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Introduction

Soteriology, or the doctrine of salvation, is to be considered a landmark portion of theological thought. For in it the resolution of man and God over the sin that both was brought about “through one man”
 and that “so easily entangles us”
 is accomplished at the great hand of God Himself, both the giving hand of the Father and the bleeding hand of the Son. It is in this great vein of doctrine that the Gospel
 proclaims that great truth that we are saved from God, by God. It is of no surprise then that any variances or disagreements on this issue of the Gospel could and does easily spark heated discussions where words like “heresy” and “another Gospel” accuse and demean.
 This easily imaginable scenario is no hypothetical fabrication, but has been an actual and heavily publicized discussion under the title of “Lordship Salvation
 verses Free Grace
”
 since the early 20th century.


Whereas one of the purposes of this paper is to offer a larger perspective on the history of this issue, so as to focus primarily on the theology of the doctrine itself, rather than the theologians who purport the various views, this will remain terse and only speak so as to offer the views as unifying voices for the doctrines, not the implications of said doctrines.  It is in the periphery of this discussion where objectivity is so often abandoned on both sides and ridiculous practical applications are offered and responded to.  What of the doctrines of soteriology and how this discussion contributes to the understanding of them? What of the answer to the great question, “What must I do to be saved?”
 Specifically the question asked here is, “Must I believe in Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior to be saved?” The answer proposed below is “maybe.”


The (DLS) is a discussion of large agreement, only shadowed by larger disagreement.  For example, it is true that both sides, the (LS) and the (FG), believe that faith is necessary for salvation
, even by grace alone, through faith alone.
 Some, though, see it as a division large enough to cite passages like Galatians 1:6-9, thus referring to the opposing view as “another Gospel,” worthy of being called accursed.

It is true that the main driving intension of both groups is to protect the orthodox view of the Gospel, unto the truth of sola fide
 for the (FG)
 and a proper honor and recognition of the deity and sovereignty of Jesus, God the son for the (LS).  With such a spectrum of debates and accusations, what is really at hand here?  What is the main issue that fuels such dialog?
A Presentation of the Lordship Salvation Debate

As the history of the dialog tells, it was former Dallas Theological Seminary president, Dr. Lewis Sperry Chafer that started this discussion, only as a foreshadowing of this actual debate.  In his works, he spoke of a view of 1 Corinthians 2-3 that proposed a type of Christian known as a Carnal Christian.”
 It is this core doctrine that undergirds the very idea that represents the (FG) camp, namely that a “fleshly Christian” is still a Christian, nonetheless. Dr. Benjamin B. Warfield responded to this view in a review of Chafer’s book in the Princeton Theological Review. In his review he sternly retorted by saying, “there are not two kinds of Christians,” among other criticisms.
 It was the (FG) side, as it were, that began the issue proper, and the (LS) side that became the reactionaries. These early chapters in the discussion focused on the person of the Christian and non-Christian. 

The question was solidified in the process of salvation in the later articles by John R.W. Stott and Everett F. Harrison in the 1959 edition of Eternity Magazine.
 In the article, the question, “Must Christ be Lord to be Savior” was proposed. Harrison argued to the negative and Stott to the affirmative. It was in Harrison’s words that sinner need only to “simply receive Jesus as Savior.” Offering little more support than his own statements, Harrison also presented the ideal that to require anything more than that is to add to the Gospel, thus making it a salvation by works.
 Stott, bringing much more Scriptural evidence and logic to the discussion provided the early foundations for the (LS) side that places the concepts of faith, belief, confession, repentance and so on within a rubric of singular action.  Rather than seeing these concepts as one-plus-the-other as the (FG) proponents do, they are perspectives of the complexity of salvation – they are unified parts of one event.

It is upon this platform that the debate has stood since. The debate is between those who insist on surrendering to Christ as Lord in order to be saved (LS) and those who insist that the Lordship of Christ has nothing whatsoever to do with salvation (FG).
 Whereas one writer is quoted as saying,

“The Lordship view expressly states the necessity of acknowledging Christ as Lord and Master of one’s life in the act of receiving Him as Savior, these are not two different sequential acts (or successive steps), but rather one act of pure trusting faith,” 

another is quoted as saying, 

“To impose a need to surrender the life to God as an added condition of salvation is most unreasonable.”

