Porumm
~ More on Process Theology and
The Absolute God.

rther to Rev. David Silversides, (See BRyJ No.23)
BRJsubscrlber Mr. Sam Bell presses the enquiry
gurther as to Mr. Allen Baird’s thesis of BRJ No. 21,

Mr Allen Baird responds to Mr. Bell.

Dear Editor,

I wish to pursue some issues arising from the article entitled “The Absolute
God,” by Allen Baird, in the Issue No. 21 of the Journal. I refer in particular to the
section on pages 4 to 6, where some statements made by Rev. David Silversides in
the 1995 debate entitled “Common Grace - Is It Scriptural?” are quoted and dis-
cussed. Having attended the debate referred to, and having given its subject matter

considerable thought, I have three questions which I would like to see treated in
more detail.

Logic

On page 4, Mr. Baird challenges the following statement by Rev. Silversides.
“God is unchangeable in Himself. That means that all His attributes are unchange-
able and therefore the attribute of grace or love is unchangeable in God. That does
not mean that the manifestation of grace must be unchangeable in its objects.”

If I have understood Mr. Baird correctly, he responds with the following argu-
ment. God is unchangeable. God and his attributes are the same. One of God's

attributes is love. Therefore, from everlasting to everlasting, God’s love (or lack of
It) towards any individual must be unchangeable.

I'am not convinced that the conclusion necessarily follows from the premises.
Let me repeat the premises, and substitute an inference of my own. God is
“nchangeable. God and his attributes are the same. One of God's attributes isllow.).
Therefore, God's attribute of love is unchangeable. This more cautious deducu(.)n.ls
?urely beyond dispute. But what exactly does it mean, and what may we now infer

oM it? T suggest that we might, in the first instance, merely deduce that (it s
\
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ove. and always will be love. That is, we deduyce that G
s unchangeable in Himself. We need not necessar;] 0d, jp, His

presses this immutable aspect of Hig beingy gedUCe hoy,
- but ’

always been l

attribute of love, 1

He ex
hom, or when e - i ’ :

tO_V‘;n eason further, with Mr. Brd, that 1t God’s love is Unchangeaple g e
mig » Hle

v His love fo any object may neither cease nor vary from eternity eternjl: Sure.
yh [ ask, is the latter inference a necessary lnf.eren'ce? Why muygt the uy Y. By
why, ’ nd precisely so far as its direction 1o pqy, Chang,

, te .
2ity of God’s love ex , , iCulgr ..
at;:mythe words may bear another less demanding meaning? Objects

when

Then again, having deduced so much frqm the }Jnchangeableness of God’g o
why not deduce more? Does not Goq mamfgst Himself to men in pyy; i Ve,
well as in dispositions? Are then H1§ providences unchangeable? Having gi\,/:S
prosperity to a man, can He reduce him to poverty and still be the unchangeabl:
God? To argue so would patently be absurd. But why, then, is Mr, Baird’s logic
compelling in the one instance and not in the other? Of course, both Prosperity ang
poverty may be providentially arranged by God for a man’s good, and thys be in
conformity with His loving purpose for the man; but that is not the point. The ques-
tion is, just how far should God’s essential unchangeableness be extrapolated to s
dealings with men, and what, logically, requires the line to be drawn at one point

rather than another.

On page 4, Mr. Baird seeks to demonstrate the absurdity of Rev. Silversides’ view
by arguing that it must arise from one of three foundations, each of which is clear-
ly false. For example, “... the manifestation of God to the creature does not have to
be the same as God in Himself if it is the case that God ceases to be God when He
manifests Himself to the creature ....” The wording betrays an unwarranted pre-
sumption: that God’s dealings with men are to be equated with His essence. Is it not
plain that the manifestation of God to the creature is not the same thing as God in
Himself?! The fact that God is love in Himself is essentially distinct from the fact
that He loves me. For example, I do not worship God’s love towards me, though I
worship the God who is love. Again, I do not have to exist for God to be qu-
Neither must God love me for God to be love. Why, then, must the unchangeabili-
ty of God’s love necessarily entail that ke forever love me?2

The article continues to make deductions which seem to me less than secu™

1 There IS an ambiguity about this wording which is to be regretted. The casual e Weu' i;[;
the ’mamfestation of God to the creature” to mean “the revelation of God to the creature” I " rjeql'

God s relation to the creature in disposition and dealings which we are considering. Wil o 'f‘:ve
Ings miuSt be consistent with His nature, we must consider His dealings as distinct from BRI

are ultimately to avoid pantheism.

