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p. 30 
To assume that all Old Testament prophecies are fulfilled in literal and material terms is to make the very mistake which Jesus’ contemporaries made when they tried to take him by force and make him a king (John 6:15). The New Testament understanding of the Old Testament prophecy is that its fulfillment transcends the categories in which the promises were given. So according to the apostles the peace which Jesus preaches and gives is something deeper and richer, namely, reconciliation and fellowship with God and with each other (e.g., Ephesians 2:13-22).  

p. 31 
The word mission cannot properly be used to cover everything God is doing in the world. In providence and common grace he is indeed active in all men and all societies, whether they acknowledge him or not. But this is not his “mission.” “Mission” concerns his redeemed people and what he sends them into the world to do. 

p. 40 
Then there is another aspect of the mission of the Son which is to be paralleled in the mission of the church, namely, that in order to serve he was sent into the world. He did not touch down like a visitor from outer space, or arrive like an alien bringing his own alien culture with him. He took himself our humanity, our flesh and blood, our culture. He actually became one of us and experienced our frailty, our suffering and our temptations. He even bore our sin and died our death. And now he sends us “into the world,” to indentify with others as he identified with us (though without losing our Christian identity), to become vulnerable as he did. It is surely one of the most characteristic failures of us Christians, not least of us who are called evangelical Christians, that we seldom seem to take seriously this principle of incarnation. … It comes more natural to us to shout the gospel at people from a distance than to involve ourselves deeply in their lives, to think ourselves into their culture and their problems, and to feel with them in their pains. 

p. 41-45 
THE RELATION BETWEEN EVANGELISM AND SOCIAL ACTION

What, then, should be the relation between evangelism and social action within our total Christian responsibility? If we grant that we have no liberty either to concentrate on evangelism to the exclusion of social concern or to make social activism a substitute for evangelism, we still need to define the relation between the two. Three main ways of doing this have been attempted.

First, some regard social action as a means to evangelism. In this case evangelism and the winning of converts are the primary ends in view, but social action is a useful preliminary, an effective means to these ends. In its most blatant form this makes social work (whether food, medicine or education) the sugar on the pill, the bait on the hook, while in its best form it gives to the gospel a credibility it would otherwise lack. In either case the smell of hypocrisy hangs round our philanthropy. A frankly ulterior motive impels us to engage in it. And the result of making our social program the means to another end is that we breed so-called ‘rice Christians’. This is inevitable if we ourselves have been ‘rice evangelists’. They caught the deception from us. No wonder Gandhi said in 1931: ‘hold that proselytizing under the cloak of humanitarian work is, to say the least, unhealthy ... why should I change my religion because a doctor who professes Christianity as his religion has cured me of some disease?’

The second way of relating evangelism and social action is better. It regards social action not as a means to evangelism but as a manifestation of evangelism, or at least of the gospel which is being proclaimed. In this case philanthropy is not attached to evangelism rather artificially from the outside, but grows out of it as its natural expression. One might almost say that social action becomes the ‘sacrament’ of evangelism, for it makes the message significantly visible. J. Herman Bavinck in his famous book An Introduction to the Science of Missions (published 1954 in Holland, and 1960 by the Presbyterian and Reformed Publishing Co.) defends this view. Medicine and education are more than ‘a legitimate and necessary means of creating an opportunity for preaching’, he writes, for ‘if these services are motivated by the proper love and compassion, then they cease to be simply preparation, and at that very moment become preaching’ (p. 113). We should not hesitate to agree with this, so far as it goes, for there is a strong precedent for it in the ministry of Jesus. His words and deeds belonged to each other, the words interpreting the deeds and the deeds embodying the words. He did not only announce the good news of the kingdom; he performed visible ‘signs of the kingdom’. If people would not believe his words, he said, then let them believe him ‘for the sake of the works themselves’ (John 14:11).

Bishop John V. Taylor takes a somewhat similar line in his contribution to the ‘Christian Foundations’ series entitled For All the World (Hodder and Stoughton 1966). He writes of a ‘three-stranded presentation of the Gospel’ (p. 43), by which he means that Christians are called to ‘articulate the gospel ... through what they say (proclamation), what they are (witness) and what they do (service)’ (p. 40). This also is true, and finely said. Yet it leaves me uneasy. For it makes service a subdivision of evangelism, an aspect of the proclamation. I do not deny that good works of love did have an evidential value when performed by Jesus and do have an evidential value when performed by us (cf. Matt 5:16). But I cannot bring myself to accept that this is their only or even major justification. If it is, then still, and rather self-consciously at that, they are only a means to an end. If good works are visible preaching, then they are expecting a return; but if good works are visible loving, then they are ‘expecting nothing in return’ (Luke 6:35).    

