“The Portable Seminary”

by David Horton (Bloomington, MN: Bethany House Publilshers, 2006)


p. 28 
There is a grave inconsistency when liberal theologians speak, on the one hand, of God’s mighty acts and, on the other hand, reject God’s mighty act in entrusting mankind with his Word, the Bible. There is no other Christ save the Christ of Scripture, and no other Scripture than that which the Lord Jesus Christ gave and attests. To him all Scripture gives witness (John 5:39; Acts 10:43; 18:28; 1 Corinthians 15:3).


Walter A. Elwell 

p. 31
Also significant throughout the Old Testament is an association of “Spirit” and “word,” the distinction between the two being comparable to that between God’s “breath” and “voice.” The voice is the articulate expression of a thought, whereas the breath is the force through which words are made actual. 


Hugh Dermot McDonald

p. 34 
In Scripture, as in the person of Jesus Christ, the divine and human elements are regarded as forming one indissoluble whole, dynamically united. The language is human; the message is divine. The human writers were not passive in the process. They were God’s penmen, no merely his pens. The result assures that God is the primary author of Scripture, so that the whole biblical account is rightly designated the Word of God.


Hugh Dermot McDonald
 

p. 88
Theories that use the difference between God and man to deny the possibility of a genuine communication of true knowledge do not do justice to at least two biblical facts: (1) that God created man in his own image, which certainly includes a likeness sufficient for communication; (2) God’s omnipotence, which implies that he can make a creature to whom he can truthfully reveal himself if he so wills.

Robert L. Saucy

p. 89 
From the biblical viewpoint it is generally agreed that it is impossible to give a strict definition of the idea of God. Defining, which means limiting, involves the inclusion of the object within a certain class and the indication of its distinguishing features from other objects in that same class. Since the biblical God is unique and incomparable (Isaiah 40:25), there is no universal abstract category of the divine. Studies in comparative religions reveal that “god” is, in fact, conceived in most different ways. Attempts to provide a general definition that encompasses all concepts of the divine, such as Anselm’s “that than which nothing greater is conceivable,” or “the supreme Being,” do not convey much of the specific characteristics of the God of Scripture. Instead of a general definition of God, therefore, the Bible presents descriptions of God as he has revealed himself.


Robert L. Saucy 

p. 90 
The centrality of God’s personality is seen in that while he is the Creator and Preserver of all nature, he is encountered in Scripture not primarily as the God of nature, as in pagan religions, but rather as the God of history, controlling and directing the affairs of humanity. 


Robert L. Saucy

p. 113
It is said that there are accents in Paul which the church has hesitated to assume. Where the church has thus hesitated she has impoverished herself and blurred her outlook on God’s activity. Hesitation where Paul was bold has caused the church often to make only a problem of God’s rule and men’s responsibility. She thus undermines either the providence of God or human responsibility. They do not exist together in the Scriptures as something problematic. They both reveal the greatness of divine activity, in that it does not exclude human activity and responsibility but embraces them and in them manifests God on the way to the accomplishment of His purposes.


G.C. Berkouwer, Providence of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1952), 98. 

p. 115 
The unity Christians seek is not a metaphysical unity with him but a relational unity, a oneness of mind, desire, and will.


Gordon R. Lewis 

p. 142
Had God intended for all to be saved by the death of Christ, then all would be. It is clear that not everyone is saved, because the Bible clearly teaches that those who reject Christ are lost. Therefore it stands to reason that Christ could not have died for everyone, because not everyone is saved. To argue that Christ died for everyone is in effect to argue that God’s saving will is not being done or that everyone will be saved, both of which propositions are clearly false.

Walter A. Elwell


Note: This is an argument for limited atonement. However, it fails to understand the implications of Hell and the eternal offering of God’s Son. Christ was offered to everyone for salvation, however, some reject God’s offer. This rejection is grounds for eternal damnation. “Whoever does not believe stands condemned already because he has not believed in the name of God's one and only Son.” (John 3:18, NIV)
p. 159 
One cannot know Jesus apart from the Spirit or other than through the Spirit. One cannot experience the Spirit other than this: The Spirit bears the character of Christ and impresses that character on those who submit to it. Any other spiritual experience is to be discounted by the Christian, entirely disregarded and avoided.


James D. G. Dunn 

p. 175 
Just as sin is deeper than the infringement of law so love goes beyond the requirements of law. The answer to sin is a forgiveness that was not conditional on Christ’s sacrifice but one that was responsible for this sacrifice. God did not forgive because his law was satisfied; yet because he chose to forgive, he saw to it that the demands of his law were fulfilled.


Donald G. Bloesch 

p. 185 
Paul speaks of the whole and of each local group as “the church” even as he uses this term for a household of believers as well as for larger gatherings. Thus it is not the addition of churches that makes the whole church, nor is the whole church divided into separate congregations. But wherever the church meets she exists as a whole, she is the church in that place. The particular congregation represents the universal church, and, through participation in Christ’s redemption, mystically comprehends the whole of which it is the local manifestation.

Robert G. Clouse
p. 186
Preaching becomes more effective as it calls men more often to behold God working for them than when it scolds men for not working better for God.  

p. 350
The most interesting—and persuasive—form of the cosmological argument is Aquinas’s “third way,” the argument from contingency. Its strength derives from the way it employs both permanence and change. Epicurus stated the metaphysical problem centuries ago: “Something obviously exists now, and something never sprang from nothing.” Being, therefore, must have been without beginning. An eternal Something must be admitted by all—theist, atheist, and agnostic. 


Arlie J. Hoover

p.360-361 



The theist, though, responds that evil is not a thing or substance. Rather, it is a lack or privation of a good thing God made. Evil is a deprivation of some particular good. The essence of this position is summarized: 
1. God created every substance.