2.1 am not disputing the plain testimony of Scripture regarding the certain perse

ing | i
& love to His people, only the soundness of the logical deduction on which Mr.

in his rejection of Common Grace. _/

d’s elect-

verance of GO vily

Baird relies $O hea
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God might also decree, unchangeably, some lemporary states Hm(]ipOSSlble tha
States, as He does wi
S with the

pl’ovidemml circumstances of men. In other words. (he infer d
™ -Ience drawn b
y the

canons of Dordtdoes not necessarily transfer to the areng in whicl i
use it. But I must move on. ich Mr. Baird would

Scripture

On page 5. Mr. Baird challenges another statement by Rev. Silversides. “There i
nothing that conflicts with the unchangeableness of God to. ay tlnlt qusé hex'e is
indeed does eternally and unchangeably decree a Semlel{ce of‘ dis ozllzlyo:nd
Leaving aside some further examples of dubious reasoning, let uf consid:r
Scripture.

Mr. Baird refuses to acknowledge that God purposes sequences of dispositions
Consider the following: -

They have moved me to jealousy with that which is not God, they have provoked
me to anger with their vanities: and I will move them to jealousy with those which
are not a people; I will provoke them to anger with a foolish nation. (Deuteronomy

32:21).

Because they have forsaken me, and have burned incense unto other gods. that
they might provoke me to anger with all the works of their hands; therefore my
wrath shall be kindled against this place, and shall not be quenched. (2 Kings
22:17).

Rejoice not when thine enemy falleth, and let not thine heart be glad when he
stumbleth: Lest the LORD see it, and it displease him, and he turn away his wrath
from him. (Proverbs 24:17,18).

ms of God’s anger or wrath or

These and numerous other Scriptures speak in te
seems o me, we

displeasure being aroused in response to the deeds of men. Here, 1t
have sequences of dispositions writ large.
ds of men. Itis also true

e not fully within his
anthro-

Now it is true that God is not taken by surprise by the dee
that we must not ascribe passions to God, as if His anger e 1y Eplod
Svereign and holy control. And it is true that Scripture regularly emp
\
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, : s dealings are described in the |
; in which God’s . angua

omorphic langu%gft, when every care has been taken to avoid aJ| plainly ei“foof the
dealing$s of men. ill say what they say. They say that Gog s @ Neoy

: t
Scriptures S S Move
thoughts thesf’i’I . provoked to anger’, and that His “wrath shg; be kindgdio
ealousy, that ¢ God’s anger and wrath wax and wane n righted .
eOUS

- dicate tha : _ ¢
ind 1. If God is so described to us, is it not because ¢

ds that we should think of .Him in this w?y? A.nd if we are o t
. pic way, is it not because there 1s some ser}se n Wthh these things are ¢
God in this ;N‘fyéot where will this leave our doctrine of Scripture? Clark Pinng ku’e
of Qod? AIt]edl o p’a ge 3, that God “experiences temporal passage, learns pey, f:lcts
36}1];?11?:; occur and changes plan in response to what l-1umans do,” is unmitigatei
heresy, but the fact that God is reveal.ed to us as responding to yvhat men do, in both
disposition and deed, cannot conveniently be brushed under his heretical carpet,

© Spirit

of God inten hink of

[ have no doubt that Mr. Baird understands the texts I have quoted in a manpe
consistent with his position, and will be able to provide an interpretation accord-
ingly. But when he has completed his exegesis, I shall be glad to know how it dif.
fers from the conclusion that God was not “moved to jealousy”, that He was nor
“provoked to anger”, and that it 1s impossible that God’s “wrath shall be kindled”,

Scripture and Logic

This brief consideration of, first logic, and then Scripture, compels me to ask a
further question. Does logic govern our interpretation of Scripture, or does Scripture
govern our use of logic? I trust we shall agree that, while the former is in a sense
true, the latter must take priority. I have a high regard for the role of reason in the-
ology, but I also believe that reason must be brought into conformity with Scripture,
rather than the reverse. It is from Scripture that we learn what is logical and rea-
sonable. And we certainly cannot find contradictions where Scripture finds none.