This latter quote of Chafer was updated by his successor in the debate, Charles C. Ryrie, to include that not even a willingness to yield to Christ as Lord is necessary.
 Later in his theology, Chafer calls the (LS) view, in fact, a 

“subtle, self-satisfying form of works merit”

It is at this juncture that the (LS) proponents take great effort in refuting these accusations, for if this were true, they would in fact be promoting “another Gospel” for sure. So, what say the Scriptures? Aside from the views of the (LS) and (FG) camps, what is the view of the Text, as it were?

Textual Evidence

In this section, some key passages commonly offered by either camp will be briefly presented and evaluated based on the purposed presentation of the passage by the offering view. It is to be noted that there is a plethora of texts that have import on the issue of (DLS), but there are passages that find somewhat of a primacy among the discussions.  It is a few of those that are offered here to provide a representative portion of the textual discussion. They will be dealt with in canonical order to prevent any artificial polarization, objectivity permitting.

Luke 14


It has been proposed
 in Luke 14:25-35 that as Christ is calling people into discipleship, there is a distinguishing line between two callings, one of salvation in the earlier context of the parables in chapter 14 and one of discipleship in the passage above.  The writer says that the free offer is for salvation and the calling is only for following in discipleship. The stark issue with this view is that there is a call to action and a warning of cost. The so-called earlier context is linked more to the earlier part of the chapter located in the home of a Pharisee, whereas the verses 25-35 are set in a “going along with Him” scene.  It is likely that these are two separate events. Therefore, the context of salvific offer flavoring this passage is to be rejected.  

So, do verses 25-35 seem to be teaching about discipleship or the calling to become a disciple, namely salvation? Jesus stops followers and says, “If anyone comes to Me…” This must only be understood in the coming to Christ for the first time. The rest of the pericope is laden with self-sacrificial language of a social (26), safety (26c), reputational (27), existential (27), submissive (27b) and material nature (33). Certainly this passage does not support a (FG) view.

John 3:36

In John’s Gospel, some of the most direct Gospel language is used in the themes of “Faith” and “Belief.” Truly, if there were ever a preferred, popular Gospel passage, it would be John 3:16. Within that same chapter, there is a culminating verse where John the Baptizer is clarifying who his disciples are to follow and in which way they are to follow Him. It is in this passage, John qualifies believing in Jesus, with obeying Jesus. First, it should be noted that the grammatical present aspect of  appears most often and usually in soteriological contexts.
 This means that he is speaking of a continual believing that is one and the same with the so-called initial believing. It is not a one-time event and then there is something else to follow.  The same belief that brought you to Christ stays with you as you continue to walk with Him.


Secondly, it is noteworthy that the believing is further defined beyond the grammar, by the word “obey.” John is making it clear to his disciples that to become and/or/both be Jesus’ disciple, you must believe and obey.  It is irresponsible hermeneutics that would force a sequential nature to the attributes of this verse, so as to become, “believe and subsequently obey.”  It is just not in the text to say anything but, believing is obeying is believing.
Acts
It has been noted by both sides
 that the Book of Acts is a book when read, one is struck by the great emphasis on Jesus as the exalted and resurrected Lord, that it is the “common refrain” of Acts.  Even with the disagreement of Bock on what to do with this emphasis, it is never denied that Jesus was referred to as Lord (3:36), pointed to as Lord (2:21), called upon as Lord and trusted in as Lord (5:14) in the Book of Acts. A better question than merely what to do with these “confessions” is to first ask whether or not it is the purpose of Acts to primarily offer prescription or description about this among other issues.  Does the Book of Acts call us to do in these passages, or merely to observe?  This question is applicative for either view in the (DLS), but what is also applicative is the remaining fact that the Lordship of Christ was an emphasis in the recording of the transitional birth of the Church as recorded in Acts.

