisposed, disabled, and made opposite to all good, and wholly inclined to all evil, do proceed all actual transgressions. . . . Every sin, both original and actual, being a transgression of the righteous law of God, and contrary thereunto, doth, in its own nature, bring guilt upon the sinner, whereby he is bound over to the wrath of God and curse of the law, and so made subject to death, with all miseries spiritual, temporal, and eternal."239 "Man, by his fall into a state of sin, hath wholly lost all ability of will to any spiritual good accompanying salvation; so as a natural man, being altogether averse from that good, and dead in sin, is not able, by his own strength, to convert himself, or to prepare himself thereunto. . . . When God converts a sinner, and translates him into the state of grace, he freeth him from his natural bondage under sin, and by his grace alone enables him freely to will and to do that which is spiritually good; yet so as that, by reason of his remaining corruption, he doth not perfectly, nor only, will that which is good, but doth also will that which is evil."
 Wesleyan: ". . . Christ . . . suffered, was crucified, dead and buried, to reconcile his 

Father to us, and to be a sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also for the actual sins of men. . . . Original sin standeth not in the following Adam (as the Pelagians do vainly talk), but it is the corruption of the nature of every man, that naturally is engendered of the offspring of Adam, whereby man is very far gone from original righteousness, and of his own nature inclined to evil, and that continually. . . . The condition of man after the fall of Adam is such that he can not turn and prepare himself, by his own natural strength and works, to faith and calling upon God; wherefore we have no power to do good works, pleasant and acceptable to God, without the grace of God by Christ preventing [working first in] us, that we may have a good will, and working with us, 

when we have that good will."
Arminius: "This is my opinion concerning the Free-will of man: In his primitive condition as he came out of the hands of his Creator, man was endowed with such a portion of knowledge, holiness and power, as enabled him to understand, esteem, consider, will and to perform THE TRUE GOOD, according to the commandment delivered to him. Yet none of these acts could he do, except through the assistance of Divine Grace. But in his lapsed and sinful state, man is not capable, of and by himself, either to think, to will, or to do that which is really good; but it is necessary for him to be regenerated and renewed in his intellect, affections or will, and in all his powers, by God in Christ through the Holy Spirit, that he may be qualified rightly to understand, esteem, consider, will, and perform whatever is truly good. When he is made a partaker of this regeneration or renovation, I consider that, since he is delivered from sin, he is capable of thinking, willing and doing that which is good, but yet not without the continued aids of Divine Grace."242 "The proper and immediate effect of [Adam's first] sin was the offending of the Deity. . . . From this violation of his law, God conceives just displeasure, which is the second effect of sin. ([Gen.] iii, 16-19, 23, 24.) But to anger succeeds infliction of punishment, which was in this instance two-fold. (1.) [Reatus] A liability to two deaths. ([Gen.] ii, 17; Rom. vi, 23.) (2.) [Privatio] The withdrawing of that primitive righteousness and holiness, which, because they are the effects of the Holy Spirit dwelling in man, ought not to have remained in him after he had fallen from the favor of God, and had incurred the Divine displeasure. (Luke xix, 26.) For this Spirit is a seal of God's favor and good will. (Rom. viii, 14, 15; 1 Cor. ii, 12.) . . . The whole of this sin, however, is not peculiar to our first parents, but is common to the entire race and to all their posterity, who, at the time when this sin was committed, were in their loins, and who have since descended from them by the natural mode of propagation, according to the primitive benediction. For in Adam `all have sinned.' (Rom. v, 12.) Wherefore, whatever punishment was brought down upon our first parents, has likewise pervaded and yet pursues all their posterity. So that all men `are by nature the children of wrath,' (Ephes. ii, 3,) obnoxious to condemnation, and to temporal as well as to eternal death; they are also devoid of that original righteousness and holiness. (Rom. vi, 12, 18, 19.) With these evils they would remain oppressed forever, unless they were liberated by Christ Jesus; to whom be glory forever."243 "In the state of PRIMITIVE INNOCENCE, man had a mind endued with a clear understanding of heavenly light and truth concerning God, and his works and will, as far as was sufficient for the salvation of man and the glory of God; he had a heart imbued with `righteousness and true holiness,' and with a true and saving love of good; and powers abundantly [instructas] qualified or furnished perfectly to fulfill the law which God had imposed on him. . . . But man was not so confirmed in this state of innocence, as to be incapable of being moved, [specie] by the representation presented to him of some good, (whether it was of an inferior kind and relating to this animal life, or of a superior kind and relating to spiritual life,) inordinately and unlawfully to look upon it and to desire it, and of his own spontaneous as well as free motion, and through a preposterous desire for that good, to decline from the obedience which had been prescribed to him. Nay, [aversus] having turned away from the light of his own mind and his chief good, which is God, or, at least [conversus] having turned towards that chief good not in the manner in which he ought to have done, and besides having turned in mind and heart towards an inferior good, he transgressed the command given to him for life. By this foul deed, he precipitated himself from that noble and elevated condition into a state of the deepest infelicity, which is UNDER THE DOMINION OF SIN. . . . In this state, the free will of man towards the true good is not only wounded, maimed, infirm, bent, and [attenuatum] weakened; but it is also [captivatum] imprisoned, destroyed, and lost. And its powers are not only debilitated and useless unless they be assisted by grace, but it has no powers whatever except such as are excited by Divine grace. For Christ has said, `Without me ye can do nothing.' . . . 1. The mind of man, in this state, is dark, destitute of the saving knowledge of God, and according to the Apostle, incapable of those things which belong to the Spirit of God. . . . 2. To the darkness of the mind succeeds the perverseness of the affections and of the heart, according to which it hates and has an aversion to that which is truly good and pleasing to God; but it loves and pursues what is evil. The Apostle was unable to afford a more luminous description of this perverseness, than he has given in the following words: 


