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separate from heretical brethren and warn others of theJr �rrors? As we a.ttempt to resolve 
the question in our own minds, may the Holy Spirit give us His discernment to follow the 
divinely mandated procedure outlined by Paul as we i•mark them which cause divisions 
and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them .. (Romans 
16:17-18) 

. 1 HIS DEFENSE OF LORDSHIP SALVATION 

M9cArthur has \M"itten tm books in defense of Lordship salvation, The Gospel 
According to Jesus and FaiU1 Wod(s-n1e. Go$pel According to the Disciples.
Furthennore, he has authored numerous articles i:\nd preached many messages on 
Lordship salvation, insisting that an individual is not genuinely saved unle$s he has 
dedicated his life. 

Here is MacArthur s po_sUion: 
"The call to Calvary must be recogn�ed for whcll it is: a call to dis.c1pleship under 
the Lordship of .Jesus Christ To respond to that call is to become a believer_ 
Anything ress is simply unbelief" ( nm Gospel .At.cording to Jesu_s, p. 30 
Quotations from his work are taken from the first ediiion, published in 1989). 

"Forsaking oneself for Christ's • sake is not an optional step of • -di.scipte�hip. 
sµbsequent to conversioff it is the sine qqa non of savlng faith" (Ibid., p. 351 italics 
in the original). 

"Let me say again unequivocally that Jesus' summons to deny self and follow him 
vvas an invitation to $.::tlvation" (Ibid., p. 196t 

''Submission to the will of •God, to Chrrst's lordship, ar1d to the guiding of the Spirit •is 
an essential, not an optional par1 of $aving faith'' (Ephesians, p. 249). 

"Saving faith is placing oneself totally in submission to the Lord Jesus Christ" 
(Romans 1--8, p. 205). 

"You give up all that you .are and reC(:!ive all that He is. . A person becomes saved 
when he is willing to abandon everything he has lo affirm that Christ is the lord of 
his life" ( rhe Parah/es of/ho Kingdom, p. 109). 

John MacArthur makes f ult surrender to Christ's Lordship fl requisite for salvation. 
In fact, as Paul taught in Romans 12:1-2, dedication is an important response 

�r
111se of salvation Biblically, faith 1s lhe only prerequisrte for salvation, yet, 

1hur, quoting with approval in his maga7Jne Masterp/(:Jce (Fall 1988) A. W 
s �1rtk�le "I CAI I. rr HEHESY!" labeled such a view as heresy. 
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Salvation is either by faith alone or by faith. dedic.ation, and surrender_ One of these 
positions comes under the anathema of Galatians 1 :8�9: " But though we, or an 
angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have 
preached unto you, let him be accursed. As we said before, so say I now again, 
If any man preach any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him 
be accursed_" 

(Anyone interested in a more lengthy treatment of Lordship salvation mqy want 
lo consult Chari.es C. Hyrie's So .Great Salvation. For a discussion of the various 
al..ftfiors on both sides of the debate, see my paper, '11Lordship Salvation: A 
Forgotten Truth or a False Doctriner) 

2. HIS DOUBLE TALK ON THE BLOOD OF CHRIST

MacArthurs discussion of the blood of Christ is potifusing al best and rnisleadirig
and heretical at VvOtst. In his thinking, the phy$ical blodd of Christ is of no intrinsic
value. It is simply a symbol of the death of Chnst.

M�cArthur .spells this out on Tape #GC 80"'44, enUlled "The Blood of Christ­
selected Scriptures." The sermon from vvhich this.quote is excerpted was preached
in 19'72.

There is no sense in .getting .taary-0yed and mystical about blood. We 
sing hymns about 'There is Power in the Cllood,' and so forth, and we 
don't want ,to get preoccupied With blood. The only importance that 
the blood of Jesus has is that it shows He died. There is no saving in 
that blood it�elf. We cannot say that the very blood of Jesus-His 
physrcal blood-is \Nhat atones r or sin. fl is His death that atones for 
sin, His blood shed was an act of death. So, we do not want to 
become preoccupied about fantasizing about some mystical blood 
that is floating around somewhere. It is by the sacrificial offering of 
Mimself•-it is by His death-�that we are redeamed Blood shed is only 
the picture of His death .... So, when .Jesus died and shed his blood this 
is no big thing. This is nothing for tsra·e1 to get all bent out of shape 
about. 