2. Evil is not a substance (but a privation in a substance).

3. Therefore, God did not create evil.

Evil is not a substance but a corruption of the good substances God made. Evil is like rust to a car or rot to a tree. It is a lack in good things, but it is not a thing in itself. Evil is like a wound in an arm or moth holes in a garment. It exists only in another but not in itself.

It is important to note that privation is not the same as mere absence. Sight is absent in a stone as well as in a blind person. But the absence of sight in the stone is not a privation. Since the stone by nature ought not to see, it is not deprived of sight, as is the blind man. Evil, then, is a deprivation (not a mere negation) of some good that ought to be there.

To say that evil is not a thing, but a lack in things, is not to claim that it is not  real. Evil is a real lack in good things, as the blind person knows only too well. Evil is not a real substance, but it is a real privation in good substances. It is not an actual entity but a real corruption in an actual entity. 
Evil as privation comes in different kinds. There are physical privations, such as mutilations, and there are moral privations, such as sexual perversities. Privation can be in substance (what something is) or in relationships (how it relates to others). There are not only bad things but there are bad relations between things. A relationship of love is a good one; hate is an evil one. Likewise, when a creature worships his Creator, he relates well; blaspheming the Creator is an evil relationship.

From this perspective, it follows that there is not such thing as something totally evil. If it were totally deprived of all good, it would be nothing. A totally rusty car is no car at all, and a totally moth-eaten garment is only a hanger in a closet. Evil, like a wound, can only exist in something else. A totally wounded arm means the person is maimed. 

In view of this, something cannot be totally private, at least not in a metaphysical sense. A totally corrupted being would not exist at all. And a totally incapacitated will could not make any moral actions. One must take care not to carry human depravity so far that one destroys the ability to sin. There cannot be a supreme evil, for although evil lessens good, it can never totally destroy it. Nothing can be complete, unmitigated evil, for if all good were entirely destroyed—and this would be required for evil to be complete—evil itself would vanish, since its subject, namely good, would no longer be there.

The fact that evil cannot be total in a metaphysical sense by no means implies that it cannot be total in a moral sense. A being can be totally (or radically) depraved morally in the sense that evil has invaded every part of the being. However, the moral total depravity can only be extensive, no intensive—it can extend to every part of a person’s being, but cannot destroy personal being. If it destroyed one’s person, there would no longer be a person to do evil. Total evil in this sense would destroy a person’s ability to do evil.

Classical theists described things in terms of their four causes: (1) efficient; (2) final; (3) formal; and (4) material. A human being has (1) God as efficient cause, (2) God’s glory and his/her good as final cause, (3) a soul as formal cause, (4) a body as material cause. The cause of evil:

1. Efficient cause: free choice

2. Final cause: none (Evil is the lack of order.)

3. Formal cause: none (Evil is a privation of form.)

4. Material cause: a good substance

Norman L. Geisler

p. 551 
It is remarkable to note how these people to whom Jesus turned  are referred to in the Gospels. They are called the poor, the blind, the lame, the lepers, the hungry, sinners, those who weep, the sick, the little ones, the widows, the captives, the persecuted, the downtrodden, the least, the last, those who are weary and heavily burdened, the lost sheep.

D. Bosch, The Why and How of a True Biblical Foundation for Mission (1978).
p. 552-553 



In his post-resurrection ministry Christ stressed four realities: 


1. His bodily resurrection (Acts 1:3);


2. himself as the key to understanding the Old Testament (Luke 24:52-27, 32);


3. his missionary mandate (literally “when you go”—of course, you will go) to “make disciples of all nations,” incorporating converts into local congregations via baptism, and training them in discipleship, as he had trained them (Matthew 28:18-20); and


4. his order to remain in Jerusalem for the outpouring of the Holy Spirit, without whose power their missionary task would prove impossible to achieve (Luke 24:49; Acts 1:8).


He then ascended into heaven, his final witness to his divine Sonship (1:9-11)


Arthur F. Glasser
p.614 
In fact, however, the teaching of Jesus has authority on account of who Jesus is—and the identity and significance of Jesus can only be spelled out in doctrinal terms. … It is doctrine that explains why and how Jesus’ words and deeds have divine rather than purely human authority. It is doctrine that singles out Jesus Christ, and none other, as being God incarnate.  


Alister E. McGrath

p. 618
Christian doctrine aims to describe the ways things are. It is concerned to tell the truth in order that we may enter into and act upon that truth. It is an expression of a responsible and caring faith, a faith prepared to give an account of itself and to give careful consideration to its implication for the way we live. To care about doctrine is to care about the reliability of the foundations of the Christians life. It is to be passionately concerned that our actions and attitudes, our hopes and our fears, are a response to God and not to something making claims to deity, which collapse upon closer inspection…  


Alister E. McGrath

p. 635 
Electoral politics, legislative reforms, business and professional activities, and public education are examples of institutional spheres where participation might be called for. The boundaries of such participation are established by two criteria. 

First, no Christian is ever authorized to violate the command of God: we ought always, in cases of conflict, to “obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29).


Second, no Christian individual or group is ever authorized to unilaterally impose (coercively) the moral standards of God’s kingdom on the world.


David W. Gill

p. 642 
The purpose of Christian education is to bring people to a saving faith in Jesus Christ, to train them in a life of discipleship, and to equip them for Christian service in the world today. It is to develop in believers a biblical worldview that will assist them in making significant decisions from a Christian perspective. It is helping believers to “think Christianly” about all areas of life so that they can impact society with the message of the gospel. In essence, it is the development of a Christian worldview. 


Dennis E. Williams
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