This, of course, is easy to say. The practicalities are more difficult, and lead me
to some considerations which I will not pretend fully to have resolved.

S Real Contrafiictions are impossible, a truth which ultimately we derive from

trizgtl;;ed Eut Lf [ come across a statement in Scripture from which I deduce “A ;S

sible ,re Solu?im ey from which I'deduce “A is not true”, then there may be tWOl POOr

one or oth S el .have interpreted one or other of the texts incorrectiy:
er of my deductions from them js wrong.

IfTam . .
then I am (S)lll)rle that my Interpretations of the apparently conflicting texts are COrTh"fl S
o o Offendlged to let Scripture subdue my erring faculty of reason, and, mgc.On

7 sense of logic, I must accept that there 1s no actual contradictiort
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my mind may struggle to do. 80, and that there m
Gibility which the mind of no man Wlll ever fully resolve,
- posing to Mr. Baird. I believe it is a Path famili
it upon Arminians who Cr){ ‘.‘Contradlctlon!”
must urge ! f God and the responsibility of men, reaso
d«estinat;](ﬂl’;'kzg the predestination of God impossible.

of men ‘

tively, my interpretations of the apparently conflicting texts may be incor-

Ao ine them more closely I may find that [ have misinterpreted one or the
g A ex;\jvminterpretation will alter my deductions so that the conflict is avoided.
oer:# n?\/lr Baird would press this path upon me, as I have often pressed it upon
e d'OI'Jbtg w'ho insist, for example, that Hebrews 6:6 teaches the possibility of los-
Armmlaf;(’m It is easy, however, to take the wrong path. Arminians do so when they
inng 2:11(\),361 ar'ld perverse interpretations of predestinarian texts in order to reconcile
tsl?:m with their unscriptural l.ogic. | | k

The difficulty lies in the interplay bet\yeen these §on51deraF10ns‘ a§ we se?e to

derstand Scripture. We must struggle with both logical and linguistic considera-
u'n Just what meaning can the words of a text bear? The words themselves may
::3(::/2 considerable scope for differing meanings. Thc? process of bringing tbe con-
text to bear, keeping in mind the commentary of Scr1ptur§ as a whole, c.on51der.mg
the relationship of the text to diverse doctrines, and keeping our reasoning subject
to other scriptures over which we may have hac} equal struggles, introduces a deg.ref1
of subtlety and complexity to the resolution of issues such as Corpmon Grace whic
is scarcely acknowledged in the confident syllogising of Mr. Baird.

ay even be aspects of
This is the path I am
ar to him, for often he
when we speak of the pre-
ning that the responsibility

Conclusion | |

Notwithstanding the perplexity such considerations have cauged me in struggling
to understand this subject, I am increasingly confident of twg things. Flrst,.t}?e csse
against Common Grace relies heavily on a deductive reasoning yvhose vahdltyf tﬁs
not been properly justified, and whose conclusions. take.msufflclent aC.C(_)unt .oh. g
import of a number of scriptures. Second, Rev. Sllver51d§s has, by distinguishing
things which differ, and by subordinating reason to Scripture, presented a case
Which has yet to be answered.3

Yours faithfully, Mr. Sam Bell. Dunadry, Co. Antrim NI
—_— Mr. Baird responds......page 32 following...............

. . "
. For the sake of completeness, I refer to the third and final statement by Rev. S1lvers;cl1]e;s fv(;]?;(:sh](l)\:[]g
ard addreggeg in his article, “[God] can show mercy as, when, how, and to the e§teqt,r Tl
o SOvereignly pleases.” I find Mr. Baird’s response unsatisfactory for rf?asons simi zzhat e i
. ready ®Xplained. Byt Rey, Silversides’ statement originally arose as he trlfedktohshstzziemem s Inapei-
. Genying the Sovereignty of God, actually exalts it. In that context I think the B el
o because it begs the question. It can only exalt the sovereign?y O.f God if the na
" free to Exercise this sovereignty, and that is precisely what is in dispute.
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Mr. Allen Baird responds to Mr. Bel,  —

nse to my article on The Absolute God was a pleasure (o -
its clear and honest nature, bgt most 1m’p0rtantly becauge It tak ,
e matter and confronts those issues which require ¢y, frontas es
to Rev. gilversides’ reply, I W‘l“ try and answer ey}, poin]to.n'
Iso have the privilege of knowing - raises it. as