Romans 1:5, 6:17
 and 16:26

In these two of these three passages in Romans, a curious phrase appears, namely the “obedience of faith.”
 It is sometimes viewed as carrying a genitive aspect of production. 
“H’πακοὴν πίστεως,” in the Greek lacks articles on both parts and is placed in the context the “called ones” in chapter 1, and the appositional phrases of Paul’s Gospel, the preaching of Jesus and the revealed mystery in chapter 16. In his grammatical observation, Stott states the lack of articles for both words is an indicator of the two concepts being involved in the same action. It is also in the context of both passages, though they seem to take the mystery out of what aspect to go with.

In 1:5, Paul is opening his letter to those in Rome, both Jew and Gentile believers, as he does in many of his letters. In his introductions, though, it is common for him to go through the truth of the Gospel as a reminder of how they and he got to where they are.
 It is in the context of missionary work, as well as indoctrination that Paul is writing and even though the Great Commission of Matthew 28:19-20 is to make disciples, it is clear that the first step is to become a disciple and that is what Paul was a minister of – the Gospel that made people disciples, both in becoming and belonging.

In chapter 16, Paul is providing a benediction to the letter by speaking of the establishment of the Roman believers according to “his Gospel and the preaching of Jesus, according to the revelation of the mystery…according to the commandment of the eternal God.”  All of these statements seem to bear a sense of apposition, in that they are qualifiers, each of the other. The Roman believers are established because of the great foundation of the Gospel, the truth of Christ in that He is the revealed mystery of the Old Testament, even in the Church.  Whereas all of these items are not merely for the entrance into God’s family, it could neither be proposed that Paul is referring to these things to communicate discipleship subsequent to salvation only either. It seems clear that from the beginning to the end, the Gospel is an obedience of faith.


James 2:14, 24
James’ epistle has been without a doubt one of the most controversial epistles of the New Testament.  Due to its overt discussion on faith and works, it has brought about no scant amount of consternation for readers and theologians alike.  However, it is God’s Word and that word is not from a God is confuses
, who rather reveals. So too, James is to be understood.  This obvious fact is brought up because of some of the statements of Hodges in his works deal with the passage as either an abhorrent contradiction to Paul’s teaching or a text needing total reconstruction of meaning so as to limit its application to the works of believers’ lives before the world, not works as a test of saving faith before God, as is most commonly understood. He does this under the guise that the epistle is written to believers.
 Obvious statements should have obvious applications, as all of the New Testament letters are written to believers. This does not mean that they say nothing of the unbeliever or the believer prior to Christ. Neither is the Epistle of James to be understood this way.

Furthermore, his handling of 2:14 is representative of the (FG) view and reduces the question of whether or not a “workless” faith can save a man to simply be understood in the more generic sense, “Can faith save him?” Wallace rejects this view
 and says that the context requires a demonstrative pronoun to be inserted, as is found in the NAU, NIV, NLT, ESV and the NET among other English Translations. It seems that the better way to understand the passage is to take it at “face value”
 by seeing James as presenting a hypothetical person who might claim to have “faith”, most likely here synonymous with being a Christian, yet they have no corroborating evidence, namely no works. Faith and works as terms will be discussion more below, but it must be stated here that the flow of the text here in James is to take this statement in 2:14 and develop it in verses 15-26. In these verses, James likens “this faith” with mere belief, of which even the demons have. (2:19) He then follows with an illustration in Abraham that could easily be showing that this is talking about an emphasis on works subsequent to salvation for the sake of sanctification and/or witness, not as evidence of true faith. The problem with this is James’ inclusion of the quote from Genesis 15:6, which speaks not of Abraham’s faith work of the offering of Isaac, but rather Abraham’s initial belief in God.  James undergirds the veracity of Abraham’s salvific faith with the subsequent offering of Isaac, but the force of the point is on the initial belief. His obvious obedience was an example of the works of true belief and surrender to God, terms that too will be developed more below.
It is of primary import that in 2:24, James concludes that “a man is justified by works and not faith alone.” It is at this point that the (FG) camp would commonly state that this means that a man is justified before men by his works, not before God.
 However, nowhere in the New Testament is justified used in this sense, except in Luke 10:29 and 16:15, both of which are used in the negative sense. The profound clarity on the issue of justification in the New Testament is that men ought only to be interested in being justified to God, for in fact, He alone is “the just and justifier of the one who has faith in Jesus.”
 The same is true for Rahab in verse 25 as it was for Abraham.  She was not only seeking favor from the Israelite men, but it was because the LORD had done great things and she confessed that “He is God in heaven above and on earth beneath.”
 She was not seeking justification from men, but rather from God, though faith, shown in the works she did.

