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DEAVER’S DOCTRINE
AND MAN’S ACCOUNTABILITY
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INTRODUCTION1

Do you ever have to do wrong? Does anyone ever have to do
wrong? Is there ever even a single circumstance in which an account-
able, human being, as a free moral agent, cannot choose to do right but
can only—in that particular circumstance—do what is evil? To ask this
same question yet another way, is it ever the case when a person
violates the law of God that he could not have acted otherwise? If so,
could he justly be held accountable by God for doing what was
impossible for him not to do?

In the 1970s, Geraldine, an outrageous character played on
television by comedian Flip Wilson, made the expression, “The devil
made me do it,” a permanent part of American pop culture vernacular.
Is such a defense of misbehavior ever conceivably legitimate? When it
comes to sin, can one justifiably claim that all of the time, or some of
the time, or even one time, that he could not help but do evil because
the devil—or something—made him do it? Is it technically possible for
anyone or anything to force a man to commit a sin, an act for which he
must be held morally accountable?

These questions cause us to contemplate the nature of free will,
moral accountability, the justice of God, the nature of man and the very
meaning of sin. From the days of Plato and the ancient Greek philoso-
phers, through the Renaissance, Protestant Reformation and The
Enlightenment, philosophers and theologians have wrestled with the
nature of man as it relates to free will and moral responsibility. In our
post-Christian era, with the dominance of scientific naturalism and the
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rise of the science of psychology, the perennial controversy over this
issue has, in certain respects, escalated and extended in new directions.
With regard to human behavior, there is a growing consensus in
academia, and in turn in the general culture, indicative of an alarming
erosion of the concept of human accountability. Postmodern ideology
has deconstructed our conception of ourselves, while advances in the
scientific analysis of the mind and genetic construction of man have
been distorted to replace the traditional understanding of what man is,
abolishing man as a free moral agent and reconstructing him as a pre-
programmed biological machine. What we do is simply what we are
and cannot otherwise be. We are increasingly convinced that our
behavior is not self-caused, but determined by prior and irresistible
influences by which we are helplessly compelled and shaped.

Though current thinking is transforming our understanding of who
we are and why we do what we do, theological views of man’s nature
which distort reality and the Bible’s teaching on moral accountability
extend all the way back to the time of Augustine. For centuries, the
theology which came to be systematized and popularized by the
reformer John Calvin in the sixteenth century has dominated much of
the religious landscape. In both Catholic and Protestant traditions, the
dominant view of man is that he is a creature so corrupted by sin that
he is incapable—either partially or completely, some of the time or all
of the time—of doing what God requires of him without God effecting
a transformation in his basic nature and empowering him through the
Holy Spirit to be able to fully obey God. This Calvinistic concept of the
depravity of man and the corresponding necessity of regeneration and
direct enablement of the Holy Spirit has been, for the most part, long
opposed by faithful brethren since the time of the Restoration Move-
ment. But it has in recent years found increasing acceptance among us.
Though our brethren have not fully embraced the Calvinistic concepts
of man’s depravity, some are advocating modified forms of it which are
at best problematic, at worst damning and divisive.

A significant segment of our beloved brotherhood has become
comfortable with the idea that God directly illuminates us in under-
standing Scripture, and that He must also directly enable us through the
Holy Spirit to be able to do obey it. These are views which have
implications regarding the nature of man and God which cannot be
reconciled with God’s word. Our purpose is to address specifically the
implications of the doctrine of the necessity of a direct enablement of
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the Holy Spirit with regard to man’s accountability. If we cannot,
without God directly enabling us, do that for which God holds us
accountable, what does that imply? This issue raises broader, founda-
tional questions about what, if anything, causes us to do what we do.
We hope the following material will aid us in examining these and
related matters which, for a number of reasons, ought to be of concern
to us.

DETERMINISM AND ACCOUNTABILITY
Naturalistic Determinism

It is axiomatic that every effect must have a cause. What, then, is
the cause of our behavior? What causes us to do what we do? The view
that the individual acts through the exercise of his own will is self-
determinism. Geraldine’s excuse—“The devil made me do it”—will not
do. Whatever influence the devil (or anyone or anything else) may have
upon us, he cannot make us, in the absolute sense, do wrong. Ulti-
mately, I am the cause of my actions. What I do is not caused,
technically speaking, by another, but by myself. If my beliefs and
actions are self-determined, then they have ethical meaning and I can
be held responsible for them.

In counter distinction to self-determinism, the view that everything
we do is caused by something else is determinism. Broadly speaking,
when it comes to human behavior, naturalistic determinism (as opposed
to the theistic brand, discussed below) is the idea that everything we do
is the result of antecedent causes, which in turn stem from prior causes.
According to the behaviorism of B.F. Skinner, human activity stems
from biological and environmental factors, so that man is merely
responding largely to external stimuli.2 Of course, it is undeniable that,
to a significant degree, we are influenced by our environment. But in
its strongest form, determinism holds that it is not the exercise of free
will, but our biology and background that are the decisive factors in
determining our behavior.

One of the implications of the Darwinistic view of human origins
which dominates the mainstream scientific community is that behavior
is genetically determined. The sociobiology of E.O. Wilson attempted
to explain human conduct in terms of naturalistic evolution: Man is
merely an animal, and like all animals, acts out of the impulse of self-
preservation. According to evolutionary ethicists, our behavior must be
understood in terms of our (evolutionary) biology. With advancement
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in the understanding of man’s genetic makeup, including the landmark
scientific achievement of the mapping of the human genome, there is
now even greater emphasis in academia on accounting for all human
activity in terms of genetic causes.

This reductionism of man to mere matter making chemical
responses is used to explain—and to normalize—everything from
adultery, homosexuality and pedophilia to sexual assault and murder.
Alcoholism, eating disorders, “road rage,” every pathology and
impoliteness—including misbehavior of disrespectful children—are all
to be understood as genetically predetermined. When President
Clinton’s sexual escapades became a national scandal, ardent evolu-
tionist and outspoken opponent of Christianity Richard Dawkins
dismissed objections to the President’s philandering by saying, “We
lust because our ancestors’ lust helped pass their lustful genes on to
us.”3 A genetic explanation is now sought for religious conviction. We
have lately been told that man’s spiritual impulse is due to a “God
gene” which hardwires us with an inclination toward faith. We do not
believe in God, it is said, because we are convinced by independent
application of the intellect to compelling evidence, but rather, we are
compelled to believe by our DNA. In the evolutionary worldview,
man’s stubborn and allegedly irrational attachment to belief in God,
like everything else, must have a biological basis, a purely naturalistic
explanation.4 In short, our chemistry makes us believe.

The assertion that belief and behavior are strictly biological is not
based on an accumulation of conclusive empirical evidence. It stems
from the presupposition of philosophical materialism; it is driven, not
by scientific data, but ideology. This lack of genuine evidence,
however, has not kept forms of determinism from influencing how we
view human morality and accountability. It has become acceptable for
people to excuse their misdeeds by blaming their biology: “I’m not
sinful, just sick; I’m not naughty, just neurotic.” The corollary to this
is that if I’m sick, then I do not need moral instruction and accountabil-
ity, but therapy. We have become a society of victims, in which the
blame for our ills may be placed anywhere and everywhere but on the
individual. It is anybody’s fault but my own. This victimism has
created the litigation explosion weighing down our judicial system and
making it, at times, into a laughingstock.

It is becoming common for creative lawyers to mitigate, or at times
eliminate, the culpability of their defendants by portraying them as
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victims of their genes or their environment. A classic example of this
is the case of Dan White. In 1978, White, who had recently resigned his
position as City Supervisor, broke into City Hall through a basemen
window and shot and killed in cold blood San Francisco Mayor George
Moscone and Supervisor and gay activist Harvey Milk. White’s
attorney innovatively argued that his defendant should not be held fully
responsible for his actions because he was under the influence of
stimulants such as caffeine and sugar due to the over consumption of
junk food, including Twinkies. Rather than first degree murder, White
was convicted of the lesser charge of voluntary manslaughter, sen-
tenced to seven years, paroled after six years, and committed suicide
shortly thereafter. The light sentence caused outrage. Today, the
expression “Twinkie Defense” is used to describe the strategy of
diverting responsibility due to the influence of outside factors.