`The carnal mind is enmity against God. For it is not subject to the law of God,  neither indeed can be. So then, they that are 
in the flesh cannot please God.' (Rom. viii, 7.) . . . 3. Exactly correspondent to this darkness of the mind, and perverseness of the heart, is [impotentia] the utter weakness of all the powers to perform that which is truly good, and to omit the perpetration of that which is evil, in a due mode and from a due end and cause. The subjoined sayings of Christ serve to describe this impotence. `A corrupt tree cannot bring forth good fruit.' (Matt. vii, 18.) `How can ye, being evil, speak good things?' (xii, 34.) The following relates to the good which is properly described in the gospel: `No man can come to me, except the Father draw him.' (John vi, 44.) As do likewise the following words of the Apostle: `The carnal mind is not subject to the law of God, neither indeed can be;' (Rom. vii, 7;) therefore, that man over whom it has 

dominion, cannot perform what the law commands. . . ."244 
 Wesley: "The state of a natural man the Scripture represents as a state of sleep: the voice 

of God to him is, `Awake, thou that sleepest.' For his soul is in a deep sleep: his spiritual senses are not awake: they discern neither spiritual good nor evil. The eyes of his understanding are closed; they are sealed together, and see not. Clouds and darkness continually rest upon them; for he lies in the valley of the shadow of death. Hence, having no inlets for the knowledge of spiritual things, all the avenues of his soul being shut up, he is in gross, stupid ignorance of whatever he is most concerned to know. He is utterly ignorant of God, knowing nothing concerning him as he ought to know. He is totally a stranger to the law of God, as to its true, inward, spiritual meaning. He has no conception of that evangelical holiness, without which no man shall see the Lord; nor of the happiness which they only find whose `life is hid with Christ in God.' 

"And, for this very reason, because he is fast asleep, he is, in some sense, at rest. Because he is blind, he is also secure: he saith, `Tush, there shall no harm happen unto me.' The darkness which covers him on every side, keeps him in a kind of peace; so far as peace can consist with works of the devil, and with an earthly, devilish mind. He sees not that he stands on the edge of the pit; therefore he fears it not. He cannot tremble at the danger he does not know. He has not understanding enough to fear. 