MacArthur's sltghting of "lha precious blood or Christ" (I Peter 1:18-19) prompts 
Lloyd Streeter to conclude tllat tho above staternenls are "absolute heresy!. . . The 
words he speaks me poison to the souls of men! . MacArthur's big error in the 
above quoted statement ,s llltil he separates Christ's bleeding from His dying, and 
says that only Christ's death was the redemption price " ( 11,e EJaptisl Am:>w, Vol. 2 
No. 2, March 1993, p 4). 
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Gospel Acconling to the Apostles, p�rsists in hi$ error by entitling a section, "The 
Myth of the Carnal Christian." Under this heading, MacArthur writes the follOWing: 

Almost all no.fordship theology le.ans heavily on the notion that there 
are three classes of humanity: unsaved people, spiritual Christians, 
and carnal Christians. Thi$ was one of the planks in the no-lordship 
platform that was laid by Levvis Sperry Chafer. Chafer popularized the 
camat�Christian idea in his 1918 book, /-le 771at Is Spiritual (pp. 124-
125). 

6. HIS DENIAL OF THE lWO NAiURES OF THE BELIEVER

Following his Reformed mentors, MacArthur insists that at the moment of the new
birth, the believer's old nature is abolished. Unlike Arminian theologians, tie does
not believe in sinless perfection. A ·�liever stm sin$, bul his srns are explained in
terms of the ve,stiges of the old life. old habits �ich Qccasionally break into our life.
MacArthur's denial of the old nature explains his disc1aimer of the concept of the
carnal Christian, Obviou$ly, if the lJeliever no longer battles �n old nature; carnality
is, in fact, an aspect of the betievefs new nature.

In an article entitled "The Goad.:.Netumd Believer,'' MacArthur writes: "If you are a
Christian, it's a ·serious misunderstanding ·to think of yourself or having both an old
and new nature. We do not have a dual personaHtyl Assuming the dual nature of
the believer could easily lead one to excuse all kinds of sin by blaming them on the
old nature" (Maste,plece, March/April 1990, p. 18).

In his more recent volume he writes:

... Christians sin becau$e of the vestiges of sinful flesh, not because 
they have the same old active sinful nature Certainly we sin, but 
when we sin it is contrary lo our nature, not because we have l'WO 
dispositions-one sinful and one not . . Sin has lost its domi'naling 
cohtrol over us, Obviously we all struggle wi.th sinful propensities. 
Death to the sinful self do.es not mean death to the flesh and its 
corrupted inclinations, Beqause of the pleasures of sin and the 
weakness of our remaining flesh, we often yield lo sin (Feith Works­

The Gospel Ac.:cord1i1g lo the Disciples, PP� 116-117). 

The believer's sins, it seems, are unfortunately more than vestiges of a former 
nature. The picture painted by Paul of tho behever'.s struggle bett,,VCen the flesh and 
the spirit C".ertainly suggest a daily struggle betweon tho old and the new nature. 
(Galatians 5:17). 
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7. 1-11S DE-EMPHASIS OF POSITf ONAL TRUTH

MacArthur displays a great deal of confusion in the matter of positional truth in the
two areas of salvation and sanctification. He evidences a defective understanding
of the believer's po$Jlipn and practice, hi$ st;::srn;jing and his state. The glorious
biblical truth of the Ref ormaUon, describing the Ohnsli;an as simµ/ lus(us et peccator
(at the same time justified and a sinner)' seems to escape MacArthur.

MacArthur's basic thesis is that "every Christian is a disciple" ( nre Gospel Ae<;ordlng
to Jesus, p. 196). Any distinction between believer and disciple is "purely artificial"
( Ibid., p. 196). l\nd a ·call to Christian discipleship explicitly demands "total
dedicatipn. It is full commi.tment with nothing knowingly or deliberately held back"
·( Ibid., p. 197).