The “Twinkie made me do it” mentality found a place in our
cultural consciousness, especially the modern judiciary. When blame
is shifted from the Twinkie eater, the Twinkie producer may be held
liable instead. Rather than holding smokers responsible for their cancer,
jurors made the tobacco industry pay. Gun manufacturers have been
sued by loved ones of victims of handgun violence for providing a
weapon to the murderer. Suits have been filed against McDonald’s and
other restaurants on the grounds that it is not the overeater’s fault he is
obese and ill, but the fast food industry’s. Massive settlements
rewarded by juries have made lawsuits against corporations a lottery of
sorts, in which litigants can spin the wheel in hopes of hitting the tort
jackpot. We are making it more difficult for patients to receive medical
care, and for doctors and hospitals to provide it for fear of being ruined
through malpractice suits. This litigious frenzy has given rise to
absurdly obvious warning labels on products for fear that consumers
might sue for not being sufficiently informed that their hot coffee is,
well, hot, or that a hair dryer should not be operated while sitting in
bathwater.5 The victimist mentality—that someone or something other
than myself is to be held liable for my actions—and the frivolous
lawsuits stemming from it, have lined the pockets of trial lawyers, cost
the American economy hundreds of billions of dollars, and have raised
the cost of living for all of us. But worse, they have contributed
significantly to the erosion of personal responsibility.

In response to this trend, we should acknowledge that biology and
environment may play significant roles in any behavior. But we must
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also make clear that these influences are generally indirect, and they are
not decisive. It is true that a person’s genetic makeup may give him
certain traits which predispose him to a particular behavior. For
instance, someone whose genetic code causes him to be tall may find
that his height facilitates the choice to play basketball. But his playing
basketball is not genetically determined to the extent that he does not
have a choice in the matter. In other words, a genetic correlation
between tallness and basketball does not mean tall people are forced to
play basketball. In a similar way, there may be genetic factors which,
in combination with nongenetic factors, predispose some to homosexu-
ality. But that does not imply that those who act on homosexual
impulses have no choice in the matter. This same point is often made
with alcoholism. The fact that some people may have biological
features which make them especially susceptible to alcohol addiction
does not mean they are incapable of being sober. As significant as
genetic or nongenetic influences may be, our behavior cannot be
justified on the grounds of biology or environment. A propensity to sin
is not a necessity to sin. That is because there is another element which
must be considered in the assessment of human behavior: the will.

In the area of morality, the exercise of our volition is not merely
one factor; it is the deciding factor which outweighs all other influ-
ences. We are not slaves to our genes or circumstances. The Bible
clearly teaches we are free moral agents, meaning we have the capacity
to choose to do certain things or not to do them. “[C]hoose for
yourselves this day whom you will serve” (Josh. 24:15; cf. Deut. 30:19;
Isa. 7:15; Mt. 23:37; Jn. 5:40; 7:17; Rev. 22:17; et al). Any correlation
which might exist between genes and behavior is ultimately irrelevant
in the arena of ethics. Science may give insight into why we may be
inclined to certain forms of behavior, but it cannot tell us whether or
not we should give in to those inclinations. To put it another way,
science may tell us what is, but it cannot tell us what should be.

The analysis of human behavior is a challenging undertaking
because there are numerous factors which affect in varying degrees the
way we act. There is a wide range of genetic, biological, psychological,
familial and social influences which may combine in complex ways to
influence different people in different ways. But while these things
affect the way we act, they do not effect our actions. Naturalistic
determinism, therefore, is a false assessment of human activity. Neither
the devil nor anything else can make us do what is evil.
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Theistic Determinism
The idea that all events, including human actions, are preordained

by God is theistic, or theological, determinism. Among those who
would be classified by the world as Christian, John Calvin is consid-
ered to be the champion of this view. Building on the later work of
Augustine and others before him, Calvin (1509-1564) systematized and
popularized a theology, the fundamental principles of which have been
adopted and have influenced to a large extent virtually all of the
Protestant denominational world. An integral part of Calvinism is the
notion that since our sovereign, omnipotent, omniscient God is in
control of all events, then nothing can happen that is not determined by
Him according to His will. The Westminster Confession of Faith
(1646), considered by Reformed, or Calvinist, traditions to be a
systematic statement of essential doctrines of Scripture, states, “God,
from all eternity did, by the most wise and holy counsel of His own
will, freely and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes to pass.”6

Calvinists base God’s determining all that happens on His foreknow-
ledge. A Presbyterian publication states:

That God must have decreed all future things, is a conclusion
which necessarily flows from his foreknowledge, independence,
and immutability. The foreknowledge of God will, necessarily,
infer a decree; for God could not foreknow that things would be,
unless he had decreed they should be.
If God would be an independent being, all creatures must have
an entire dependence upon him; but this dependence proves,
undeniably, that all their acts must be regulated by his sovereign
will.
If God be of one mind, which none can change, he must have
unalterably fixed everything in his purpose which he effects in
his providence.
The decree of God relates to all future things without exceptions.
Whatsoever is done in time was foreordained before the begin-
ning of time ...
Nothing can happen but what is subject to his knowledge and
decreed by his will.7

This view that God’s foreknowledge and sovereignty means
nothing can occur which He did not will to take place carries with it
numerous monstrous and inescapable implications. If God’s sovereign
will determined, and His decree established, and His providence
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effects, all that occurs, then everything—including every thought and
action, good or evil, of every person, from Adam to the end of
time—happens because God willed it and then made it come to pass.
As one nineteenth century theologian, in defense of extreme Calvinism,
boldly admitted:

It is absurd to suppose that men can be left to the freedom of
their own will to act or not to act independently of divine
influence. There must, therefore, be the exercise of divine
agency in every human action. By this invisible agency upon the
minds, he governs all their views, all their thoughts, all their
determinations, and all their volitions, just as he pleases and just
according to his secret will, which they neither know before-
hand, nor can resist, evade, or frustrate.8

Given this assertion, there is no escaping the conclusion that Calvinism,
in its extreme form (hyper-Calvinism), makes God the originator and
cause of all sin. According to this dogma, no man ever can do anything
other than what God determined he would do. Since it is impossible to
overthrow the decree of God, and since God decreed all that comes to
pass, then every evil is performed under the compulsion of God by men
(or angels) who cannot possibly do anything else but the evil which
God determined they would do. Thus, it is not the devil who made me
do it, but God. In fact, even the devil himself could say “God made me
do it.” When men blaspheme and defy God, they are only doing what
God Himself made them do. Every rape, every murder, every vile deed
and unspeakable horror was decreed by God. The honest soul cannot
but be repulsed by such a conclusion. The Calvinist doctrine of divine
decree, widely embraced and tenaciously defended for centuries, makes
God a vile monster. Such a god, if he could exist, would not be worthy
of worship, but only contempt.

Like naturalistic determinism, the theistic determinism of extreme
Calvinism also destroys free will. In the former, man is a captive of his
biology, a victim of his circumstances which compel him to respond in
the only way he can. In the latter, man is a mere puppet in the hands of
his Creator. The critical point concerning the nature of man and free
moral agency is this: In order for man to be able to act freely, he must
be free to choose to do other than he does. But if God is the necessitat-
ing cause of every act a man performs, and nothing can happen except
what God makes happen by His immutable decree, then no man can
ever choose to do other than he does. Adam could not have chosen not
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to eat of the forbidden tree, for all that comes to pass is by the immuta-
ble decree of God. Therefore, God decreed that he would, and what
God decrees must come to pass. And, as it allegedly was with the first
man, so every man is equally powerless to refuse evil and choose right.
Thus does Calvinism sacrifice free moral agency to accommodate a
false view of God’s sovereignty. It is a distortion of the nature of both
God and man.

Calvinists frequently protest this objection by arguing that God’s
ordaining all that comes to pass does not eliminate altogether the will
of His creatures.9 The statement from The Westminster Confession cited
above, “God, from all eternity did, by the most wise and holy counsel
of His own will, freely and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes to
pass,” continues, “yet so as thereby neither is God the author of sin, nor
is violence offered to the will of the creatures, nor is the liberty or
contingency of second causes taken away, but rather established.”10

This is nothing but a contradictory assertion. If God ordained “whatso-
ever comes to pass,” and if a man cannot will to do anything other than
what God wills him to do, this does indeed do violence to the will of
His creatures. In fact, it eliminates it altogether. In the Calvinistic
perspective, man is never exercising free will—in any meaningful
sense—at all. Despite assertions to the contrary, Calvinism, in its most
radical form, is rank determinism—that man can never do anything
other than that which he is compelled to do by outside forces, in this
case, by God Himself. This is a purely fatalistic view of human activity.
Why concern ourselves over what we do, or what our future state will
be, if whatever happens is inevitable and out of our control? There
would be no sense in doing anything other than resigning ourselves to
passively submitting to whatever happens. Calvinistic fatalism justifies
indifference toward moral obligation and implies a gloomy pointless-
ness to existence.

Of course, Scripture does affirm that God is in control of all things,
and that His foreknowledge of all things is perfect. But because God
foreknows what comes to pass does not mean that He directly causes
all things to occur. Neither is it the case, as Calvinists contend, that
because God is in control of all things that it follows that everything
which occurs is His perfect will. God may permit things to happen (His
permissive will) which are not caused directly by Him nor according to
His ideal will. God’s ideal will was for Adam not to sin; but His
permissive will allowed Adam’s sin to take place. He knew beforehand
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that Adam would sin, but that foreknowledge did not mean that Adam
could not act freely. It means simply that God knew what Adam would
choose to do in exercising the free will God allowed him to have.