"Why is it that he is in no dread of God? Because he is totally ignorant of Him: if not saying in his heart, `There is no God'; or, that `He sitteth on the circle of the heavens, and humbleth' yet satisfying himself as well, to all Epicurean intents and purposes, by saying, `God is merciful'; confounding and swallowing up at once in that unwieldy idea of mercy all his holiness and essential hatred of sin; all his justice, wisdom and truth. He is in no dread of the vengeance denounced against those who obey not the blessed law of God, because he understands it not. He imagines the main point is, to do thus, to be outwardly blameless; and sees not that it extends to every temper, desire, thought, motion of the heart. Or he fancies that the obligation hereto is ceased; that Christ came to `destroy the Law and the Prophets'; to save his people in, not from, their sins; to bring them to heaven without holiness—notwithstanding his own words, `Not one jot or tittle of the law shall pass away, till all things are fulfilled'; and, `Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord! shall enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father which is in heaven.' 

"He is secure, because he is utterly ignorant of himself. Hence he talks of `repenting by-and-by'; he does not indeed exactly know when, but some time or other before he dies; taking it for granted, that this is quite in his own power. For what should hinder his doing it, if he will? If he does but once set a resolution, no fear but he will make it good! 

"But this ignorance never so strongly glares, as in those who are termed men of learning. If a natural man be one of these, he can talk at large of his rational faculties, of the freedom of his will, and the absolute necessity of such freedom, in order to constitute man a moral agent. He reads, and argues, and proves to a demonstration, that every man may do as he will; may dispose his own heart to evil or good, as it seems best in his own eyes. Thus the god of this world spreads a double veil of blindness over his heart, lest, by any means, `the light of the glorious gospel of Christ should shine' upon it. 

"From the same ignorance of himself and God, there may sometime arise, in the natural man, a kind of joy, in congratulating himself upon his own wisdom and goodness; and what the world calls joy he may often possess. He may have pleasure in various kinds; either in gratifying the desires of the flesh, or the desire of the eye, or the pride of life; particularly if he has large possessions; if he enjoys an affluent fortune; then he may `clothe himself in purple and fine linen and fare sumptuously every day.' And so long as he thus doeth well unto himself, men will doubtless speak good of him. They will say, `He is a happy man.' For, indeed, this is the sum of worldly happiness; to dress, and visit, and talk, and eat, and drink, and rise up to play. 

"It is not surprising, if one in such circumstances as these, dosed with the opiates of flattery and sin, should imagine, among his other waking dreams, that he walks in great liberty. How easily may he persuade himself, that he is at liberty from all vulgar errors, and from the prejudice of education; judging exactly right, and keeping clear of all extremes. `I am free,' may he say, `from all the enthusiasm of weak and narrow souls; from superstition, the disease of fools and cowards, always righteous over much; and from bigotry, continually incident to those who have not a free and generous way of thinking.' And too sure it is that he is altogether free from the `wisdom which cometh from above,' from holiness, from the religion of the heart, from the whole mind which was in Christ. 

"For all this time he is the servant of sin. He commits sin, more or less, day by day. Yet he is not troubled: he `is in no bondage,' as some speak; he feels no condemnation. He contents himself (even though he should profess to believe that the Christian revelation is of God) with `Man is frail. We are all weak. Every man has his infirmity.' Perhaps he quotes Scripture: `Why does not Solomon say, The righteous man falls into sin seven times a day? And, doubtless they are all hypocrites or enthusiasts who pretend to be better than their neighbors.' If, at any time, a serious thought fix upon him, he stifles it as soon as possible, with `Why should I fear, since God is merciful, and Christ 

died for sinners?' 

"Thus, he remains a willing servant of sin, content with the bondage of corruption; inwardly and outwardly unholy, and satisfied therewith; not only not conquering sin, but not striving to conquer, particularly that sin which doth so easily beset him."245 

"This, therefore, is the first grand distinguishing point between Heathenism and Christianity. The one acknowledges that many men are infected with many vices, and even born with a proneness to them; but supposes withal, that in some the natural good much overbalances the evil: the other declares that all men are `conceived in sin,' and `shapen in wickedness'—that hence there is in every man a `carnal mind', which is enmity against God; which is not, cannot be, subject to `his law'; which so infects the whole soul, that `there dwelleth in' him `in his flesh,' in his natural state, `no good thing'; but `every imagination of the thoughts of his heart is evil,' only evil, and that 

`continually.' 