This brings me to the third way of stating the relation between evangelism and social action, which I believe to be the truly Christian one, namely that social action is a partner of evangelism. As partners the two belong to each other and yet are independent of each other. Each stands on its own feet in its own right alongside the other. Neither is a means to the other, or even a manifestation of the other. For each is an end in itself. Both are expressions of unfeigned love. As the National Evangelical Anglican Congress at Keele put it in 1967 ‘Evangelism and compassionate service belong together in the mission of God’ (para. 2.20).

The apostle John has helped me to grasp this by these words from his first letter: ‘If anyone has the world's goods and sees his brother in need, yet closes his heart against him, how does God's love abide in him? Little children, let us not love in word or speech but in deed and in truth’ (1 John 3:17,18). Here love in action springs from a twofold situation, first ‘seeing’ a brother in need and secondly ‘having’ the wherewithal to meet the need. If I do not relate what I ‘have’ to what I ‘see’, I cannot claim to be indwelt by the love of God. Further, this principle applies whatever the nature of the seen need. I may see spiritual need (sin, guilt, lostness) and have the gospel knowledge to meet it. Or the need I see may be disease or ignorance or bad housing, and I may have the medical, educational or social expertise to relieve it. To see need and to possess the remedy compels love to act, and whether the action will be evangelistic or social, or indeed political, depends on what we ‘see’ and what we ‘have’.

This does not mean that words and works, evangelism and social action, are such inseparable partners that all of us must engage in both all the time. Situations vary, and so do Christian callings. As for situations, there will be times when a person's eternal destiny is the most urgent consideration, for we must not forget that men without Christ are perishing. But there will certainly be other times when a person's material need is so pressing that he would not be able to hear the gospel if we shared it with him. The man who fell among robbers needed above all else at that moment oil and bandages for his wounds, not evangelistic tracts in his pockets! Similarly, in the words of a missionary in Nairobi quoted by Bishop John Taylor, ‘a hungry man has no ears’ (p. 37). If our enemy is hungry, our biblical mandate is not to evangelize him but to feed him (Rom 12:20)! Then too there is a diversity of Christian callings, and every Christian should be faithful to his own calling. The doctor must not neglect the practice of medicine for evangelism, nor should the evangelist be distracted from the ministry of the word by the ministry of tables, as the apostles quickly discovered (Acts 6).  
p. 51 
Although all Christians are called in general terms to both kinds of service, to witness to Christ and to play the good Samaritan when the opportunity presents itself, not all Christians are called either to give their lives to both or to spend all their spare time in both.


It is clearly impossible for everybody to do everything which needs to be done. Therefore there must be specialization according to the gifts and calling of Christ. Some members of the local church are without doubt gifted for evangelism and called to evangelism. But can we now say with equal conviction that Christ’s gifts and calling to others point rather in a social direction? Can we now liberate ourselves from the manmade bondage (for that is what it is) of supposing that every really keep Christian will devote all his spare time to some soul-winning enterprise? Surely the biblical doctrine of the body of Christ, with different members gifted to fulfill different functions, should be enough to give us this larger freedom? 

p. 55 
The word mission, I have so far suggested, is properly a comprehensive word, embracing everything which God sends his people into the world to do. It therefore includes evangelism and social responsibility, since both are authentic expressions of the love which longs to serve man in his need. 