“But,” comes the objection, “doesn’t the Bible tell us that God
causes even the evil that men do, such as the hardening of Pharaoh’s
heart in his rebellion against the command of God (Ex. 9:12; 10:1, 20,
27; 11:10; 14:8; Rom. 9:14-21)?” There are times when God is said to
actively perform, by a figure of speech, what He permits but does not
directly cause (2 Sam. 24:1; 2 Chr. 18:18-22; 2 Thess. 2:9-12). When
God brings about through His providence the circumstances which give
men the opportunity to act freely, those free acts may be said to have
been caused by God, but only in the sense that He created the circum-
stances which made it possible for men to exercise their wills in
response to them. That is why Scripture attributes the hardening of
Pharaoh’s heart to God, but also to Pharaoh himself (Ex. 8:15, 32;
9:34). God hardened Pharaoh’s heart by making the circumstances
whereby Pharaoh had the opportunity to obey or disobey the command
of God; Pharaoh hardened his own heart by choosing to disobey God.

A premier case of God’s foreknowledge and foreordination
involving the exercise of man’s free will is the crucifixion of Christ.
The sacrifice of Jesus to make atonement for sin was “foreordained
before the foundation of the world” (1 Pet. 1:20). Peter told his
audience in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost that Jesus “being
delivered by the determined purpose and foreknowledge of God, you
have taken by lawless hands, have crucified, and put to death” (Acts
2:23). The church acknowledged in prayer to God that those who
played a part in murdering the Lord were doing “whatever Your hand
and Your purpose determined before to be done” (Acts 4:28). Thus,
since Jesus’ death was foreknown and predetermined by God, it was,
in a sense, impossible for it not to have occurred. But Peter clearly
charged those who crucified Christ with committing an act for which
they were responsible. How could they be held responsible for doing
what God ordained to come to pass? If it was God’s will that Jesus die,
how could they be condemned for carrying out God’s will?

This is not altogether an easy question. Reconciling the sovereignty
and foreknowledge of God with the free agency of man has challenged
theologians of all ages. But what must be remembered is that because
God knows something will happen or arranges for something to occur
does not mean He is forcing men to act contrary to their wills. God’s
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control of all events and foreknowledge of what man will freely choose
to do in any situation does not mean man is not free. (As Matthew
11:20-24 and other texts indicate, God not only knows all things, but
His perfect, comprehensive knowledge includes all possible and future
contingent events.) He can orchestrate through His providence what He
desires to come to pass in the context of man’s free moral agency. This
is what happened in the death of our Savior, which is why men could
be held responsible for freely participating in what God knew and
determined would come to pass. Whatever difficulty is encountered in
contemplating this issue, we must not take a view of God’s sovereignty
which contradicts the teaching of His Word about man’s volition. That
is exactly what the Calvinistic view of predestination does.

With regard to our salvation, it is true that the Bible affirms God
foreknew in eternity who would be saved, and that He predestined them
to salvation (Rom. 8:28-30; Eph. 1:3ff). But while the Bible speaks of
God electing and predestinating some to be saved, Calvinism errs in
supposing that this is done unconditionally and irrespective of any
choice on man’s part. God predetermined that all who freely obey Him
will be saved, and His foreknowledge of the elect does not eliminate
free will, as per Calvinism, but merely means God knew beforehand
who would choose to obey Him (compare carefully 1 Pet. 1:1-2 with
1:22). Yes, God elects some men to salvation, but the election is of
those who choose to come to Him in obedient faith. “And the Spirit and
the bride say, "Come!" And let him who hears say, "Come!" And let
him who thirsts come. Whoever desires, let him take the water of life
freely” (Rev. 22:17). The elect are “whoever desires.”

This view that man is free to choose to obey or reject God is
classified in theology as Arminianism. In the classic controversy be-
tween Arminianism and Calvinism concerning the free will of man as
it relates to the foreknowledge of God, it is Calvinism that distorts our
understanding of God and man, and rejects the teaching of Scripture.
Freedom And Accountability

In eliminating free will, extreme Calvinism destroys any real
accountability along with it. For how can a man be held accountable for
doing what he has been compelled by God to do? When Peter con-
demned the Jews on the day of Pentecost for their part in carrying out
what God foreknew they would do and what He had ordained to come
to pass, he was implying that they were responsible for acting as they
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did. He charged them with sin and called upon them to repent (Acts
2:38). They therefore must have acted freely. And this must be so in
every case in which a man is held accountable. How could Adam have
been responsible for his sin and punished by God if he could not
possibly have done other than what he did? How can God be just and
condemn anyone for circumstances which are beyond his control, for
acting in the only way he can, under compulsion by God?

If we have no choice but to act the way we do, then we cannot be
held accountable for our actions. But the Bible teaches that we will
most certainly be held accountable for what we do. “For we must all
appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that each one may receive
the things done in the body, according to what he has done, whether
good or bad” (2 Cor. 5:10). “So then each of us shall give account of
himself to God” (Rom. 14:12). Paul tells us that it is God ...

... who "will render to each one according to his deeds": eternal
life to those who by patient continuance in doing good seek for
glory, honor, and immortality; but to those who are self-seeking
and do not obey the truth, but obey unrighteousness—indigna-
tion and wrath, tribulation and anguish, on every soul of man
who does evil, of the Jew first and also of the Greek; but glory,
honor, and peace to everyone who works what is good, to the
Jew first and also to the Greek. For there is no partiality with
God (Rom. 2:6-11; cf. Ezek. 18:4; Mt. 25:31ff; Rev. 20:11-15).

In the infinite justice of Almighty God, disobedience to His will (sin)
will be punished;11 obedience will be rewarded. We are responsible
before God for our conduct, but there can be no accountability where
there is no ability. Accountability implies capacity. Ought implies can.
Therefore, we can obey God.

To emphasize the point, let us ask again: How can we be justly held
responsible for doing what we are compelled by an omnipotent and
irresistible agency to do, for doing what it is impossible for us not to
do? By robbing man of the ability to choose and do right of himself,
hyper-Calvinism leaves man as a being deserving of neither praise nor
blame. If we are mere puppets, moved by the immutable decree of God
and unable to do other than what we do, then we are incapable of virtue
or vice. How can a man be praised or blamed for something over which
he had no control? Like naturalistic determinism, the theistic determin-
ism of Calvinism obliterates the distinction between virtue and vice. It
removes the moral character from man’s actions, making all behavior
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void of ethical meaning. It makes “morality” merely descriptive, rather
than prescriptive; what is, rather than what ought to be.

As ethical creatures made in the moral and spiritual image of God,
we intuitively understand and are repulsed by the unjustness of
condemning or commending men for doing or not doing what they
have no ability to do or not to do. Imagine the government fencing in
an area and announcing to the public that anyone who enters the
restricted area will be punished for trespassing into forbidden territory.
Then a man is bound and forcibly taken by agents of the government
and thrown over the fence. He is then arrested and sentenced by those
very same government officials for violating the law. Could the
punishment of a man under such circumstances possibly be just? Or
suppose a man is chained to the wall inside of prison cell, and then
commanded to walk out of the cell, despite the fact that he is unable to
do so. He is told that if he does not obey, he will be put to death. But
he cannot submit to the command, because the very ones requiring him
to obey have made it impossible for him to do so. This is what
Calvinism makes of God. He demands men obey His will, makes it
impossible for them to do so, and then damns them to everlasting
torment for doing what they, under compulsion by God, could not
possibly keep themselves from doing. If that would be the true
character of God, we could not adore Him, but only abhor Him.

But Scripture affirms that we should adore and extol God for His
absolute and perfect justice. “For I proclaim the name of the Lord:
Ascribe greatness to our God. He is the Rock, His work is perfect; For
all His ways are justice, A God of truth and without injustice; Righ-
teous and upright is He” (Deut. 32:4; cf. Gen. 18:25; Ps. 92:15; 111:7;
Rev. 15:3). If God ever places us in a situation in which we have but
one course of action possible to us, and then condemns us for pursuing
that course, He is not just. But God is just. Therefore, if the Just God
holds us accountable for our actions, it must be that we are free to
choose to do right and to refuse to do wrong.