Many other passages have been offered by others for evaluation, as could be offered again, yet they are not such that can overtake the plain evaluation of the passages above. Jesus is to be believed and obeyed. He is the Lord in truth, position, confession and discipleship. Obedience and faith are facets of the same gem of salvation, not subsequent events.
 Finally, a faith that is no more than mere belief is likened unto a body without a spirit – it is dead.
Vocabulary

Invariably, in debates such as the (DLS), vocabulary becomes the “stuff of life” for these polemics and must be determined if any progress is to be made. It is no less in the (DLS). In this section, major terms will be provided and briefly commented on. Of the terms, “works” is to take precedence, as the entire (FG) argument rises and falls on whether or not most of the other terms like confession, surrender, repentance and the like can be considered works added to faith alone. If in fact, the New Testament does not allow such terms to be seen as works within the context of orthodox Christianity, then Ryrie’s accusation of “another Gospel” of is found wanting. Also, the obvious primacy of the term, “Lord” is to be expected. This term, thus will be first.

Lord

Lord, or kurios, the Greek equivalent of the Hebrew adonai was a very common word in the ancient Middle Eastern world with many connotations. It could be found as a general form of introductory respect, as well as being a particular term of respect for authority given to leaders and elders alike.  It was even a term that could be given to a husband by a submissive wife. Of this general concept, a higher application was applied to God. The term adonai became the surrogate name for God in the absence of His proper name, Yahweh, which His people were not permitted to utter.


The usage of the term followed suit with its cultural and intentional commonalities. Yet, even with God, to say it alone, devoid of true conformity and meaning, was not enough.
 However, when properly understood and applied to a true belief in Jesus, the Christ, God the Son it denotes the Lordship of Christ as the anointed Prophet, Priest and King all with the authority that requires absolute surrender.
 It is precisely why, since the Early Church and the Fathers, that the baptismal formula of being baptized in the name of the “Lord Jesus Christ” gives cultural testimony to the strong force of its meaning.  The early church was consistently being persecuted for this, not because of the ordinance of remembrance to a spiritual Savior, but because they were submitting to the authority of another Lord than the Emperor of Rome.
 Were this not to have the force of authority and submission, it would not have been an issue.  They were baptized as a symbol of what happened at salvation, namely that they believed in and were saved by the shed blood of Jesus Christ, their Lord and Savior.

In contrast to this view, Ryrie builds an argument against the inclusion of Lord in the belief formula by stating that there are other qualities of Christ that would include Him being Savior, Creator, Judge, Sovereign, etc.  Why does it make sense to apply just one of these qualities to the belief formula for salvation, namely “Lord”, and not the others?
 The answer is simply that the Text puts “Lord” and “Jesus” together and does not do this with the other terms. Also, the discussion is about salvation, so “Savior” makes it in due to the context of the doctrine and “Lord” is added organically as a textual revelation to His personhood. Even with this in mind, the primacy of “Lord” even over “Savior” is profound in books such as Acts, being found 92 times as referring to Jesus, where “Savior” only appears twice.



The Text calls Him “Lord.” To set your attention on the One, who is “[God’s] Son from ﻿﻿heaven, whom He ﻿ ﻿raised from the dead, that is Jesus, who ﻿rescues us from ﻿the wrath to come,” 
 is to set your gaze on the Lord of all – the Lord of you, of the world He created and of the reality that all resides in.



Faith and Works


In the discussion of these two terms, it must be noted that they are either at odds all the time, some of the time or never. If either of the latter two options are correct, then there must be varying aspects and applications of one or both of the terms to allow for the latitude for such a possibility.  The second option that they are only at odds some of the time, is to be outright preferred and is always qualified on both fronts by the object of the faith and the subject of the works.