p. 55
Yet I think we should agree with the statement of the Lausanne Covenant that “in the church’s mission of sacrificial service evangelism is primary” (“The Church and Evangelism,” para. 6). Christians should feel an acute pain of conscience and compassion when human beings are oppressed or neglected in any way, whether what is being denied them is civil liberty, racial respect, education, medicine, employment, or adequate food, clothing and shelter. Anything which undermines human dignity should be an offense to us. But is anything so destructive of human dignity as alienation from God through ignorance or rejection of the gospel? And how can we seriously maintain that political and economic liberation is just as important as eternal salvation? Both are certainly challenges to Christian love. But listen  to the apostle Paul when he writes with solemn emphasis about his concern for his fellow Jews: “I am speaking the truth in Christ, I am not lying; my conscience bears me witness in the Holy Spirit, that I have great sorrow and unceasing anguish in my heart. For I could wish that I myself were accursed and cut off from Christ for the sake of my brethren, my kinsmen by race” (Romans 9:1-3). What was the cause of the anguish? That they has lost their national Jewish independence and were under the colonial heel of Rome? That they were often despised and hated by Gentiles, socially boycotted and deprived of equal opportunities? No. “Brethren, my heart’s desire and prayer to God for them is that they may be saved.” (Romans 10:1), and the context makes it plain beyond doubt that the “salvation” Paul desired for them was their acceptance with God (vv. 2-4). That few if any of us feel this inward agony is a mark of our spiritual maturity. 
p. 60
Second, evangelism must not be defined in terms of results, for this is not how the word is used in the New Testament. Normally the verb is in the middle voice. Occasionally it is used absolutely, for example “there they evangelized,” meaning “there they preached the gospel” (Acts 14:7; cf. Romans 15:20). Usually, however something is added. Sometimes it is the message they preached, for example, they “went about evangelizing the word” (Acts 8:4; author’s translation), while Philip in Samaria “evangelized concerning the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 8:12, author’s translation). Sometimes, however, what is added is the people to whom or the places in which the gospel was preached. For example, the apostles “evangelized many villages of the Samaritans” and Philip “evangelized all the towns” along the Palestinian coast (Acts 8L25, 40, author’s translation). There is no mention in these verses whether the word which was “evangelized” was believed, or whether the inhabitants of the towns and villages “evangelized” were converted. To “evangelize” in the New Testament usage does not mean to win converts, as it usually does when we use the word. Evangelism is the announcement of the good news, irrespective of the results. 

p. 61 
But evangelism is neither to convert people, nor to win them, nor to bring them to Christ, though this is indeed the first goal of evangelism. Evangelism is to preach the gospel. 

p. 63 
Nothing hinders evangelism today more than the widespread loss of confidence in the truth, relevance and power of the gospel. When this ceases to be good news from God and become instead “rumours of God” (Peter Berger’s Rumour of Angels, Alan Lane [later Penguin], 1968, p. 120), we can hardly expect the church to exhibit much evangelistic enthusiasm. Paul said he was “eager” to preach the gospel in Rome. But then he was convinced that it was God’s power for salvation (Romans 1:14-16). 


(emphasis added)

p. 65 
There can be no gainsaying the fact that in the purpose of God his revelation reached its culmination in the first century A.D., in Christ and in the apostolic witness to Christ, and therefore in what to us is an ancient culture of mixed Hebrew, Greek and Roman ingredients. Nor can there be any doubt that , in order to grasp his revelation, we have to think ourselves back into that culture. But the fact that God disclosed himself in terms of a particular culture gives us not a justification for rejecting his revelation, but rather the right principle by which to interpret it, and also the solemn responsibility to reinterpret it in terms meaningful to our own culture. But there is only one gospel, and in its essence it never changes. 
p. 66 
Let me say something more about revelation and culture. I am arguing that evangelism must be defined in terms of the message which we share with others. We have good news to communicate. So if evangelism is to take place, there must be communication—true communication between ancient revelation and modern culture. This means that our message must be at the same time faithful and contemporary. First it must be faithful—faithful, that is, to Scripture. We find our message first and foremost not in any existential situation, but in the Bible. Dr. Visser ‘t Hooft, in an article titled Evangelism in the Neo-pagan Situation, wrote: 
I do not believe that evangelism is adequately described as answering the questions which mean are asking, however deep those questions may be. For evangelism is in the first place the transmission of God’s question to man. And that question is and remains whether we are willing to accept Jesus Christ as the one and only Lord of Life. (International Review of Mission 63, no. 249, [1974], p. 84)

But he goes on to say that we must “try to relate God’s question to the existential situation of men and show that as they answer God’s question they find at the same time the answer to their deepest concerns.”
p. 69-87 
THE FIVE GOSPEL ELEMENTS

The following is summary given in portions of a longer presentation.

(1) THE GOSPEL EVENTS


But Peter’s message, like Paul’s, focused on Jesus’ death and resurrection. Both events were real, objective and historical. And surely the right response to the existential mood of today is not to create a parallel Christian existentialism which despises history in favor of experience, and demythologizes the resurrection into an inward encounter with reality, but rather to offer to the modern mind as it flounders in the quicksands of subjectivity the objective bedrock of Jesus Christ whose death and resurrection are solid historical events. (p. 69)

The apostles did not present their Lord’s death and resurrection merely as historical events, however, but as significant events, as saving events (p. 70).