God not only does not compel us to obey or disobey Him; He
cannot. Of necessity, He respects the free will with which He has
endowed us. In Screwtape Letters, C.S. Lewis concluded that “the
Irresistible and Indisputable are the two weapons which the very nature
of His scheme forbids Him to use. Merely to override human will ...
would be for Him useless. He cannot ravish. He can only woo.”12 In
The Great Divorce, Lewis, said: “There are only two kinds of people
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in the end: those who say to God, ‘Thy will be done,’ and those to
whom God says, in the end, ‘Thy will be done.’ All that are in Hell,
choose it. Without that self-choice there could be no Hell.”13

The Biblical concept of man is not natural or theistic determinism,
but self determinism. Regardless of outside influences upon us, we are
the ultimate cause of our own actions. Calvinists argue that self
determinism is irrational because there cannot be an uncaused act or
self-caused act. An act cannot cause itself, they protest, but must have
a prior cause, and that prior cause must be God, who causes all that
occurs. But to say that our actions are self-caused does not mean they
have no cause, nor that they cause themselves, but that the self is the
cause of the act. To avoid this confusion, rather than speaking of a self-
caused act, it may be clearer to say that the self is the cause of the act.
The options are as follows: All actions are either uncaused or caused.
All are agreed that actions must be caused. Our options, then, are these:
Either they are caused by (1) the self (self-determinism), or (2)
something other than the self (determinism). The latter option is false,
for the reasons we have demonstrated above. We have shown that the
only rational and Biblically tenable position is the former. We are not
under irresistible influences from heaven or hell. When it comes to
moral obligation, we can resist the devil (Jas. 4:7) or God (Acts 7:51).
The devil does not make us do it (naturalistic determinism). Neither
does God (theistic determinism, or hyper-Calvinism).

THEISTIC DETERMINISM AND
THE DIRECT OPERATION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT

Hyper-Calvinism And Direct Enablement
The entirety of the Calvinistic system is based on an unbiblical

concept of God (a distortion of the sovereignty of God), and an equally
egregious view of man. The fundamental tenets of Calvinism (uncondi-
tional election, limited atonement, irresistible grace, and the persever-
ance of the saints) are all based on the single foundational point
concerning the nature of man known as total depravity. This is the idea
that man, since the sin of Adam, has inherited a fallen nature, a
condition of such complete corruption that he is unable to do good.
Says The Westminster Confession:

Our first parents, being seduced by the subtlety and temptations
of Satan, sinned, in eating the forbidden fruit ... They being the
root of all mankind, the guilt of this sin was imputed; and the
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same death in sin, and corrupted nature, conveyed to all their
posterity descending from them by ordinary generation.
From this original corruption, whereby we are utterly indisposed,
disabled, and made opposite to all good, and wholly inclined to
all evil, do proceed all actual transgressions (6.1-6).
Man, by his fall into a state of sin, hath wholly lost all ability of
will to any spiritual good accompanying salvation; so as a
natural man, being altogether averse from that good, and dead in
sin, is not able, by his own strength, to convert himself or to
prepare himself thereunto (9.3).14

Due to the completeness of this depravity, man is incapable of
himself to do good and come to God. He is in spiritual darkness, dull
of hearing, and incapable of receiving and obeying the word of God.
He must first have his nature changed miraculously by God in order to
make it possible for him to understand and accept God’s word and to
make him willing and able to respond to it. This change in his nature
which enables him to believe and obey God is called regeneration,
and—according to Calvinists—is accomplished wholly by God apart
from any effort on man’s part. Regeneration is brought about by a
power of the Holy Spirit which works directly and mysteriously upon
the mind of man. According to the Canons of Dordt:

Therefore, all people are conceived in sin and are born children
of wrath, unfit for any saving good, inclined to evil, dead in their
sins, and slaves to sin; without the grace of the regenerating
Holy Spirit they are neither willing nor able to return to God, to
reform their distorted nature, or even to dispose themselves to
such reform (emphasis added).15

Note Calvin’s own words from his monumental work, Institutes of the
Christian Religion:

No man aspires to [goodness] except by the impulsion of the
Holy Spirit ... Our will cannot long for the good without the Holy
Spirit.
Conversion of the will is the effect of divine grace inwardly
bestowed.
Two things are clearly signified: (1) The Lord corrects our evil
will, or rather extinguishes it; (2) he substitutes for it a good one
from himself.
But spiritual discernment is wholly lost until we are regenerated
... Our nature lacks everything that our Heavenly Father bestows
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upon his elect through the Spirit of regeneration (emphasis
added).16

And notice again the Confession:
[The Holy Spirit] regenerates men by his grace, convicts them
of sin, moves them to repentance, and persuades and enables
them to embrace Jesus Christ by faith.
All those whom God hath predestinated unto life, and those only,
he is pleased to call ... by his word and Spirit ... taking away
their heart of stone, and giving unto them an heart of flesh;
renewing their wills, and by his almighty power determining
them to that which is good ... This effectual call is of God’s free
and special grace alone, not from anything at all foreseen in man,
who is altogether passive therein, until, being quickened and
renewed by the Holy Spirit, he is thereby enabled to answer this
call, and to embrace the grace offered and conveyed in it
(emphasis added).17

Thus we can see in the Calvinist system the connection between man’s
alleged inability due to his depravity from the corruption of sin, and the
necessity of a direct operation on the spirit of man. Because man is
incapable of responding to God, the Holy Spirit must directly transform
and empower him.
Moderate Calvinism And Direct Enablement

We have pointed out already that Calvinist thinking has affected
the Lord’s church in recent years. This is not to say our brethren have
gone so far as to embrace extreme Calvinism. But the moderate form
of it, popular in many denominations, has found a warm welcome in
the church, particularly aspects of it having to do with the working of
the Holy Spirit. In moderate Calvinism, man is not utterly depraved,
“wholly inclined to all evil;” he has not “wholly lost all ability of will
to any spiritual good,” as the Confession states. Man has freedom of
choice and the capacity to do good, at least to some degree. But he is
still born with (or acquires through the personal practice of sin) a sinful
nature which, though it does not deprive him of free will, inclines him
to commit sin. This degree of depravity makes it possible for him to do
good, to resist sin to some degree, but impossible for him to obey God
fully without a direct enablement of the Spirit. Some brethren who have
not given up altogether on free will and who do not subscribe to all of
the implications of Calvinistic doctrine, advocate forms of this
“Calvinism Light” when it comes to the working of the Holy Spirit.
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Again, in this moderate model of Calvinism, the Spirit does not
override free will. We must cooperate with the Spirit, permitting Him
to work within us. But since we are unable to do right to the degree
required of us, without this direct enablement of the Spirit, we simply
cannot obey the commands of God. This is essentially a modified
version of the Calvinist doctrine of depravity and regeneration. The
remarks of Terry Rush, in his work, The Holy Spirit Makes No Earthly
Sense, well represents this position:

Apart from the Spirit of Jesus, we can do nothing. With him, we
can do God’s will (p. 34).
The Spirit is that mysterious component that transformed
inability into ability and inadequacy into adequacy (p. 35).
The only way we can [be faithful] is to be empowered by the
Holy Spirit (p.39).
As various glands produce vital energy to keep the outer body
stable, the Spirit produces necessary power to keep the inner
person able (p. 42-43).
Being led by the Spirit is much more than doing right and
avoiding wrong ... The Holy Spirit leads us to accept these
qualities. But we cannot “be” any of the above by our own
determination. Only as the Spirit gives to us, can we attain such
noble standards (p.63). [He then cites Gal. 5:18, 22-23, the fruit
of the Spirit, TY]
Anyone can do good when there is no opposition. The rubber
meets the road when mistreatment presents itself. It is at this
point that mere humanity cannot continually, successfully bring
forth patience, gentleness, etc. We must call upon the Spirit
through faith to go to work (pp. 64-65). [Remember “self-
control” is an element of the fruit of the Spirit.]
The Holy Spirit is the total power of the disciple. Without him,
we are a dead carcass. With him, we gain strength—invisible,
direct strength—to do kingdom work (p. 74).18

The idea of a direct leading and enablement of the Holy Spirit
appears to have become a leading theme with those among us promot-
ing an unbiblical agenda to transform the church of the Lord into a
denomination. It is used to undermine Biblical authority and advance
the subjectivism of liberalism which allows us to supplant God’s will
with our own. But there are others who have been respected for their
soundness of the faith, including Mac Deaver, who also advocate the
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idea of direct enablement. Deaver affirms that it is impossible to exhibit
the fruit of the Spirit without being directly enabled through the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit. This writer has had the highest regard for
the Deavers and their great work in the kingdom. But there are
implications of this view which present serious problems concerning
the justice of God and the nature of man which prevent us from
adopting it.
Direct Enablement And Accountability

The belief in the necessity of a direct enablement of the Spirit is a
form of determinism, in that it implies there are times when men (at
least the alien sinner, who does not have the Spirit working in him)
cannot help but sin. If a man needs a direct infusion of strength in order
to do something that God requires, then without that direct enablement
he could not possibly keep from failing to conform to God’s will. He
could not possibly have done anything but sin. Remember, it is argued
that we do not merely receive direct strength from the Spirit, but we
absolutely must have it, or we are not able to do—at least in some
situations—what God requires of us. We are emphasizing here that the
idea of a necessity of a direct operation to be able to obey God implies
that, in those situations allegedly requiring direct enabling, a man
without that direct enabling is helpless. Even if he desired to do right,
he would not be able.