Convert�d individuals such as the Corinthians are positionally perfect before God.
They are ''sanctified in Christ Josus, called lb he saints" (I Corinthians 1 :2). And
yet, the.ir conouct was C3haracterized by cam&lity. They hacJ ·positional sanctification
but lacked pr0gressive sr:inctifiqation. Thay had ac¢apted Christ as Savior, bl.it h�d
not yet r�cogniz�d him as Sov¢reign fJOd f.,ord. Lordship is imperativia for
sanctification. It·. should not be. confused with salvati'on, let alone be made a
prerequisite of it MacArthur's insisten�. thal a new -convert (position) give every
evidence of dedication (practice) ignores the fact that many believers need som� •
amount of spiritual growth b�fore giving their all to the Savior, as seen in Paul's
encouragement to the ·saints of Rome to present their bodies a living sacrifice,
(Romans 12: 1 �2). In the case of Abraha01's nephew lot, one would never suspect
from the Old Testament that Ile was a believer; Only Peter infonns· us that Lot was
righteous (II Peter 2�7�8). lot had a rightaQys slanging before God and yet lived an
entire life of carnality, His practice nevertnatched his position. Since in MacAr1hur's
thinking an individual cannot be saved without recogoiz.ing Christ's lordship and is
not plagued by an old nature after salvatidn, he must liv� more or less a Spirit-filled
and dedicated hfe. Lot's unseparated and undedicated life to U1e contrary,
MacArthur incredibly considers him an example of a spiritual believer "Lot was
certainly not 1camal' in the ·sense that he la�ed spiritU.al destres" (Faith Worf(s, p.
128). A defective understanding .of positional and practical truth leads to defective
interpretation

8. HIS OISCREPANCIES IN HIS PRESENTED MATERIALS

The dictionary defines disc.repancy :1$ inconsistency, disagreement. n1e verli
discrepant is de1ived from the French, dis+ crepare, to rattle, creak Some things in
MacArthur's writings creak, or don't sound right MacArthur's publlcat1ons are
c-Jiaracterized by num0rous intemat inconsistencies which are apparent even to the
casual readt1r At one place. Mac-Ar1hur makes one statement, at anoth0r ptacl� a _ 160 _
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totally opposite statement Time after time one comes �cross tota11y oontradidory 
- slatements, sometimes in the same·book or even.the same chapter. The reader is
prompted to ask, "Will tha real MacArthur plecJse stand up?" Both propositions
cannot be righl

Will a believer demonstrate :fryit :or won't he? 

Statement A: 
"There is no such thing as a fruitless Chri�i�n ... There is no ·Such thing 
�s a Christian who do�s not bear fruit" ( Flt!qdom ttom Sin. p. 89, 109) . 

. Statement B: 
"A believer can be jqsl a'$ barren and frtiit.l�ss �s ·an �hbeliever. Even 
a barren Eind fruitless Christian will ertter th.to the Kingdom• (Adding to 
Your Faill1, p. 49) 

Does the believer have one. nature or .two? 

Sta\erneht A: 
"Befievers do nothave dual personaU_ties ... Toere is no sQOh thing as 
an old nature in the believer" (Froedom fn;tmSin, p. 31). 

·Statement B:

Being a Chrisllan d®sn't ma�e you perfe9l, but you do have the· 
capacity not to sin. Sometimes our f atl(¼n nature ten1pts us to sin, and 
we give in" (Ibid., p .. 85). 

ts there a difference between Israel and .the Ctturch. Law and Grace. or.tsn'Uhero? 

Statement A'. 
.. , am a dispensationalist and am convinced that the dispensalional 
dislinotion between the Church and Israel is an accurate 
understanding of God's eterrtr�I p1an a·s revealed ,·n S Qfiptur�" (Faith
Works, p. 220--221). 

Statement B: 
"The age-of--law/age-0f--gra.cedivisio11 in particular bas :vvreaked havoc 
cm dispensational theology .and contrib�ed to oonfusian �bout the 
doctrine of salvation" ( The Go�pcl Ac.carding to Jesus. p. 25) 

Is a believer totally yield@. and sanc."t.ified or can he resist the lordship of Christ and 
live in sih? 

Statement A 
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"Thus salvation cannot be defE=Jclive in any dimension. As a part of 
His saving work, God 'Nill produce repentance, faith, sanctification, 
yieldedness, obedience, and Ultimately glorification. Since He is not 
dependent on human eff c;;rt in producing those elements, and 
experience that lacks any of them cannot be the saving vvork of God" 
( n,e Gospel According lo Jesus, p, 33). 