Hodges’ argument for the severe tension between James’ epistle and Romans or Galatians fails to take into account that Paul is referring specifically to works of the Law and James is not.  James is simply referring to the active participation in the relational regeneration of the sinner to God and his life thereafter.  There is no theological tension here, when this subject of the works is considered.  One is merit, works of the Law, and one is verifiable fruit of conversion, not just to the onlooker, but also to the ontological reality of a person’s position before Christ. It is a point of agreement between some (FG) proponents and (LS) alike that a complete lack of fruit is likely a symptom of the individual having never come to salvation in Christ.
 Yet, even though a plumb-line of evaluation is dropped from the (FG) camp on verifying one’s salvation, the connection is never allowed that shows that the reason why such a test is valid is because something more than just a mental assent
is at play, but rather a culminating action that moves, changes, transforms the person from being a slave to sin, to being a slave to righteousness.



The question still remains whether or not the other attributive aspects of salvation such as confession, repentance and surrendering constitute additions to faith in salvation, or are they sub-categorical in nature within the soteriological framework of the Ordo Salutis
? To answer this, each of those terms will be briefly address, all still as relates to faith and works.
1. Confession is rarely approached from the (FG) camp as an additional work because of the clear teaching in Romans 10:9-10.  Yet, is this not a doing something? We “believe” and “confess.” If there is the possibility that the actions common and organic to salvation are to be distinguished and polarized, that confession would be as well.
2. Repentance is embraced by both sides, yet so as it is qualified by very different meanings. Simply put, repentance means to change, to turn. Ryrie states in his Basic Theology that repentance is a change of mind about Jesus, in that He is Savior. 
 That is, you had a view of Jesus and now you repent of that view and change your mind about who Jesus is only. This is alien to the Scripture.  The Church at Thessalonica had no mere Christological update alone, but rather “turned to God from idols to serve a living and true God.”
 Repentance is a change of mind and attitude, direction and behavior.
 The two main terms, and, both carry the force of complete change, mind and life. In hearing God we have turned our attention.  In meeting God, our hearts are turned from stone to flesh.
 This almost provides a reflexive aspect of repentance.
 We also, are turning from something to turn to God, as is the case with the Thessalonians. As Reymond says, “Although repentance is not to be rested in, as a satisfaction for sin, or any cause of pardon thereof, which is the act of God’s free grace in Christ; yet it is of such necessity to all sinners, that none may expect pardon without it.”
 Repentance is not a work added to faith in salvation, but the appropriate attitude in action of faith for salvation.
3. Surrendering is a term that is not biblical on a textual front, but very biblical on a theological plane. It is to this concept that many of the (FG) take such issue with. There is a false dichotomy formed between “simple”
trust or confession and a deeper commitment that includes surrender and obedience.
 As stated earlier, it is stated by the (FG) proponents from Chafer forward that to ask for a commitment or surrender as a part of believing in Jesus as Savior is an imposition that is “most unreasonable.”
 This seems an antithesis to Jesus’ calls to discipleship in passages like Matthew 16:24-28, 19:21; Mark 8:34-38, 10:28;  and Luke 9:23-27, 57-62. Even in Matthew 11:28-30, Jesus’ call to rest is coupled with the reality that the heavy burden of sin on mankind is removed, and yet replaced with the light burden of Christ.  It is light, but still a burden. The denial of a “deeper commitment and call to surrender” loses the value of the Gospel narratives and the Gospel itself. When in all of history has God been pleased with people at any stage of their walk with Him, who confess Him with their lips, but whose heart is far away? Could even the (FG) proponent say with assurance that were the Lord Jesus to be present during a Gospel presentation where a wayward person is consoled with the teaching that he need not even be willing to surrender to Christ as Lord, that He would be pleased?
Truly, surrender is not a work added onto faith for salvation. It is by

        definition the exact opposite of working.  It is a ceasing of striving and being still, a

resting in the Lord’s pure greatness to relieve the person from their rotten sin and damning lifestyle. Surrender is no more of a work than humility or sleep.