If this is so, how we can escape the conclusion that, at times, there
is something other than the individual’s will determining his moral
activity? Hyper-Calvinism alleges that man cannot choose to do right
because he does not have the desire. He desires to do only evil, and
therefore cannot submit to God because he lacks the will to so. God,
then, must give him a new will—a new nature—through the regenera-
tion of the Holy Spirit. In the moderate Calvinism scenario, man has the
will, but not the ability. Is he, then, truly free? Is it not the case that, for
a man to be a free moral agent, he must have both the desire and the
capacity to do right. To be free, we must have the ability—not only to
choose to do otherwise than we do, but to actually do otherwise than
what we do. We began this discussion by asking, Does anyone ever
have to do wrong? The doctrine of a necessity of direct enablement
answers, “Yes.” If this is correct, how can man be—at all times—a free
moral agent? And, if he is not always acting freely, how can he be held
accountable for times when he is not?
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Ability is linked to responsibility. As noted earlier, ought implies
can. If a man is not able to do something God requires, then how can
he be held accountable for failing to do what he could not do? How can
he be held accountable for doing or not doing something, when in that
particular moment it was impossible for him to do otherwise? If he is
compelled, whether by a depraved nature, divine decree, genetic
constitution, or outside influences, then he is not acting freely. If not
acting freely, he is not committing an immoral act any more than an
apple falling to the ground under the irresistible influence of gravity is
an immoral act. Determinism removes the morality from human
actions, and that is precisely the difficulty with the contention that a
man must be directly enabled by the Holy Spirit or he cannot help but
sin (in some situations). Where there is no ability, there is no responsi-
bility. If a man is not capable, he is not culpable.
1 Corinthians 10:13

After Paul catalogues some of the sins of the Israelites in the
wilderness, including lust, idolatry and fornication, he warned the
saints in the church at Corinth, “Therefore let him who thinks he stands
take heed lest he fall” (1 Cor. 10:12). (Notice Paul’s indictment is of
those living under the Mosaic covenant, when men did not have the
alleged direct enabling power of the Holy Spirit, yet were culpable for
their actions, and thus must have been able to resist the temptation to
commit sin without a direct enabling). Lest they despair over the
challenge of standing fast in God’s will, the apostle offers his brethren
this encouragement: “No temptation has overtaken you except such as
is common to man; but God is faithful, who will not allow you to be
tempted beyond what you are able, but with the temptation will also
make the way of escape, that you may be able to bear it” (v.13). The
temptations they faced were those “common to man,” which is from the
Greek term for “human,” suggesting, “that which is according to human
strength, bearable.”19 The Corinthians had not faced any extraordinary
inducements to sin, but those which man had been able successfully to
endure. And they are promised that God does not allow them to be
tempted “beyond what you are able.” There is always a “way of
escape,” so that we are not left in a position in which we have no other
course to take but to sin.

To maintain that the alien sinner is incapable (at times) of obeying
God’s law without a direct enabling, it must be argued that this text
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applies exclusively to Christians. Contextually, however, there are no
grounds on which to limit the text to saints only. Yes, Paul was writing
to the church at Corinth, “those who are sanctified in Christ Jesus,
called to be saints, with all who in every place call on the name of Jesus
Christ our Lord” (1 Cor. 1:2), but does that demand the conclusion that
all the personal pronouns in this context apply only to Christians? This
is similar to the hermeneutical mistake made by our “anti-institutional”
or “saints only” brethren, who limit the “all” of 2 Corinthians 9:13 to
saints and texts like Galatians 6:10 and James 1:27 to the individual, as
opposed to the church collectively. As we respond in those cases, so
here we look at the context: When Paul says “we” should not lust
(1 Cor. 10:6), is he meaning only Christians sin when they lust? Since
he is writing to saints, does the exhortation, “Nor let us commit sexual
immorality” (v.8), have no application to those outside of Christ? It was
a sin when the Israelites under the Old Covenant did these things. Is it
a sin under the New Testament when unbelievers practice idolatry, lust,
fornicate, tempt Christ, complain (v.6-10), etc.?

We return here once more to the deterministic implications of
saying the alien will be held accountable for his lack of capacity to
obey God. If 1 Corinthians 10:13 is a promise exclusively for Chris-
tians, rather than for all men generally, then it would follow that there
may be situations in which alien sinners have no “way of escape,” that
there are temptations which they are not able to bear, which they are
powerless to resist. This would mean that, at times, alien sinners, due
to their nature, must commit sin. But if 1 Corinthians 10:13 applies to
all men, then we can trust that God’s providence never puts anyone in
a situation where he has to commit sin. Because of weakness, we all do
sin, but there is a crucial distinction between saying the flesh is weak
(Mt. 26:41), and the flesh is absolutely unable; between saying we do
not keep God’s law perfectly, and that we cannot. If God does permit
the alien sinner to be in a situation where he must sin, then the alien is
not truly a free moral agent, at least part of the time.

RESPONDING TO OBJECTIONS
Slaves To Sin

How does a moderate Calvinist deal with the issue of accountabil-
ity? It is argued that, even though a man’s semi-depraved nature makes
it impossible at times to do right, he is responsible for freely plunging
himself into that state of a semi-depravity. It is said that the alien sinner
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is slave to sin, unable always to refrain from evil, but he is blamewor-
thy for what he does in obedience to irresistible enticements to sin
because, to begin with, he freely chose to put himself in bondage to the
devil. But if God holds a man accountable for a particular act which he
commits even as a slave to sin, must he not have had the ability, in that
situation, to do otherwise? If we are to be held accountable for each act
of sin we commit, then we must be free not to commit those acts. If
bondage to sin compels one, whether some of the time or all of the
time, to commit sin, if it removes his ability to do right and refuse evil,
then he would not be accountable so much for the acts he is compelled
by this bondage to commit, but only for entering into that bondage. But
he will be held accountable for the acts he commits (2 Cor. 5:10). This
accountability must carry with the ability to act freely, or else we still
have the Calvinistic conundrum of God unjustly condemning a man for
what he could not possibly avoid.

Does the Word of God not teach that lost men are in bondage to
sin? Indeed, it does. But what does this mean? Jesus tells us, “[W]ho-
ever commits sin is a slave of sin” (Jn. 8:34). Freely practicing sin is
what makes one in bondage to it. Paul asks:

Do you not know that to whom you present yourselves slaves to
obey, you are that one's slaves whom you obey, whether of sin
leading to death, or of obedience leading to righteousness? But
God be thanked that though you were slaves of sin, yet you
obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine to which you were
delivered. And having been set free from sin, you became slaves
of righteousness (Rom. 6:16-18).

Obedience to sin makes one a slave to sin, just as obedience to God
makes one a slave of righteousness. In both cases, this obedience is
freely rendered. It is because our sin is freely engaged in that it is sin,
and that we can be held responsible for it. Being a slave to sin no more
means we cannot help but sin than being a slave of righteousness means
that we cannot help but do right. Of those who have abandoned the
practice of sin, Paul said, “For sin shall not have dominion over you,
for you are not under law but under grace” (Rom. 6:14). It has no
dominion over the Christian because through Christ he is set free from
the guilt of sin, a condition which was not actually possible under the
law of Moses because there was no actual removal of sin until Jesus
made atonement for sin through His death on the cross.
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When a man first sins, there is a change in his condition. He falls
under the condemnation of sin, and through habitually yielding to it he
becomes enslaved to it in the sense that he allows it to dominate his
life. But he is still a free moral agent. To argue that when a person
reaches the age of accountability—the point at which he can be held
responsible for choosing right and refusing wrong (Isa. 7:15)—and
commits his first sin that he becomes so enslaved that there are times
he cannot choose good and refuse evil, means that his nature has
changed. Does sin change ones nature so that he is no longer a free
moral agent? After Adam sinned, he was under the condemnation of
sin, but did he lose the capacity to obey God? Do alien sinners have one
nature, and children of God another? This is what Calvinism
affirms—that when Adam sinned, man became so corrupted that God
must directly, through the Spirit, change his very nature. But on what
grounds can it be said that in choosing to commit a sin in one particular
situation, a man loses his ability to choose not to commit sin in
another? Sin certainly brings a change in one’s condition, but on what
basis can we say that it changes one’s nature from a free moral agent,
able always to submit to God, to a depraved individual who cannot?
Romans 7-8

In Romans 7:17-21, Paul says,
But now, it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells in me.
For I know that in me (that is, in my flesh) nothing good dwells;
for to will is present with me, but how to perform what is good
I do not find. For the good that I will to do, I do not do; but the
evil I will not to do, that I practice. Now if I do what I will not
to do, it is no longer I who do it, but sin that dwells in me. I find
then a law, that evil is present with me, the one who wills to do
good.