(2) THE GOSPEL WITNESSES (The Old and New Testaments)

But which Jesus are we talking about? Even Paul in his day recognized the possibility of teachers proclaiming “another Jesus” than the Jesus preached (2 Corinthians 11:4). And there are many Jesuses abroad today. There is Jesus the Bultmannian myth and Jesus the revolutionary firebrand, Jesus the failed superstar and Jesus the circus clown. It is over against these human reinterpretations that we need urgently to recover and reinstate the authentic Jesus, the Jesus of history who is the Jesus of Scripture. 

This means, further, that we have no liberty to preach Jesus according to our own fantasy, or even according to our own experience. Our personal witness does indeed corroborate the witness of the biblical authors, especially that of the apostles. But theirs is the primary witness, for they were “with Jesus” and knew him, and they have borne witness to what they heard with their ears and saw with their eyes. Our witness is always secondary and subordinate to theirs. So there is no escape from the continuing work of conservative scholars who are seeking to defend the reliability of the gospel portrait of Jesus and to reestablish public confidence in the apostolic witness. Our responsibility in evangelism is neither to create a Christ of our own who is not in Scripture, nor to embroider or manipulate the Christ who is in Scripture, but to bear faithful witness to the one and only Christ there is a as God has presented him to the world in the remarkably unified testimony of both the Old and the New Testament Scriptures. (p. 74).

(3) THE GOSPEL AFFIRMATIONS

What, then, are the gospel affirmations? As we have seen, they center on Jesus Christ. They concern not simply what he did more than nineteen centuries ago, however, but what he is today in consequence. The historical Christ is the contemporary Christ. In New Testament terms, the fundamental affirmation is that “Jesus is Lord.” If we confess with our lips that “Jesus is Lord,” Paul wrote, and believe in our heart that God raised him from the dead, we will be saved (Romans 10:9). (p. 75)
Thus the symbolic statement that Jesus is “at the right hand of God” compromises the two great gospel affirmations that he is Savior (with authority to bestow salvation) and that he is Lord (with authority to demand submission). The two are joined by Peter in his second speech to the Sanhedrin: “God exalted him at his right hand as Leader and Savior, to give repentance to Israel and forgiveness of sins” (Acts 5:31). (p. 77)

If we are asked in today’s increasingly syncretistic culture wherein lies the uniqueness of Jesus, I think we should have to answer “Jesus is Lord” and “Jesus is Savior.” Theologically speaking, these affirmations express the great doctrines of incarnation and atonement, and there is nothing comparable to them in the ethnic religions. (p. 78)


THE GOSPEL PROMISES

At the end of his Pentecost sermon Peter promised the crowd with great assurance that if they repented and were baptized they would receive two free gifts of God, namely, “the forgiveness of sins” and “the gift of the Holy Spirit” (Acts 2:38).


…


We must not separate the two gospel promises which God has joined together, forgiveness and the Spirit. Both belong to the “salvation” which Peter insisted was in Jesus Christ alone (Acts 4:12). and both are part of the “liberation” which modern man is now seeking. (p. 78-79)

THE GOSPEL DEMANDS
So the gospel demands are repentance and faith—and (in public) baptism. (p. 82)

This leads me to mention a controversy in certain evangelical circles. Some have been so determined to maintain the doctrine of justification by faith alone that they have not been able to accommodate themselves to the addition of repentance. They distinguish sharply between the acceptance of Jesus as Savior and the surrender to him as Lord, and they even promulgate the grotesque notion that to insist on surrender in addition to acceptance is to distort the gospel. Well, I honor their conscientious desire to protect the gospel from all perversions. And certainly justification is by grace alone in Christ alone through faith alone. Further, we must be careful never to define faith in such a way as to ascribe to it any merit. The whole value of faith lies in its object (Jesus Christ), not in itself. Nevertheless, saving faith is not an “acceptance of Jesus Christ as Savior” within a kind of mystical vacuum and without any awareness either of the Christ being “accepted” or of the concrete implications of this acceptance. Saving faith is a total, penitent and submissive commitment to Christ, and it would have been inconceivable to the apostles that anybody could believe in Jesus as Savior without submitting to him as Lord. (p. 82-83)

Nevertheless, saving faith is not an “acceptance of Jesus Christ as Savior” within a kind of mystical vacuum and without any awareness either of the Christ being “accepted” or of the concrete implications of this acceptance. Saving faith is a total, penitent and submissive commitment to Christ. (p. 83)

p. 80 
To repent was to turn from their sin, and in particular their grievous sin of rejecting Jesus. Their metanoia or “change of mind” was, then, a reversal of their opinion of Jesus and of their attitude to him. They had repudiated him and expressed their rejection in the crucifixion; now they were to believe in him as Lord, Christ and Savior, and express their acceptance in their baptism.
p. 100-104 But is Christ present in the non-Christian world? In our increasingly pluralistic society and syncretistic age this is the basic theological question which we cannot dodge. It would facile to replay with a bare “yes” or “no.” We need rather to ask ourselves what Christ’s apostles taught on this crucial issue. We will look in turn at statements of Peter, Paul and John. 