As these terms have been evaluated in light of Faith and works, it must be concluded that the terms of salvation mentioned above cannot be seen as additional to faith unto salvation, but rather part of faith unto salvation. Truly faith is believing God.  It is believing God for the unbelievable. The great chapter of faith, Hebrews 11, shows this in action.  Each of them heard God, believed God and obeyed God.  One is not divorced from the other. Now, as the author of Hebrews states, God had spoken through His Son and we are to obey Him- and He says, “follow Me.”
Conclusion

As we have looked at the (DLS) debate proper, the Scriptures and the vocabulary show that the views of the (FG) proponents lack considerably in the view of the data. In attempting to preserve the Gospel by “faith alone,” they have diminished the Christ, the Cross and the crisis of faith that is the heart of the “Good News.” Whereas, the differences in opinion that many in the Body of Christ have can be helpful, the elemental nature of this doctrine calls for a bit more urgency.  Can we really agree to disagree when the very nature of how man is to relate to God in coming to Him for salvation is at stake? Can we really continue to accept such an anthropocentric view of anything, much less soteriology?


It seems that pastoral motivation and subjective reader-response hermeneutics has fueled this debate for a hundred years. In that time it has been hotly debated from almost every angle, such that the peripheral implications have as of late become more the debate than the central doctrines.  Therefore, it is the conclusion of this author that the pure debate be answered in the question again, “Must Christ be Lord to be Savior?” The answer to this must be yes, for conformity to the truth of the self-revelation of God in the Person of Christ is the only proper path to salvation. This involves the complex single act of salvation that includes, calling, turning, hearing, repenting, believing by faith, surrendering, conforming, confessing and clinging to Jesus Christ, the Lord of all.
Appendix 1
The history

a.  The beginning of the debate was in the 1930’s with the writings of Lewis S. 



Chafer—especially his He That Is Spiritual.  

· Chafer divided Christians into two conditions:  spiritual Christians and carnal 
Christians.  Only the spiritual Christians had Christ as the real Lord of their lives.

· B. B. Warfield responded that “there are not two kinds of Christians, although 

there are Christians at every conceivable stage of advancement towards the one 

goal to which all are bound and at which all shall arrive” (PTR, 4/1919, 327).

b.  The second stage occurred in 1959 when Everett F. Harrison and John R. Stott 



wrote articles supporting opposing views:

1)  Harrison:  “Must Christ be Lord to be Savior? No” in Eternity magazine.

2)  Stott:  “Must Christ be Lord to be Savior? Yes.” In Eternity magazine.

c.  The third stage centered around Ryrie’s book, Balancing the Christian Life, in the 


1960’s and 1970’s.

- Ryrie was not extreme, but generally argued against the Lordship view.

Ryrie also argued that believing in Jesus as “Lord” means recognizing that Jesus is God or deity. It is not a call to submit to the sovereignty or lordship of Christ in one’s life.

d.  The fourth stage arose in 1982 when Zane Hodges began writing books against the 

Lordship Salvation view, with responses from John MacArthur:

1) The Gospel Under Siege, 1982

2) Absolutely Free:  A Biblical Reply to Lordship Salvation, 1989

· Hodges in his The Gospel Under Siege argued that many evangelicals added works to

faith for salvation by claiming that repentance and submission to Christ’s lordship were necessary for salvation. For Hodges, salvation was by faith alone and faith did not include the ideas of repentance, obedience, and submission to Christ’s lordship. Hodges also argued that good works are not a necessary result of salvation. 

-     Hodge’s teachings are similar to Sandemanianism, named after Robert Sandeman who

lived in the 1700’s.  For one to have saving faith, he simply had to be convinced in his mind that the gospel accounts were true—no emotions or will involved.  Accused opponents of legalism.

3) The Gospel According to Jesus, 1988.

· Those who believe in “lordship salvation,” John MacArthur in particular, declared that

repentance and submission to Christ’s lordship are necessary for salvation. 

They also argued that good works necessarily result from salvation. 