Because Paul speaks here of his willingness to do good, some hyper-
Calvinists believe he must be dealing with his condition as a Christian,
since, in their view, the alien cannot even will to do good. But the
context indicates that Paul is speaking of himself when he was under
the law of Moses to describe the condition of all those who are without
redemption in Christ (7:1ff, 24ff; 8:1ff). They also appeal to this
context to support their view of total depravity, as proof that unregener-
ate men have absolutely no will and no capacity to obey God.20 John
Piper, for instance, under the heading, “Man’s inability to submit to
God and do good is total,” says:
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Picking up on the term “flesh” above (man apart from the grace
of God) we find Paul declaring it to be totally enslaved to
rebellion. Romans 8:7-8 says, “For the mind that is set on the
flesh is hostile to God; it does not submit to God’s law, indeed
it cannot; and those who are in the flesh cannot please God
(emphasis added).”21

Likewise, the moderate Calvinist sees in these chapters the inability to
obey God. Commenting on Romans 7:17-20, Roy Deaver wrote:

If I am unable to do (carry out) that which I will, then it is clear
that I am a slave of sin—that sin controls, rather than my will ...
If sin is in control, the mind will consent to the practice of evil,
in spite of the actual desire to do good. Verse 18 shows that
when “good” dwells in (controls) the flesh, then there will be
both the “will” to do good, and the actual “doing” of that which
is good. So long as there is the “will” to do good, but the
inability to carry out the will, then the person is a slave of sin.22

But if our inability is absolute, then we are indeed totally depraved, as
the hyper-Calvinist contends. Care must be taken not to interpret Paul
to be saying we are absolutely unable to do good, or else we fall into
the ditch of determinism and the problem of man being held account-
able for what he is not able to do. The apostle personifies sin and
speaks of it, rather than the individual, doing evil, but this cannot be
taken literally to mean a man has no control over what he is doing. “But
now, it is no longer I who do it,” Paul says, “but sin that dwells in me”;
but of course, whenever Paul did something, he was personally doing
it, and he could not have personally performed anything without
exercising his will to do so. He is not saying he is literally a mere
puppet to a being known as sin pulling his strings and causing him to
act against his will. Failing to see the figurative, hyperbolic element of
his remarks is to believe the sinner is utterly helpless to avoid sin, in
which case he could hardly be responsible for his actions at all, since
he is doing what he could not possibly avoid.

How, then, are we to understand the text? In the context Paul is
discussing the personal battle “warring” (7:23) in the individual
between the desire to fulfill the lusts of the flesh and the desire to do
good; the carnal versus the spiritual; the flesh versus the mind (v.25).
It appears that Paul is suggesting that at times he has the desire to good,
but the pull of sin is strong and he yields to it instead. That seems to be
what he means when he says “it is no longer I ... but sin” doing it—i.e.,
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by giving in to temptation to do wrong, he is allowing sin to dominate
his will. He confesses his frustration over the fact that at times he is
weak and does not do the good he wishes he would do, or does the evil
he wishes he would not do. This weakness of the flesh Paul speaks of
in himself is representative of our predicament without the Gospel. If
we take his words in an absolute sense without keeping in view the
immediate and remote context of the Bible’s teaching on free will and
accountability, we would be left concluding that no sinner could ever
do a single good thing. That is rank Calvinism, not Bible truth.

When, due to weakness, we choose to give in to temptation and do
the evil we wish we did not do, our sin brings us under condemnation.
Under the law, there was no deliverance from this awful condition.
There was no relief from our failure (a failure because of our yielding,
by our own free will, to the lusts of the flesh) to win this battle between
the carnal and spiritual desires. But in Christ Jesus, we have deliver-
ance (7:24-25). “There is therefore now no condemnation to those who
are in Christ Jesus, who do not walk according to the flesh, but
according to the Spirit. For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus
has made me free from the law of sin and death” (8:1-2). What the law
could not do (for it only condemned), the Son of God did, setting us
free from our sin (8:3). In Christ, we “do not walk according to the
flesh but according to the Spirit” (8:4). As Paul explained previously,
we no longer serve sin, but we have obeyed the doctrine of Christ and
are servants of righteousness (6:1ff, 16-18).The Spirit of God dwells in
us, and now we mind “the things of the Spirit” (8:5-11). “By the Spirit”
we “put to death the deeds of the body” (8:13); we are “led by the
Spirit” (8:14). The Spirit “bears witness with our spirit,” and “helps in
our weaknesses” and “makes intercession for us” (8:26). But are these
things the Spirit does directly to us? Because we are led and aided by
the Spirit does not mean we require a Calvinistic, direct enablement
from Him to change our nature.
Obligated To Obtain Direct Aid

We are told that the alien sinner can be held responsible for sin he
did not have the power to resist without direct aid because he is under
obligation to seek God and obtain the aid he needs to do what God
requires. Allegedly, the sinner just needs the information in the Gospel
so that he can change his will, obey the Gospel, be forgiven and obtain
the strength he needs. But the sinner is condemned for the sin he
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commits, not merely for refusing to obtain aid (Rom. 2:6ff; 2 Cor.
5:10). The sinner is lost, not because he has not obeyed the Gospel, nor
because he does not have the Spirit within him, but because he has
freely chosen to disobey God (Rom. 3:23; 6:23). If he rejects the
Gospel, he adds to his sin. But he will be held responsible for the sins
he has committed, not just for refusing to become a Christian so that he
could have obtained the strength from God to avoid them. The point
still remains that if he is responsible for each individual act of sin he
commits, then in each case he must be free not to commit those acts, or
he is not free at all.

It might be worth considering this question: Is it the case that the
sinner needs only to change his mind about sin, but does not actually
have strength to reform his life until after baptism? Repentance is a
change of the will brought about by godly sorrow that leads to a turning
away from sin (2 Cor. 7:10). Paul proclaimed to the Gentiles “that they
should repent, turn to God, and do works befitting repentance” (Acts
26:20). It is conceivable that there may be times when a man must bear
the fruit of repentance prior to baptism. Suppose a man is living in a
homosexual relationship, and he hears the Gospel. Should we agree
with him if he tells us that he wants to end the relationship, but he just
does not have the strength to do so? Should we tell him he may indeed
lack the moral capacity to break off the relationship, but that once he
gets baptized and receives (allegedly) a direct empowerment from the
Spirit, only then will he be enabled to break free of his sinful entangle-
ments? If he delays obedience to the Gospel, should we expect that he
cannot resist the lust of the flesh until he finally submits to baptism?
What if a missionary encounters an African tribesmen with seven
wives? Are we to believe that he may not have the strength to forsake
the sinful relationships with all but his one original, Scriptural wife
until he passes through the water of baptism? Of course, we are not
suggesting that a person must correct every sin in his life before he is
eligible for baptism. But are we to think that he is in such a bondage to
sin that there are some sins he cannot cease committing until after
baptism? That he must not stop committing these sins, but only come
to God for the direct enablement to do so?

It is said that the reason saints need a direct enablement to live as
a Christian, but not the alien sinner to become a Christian, is that it
takes more strength to live as a child of God than to become one. To
become a saint, the argument goes, one needs only information to
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change his will; to remain a saint, one needs a direct enablement, above
and beyond whatever strength he can gain through the word of God
alone and the indirect working of the providence of God. But what of
the sinner in the throes of sexual or chemical addiction? Or one who
has immersed himself into the depths of a sinful lifestyle. He hears the
Gospel, believes Jesus is the Son of God, and he knows he needs to
repent. He undergoes an agonizing struggle in attempting to bring
himself to the point of changing his will. Why would he not be granted
a regeneration of the Spirit, in the vein of hyper-Calvinism, or a direct
push from the Spirit to convict him of sin (Jn. 16:8) to the point of
moving him to repentance? It is conceivable that for some, taking the
monumental step of deciding to leave all and become a disciple of Jesus
is every bit as difficult as actually being His disciple.