Peter began his sermon to Cornelius: “Truly I perceive that God shows no partiality, but in every nation any one who fears him and does what is right is acceptable to him” (Acts 10:34-35). Some have argued from this assertion that sincere religious and righteous people are saved, especially because the story begins with an angel’s statement to Cornelius that “your prayers and your alms have ascended as a memorial before God” (v. 4). But such a deduction is inadmissible. To declare that a man who fears God and practices righteousness is “acceptable” to him cannot meant that he is “accepted” in the sense of being “justified.” The rest of the story makes this plain. This sincere, God-fearing and righteous man still needed to hear the gospel. Indeed, when Peter later recounted to the Jerusalem church what had happened, he specifically recorded the divine promise to Cornelius about Peter, namely, that “he will declare to you a message by which you will be saved” (Acts 11:14). And the Jerusalem church reacted to Peter’s account by saying: “then to the Gentiles also God has granted repentance unto life” (11:18). It is clear then that, although in some sense “acceptable” to God, Cornelius before his conversion had neither “salvation” nor “life.” 


In this two sermons to heathen audiences, in Lystra and in Athens, the apostle Paul spoke of God’s providential activity in the pagan world. Although in the past God had allowed all the nations “to walk in their own ways,” he said, yet even then “he did not leave himself without witness, for he did good” to all people, especially by giving them rain, fruitful seasons, food and happiness (Acts 14:16-17). 


To the Athenian philosophers Paul added that God the Creator was the sustainer of our life (“since he himself gives to all men life and breath and everything”) and the Lord of history (“having determined allotted periods and the boundaries” of all men’s “habitation”) intending that men “should seek God, in the hope that they might feel after him and find him.” For “he is not far from each one of us” since, as heathen poets had said, “in him we live and move and have our being” and “we are indeed his offspring.” What these truth and the Athenians’ knowledge of them did, however, was not to enable them to find God but rather to make their idolatry inexcusable. For, having overlooked it in the past, God “now … commands all men everywhere to repent” (Acts 17:22-31). 


This sketch Paul filled out in the early chapters of Romans. He affirms there very clearly the universal knowledge of God and of goodness in the heathen world. On the one hand God’s “invisible nature, namely, his eternal power and deity” are “clearly perceived in the things that have been made,” God having “shown it to them” (Romans 1:19-20). On the other hand, men know something of God’s moral law, for he had no only written it on stone tablets at Sinai; he had written it also on men’s hearts, in the moral nature they have by creation (2:14-15). So to some degree, Paul says, all men know God (1:21), know God’s law and “know God’s decree” that lawbreakers “deserve to die” (1:32). This revelation of God to all men, called “general” because made to all men and “natural” because given in nature and in human nature, is not, however, enough to save them. It is enough only to condemn them as being “without excuse” (1:20; 2:1; 3:19). For the whole thrust of the early chapters of Romans is that, although men know God, they do not honor him as God but by their wickedness suppress the truth they know (1:18, 21, 25, 28).


We turn now to John, and especially the prologue to the Fourth Gospel. Here he describes Jesus as the Logos of God, and the light of men (John 1:1-3). He also affirms that they light continually shining in the darkness and that the darkness has not overcome it (v. 5). Next he applies these great axioms to the historical process of revelation. He says of the Logos whom he later identifies as Jesus Christ: “The true light that enlightens every man was coming into the world.” Indeed, “he was in the world” all the time (vv. 9-10). Long before he actually “came” into the world (v. 11) he “was” already in it and was continuously “coming” into it. Moreover, his presence in the world was (and still is) an enlightening presence. He is the real light, of which all other lights are but types and shadows, and as the light he “enlightens every man.” Thus “every man,” Scripture gives us warrant to affirm, possesses some degree of light by his reason and conscience. And we should not hesitate to claim that everything good, beautiful and true, in all history and in all the earth, has come from Jesus Christ, even though men are ignorant of its origin. At the same time we must add that this universal light is not saving light. For one thing it is but a twilight in comparison with the fullness of light granted to those who follow Jesus as “the light of the world” and to whom is given “the light of life” (John 8:12). For another thing, men have always “loved darkness rather than light because their deeds were evil.” Because of their willful rejection of the light men are under condemnation (John 3:18-21).