"Hence we may learn that all who deny this, call it `original sin,' or by any other title, are but Heathens still, in the fundamental point which differences Heathenism from Christianity. They may, indeed, allow, that men have many vices; that some are born with us; and that, consequently, we are not born altogether so wise or so virtuous as we should be; there being few that will roundly affirm, `We are born with as much propensity to good as to evil, and that every man is, by nature as virtuous and wise as Adam was at creation.' But here is the shibboleth: Is man by nature filled with all manner of evil? Is he void of all good? Is he wholly fallen? Is his soul totally corrupted? Or, to come back 

to the text, is `every imagination of the thoughts of his heart only evil continually?' 

"Allow this, and you are so far a Christian. Deny it, and you are but a Heathen 

still."246 

"Now God saw that all this, the whole thereof, was evil;—contrary to moral rectitude; contrary to the nature of God, which necessarily includes all good;247 contrary to the divine will, the eternal standard of good and evil; contrary to the pure, holy image of God, wherein man was originally created, and wherein he stood when God, surveying the works of his hands, saw them all to be very good; contrary to justice, mercy, and truth, and to the essential relations which each man bore to his Creator and his fellow-creatures. 

"But was there not good mingled with the evil? Was there not light intermixed with the darkness? No; none at all: `God saw that the whole imagination of the heart of man was only evil.' It cannot indeed be denied, but many of them, perhaps all, had good motions put into their hearts; for the Spirit of God did then also `strive with man,' if haply he might repent, more especially during the gracious reprieve, the hundred and twenty years, while the ark was preparing. But still `in his flesh dwelt no good thing;' all his nature was purely evil (emphasis added): It was wholly consistent with itself, and unmixed with anything of an opposite nature. 
"However, it may still be matter of inquiry, `Was there no intermission of this evil? 

Were there no lucid intervals, wherein something good might be found in the heart of man?' We are not here to consider, what the grace of God might occasionally work in his soul; and, abstracted from this, we have no reason to believe, there was any intermission of that evil. For God, who `saw the whole imagination of the thoughts of his heart to be only (emphasis original) evil,' saw likewise, that it was always the same, that it `was only evil continually (emphasis original);' every year, every day, every hour, every moment. 

He never deviated into good."
4. The Historic Doctrine of the Atonement 

a. Lutheran: "[T]he Word . . . truly suffered, was crucified, dead, and buried, that he might 

reconcile the Father unto us, and might be a sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also 

for all actual sins of men."249 

b. Calvinist: "The Lord Jesus, by his perfect obedience and sacrifice of himself, which he 

through the eternal Spirit once offered up unto God, hath fully satisfied the justice of his Father, and purchased not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inheritance in the kingdom of heaven, for all those whom the Father hath given unto him."250 "Christ, by his obedience and death, did fully discharge the debt of all those that are thus justified, and did make a proper, real, and full satisfaction to his Father's justice in their behalf. Yet inasmuch as he was given by the Father for them, and his obedience and satisfaction accepted in their stead, and both freely, not for any thing in them, their justification is only of free grace; that both the exact justice and rich grace of God might be glorified in 

the justification of sinners."251 

c. Wesleyan: "The Son . . . truly suffered, was crucified, dead and buried, to reconcile his 

Father to us, and to be a sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also for the actual sins of men."
Arminius: "Nor is it at all repugnant to the merits and satisfaction of Christ, which belong to him as a priest and a victim, that God is himself said to have `loved the world and given his only begotten Son,' (John iii, 16,) to have delivered him unto death, (Rom. iv, 25,) to have reconciled the world unto himself in Christ, (2 Cor. v, 19,) to have redeemed us, (Luke i, 68,) and to have freely forgiven us our sins. (Rom. iii, 25.) For we must consider the affection of love to be two-fold in God. The first is a love for the creature—The other, a love for justice, united to which is a hatred against sin. It was the will of God that each of these kinds of love should be satisfied. He gave satisfaction to his love for the creature who was a sinner, when he gave up his Son who might act the part of Mediator. But he rendered satisfaction to his love for justice and to his hatred 

against sin, when he imposed on his Son the office of Mediator by the shedding of his blood and by the suffering of death; (Heb. ii, 10; v, 8, 9;) and he was unwilling to admit him as the Intercessor for sinners except when sprinkled with his own blood, in which he might be made [expiatio] the propitiation for sins. (ix, 12.) . . . In this respect also it 

may with propriety be said that God rendered satisfaction to himself, and appeased 

himself in `the Son of his love.'" 