Statement B: 
wonce they have come to Hirn, some Christians lose \heir first love for 
f iirn as Savior and re$ist obeying Him as Lord. But their loveles$ness 
makes Him no less Savior, and ·their resistance makes Him no 11?.ss 
Lord" ( Ephesians, p. 39). 

Further: 
u After salvation, sin no longer resides in the innermost self, which is 
recreated like Christ. Yet it finds its resicJuals �Ding in our flesh. 
That's 11,,hy Paul said nothing good d�ll in his flesh (v 18)" ("The 
Good-Na�ured Believer," Masteipiece, Marcil/April 1990, p. 20). 

Further: 
''You are not less evil now than you usedlQ t>e. __ In your unredeemed• mortality and humanness you are evil" (Tqpe GC 45-52, Romans 7).

Further. 
"Sin is still present in our humanness, which includes the rmnd, 
emotions, and body" (Freedom from Sill, p. 173) 

9 MIS DOCTRINE OF ELDER RULE 

The church 1s a unique institution for this dispensation. The local church is 
designatod by u,e Lord fo carry on the work or evangelism ahd edification. Tho New 
T eslament contains detailed instructions for the d1uroh, including its organization, 
officers, and ordinances. MacArthur differs in several aspects from Baptists in the 
area of ecclesiology. ti.e insists that BapHsts are unpiplical in their concept of 
congregational rule. In his thinking, the final authority of the local church is not the 
congreoation but the board or elders. 

MacArthur rorcef LJIIY argues for elder rule in his bQoklet. Answering tho l(ay 
Queslions About Elders. He insi.sts that: 

.. The biblical norm for church leadership is a plurality of God­
ordained eldors. Furthermore, it is the Qnly pattern f.or church 
taad�uship given 1n the Nc1w T E'.starnenl. Novivt:iere 1n Scnr>tum do wr.1

find a local assembly ruled by majority opinion, or by one pastor (p 1 ). 
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l ha� � g1,1y �II me from the .inter-city in Los Angeles, and he said, •or.
Barsaw, we are going lo change to •elder rule."
I said, 11Greal. What are you gojng to (lo?'
He saicf, 'We are reVvtiting our constitution and our bylaws.'
I said, 'What are you going to do w,an they ar� rewritten?'
He said, We are going to bring them to the congregation, and they
ar� going to pass thi.s ne-N constitution and the$e new bylaws.'
I said, 'Sure they are/
He said, ·oo you have any :advioe?'
I said, jYe�h. I have some great advice foryQu.'
He said, 1What is that?'
'Tear it ,[the constitution and bylaws] up---tear It up! When you [church]
start functioning, then you can ·wo'rfY about rewriting. That is what we
had to do at Grace .. ,;We first bu.flt a cre.ciib.11:l .group of elders that :no
one minded foflowing, and they [cot,gre,9.ation] had been so used to
folloWing them [ elders] tha�. Vvhen lhey <:E:lltia in with a change, they
[(X)ngregacion] said, 'Sµte. If they 1say il, if must be t�.' 'Ctedibility' is
the key word in this whole thing. ,( Now lo Go from Congregational lo
Elder.Rule,)

11 

, . Bump,us registers h!s total objection to lhe abpv� practice: . '1 1 disagree .. r The 'key 
vvord' is 'dishonesty,' not 'credibility.' The speaker is telling those pastor� not lope 
honast ancl $traightrorward with their ,churches, but to hide their o�jeotive until they 
hc:)ve gained the confidence of the people in ord.�r \Q $8\ the stage for a takeover. 
This speaker is saying that ii you are open an(i honest abOut your jntenlion, 1( vvon't 
work. listen to his next comment: 'All nght, so pitfall number one is, "Don't try to 
·rewrite it before yoLJ do it. Do it and then \NOrry 'abQut rewriting it.• '

Bumpus quotes from yet another audiotape which relates a query directed to John
MacArthur from f,3 man in the audien�:

As churches go from congr£Jgational lo �Ider rule, a lot of time.s there 
-is a fear in the hearts of the congregation that they are losing t�ir
voice and. their say in tho dec-jsion and direction of the church. What
place, then, does the congregation have ln the directk>h or c;lecision•
making in the church? [Dr. MacArthur an$wer$) 'Wet!, it's a· justified
foar bec;ause that is, in fact. vAtat's happening' (Questions and
Answers). (Fmntiir,e; Ibid.)