The witness then of Peter, Paul and John is uniform. All three declare the constant activity of God in the non-Christian world. God has not left himself without witness. He revealed himself in nature. He is not far from any man. He gives light to every man. But man rejects the knowledge he had, prefers darkness to light and does not acknowledge the God he knows. His knowledge does not save him; it condemns him for his disobedience. Even his religiosity is a subtle escape from the God he is afraid and ashamed to meet. 
p. 104
The witness then of Peter, Paul and John is uniform. All three declare the constant activity of God in the non-Christian world. God has not left himself without witness. He revealed himself in nature. He is not far from any man. He gives light to every man. But man rejects the knowledge he had, prefers darkness to light and does not acknowledge the God he knows. His knowledge does not save him; it condemns him for his disobedience. Even his religiosity is a subtle escape from the God he is afraid and ashamed to meet.
We do not therefore deny that there are elements of truth in non-Christian systems, vestiges of the general revelation of God in nature. What we do vehemently deny is that these are sufficient for salvation and (more vehemently still) that Christian faith and non-Christian faiths are alternatively and equally valid roads to God.


p. 104-107
THE PLACE OF ELENCTICS


We do not therefore deny that there are elements of truth in non-Christian systems, vestiges of the general revelation of God in nature. What we do vehemently deny is that these are sufficient for salvation and (more vehemently still) that Christian faith and non-Christian faiths are alternatively and equally valid roads to God. Although there is an important place for “dialogue” with men of other faiths (as I shall shortly argue), there is also a need for “encounter” with them, and even for “confrontation,” in which we seek both to disclose the inadequacies and falsities of non-Christian religion and to demonstrate the adequacy and truth, absoluteness and finality of the Lord Jesus Christ.


This work is technically called “elenctics,” from the Greek verb elengchein, to “convince,” “convict” or “rebuke,” and so to call to repentance. J. H. Bavinck devotes the whole of part two of his book An introduction to the Science of Missions (Hodder & Stoughton, 1954) to this subject, and describes the nature, place, task and main lines of elenctics. He defines it as “the science which unmasks to heathendom all false religions as sin against God, and … calls heathendom to a knowledge of the only true God” (p. 222). So important does he consider this science to be that it ought, he urges, “to have a respected position within the context of a theological faculty” (p.232). For a full understanding of this thesis I must refer the reader to the fifty pages in which he carefully elaborates it. I wish only to draw attention now to a few of his main points.


First, the purpose of elenctics is not to “show the absurdity of heathendom,” still less to ridicule other religions or their adherents. It refers chiefly “to the conviction and unmasking of sin, and to the call to responsibility” (p. 226). “In all elenctics the concern is always with all-important question: ‘what have you done with God?’” (p.223).

Next, the justification for this task is the Bible itself, for “the Bible from the first page to the last is a tremendous plea against heathenism, against the paganizing tendencies in Israel itself, in short, against the corruption of the religion.” The Bible also teaches us “concerning the human heart and its sly attempts to seek God and at the same time to escape him” (p. 244).


Third, elenctics is not the harsh or negative activity it may sound. It “can actually be exercised only in living with the adherents of other religions.” So “in practice I am never concerned with Buddhism, but with a living person and his Buddhism, I am never in contact with Islam but with a Moslem and his Mohammedanism” (p. 240). Further, this living contact must also be a loving contact. 


A long as I laugh at this foolish superstition, I look down upon him; I have not yet found the key to his soul. As soon as I understand that what he does in a noticeable naïve and childish manner, I also do and continue to do again and again, although in a different form; as soon as I actually stand next to him, I can in the name of Christ stand in opposition to him and convince him of sin, as Christ did with me and still does each day. (pp. 242-43)

A fourth and final point is that ultimately elenctics is the work of the Holy Spirit. It is he who “convicts” of sin, righteousness and judgment (John 16:8-10). “He alone can call to repentance and we are only means in his hand” (p. 229).