Wesley:254 Commenting on 1 John 2:2, which says that Christ is "the propitiation for our 

sins," Wesley explains propitiation to mean "[t]he atoning sacrifice, by which the wrath 

of God is appeased."255 Commenting on Romans 3:25, Wesley writes: ". . . a propitiation—To appease an offended God. But if, as some teach, God never was offended, there was no need of this propitiation. And if so, Christ died in vain. To declare his righteousness—To demonstrate not only his clemency, but his justice: even that vindictive justice, whose essential character and principal office is, to punish sin. 

. . ."
5. The Historic Doctrine of Justification 

a. Lutheran: "[M]en can not be justified [obtain forgiveness of sins and righteousness] 

before God by their own powers, merits, or works; but are justified freely [of grace] for Christ's sake through faith, when they believe that they are received into favor, and their sins forgiven for Christ's sake, who by his death hath satisfied for our sins. This faith doth God impute for righteousness before him. Rom. iii. and iv."257 "[W]e unanimously believe, teach, and confess that Christ is truly our righteousness, but yet neither according to the divine nature alone, nor according to the human nature alone, but the whole Christ according to both natures, to wit: in his sole, most absolute obedience which he rendered to the Father even unto death, as God and man, and thereby merited for us the remission of all our sins and eternal life. As it is written: `As by one man's disobedience many were made sinners, so by the obedience of one shall many be made righteous' (Rom. v. 19). . . . We believe, therefore, teach, and confess that this very thing is our righteousness before God, namely, that God remits to us our sins of mere grace, without any respect of our works, going before, present, or following, or of our worthiness or merit. For he bestows and imputes to us the righteousness of the obedience of Christ; for the sake of that righteousness we are received by God into favor and accounted righteous. . . . We believe, also, teach, and confess that Faith alone is the means and instrument whereby we lay hold on Christ the Saviour, and so in Christ lay hold on that righteousness which is able to stand before the judgment of God; for that faith, for Christ's sake, is imputed to us for righteousness (Rom. iv. 5). . . . We believe, teach, and confess, moreover, that, although they that truly believe in Christ and are born again are even to the hour of death obnoxious to many infirmities and stains, yet they ought not to doubt either of the righteousness which is imputed to them through faith or concerning their eternal salvation, but rather are they firmly to be convinced that, for Christ's sake, according to the promise and unshaken word of the gospel, they have God reconciled to them. . . . We repudiate, therefore, and condemn all the false dogmas, which we will now recount: . . . That believers in Christ are righteous and saved before God, both through the imputed righteousness of Christ and through the new obedience which is begun in them. . . . That faith does not justify without good works, that therefore good works are necessarily required for righteousness, and that independently of their being present man can not be justified."

Calvinist: "Those whom God effectually calleth he also freely justifieth; not by infusing righteousness into them, but by pardoning their sins, and by accounting and accepting their persons as righteous: not for any thing wrought in them, or done by them, but for Christ's sake alone; nor by imputing faith itself, the act of believing, or any other evangelical obedience to them, as their righteousness; but by imputing the obedience and satisfaction of Christ unto them, they receiving and resting on him and his righteousness by faith; which faith they have not of themselves, it is the gift of God. . . . Faith, thus receiving and resting on Christ and his righteousness, is the alone instrument of justification; yet is it not alone in the person justified, but is ever accompanied with all other saving graces, and is no dead faith, but worketh by love." 