This respo
not only because of
us to the heart of th

As with my answer
Mr. Bell - whom Ia

(1) Logic

Firstly, I will tackle the relation betV\{een the nature of God’s l'ove and the o bjects
of God’s love. Mr. Bell and I are both In agreemgnt that the attribute of diyine love
partakes of all the usual 1nc.0mm1‘1mcab'le. attributes of - God, one of Which is
immutability. According to this attribute, it is not only affirmed that God in actyy
fact does not change, but also that He could not change, and is therefore beyond g
possibility of change. But the question I require Mr. B'el.l to face is this. Wity
respect to what in God 1s He unchangeable? My position, and the position |
assumed during the course of my argument, was that God is immutable not only
with regard to His existence but also with regard to His will. The two cannot be sep-
arated in God: God’s will is simply God willing.

Notice I am here emphasising God’s immanent will. With regard to the creation,
it is a transient and external, and is not so much in God as from God. Nevertheless,
the decree or will of God regarding objects external to Himself is immanent in God.
This is true of the election, which 1s God’s eternal choice in love of various human
persons. It is therefore the unchangeable will of God that various creaturely objects
would partake in His love. Indeed, to properly understand the decree is to acknowl-
edge that not only did God will to reveal a certain love for certain human creatures
at a certain point in time, but that He actually loved them in His decree prior to their
creation. Hence, the numerous passages of Scripture which explain that the reason
for God’s election of certain humans was His (logically) prior love of them.

Wha’t I want the readers to take from all this is the truth that nature and objects
ZlflG?: S l(,)ve T united by the fact that both are in God. Of, course, we do not ac.tut-1
Car{notxl;ite:nltﬂ V\(/lehare born. ‘Existence’ is a notoriously problematic 1dea_ chlﬁzd
to really an dpﬁ?]rle ere. But even M. Bell will acknowledge that Jesus Christ "
another twohe 3' atone for ChrlStIZ?.nS’ sins even though they might n,Ot bef l.aornOme
sense for God to Tand years. Suffice to say that we must have ‘eisloil is

ove and elect us, and for Christ to die for us. Therefore, her®

a correlation between ble
; the unchange ) he unchange?
objects of God’s love, becags geable nature of God’s love and t

. o oa By 1] 1s con-
cemed. And it is ap € both exist in God as far as His immanent will lsver%y
. i 1 . ’ O O
centres on, out this immanent will that the ‘common grace’ €on
\ /
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m‘?ve’ or lack of love, must be unchangeable towards o] I
cas? both are in God. -Therefore, when Mr. Bell says that although we -
;educe that God, In His attribute of love, is unchangeable in Himself, we “neeq can
qecessarily deduce how, to whom, or when He expresses this immutable aspectn ?nt“
His b eing” h(? forgets that God expr'esse's a love to certain exclusive humans ip time
— of H1§ prior love for them in Himself. But this love is still in God. 1t does
Lot exist outside God, becauge Of the very fact that it is immutable and therefore
beyoﬂd time. And because this prior love of God’s

1s immutable jn Himsel )
ing it objects, God can only reveal Himself in ti /f regard

_ me as the immutable God who
exclusively loves certain humans, and them alone. That is who He is! All this is

simply to sy that ‘common grace’ contradicts immutable election.

Secondly, with regard to Mr. Bell’s comments about providence, could I say the
following. The sudden switch from God’s love in Himself (i.e. the decree of elec-
tion) to the subject of God’s external works of providence demonstrates, I think, a
fundamental confusion in Mr. Bell’s thinking with regard to the eternal God’s rela-
tion to time. God 18 not in providence. Rather, it is something that is external to
and from Him. Certainly, God gives a knowledge of Himself in providence and the
creation (‘general revelation’) but even this clearly includes His incommunicable
attributes, even the invisible things of God’s divinity and eternality (Rom. 1: 20).
Therefore, in answer to Mr. Bell’s rhetorical challenge, I assert that there is a real
sense in which God’s providences are unchangeable. Not only are they unchange-

ably willed from God, but they reveal the unchangeable God from whom they come,
who unchangeably willed that they would.