The very concept of “elenctics” is out of accord with the diffident, tolerant mood of today. But no Christian who accepts the biblical view of the evil of idolatry on the one hand and of the finality of Jesus Christ on the other can escape it. Further, only those who see the need for elenctics can also see the need for dialogue and can understand its proper place. Only when we are assured that a true Christian dialogue with a non-Christian is not a sign of syncretism but is fully consistent with our belief in the finality of Jesus Christ are we ready to consider the arguments by which it may be commended. 

p. 130
“The Hospital does not, cannot, and never will be able to take over the functions of the Church! It is quite impossible for it to do so … The authentic task of the Church is not primarily to make people healthy … her essential task is to restore men to a right relationship with God … Man’s real problem is not simply that he is sick, but that he is a rebel.”  (Qoute from ‘Will Hospital Replace the Church?’ A booklet by Dr. Martyn Lloyd Jones, Christian Medical Fellowship, 1969) 
p. 150
The Lausanne Covenant expresses the tension clearly: ‘We affirm that God is both the Creator and the Judge of all men. We therefore should share his concern for justice and reconciliation throughout human society and for the liberation of men from every kind of oppression. Because mankind is made in the image of God, every person, regardless of race, religion, color, culture, class, sex or age, has an intrinsic dignity because of which he should be respected and served, not exploited … Although reconciliation with man is not reconciliation with God, nor is social action evangelism, nor is political liberation salvation, nevertheless we affirm that evangelism and sociopolitical involvement are both part of our Christian duty. For both are necessary expressions of our doctrines of God and man, our love for our neighbor and our obedience to Jesus Christ. The message of salvation implies also a message of judgment upon every form of alienation, oppression and discrimination, and we should not be afraid to denounce evil and injustice wherever they exist.’  

p. 168 
If, then, a response to the gospel is necessary, this response is called “conversion.” What does it mean? In the New Testament the verb epistrepho  is usually in the middle or passive voice, and for this reason is six times translated to “be converted” (e.g., Acts 3:19 AV). But at the same time it has an active sense and means to “turn.” When used in ordinary, secular contexts its first meaning is to “turn round” as for example when Jesus turned round in the crowd to see who had touched him (Mark 5:30). Its  other meaning is to “return” as when an unwanted greeting returns to its giver (Matthew 10:13), or the demon determines to return to the house he has vacated (Matthew 12L44), although the more usual verb for returning is hupostrepho, as when the Bethlehem shepherds returned to their sheep and the holy family to Nazareth (Luke 2:20, 39). 

When the same verb is used theologically, it is evident that it has not changed its basic meaning. It still signifies to turn from one direction to another, or to return from one place to another. Thus, Chrisitans can be described as having “turned to God from idols” (1 Thessalonians 1>9; cf. Acts 14:15) and also, after “straying like sheep,” as having “now returned to the Shepherd and Guardian of your souls” (1 Peter 2:25). Since the turn from idols and sin is usually called “repentance,” and the turn to God and Christ “faith,” we reach the interesting biblical equation that “repentance + faith = conversion.” 


What, next, is the relation between conversion and regeneration or the new birth? Certainly each belongs to the other as obverse or reverse of the same coin. We can assert without any fear of contradiction that all the converted are regenerate and all the regenerate are converted. It is impossible to envisage or experience either without the other. Nevertheless, they must be distinguished from one another theologically. Three differences may be mentioned.