Wesleyan: "We are accounted righteous before God only for the merit of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ by faith, and not for our own works or deservings. Wherefore, that we are justified by faith only is a most wholesome doctrine, and very full of comfort."
Arminius: "I believe that sinners are accounted righteous solely by the obedience of Christ; and that the righteousness of Christ is the only meritorious cause on account of which God pardons the sins of believers and reckons them as righteous as if they had perfectly fulfilled the law. But since God imputes the righteousness of Christ to none except believers, I conclude that, in this sense, it may be well and properly said, To a man who believes, Faith is imputed for righteousness through grace, because God hath set forth his Son, Jesus Christ, to be a propitiation, a throne of grace, [or mercy seat] 

through faith in his blood."
Wesley: ". . . as the sin of Adam, without the sins which we afterward committed, brought us death; so the righteousness of Christ, without the good works which we afterward performed, brings us life. . . ."262 "As by the disobedience of one man, many, that is, all men, were constituted sinners—Being then in the loins of their first parent, the common head and representative of them all; so by the obedience of one—By his obedience unto death: by his dying for us; many—All that believe, shall be constituted 

righteous—Justified, pardoned."
Conclusion 

Moral Government Theology, as defined and documented in Section I above, is both heretical, 

in that it is divisive and divided from Christ's true doctrine revealed in Scripture and embraced by the whole Church through the ages, and blasphemous, in that it attacks the perfect and unchangeable holiness, goodness, and justice of God and the atoning work of Christ on the Cross. It is not an aberrant form of Christianity but non-Christianity, or, as Wesley described the denial of original sin, 

"heathenism." It simultaneously debases God by denying His infinite intellectual and moral 

perfections and exalts man by denying the moral corruption of his nature and asserting instead his moral ability. It is not the real gospel but a false gospel that denies that the substitutionary death of Christ purchases redemption for all who believe, thus denigrating the infinite and perfect value of Christ's propitiatory sacrifice on the Cross and making every man the ultimate cause of his own salvation. 

Proponents of Moral Government Theology accuse those who dare to hold their beliefs up to the bright light of Scripture of being divisive. They plea for the unity of the Body of Christ, despite differences in belief. But the real unity of the Body of Christ has nothing to fear from the most diligent testing of doctrine; rather, it is strengthened whenever false doctrine, especially false doctrine that strikes at the defining roots of the faith, is revealed for what it is. Not the defense of orthodoxy, but the propagation and condoning of heresy undermine the unity of the Church. 

Moral Government Theology is one of those winds of doctrine that threaten the growth of the Body of Christ in unity. Against such Paul warned us to be "no longer . . . children, tossed here and there by the trickery of men, by craftiness in deceitful scheming; but speaking the truth in love, we are to grow up in all aspects into Him, who is the head, even Christ, from whom the whole body, being fitted and held together by that which every joint supplies, according to the proper working of each individual part, causes the growth of the body for the building up of itself in love" (Ephesians 4:14-16). 

Two attitudes toward Moral Government Theology, in addition to that of actually embracing it, are especially pernicious: (1) Permitting it to be taught as an optional view within Christianity, while professing adherence to the biblical, historic, orthodox view defined and proved above as utterly contradictory to it. This is pernicious because it evidences a lack of (a) appreciation for the perfections of God, (b) repugnance toward the sinfulness of man, and (c) gratitude and awe in regard to the glorious grace of God displayed in the atonement and in justification, and also because it creates confusion among the saints by leading them to believe that one can simultaneously embrace the essential truths of the faith and yet compromise and make way for a system that denies and denigrates them. (2) Pretending that it is merely a form of Arminianism or Wesleyanism. This is pernicious because it both misunderstands and misrepresents the historic doctrines of those two traditions and therefore deceives many unlearned people who are unprepared and ill-equipped to discover the facts, leading them to conceive of Moral Government Theology as consistent with biblical, historic, orthodox Christianity, when in fact it is radically opposed to the faith once for all delivered to the saints. It is particularly regretful that those who claim that Moral Government Theology is consistent with Wesleyanism and Arminianism do so in either ignorance or contempt of the facts about the historic doctrines of those systems. 