Nothing in my article even suggested that the essence of God was to be equated
with His dealings with men. Indeed, this is the very mistake made by those who
believe in ‘common grace,” as they falsely deduce that God loves someone merely
because they are wealthy or happen to hear the gospel. Rather, firstly, I was equat-
Ing the essence of God with the dispositions of God, and saying that both are equal-
ly immutable and eternal, contra all talk of ‘sequences of differing dispositions’ et
f’/- And secondly, I was arguing that it is this same God (i.e. the eternal aqd
mmutable God) who is manifested in time, meaning not only that the God who is
Manifested in time must be eternal and immutable if He is to be the same God as
the one who wills in eternity, but also most emphatically that this God does not

seome temporal and changeable simply because He is related in a wor‘ld that 18
empora] ang changeable. Again, this is exactly the mistake made by cgmmpn
STace.” But because in temporal revelation God does not become the revelation (1.€.

t - . ; d
R creation o the Bible or the human nature of Christ), He remains the eternal an

u
Nchangeable Ope who is revealed.
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n Mr. Bell’s use of the Scripmrem
ich t

be found in I John. Two importan; pea_ches us
OIntg fol\
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Thirdly, I woul
These verses are to

that God 18 Love.
Jow from these verses. Firstly; although God is love in Himself, th;
nding or temporal mission of the incarnate Son i4'818915)ve Was map
O . Oh tha )
Uthe

ifested in the s¢
‘common grace’ brigade would take these verses to heart! The |
indeed is. 1N Himself, 1 revealed in time in the redemptive activit Ove that G has
is the gospel (1 Cor. 15:3-4). Therefore, another love of God is vt the Son, Whids‘
can only perceive Of know what the love of God is because of g]’zo_fher gospel. \;h
hat John is not afraid of using some ‘mere h::lt (IlJohn 3;16)e
an logic” iy |, ,

Secondly, we see't
(I John 4:16). All of God is lov
c,
some people remaip i,

reasoning about God
condition of love; therefore, there are some who remain in God
, and God i

od in them

And we know that we remain in God, and loved b
the Spirit. Thg love O_f God is therefore a Trinitariaill z(i}f(f);i’r b:;s(l)l e of t.he giving of
:)}frg;e Sfther in ellectlon (I John 4:19), as well as the Son, and Smli)r assing the work
fhree Iztosgrtl)si ;erf:' ovehbeca}lse they are God. To have the love of%cl)g _EaCh of the
N lore C;I:l)n:) tebTrlune God. This is why the nature and Ob‘els to be unit-
sl (L Pt 14&; saer;l);rfhtiesd:g (t)l;; olbje(:‘IES of God’s love partaké' ocft SH?sf ,Si(t)d’s
. 1:4), el is Triune, having eternal, historical o
: , and

18
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internal aspects.
Therefore, when Mr. Bell
! : says that God’s love ‘in Hi
imself’ and God’
s love

‘towards me’ are ‘essentl gt
ntially distinct” h

sever become the Hany o he needs to be very care .

ly needs to be Streianzie thing’ (his choice of words) as Go}:i Hi rrfmif Cena}nly, we

et atonememse Ctlhat we are united to the same God in tinfe . But it equal-

His electing love Upoarlln re{;reneratlon) as the God who eternally e ((tihrough repre-
. us. To use some i and really pla

cal Tr1n1ty is the ; € important theologti . ptaces

ec s ogical :
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(2) SCl‘ipture

Now we are gettin
Scriptu : g down to busi
whi(I:)h ;;Zﬁf:si‘fgesr that God does p?ler;i;se I:;Ir.uBeu juotes Some [ESSIERS of
Lhe .following poi m;n ;eiils)gnse to the deeds of meg ’er(ljc()erfc(c)ef‘r(li'lsposmons in Himst?
i;i‘: Oalf 3 theology of the iill,l;ft};s-r? not verses which set oultnt%)t;f;s;cliztfnc:: unsl?l;z
the rr;at?er ShOl.lld .be turned to first ll};ty of God. Other verses directly address this
the Probleni\re Indirect, and theref, , but any inferences made from these verses on
sic concept r: ther than the solutioore secondary. Secondly, these verses are P
porated in aOSot]}:i-nature of God, arsl’ISItrle];lSt for one who holds to the orthodox/cl
Let me tur ¢ ;l?zg but cannot give t.he ell does. Certainly, they should be inco””
e verses which, in answe{_ to the problem.
» In my opinion, constitute the Bib

tion for the
theologj
ogical doctrine of the im
mutability of God
/
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/g();;—gflﬁ and every perfect gift is from aboW
’ . I

E‘;ﬂ')’ le : . ’ . ‘
. . with whom is ’ , down

he Fathe! of lights o variableness, nejthe shadow of 1, / om
' ning.