Not only is this the biblical view, it has been the standard view of the Protestant/Evangelical Church since the time of the Reformation.

· “The gospel call to faith presupposes that sinners must repent of their sin and yield to

Christ’s authority. That, in a sentence, is what ‘lordship salvation’ teaches” (John F. MacArthur, Jr., Faith Works, 23).

Appendix 2
The Ordo Salutis
 of Charles Bing. “Why Lordship Faith Misses the Mark for Discipleship” in Journal of the Grace Evangelical Society Volume 12 (The Grace Evangelical Society, 1999; 2002), vnp.12.2.37-12.2.52.
	Salvation
	Discipleship

	Justification
	Sanctification

	By grace
Through faith
Free
Christ’s love for me
Christ’s commitment to me
	By works 
Through faithfulness
Costly
My love for Christ
My commitment to Christ

	Christ’s cross for me
	My cross for Christ

	Eternal life
	Eternal rewards

	An unbeliever’s response
	A believer’s response

	Instantaneous
	Progressive

	New birth
	Continued growth

	One condition
	Many conditions

	Inclusive
	Exclusive


The Ordo Salutis of Robert Duncan Culver, Systematic Theology (Great Britain: Mentor, 2006), 653.


Modified
 Culver’s Chart, 653





Election (God’s act for Man)




Calling (God’s work in Man)


Previous to Man’s Faith




Conversion (Man’s Act)




Repentance (Man’s Act)




Faith (Man’s Act




Justification (God’s act for Man)

Simultaneous at actual union 

GRACE

Regeneration (God’s work in Man)

with Christ

    OF

Adoption (God’s act for Man)

  GOD









Sanctification (God’s work in Man)

Subsequent to faith




Perseverance (God’s work in Man)






Glorification (God work in Man)

Subsequent to this life










At the Coming of Christ
� Romans 5:12a; New American Standard Bible : 1995 Update. LaHabra, CA: The Lockman Foundation, 1995. All


Scripture references below will be from the NAU unless otherwise noted.





�Hebrews 12:1.





�This is defined both in the general sense that plainly means “Good News” and the specific sense in which it is to be used below, namely the “Good News of Jesus the Christ, the Savior of the World who is Himself the atoning propitiation of mankind to satisfy the wrath of God toward sin and thus save men from His holy wrath.”





�Charles Bing, Lordship Salvation: A Biblical Evaluation and Response, Ph.D. Dissertations (Dallas: Dallas Seminary Press,1991), 2. Here, he is primarily referring to Charles Ryrie in his work entitled, Balancing the Christian Life and A.W. Tozer in an article entitled, Heresy. There will more on Ryrie’s work below. See also, John F. MacArthur, The Gospel According to Jesus [Electronic Edition](Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1994), introduction.





�(LS), hence forth. This is to be distinguished from (DLS) which is the Lordship Salvation discussion overall.





�(FG), hence forth.





�The Free Grace group has at times been called “Easy Believism”, but since this is a pejorative term and not helpful, it will not be used in this paper. 





�See Larry Pettegrew’s notes for his class on Systematic Theology III as given at Shepherds Theological Seminary in the Fall of 2008, page 199 (digital version). See also Appendix 1 for a copy of these notes to provide the said brief history of the development of this debate.  It is of great import that even a simple installment of a history such as this, since most discussion of Lordship is caricaturized in a myopic response and review of only writers of late, devoid of the history of the argument. Simply stated, the debate over “Lordship Salvation” was birthed long before John MacArthur Jr. ever was.


� Acts 16:30.





� Admittedly, this is a bit of fun poked in honor of the discussion between Everett F. Harrison and John R. W.  Stott in Eternity Magazine, September 1959.  Here they each answered the question, “Must Christ be Lord to be Savior?”, giving the answers “No” and “Yes,” respectively. The answer of the current author would in truth be “yes,” but only as clearly defined below.





� Bing, Lordship, 13.





� John R.W. Stott, “Does Christ Have to be Lord to be Savior? - No” in Eternity Magazine, September 1959, 15.





� Charles C. Ryrie, Balancing the Christian Life (Chicago: Moody Press, 1969), 170.
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