First, regeneration is God’s act, whereas conversion is man’s. Regeneration is a new birth, a birth “from above” (anothen), a birth “of the Spirit.” It is the peculiar work of the Holy Spirit who himself infuses life into the dead. Conversion, on the other hand, is what we do when we repent and believe. True, both repentance and faith are God’s gifts, and we could neither repent nor believe without his grace (e.g., Acts 11:18; 18:27). Nevertheless, what God’s grace does is so to set us free from darkness and bondage as to enable us to do the repenting  and the believing. I doubt if we need lose sleep over the question which comes first. Scripture seems to accord the priority now to the one, now to the other. The really important truth is that they are inseparable. 
Second, regeneration is unconscious, whereas conversion is normally conscious. The latter is not always so in the sense that it is a remembered conscious act, for many people brought up in a Christian home have loved God and believed in Jesus from their earliest years and cannot recall a period in which they did not believe or a moment when they first did. To such we must say with Dr. Packer that “convertedness as a condition matters more than conversion as an experience” (in Evangelicals Today, edited by J.C. King, Lutherworth, 1973, p. 22). For adults, however, the turn from idols to the living God, and from sin to Christ, is a conscious act of penitence and faith. But regeneration is unconscious. Its results may well be consciously enjoyed, in terms of assurance, release, communion with God, love, joy and peace. Yet the actual passage from death to life is not a felt experience. As John Own put it in his great (seventeeth-century) book Pneumatologia or A Discourse Concerning the Holy Spirit, the regenerating work of the Holy Spirit “in itself is secret and hidden, and discoverable only by its effects” (footnote, 4th ed., 1835; see the whole passage [pp. 76-83] in which he outlines both the differences and the identities in the people’s experience of the new birth). Indeed, this is what our Lord seems to have meant when he said to Nicodemus: “the wind blows where it wills, and you heart the sound of it, but you do not know whence it comes or whither it goes; so it is with everyone who is born of the Spirit” (John 3:8). The new birth itself is a mysterious work. Its consequences, however, are plain. An analogy with physical birth may be helpful. We were not conscious of the process of being born; our self-consciousness has developed subsequently. Similarly the reason we may know we are born again is not because we were consciously aware at the time of what was happening, but because we know that our present Christian self-consciousness, or rather God-consciousness, being a mark of spiritual life, must have originated in a spiritual birth.
The third difference between regeneration and conversions is that the former is an instantaneous and complete work of God, whereas the turn of repentance and faith which we call “conversion” is more a process than an event. There can be no doubt of the suddenness of the new birth. The very imagery of birth makes this clear. For though months of gestation precede it and years of growth follow it, birth itself is a crisis event. We are either born or unborn, just as we are either alive or dead. Further, birth is a complete experience. Once born we can never be more born than at the first moment of emergence from the womb. So with the new birth. To quote John Owen again, regeneration is “not … capable of degrees, so that one should be more regenerate than another. Every one that is born of God is equally so, though one may be more beautiful than another, as having the image of his Heavenly Father more evidently impressed on him, though not more truly. Men may be more or less holy; more or less sanctified; but they cannot be more or less regenerate” (p. 78).

There is an evident gradualness about many conversions, however. People begin to become troubled in their conscience and to see the need for repentance. The Holy Spirit begins to open their eyes and they being to see in Jesus Christ the Savior they need. They may then enter a period of struggle, half resisting, half yielding. They may become like Agrippa “almost persuaded” or like the epileptic boy’s father simultaneously believing and unbelieving. Even Saul of Tarsus, who is supposed to have been history’s most conspicuous example of sudden conversion, was really nothing of the kind. We are not to imagine that he had his first contact with Jesus Christ on the Damascus road, for he had apparently been “kicking against the goads” of Jesus for some time. Somerset Maugham used a different metaphor to emphasize the variety of “shapes” under which conversion comes: “with some men it needs a cataclysm, as a stone may be broken to fragments by the fury of a torrent; but with some it comes gradually, as a stone may be worn away by the ceaseless fall of a drop of water” (The Moon and Sixpence, Penguin ed., 1919, p. 53). 


No doubt in the experience of many there is a point at which the turn called conversion becomes complete, and dawning faith becomes saving faith. Moreover sometimes people are conscious of this moment. Yet the Holy Spirit is a gentle Spirit; he often takes time to turn people around from self-absorption to Christ. And even then, after we may justly be described as “converted Christians,” his work is far from done. For although regeneration cannot grow, the repentance and faith which make up conversion may grow, and indeed must. We need a deeper penitence and a stronger faith. Conversion is only a beginning. Before us lies a lifetime of growth into maturity in Christ, of transformation into the image of Christ.

p. 179 
Conversion must not take the convert out of the world but rather send him back into it, the same person in the same world, and yet a new person with new convictions and new standards. If Jesus’ first command was “come!” his second was “go!” that is, we are to go back into the world out of which we have come, and go back as Christ’s ambassadors. 

p. 190
All down its history, the Christian church seems to have oscillated form one extreme to the other. At times it is so worldly that it goes to the extreme of self-confidence, as if evangelism were merely a question of business efficiency and human technique. At other times it becomes so otherworldly that it goes to the opposite extreme of self-depreciation, as if evangelism were entirely the work of the Holy Spirit and we had nothing whatever to contribute. But a truly biblical understanding of the purpose of the Spirit to work through some men to lead other to conversion would deliver us from both these extremes of self-reliance and self-despair, of pride and laziness.


What scripture lays upon us instead is the need for a proper combination of  humility and humanity—the humility to let God be God, acknowledging that he alone can give sight to the blind and life to the dead, and the humanity to be ourselves as  he has made us, not suppressing our personal individuality, but exercising our God-given gifts and offering ourselves to God as instruments of righteousness in his hand. I wonder if anything is more needed for the Christian mission in the modern age than this healthy fusion of humility and humanity in our reliance on the power of the Holy Spirit. 
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