(James 12 1

[ am the LORD, I change not; therefore ye sons
(Malachi 3 : 6).

of Jacob are noy consumed

Firstly, in James 1:17, not only change is denied to God, but even the * hadom
of change. i.e. change to th.e least degree or in the least manner. I CO”tra;tidO:
cun. the source of earth!y. hghtT God is not subject to ‘eclipses’ or interce tio0 ~[ X
and sequences in the s'plrltual light of the revelation of His Own nature Siconzjllo
Malachi uses the logical word ‘therefore’ to show the link betweer.l Jeho:ahyi
immutability intema_lly and externally, as I was arguing for earlier. But the Scriptur:,
is just as emphatic in emphasising God’s immutability for the divine will as it is
about God’s nature. (Remember that God’s will and nature are one and that God';
will always has an object). ‘

God is not a man, that he should lie; neither the son of man, that he should
repent: hath he said, and shall he not do it? or hath he spoken, and shall he not
make it good? (Num. 23:19; cf. 1 Sam. 15:29).

My counsel shall stand, and I will do all my pleasure. (Isa. 46:10; also cf. Heb.
6:17-18).

It might be replied that these verses speak of God’s ‘decretive will’ rather than
His ‘preceptive will.” Firstly, we should remember that these distinctions refer to
two aspects of the one will of God rather than two wills. Secondly, while this might
be true for the second verse above, it is not true for the first, which emphasises what
God has said and spoken. Thus, not only what God is ‘in Himself” is immutable,

but also what He is to His creatures.

But the verses which Mr. Bell quotes seem to point us in an opposite direction.
What shall we then do? Arbitrarily choose one group at the expense of the other?
Let me suggest a way out. We are faced with two seemingly contradictory.the.O-
logical hypotheses. The first one, the ‘free-offer’ hypothesis, asserts that (.}od.ns dns-
Posed toward performing things which never come about and changes His dispost-
tions in reaction to human actions. The ‘non free-offer’ hypothesis asserts: that‘Gh(?c:

°¢S not change His dispositions towards the same objects and that He Permm’lS ' }‘l_
Which He ig disposed to do. These two hypotheses are contradictory to one ‘m")“d
rand therefore cannot both be true. Both hypotheses claim Biblical support, an

I. Be]] Provided the sort of texts which people of his opinipn would ;elty rm:émng

> & possible way forward, I wish to suggest the following method for testing

\
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which hypothesis is correct. This suggestion i§ based on thm
Scripture is a unity and that Scripture interprets itself. Iknow that ho, My gﬂs that

Rev. Silversides accept these basic. assqmptions. I propose that that theole l and
hypothesis is corre ct, firstly, which is built on the largest numpey of cleqy ansglcal
Fele.

vant texts, and secondly, which explains the greatest number of diffi
other words, that hypothesis is true which can be used to solve the
and leave the least.

Now, according to my obviously biased opinion, the ‘non free-offe,’ h
wins hands down for the following reasons. Firstly, the ‘free-offer posi
consciously and deliberately collapses into and relies on the notion of paradg
which by definition is an inextricable conundrum, with no problem solving yge Zt
all. Hence Rev. Silversides’ attack on my ‘logic.” Secondly, the ‘free-offer’ POsi-
tion relies heavily on texts which do not directly speak about the issues ip question
and which therefore have to be given a secondary place in exegesis. Mr. Be] Would’
not dare to take the texts he quoted literally, whereas I can take all the texts | quot-
ed at face value, knowing also that they speak directly about the matter under gjs.
cussion.