Some might think us narrow, intolerant, or bigoted for defining Moral Government Theology as outside the bounds of real Christianity. Yet it was John Wesley, who of all great evangelical preachers and theologians was noted highly for his longing for unity among the brethren and peace throughout the Body of Christ, and whose sermon "On the Catholic Spirit" rightly earned him the reputation of one who believed in reaching across doctrinal boundaries to join hands with brothers and sisters, who wrote of the doctrine of original sin, "Allow this, and you are so far a Christian. Deny it, and you are but a Heathen still."
 If Wesley could make that single doctrine the "shibboleth," as he called it, that distinguished Christian from heathen, how are we to be accused of intolerance if we insist that these five doctrines that all Christian communions have always recognized to be of paramount importance, including that one, are, taken together, defining marks of real Christianity? 

We therefore call upon all who call themselves Christians to condemn Moral Government Theology. Not only should it not be embraced among the people of God, but also it should be rejected and fought by them. It is not one among many slight variations on the gospel; it is anti- gospel. It is not one among many varieties of Christianity, it is anti-Christianity. Therefore, all institutions within the Church of God are duty bound to prohibit the teaching and propagating of Moral Government Theology by refusing to permit anyone to teach it under their auspices. Furthermore, any institution that heretofore has permitted the teaching of Moral Government Theology ought, from fidelity to Christ and His Word and from a care for the health of the Body of Christ, to repent publicly of it and to do all in its power to restore those previously influenced by Moral Government Theology under their auspices to a biblical understanding of the glorious perfections of God, the sinfulness of man, the atoning work of Christ, and justification by grace through faith. 

At the same time that we condemn Moral Government Theology as heresy and call on those who have embraced it to turn from it, we rejoice and invite our brothers and sisters to rejoice with us in the beautiful, holy, and miraculous unity of the faith among the chief branches of Protestantism: Lutheran, Calvinist, Arminian, and Wesleyan. The differences that distinguish these traditions, while they are many and real, are dwarfed—as we have seen above—by the solid core of agreement that expresses the unity they have been given in Christ Jesus, the one Son of the one God, revealed by the one Holy Spirit to the one Bride in the one faith. We regret the divisions among us, but we glory in the reality that there is "one body and one Spirit, . . . one hope of [our] calling; one Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all who is over all and through all and in all" (Ephesians 4:4-6), ever mindful that the Body of Christ is being built up "until we all attain to the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a mature man, to the measure of the stature which belongs to the fullness of Christ" (Ephesians 4:13). 

We need to be mindful of these things. EE workers will encounter this thinking on the mission field and they should know how to identify it's faults, how to discuss them, and how to correct the thinking so that it is more Biblical.  This kind of thinking also really messes up people's lives.  It messed up Judy's life because it filled her with doubts.  It messed with Greg because it made him prideful and angry.  We need to help people see what the Bible actually says.That's the only way we can really be truly humbled.  There's nothing we can do to earn the kind of love for sinners that the Bible talks about.

Question and Answer:

Q: Can this viewpoint lead to the idea that we're not totally fallen?

A:  We need to remember that we don't follow our thoughts out to the extremities of their implications.  Our students do.  Someone can sit there and say, "You are inherently good" and your knowledge of man's sinfulness will keep you from going all the way down that road.  A student listening to that may do that. That is obviously mistaken thinking up against scripture.  Perhaps what you're getting at is in reference to what is referred as "common grace" in the Reform tradition. "Special grace" or saving grace is in reference to regenerating those who are saved and giving them the gifts of repentance and faith and having Christ die for them.  "Common grace" are the good things that he lets everyone experience. He lets the sun shine on the just and the unjust.  He lets rain fall on the just and the unjust.  He allows the righteous and unrighteous to see beautiful sunsets.  He places genuine love in degenerate.  What you're seeing in the fact that sinful people do good things is not the inherent goodness in them.  What you're seeing is the overflowing goodness of God that despite their totally depravity, works wonderful good things through them.  That turns it around and all the glory goes to God.  If it really is through Christ alone that we are saved, that means that all the glory does go to Him.  That bothers those who don't love him or recognize him for who he is - especially those who think that we are inherently good.  They may rather we had something to do with it.  Whatever you find to do, do it all to the glory of God.  He is so worthy of adoration and praise for what he's done for us through Christ.