When it comes to morality, are there two standards in the New
Testament—one for sinners and another for saints? If it takes more to
be a Christian than to become one, if God expects less of the sinner,
does this not imply that the sinner must live under a different law, or
that there must be some of the New Testament that does not apply to
him? False teachers on divorce and remarriage insist that the sinner is
not under all of the law of Christ in order to try to excuse the conduct
of those who are in unbiblical marriages. Faithful brethren have
correctly responded that there is but one Gospel and that it applies to
all men.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
Old Testament Saints, Devout Denominationalists And A Higher
Standard

If it is not possible to obey God to the extent that He requires
without a direct enablement accomplished through the literal indwelling
of the Spirit, what about the obedience of those under the Mosaic
dispensation, who lived before the Spirit was given to dwell in the
church? Enoch “walked with God” (Gen. 5:22; cf. Heb. 11:5), as did
Noah, “a just man, perfect in his generations” (Gen. 6:9). The parents
of John, Zacharias and Elizabeth “were both righteous before God,
walking in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord blame-
less” (Lk. 1:6). While they were not without sin, their lives were
characterized by faithfulness to God. If they could obey God to the
degree He required without direct enablement, why could not men
today also do the same?
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The answer offered to this question is that we live under a higher
standard than they. More is required of us, necessitating a direct
operation of the Spirit on our spirits. God required the same level of
effort of them, but by their efforts they could not accomplish what we,
with the direct enablement of the Spirit, can. It is true that, under the
New Covenant, we have greater blessings, and therefore correspond-
ingly greater responsibility (Lk. 12:47-48). But so far as basic morality
is concerned, such as exercising self-control (part of the fruit of the
Spirit, which allegedly the alien sinner cannot produce to the degree
God requires without the Spirit directly enabling him), we have no
more required of us than anyone ever has. Was not David just as
obligated to refrain from adultery as anyone living today under the New
Testament of Christ? Is there a situation in which a man today would
be expected to refrain from an immoral act, but before the cross of
Christ a Jew or Gentile in the identical situation would have had no
ability to keep from committing that same immoral act? If there are
requirements of us that aliens cannot possibly keep without a direct
empowerment, what are they?

Then there is the problem of devout denominationalists. If living
up to the moral standard given in the New Testament requires a direct
enablement, how is it that many outside of Christ in the false religion
of denominationalism live every bit as righteously (as far as basic
morality is concerned) as faithful members of the Lord’s church?
Though these good folk are still in their sin, they have been influenced
by the Spirit through the word of God, which “is living and powerful,
and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing even to the division of
soul and spirit, and of joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the
thoughts and intents of the heart” (Heb. 4:12). Because of that influence
they exhibit love, joy, peace, longsuffering, kindness, goodness, faith
(in the sense of a confidence in God, though not a complete, obedient,
saving faith in submitting to the conditions of salvation), meekness,
self-control, etc. If no one can bear these qualities (to the degree God
requires) without direct enablement, how do we explain that there are
many who are not Christians (in the strict, New Testament meaning of
the term as one who has been Biblically baptized) who bear these
traits—in many cases to a greater degree than those who are true
Christians? There are some non-Christians influenced by the Bible who
possess a degree of morality which it is hard to believe God would
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require us to surpass and, which we could only allegedly reach by a
direct enablement.
“Direct” Versus “Indirect” Strength

Does the Bible not tell us that God strengthens us, sanctifies us, and
works within us? Absolutely so. We are “strengthened with might
through His Spirit in the inner man” (Eph. 3:16). “Now may the God
of peace ... make you complete in every good work to do His will,
working in you what is well pleasing in His sight” (Heb. 13:20-21).
Paul tells us, “[F]or it is God who works in you both to will and to do
for His good pleasure” (Phil. 2:13; cf. Phil. 1:19; Col. 1:9-11; 1 Thess.
5:23-24; 1 Pet. 4:11; 5:10; Ju. 24-25). But does that mean God
strengthens and works in us directly? If we must take these and other
texts to mean that He is directly enabling us, then what about texts
which speak in similar language of the Spirit working on the alien
sinner? Does the Spirit directly convict the world of sin (Jn. 16:8)? Of
Lydia we are told, “The Lord opened her heart to heed the things
spoken by Paul” (Acts 16:14). Did the Lord do so directly? Calvinists
have longed cited these texts to support their notion of a direct
operation of the Spirit on the alien, and we have rightly opposed this as
faulty hermeneutics, a mishandling of the word. Is it not making the
same error to take texts which speak of God working in the saint to
mean He must be working directly?

If God’s working good within us is to be understood as direct, then
what about when God is said to work evil in men? To those who do not
love the truth, God sends a “strong delusion, that they should believe
the lie” (2 Thess. 2:10-11). If God did this directly, spirit-on-spirit, how
could the sinner be responsible for believing that lie which God
embedded directly in his mind? The Lord hardened Pharoah’s heart
(Ex. 4:12; 9:12, et al), yet condemned the ruler for his rebellion. He
“moved David” to number Israel, and then punished him for it (2 Sam.
24:1ff; cf. 2 Chr. 18:18-22). We understand that these were not direct
operations of God on the heart, despite the language appearing, on the
surface, to suggest such.

If language used of the Spirit of God working in us means He is
directly enabling us, what about similar language used of the work of
Satan on the hearts of men? Speaking of the lost, Paul said, “whose
minds the god of this age has blinded, who do not believe, lest the light
of the gospel of the glory of Christ, who is the image of God, should
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shine on them” (2 Cor. 4:4; cf. Lk. 8:12). Thus, Satan blinds men’s
minds, preventing them from believing. How can men be responsible
for rejecting the Gospel if the devil has directly blinded them to it?
Satan is also said to have “moved” David to number Israel (1 Chr.
21:1). He “put it into the heart of Judas” to betray Jesus, and we are
told that at one point, “Satan entered him” (Jn. 13:2, 27). Did Satan
directly move David, or directly implant his diabolical plan in the heart
of Judas? How could these men have been held accountable for their
actions, if “the devil made them do it?” by directly influencing them?

We object to taking these and similar references to mean that either
God or the devil worked directly on the minds of men to delude them
or prompt them to sin, as this creates serious problems, to say the least,
with holding individuals accountable for their actions under such direct
influence. The same problem obtains in advocating the necessity of a
direct enablement of the Spirit from passages which speak of God or
the Spirit working in us. We understand that God and Satan, when they
are said to be deluding or moving men to sin, are using secondary
means to influence them indirectly, so that men under that influence are
still acting freely of their own accord. To preserve the integrity of
individual free will and accountability, we make an important distinc-
tion between direct and indirect influence.

To illustrate this crucial distinction, consider this. If a weightlifter
is competing in the Olympics, he may receive assistance from his
trainer before and even during competition. He may train him on
technique, encourage him verbally, and do any number of other things
which would indirectly aid the athlete. But if, in making a lift, the
competitor cannot quite lift the weight all of the way, and the trainer
touches the athlete directly to help him complete the lift, he is disquali-
fied. Even if the athlete did 99% of the work, and the trainer but one
percent, the lift does not count. Why? Because he was directly aided,
the weightlifter did not actually lift the weight himself. If his trainer
only stood by and shouted at him, that would be permitted because it
is indirect. But his direct help is of a different nature altogether, and so
it is not permitted.

In the direct enablement of the Spirit scenario, a man may be able
to do much of what God requires, but he cannot lift the weight of the
obligation God has placed upon him himself. He allegedly needs the
Spirit to step in and complete his obedience where his own effort falls
short. The Holy Spirit enablement becomes something akin to prohib-
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ited performance enhancing drugs or the direct contact by the trainer to
help the weightlifter complete his lift in our illustration. First of all, as
we have discussed at length already, we have the problem of God
placing a burden on a man which he is not capable of bearing, and then
holding him responsible for not doing what he is not able, of himself,
to do. Imagine a father telling his young son to lift 100 pounds over his
head, knowing he cannot accomplish it, and then punishing the child
for failing to obey him. We would be rightly appalled at the father for
holding his son accountable for what he could not actually do. But we
also have the issue of crediting him for doing what he did not actually
do, which brings us to our next point.
Direct Enablement And Moral Credit

Scripture tells us “the love of God has been poured out in our
hearts by the Holy Spirit who was given to us” (Rom. 5:5; cf. 1 Thess.
4:8). The Spirit of God puts love in our hearts. But is this done
directly? Extreme Calvinist John Piper appeals to this text and others
to claim that, “Ultimately, all the good inclinations or preferences or
desires that we have are given by the Holy Spirit.”23 He clearly means
they are directly infused within us by the Spirit. Notice his remarks
about what it means to “walk by the Spirit.”