Therefore, despite Mr. Bell’s claim that his texts “still say what they say,” he sti]]
has to proceed to qualify this assertion with a ‘“there is some sense.” But I am not
careful to say that when Mr. Bell asserts that, in his opinion, the immutable and
unchangeable God actually does alter His disposition in response to the actions of
man, he is agreeing exactly with what Pinnock believes, his claim to the contrary
notwithstanding. And furthermore, Mr. Bell uses exactly the same sort of texts to
prove it as Pinnock does. Doubtless he will protest this. But in that case I demand
to know how he differs from Pinnock and on what exegetical basis. I am still con-
vinced that Pinnock is merely a consistent advocate of the ‘free-offer’ hypothesis.

cult teysg I
most pl'ob[ems
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(3) Scripture and Logic

‘Logic’ and ‘Scripture’ cannot be juxtaposed as two parallel things as Mr. Bell
does. He presents a false dichotomy. Logic itself is contentless. Contra to what
some seem to think, there are not truths of logic against which truths of Scriptures
may be placed. In theology (as far as I understand it), content is provided by
Scripture while method is provided by logic, among other things. Hence, the gran
matico-historical method of exegesis. What I have tried to do is not set logic Up
over against Scripture - whatever that means - but set clear and central exts V¢!
ab(_)ve obscure and peripheral texts, and connect the two by a process of deduction:
This is what Mr. Bell refers to as my “confident syllogising”. e

Let me insist that I have a good Teacher in this method. Consider sOM® o he
exegesis of Christ. Example one: in Matthew 22:32 Christ deduces the truh of g
doctrine of the resurrection of the body from the mere tense used in one te?the
Scripture.  Example two: in Matthew 22:45 Christ deduces the LordshiP @
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/use—;fj mere personal pronoun. Example thrW
. esus

Christ stilated the logical equivalenpe (_)f‘tv'vo seemingly diverse Statements |

low the Pharisees t0 deduce His divinity. Payl’g epistles are ful] of 10- | (r:I ;)rd'er
foa . Romans 4:1-2', 6:'1—2, 8:1; 1 Cor. 15:19 etc.), but I have takengt al rea-
«Unscriptural logic’ is no logic. 00 long

" ah‘::/ha.t [ say (0 Arminians when they think that it jg contradic

y assert

' ' tory to simultane-
divine sovereignty and human responsibility is that it is not even
\ d

seeming contradictipn once t'hey understapd that the two are not the same. If [ was
(0 have said, ‘God is sovereign and God is non-sovereign’ then they would have g
ceal case: [ honestly thlqk that Mr: Bell is making complex that which is not.
Certainly; [ would be the flr?t to admit that there are many large and difficult issues
at the ¢ircumference of the ‘free-offer’ controversy, but that the heart of the matter
is relatively straight-forward and on the surface of Scripture.

OuSl

(4) Conclusion

premise 1: All that is in God is God.

Premise 2: All that is God 1s eternal and immutable.

Conclusion 1: Therefore all that is in God is eternal and immutable.

Premise 3: The disposition of God is in God.

Conclusion 2: Therefore the disposition of God is eternal and immutable.

Premise 4: That which is eternal and immutable permits no succession or change.
Final conclusion: Therefore the disposition of God permits no succession or

change.
This is exactly the ‘non free-offer’ hypothesis.

The only way someone can get around this conclusion is by denying one of the
premises. It is becoming clearer and clearer to me, especially after analysing the
repties of Rev. Silversides and Mr. Bell, that those who hold the ‘free-offer’ posi-
tion actually do deny some of them, and are starting to admit more and more overt-
!y that they do. I particularly suspect Rev. Silversides of denying the fourth premise
In favour of the notion either that God is not timelessly eternal but merely everlast-
g, or that God can allow Himself to change by decreeing it, or both. I suspect Mr.
Bell of denying the third premise because of his frequent paralleling of the disposi-
on and deeds of God, i.e. the decree and providence, thus confusing ad intra and
?tdiﬁtr- a. If this evaluation is correct (and I would like the two gent.lemen to deny
trov: s not) then I must end where I commenced in the original article. The con-

.t “r/ Sy over the free-offer of the gospel is a fight for the nature of God. Ichallenge
the Sul())‘ objectors to start here, to be clear and consistent here, and then to return to

Ject of the gospel call. They will find that the matter suddenly becomes at

On ;
Ce very Important and very clear. ’ 1008
] g ] 1 - A—_— .
Allen Baird......Queen’s University, Belfas
\
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