Therefore, “walking by the Spirit” is something the Holy Spirit
enables us to do by producing in us strong desires that accord
with God's will. This is what God said He would do in Ezekiel
36:26, 27: “A new heart I will give you and a new spirit I will
put within you ... I will put my Spirit within you and cause you
to walk in my statutes ...”
We must acknowledge from our hearts that we are helpless to do
good apart from the enablement of the Holy Spirit. As Paul says
in Romans 7:18, “I know that in me, that is, in my flesh, dwells
no good thing.” What did Jesus mean when He said in John 15:5,
“Without me you can do nothing”? Of course we can do
something without Jesus: we can sin! But that's all we can do.
So, the first step of walking by the Spirit is: admit this fact and
let it have its devastating effect on our pride. We cannot do
anything pleasing to God without the constant enablement of the
Spirit.
If without the Spirit we can do no right, then we must not only
ask His enablement for it but also thank Him whenever we do it.
Just one example from 2 Corinthians 8:16: Paul says, “Thanks
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be to God who puts the same earnest care for you into the heart
of Titus.” Titus loved the Corinthians. Where did that come
from? God put it in his heart. It was a fruit of the Spirit. So what
does Paul do? He thanks God. And Titus should, too. Thanks be
to God who puts love in our hearts!
“If we live by the Spirit, then let us also walk by the Spirit.” Let
us acknowledge from our heart that we are unable to please God
without the Spirit's constant enablement.24

What is the implication of alleging that God, by a direct operation
of the Spirit, infuses love and other moral qualities directly within us?
It means that we are not actually loving God—he is putting the love
there directly. Titus loved the Corinthians only because God put that
love through the Spirit (directly) in his heart, or so Piper tells us. That
means Titus did not himself love the Corinthians. Yet, we are com-
manded to love one another (Jn. 13:34-35). If we cannot actually love
each other (to the extent God requires), so that God must directly infuse
love into us, how can we be said to be exhibiting love in any meaning-
ful, personal sense?

If we are directly enabled, then like the weightlifter directly
assisted, we cannot be credited for doing the good the Spirit directly
infuses within us. The Calvinist responds by saying we do not get the
credit for the good we do; all the credit goes to God. Hear Piper again:

Why does Paul refer to the “fruit of the Spirit” instead of the
“works of the Spirit” to match “works of the flesh”? In view of
what we have seen so far I think the reason is that Paul wants to
avoid giving any impression that what the Spirit produces is our
work. It is not our work; it is His fruit.
If it is God alone who works in us what is pleasing in His sight,
then above all, we must pray. “Create in me a clean heart, O
God, and put a new and right spirit within me” (Psalm 51:10).
Only after we have appealed for the Spirit’s enablement and
thrown ourselves confidently on His promise and power to work
in us do we now work with all our might ... will we be able to
say with Paul in 1 Corinthians 15:10, “By the grace of God I am
what I am, and His grace toward me was not in vain. On the
contrary, I worked harder than any of them, though it was not I,
but the grace of God which is with me.”25

Moderate Calvinists in the church appeal to some of these same texts
to suggest that we do not have to actually do a particular thing God
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requires, but only partially comply, doing what we can and then letting
the Spirit step in and directly make up the rest to complete the act of
obedience, whatever it may be.

Certainly we give God the glory for His providence and plan of
salvation which makes it possible for us to be pleasing to Him and to
serve Him. “I thank Christ Jesus our Lord who has enabled me, because
He counted me faithful, putting me into the ministry” says Paul,
pointing out that it was the grace, love and mercy of God extended
through Jesus Christ that made it possible for him, once a blasphemer,
to be redeemed and to work in His service (1 Tim. 1:12-15). In this
sense, Paul says of the work he had done, “It was not I, but the grace of
God which is with me.” We will be judged by our works (Rom. 2:6),
and “appear before the judgment seat of Christ, that each one may
receive the things done in the body, according to what he has done,
whether good or bad” (2 Cor. 5:10, emphasis added). If we are not
actually doing the good or bad that we do, but merely letting God do it
directly in us and for us, then how can we be rewarded (Mt. 25:21)
according to our works?

We are told to give “all diligence” to cultivate and abound in
characteristics such as virtue, knowledge, self-control, perseverance,
godliness, brotherly kindness and love, with this assurance: “Therefore,
brethren, be even more diligent to make your call and election sure, for
if you do these things you will never stumble” (2 Pet. 1:5-10, emphasis
added). If these or other virtues are directly infused into us, we are not
actually doing “these things,” but merely receiving them. We are not
doing them at all, but God is doing them in us. Hightower compares the
direct enablement of strength to the Catholic concept of infused virtues,
saying:

Is “Post-Baptismal Illumination” Not Better Than Catholic
“Infused Virtues?” In fact, IF the doctrine of “Direct Strength
and Love” were true it would be better than the Roman Catholic
doctrine of the efficacy of granting indulgences in regard to
temporal punishment due to sin. Catholic dogma bestows such
from the superabundant merits of Christ and His dead “saints”
(e.g., “The Blessed Virgin Marry,” John the Baptist, et al.). Note
the Catholic “Sacrament of Penance,” which allegedly “revives
in us the merits which we had gained by doing good works in a
state of grace, but which afterward we lost by consenting to
mortal sin. It confers actual grace and strength [note this
word!—TMH] to resist temptations.” “The Catholic Church
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teaches that justification is the infusion of sanctifying grace or
supernatural ability which actually works to help make a person
... righteous and pleasing in the eyes of God.”
Similarly restricting this action by God to “Christians” (Catho-
lics), as do our erring brethren to Christians, Catholicism’s
“Infused Virtues” are defined as: “The theological virtues of
faith, hope, and charity; principles or capabilities of supernatural
action. They are given with sanctifying grace by God rather than
acquired by repeated acts of a person ... Natural acquired moral
virtues, like the cardinal virtues of prudence, justice, temperance,
and fortitude, can be considered in a person whose state of grace
gives them [sic] supernatural orientation.”26

I recall on one occasion telling my youngest daughter, who was
three years old at the time, to write her name for me. She could not
write yet, so she said, “You need to help me, daddy.” I put my hand
over her hand, touching her directly, and guided her to write her name.
She asked for and accepted my aid, and cooperated with as I exerted a
direct influence upon her. When we finished, her name was on the
paper. But did she write it? Of course not. I was the one who wrote her
name. Is this how we are to understand what Scripture means when it
tells us that God works in us? That we just let Him directly move us to
do what He requires? If the Spirit is directly strengthening me to resist
a particular sin, then have I resisted that sin, or did the Spirit essentially
do it for me? If God directly infuses me with love for my wife, do I
really love her?

In The Worldly Church, C. Leonard Allen, Richard T. Hughes and
Michael R. Weed tell the church “we must include a new openness to
the power of the Holy Spirit.”27 They give us an example of what they
mean by this, telling us that when ...

... the Nazis swept across Europe in WWII, Corrie ten Boom and
her family began hiding Jews in their native land of Holland.
Eventually the family was arrested and placed in a concentration
camp, and there Corrie saw her father and sister die. After the
war, in her book The Hiding Place she recounted one particu-
larly striking experience.28

They then include Corrie’s story of a time she was preaching at a
church service in Munich. After the service, she saw the former S.S.
soldier who had stood guard at the shower room door in the processing
center at Ravensbruck, where she witnessed murder on a grand scale
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and had suffered such misery at the hands of her captors. Corrie related
what happened next, stating:

He came up to me as the church was emptying, beaming and
bowing. “How grateful I am for your message, Fraulein,” he
said, “To think that, as you say, He has washed my sins away!”
His hand was thrust out to shake mine. And I, who had preached
so often to the people at Bloemendaal the need to forgive, kept
my hand at my side. Even as the angry, vengeful thoughts boiled
through me, I saw the sin of them. Jesus Christ had died for this
man; was I going to ask for more? ... Lord Jesus, I prayed,
forgive me and help me to forgive him.
I tried to smile, and I struggled to raise my hand. I could not. I
felt nothing, not the slightest spark of warmth or charity. And so
again I breathed a silent prayer. Jesus, I cannot forgive him. Give
me Your forgiveness. As I took his hand the most incredible
thing happened. From my shoulder along my arm and through
my hand, a current seemed to pass from me to him, while into
my heart sprang a love for this stranger that almost overwhelmed
me ... When he tells us to love our enemies, He gives, along with
the command, the love itself (emphasis added).29

If Corrie believed she was infused directly by God with love, then
according to her own account, she did not love the man or forgive him
at all. If God’s word obligated her to forgive in this case, and she
believed she “could not,” but that God directly caused her to do it, then
she did not really do it. The Lord (allegedly) did it for her. This is the
problem with the notion that the Spirit must directly enable and works
in us. In such instances, we are not actually doing what God tells us to
do. For all of our cooperation, in the end, He is doing it for us. And
indeed, He has to do so, for, according to the doctrine, we are unable
to do what He demands and that for which He will hold us accountable.

CONCLUSION
Do we ever have to do wrong? If so, can we be held accountable?

We have addressed these and related questions about our ability to
submit to God. It has been our purpose to show the fundamental
problem with determinism relative to accountability, and how theistic
determinism is based on defective concepts of God and man. A brand
of theistic determinism, in the form of moderate Calvinism, is being
advocated by those among us who are contending for the necessity of
a direct enablement of the Holy Spirit in order to do God’s will. It is
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my sincere hope that what is offered here will help readers see the
dangers of this position.

There is much more that could be said about the issue of direct
operation of the Spirit. We have not here answered all objections that
might be offered to our arguments, as space is limited and our focus is
specific. May we continue to study this issue carefully and prayerfully,
without respect of persons, with a desire only to please God in all
things.
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