When MacArthur took over the leadership .of the Los Angelos Baptis.t College, a 
school built vvilh money from fundamontal Rogular Baptists, apparenUy by his 
insistence, the name Baptist was dropped imme.diat.ely. No one disputes 
MacArthur's prerogative lo preacl1 and practioa what he i>leases. but one wonders 
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Vvhy Baptist churche�;, sehools and state feUO'NShips are so enamored with one who 
espouses so many doctrinal aberrations and has a welbknown antipathy toward 
Baptist distindives. 

11. HIS DIATRIBES AGAINST THE DISPENSATJONALISTS

It has already been noted under point 5 that MacArthur accuses dispensationalists
of inventing the category of carnal Christian. MacArthur claim� to be a
dispensationalist, yet in a strange twist of logic, he berates the dispensationalists for
beli�ying what makes them dispensatio nalists: that the church is not Israel, that the
Law is not Grace, and that the Old Testament is not N� Testament truth. His
cavalier treatment of di.s�hSalionalists such as Chafer, Walvoord, Ryrie, and
liociges has er1doared .him to leading covenant theologians "M"IO commend his
theology warmly on the dust jackets of his books. His Reformed position on
salvation and sandifi�tion as well as his nondispensational exposition of the
S�n'nQn on the Mount set 'him at Odds with di$pensational distinctives and raise all
sorts or questions about his daim to belong to the dispensational camp.

MacArthur defines dispensationaUstn as •A $ys{ern of bibtical interpretation that ·sees
a distinction betvveen God's program for Israel and His dealings with the. church"
(Fc-11ih W«Rs, p. 219). • •• • • •• · • · • • • • 

And yet, MacArthur accuses dispansationalists of extreme exegesis for making
distinctions between Law �nd Grace and Israel· and the Church:

Thero is a tendency, however, for di�pensalionatists to get carried 
uway with compartmentalizing truth to the point tha.t they can make 
unbiblioal disUncti9ns. An almost obsessive desire lo categorize 
everything neatly has led various dispensationat interpreters to draw 
hard tines not only between the church and Israel, but also between 
salvation and discipleship, the church and the kingdom, Christ's 
preaching and the apostolic message, faith and l'E!pentance, and the 
qge of law and the �e of grace. The age of law and \he age of grace 
division in particular have wreaked havoc on di.spens�tional theology 
and contribiited to conf u.sion about lhe doctrine or salvation ( Tbe 
Gospel ACl:arding to Jesus, p. 2f>}. 

It is cl mistake or tho vvorst sort to set tho teachings or Paul and the 
ap()sUos over against the words of our lord and imagine that they 
conlradid one another or speaJ� of different dispensations ( Ibid, p 
214) 
I drn�ied ti IC! moll 10dology of dispensationalists ·v,,ho want to isolate 
s�Jlvalton tmrn repentancf3, justification from sanctification, fa,ith from 

-165-



13 

vvorks, and Christ's Lordship from His role as Savior, in a way that 
breaks asunder what God has joined together" ( /hid., p. 221 ). 

In Faill1 Work$, Mac.Arthur continues his denunciation of cfispensationatisrn 
as taught by Chafer and Ryrie. First, he observes that Ryrie and he are "in 
essential agreement on the distinction of Israel and the Church and literal 
hermeneutics" (Faith Wolf<.s, p. 221). Then he says his purpose is •to plead 
for a purer, more biblical application or the literal, historical, grammatical 
principle of interpretation11 (Ibid.) But when dispensation�li$ls practice lilera,I, 
historical, and gramrnatiC:3I herm�neutics, M�c.Arthur calls it a "rigid 
partitiqriing of 'the age of law and 'the age of grace,"' such as Vvhen Chafer 
notes that "the teachings of the law, the teaching of grace and the teachings 
of the Kingdom are separate and complete systems of divine rule" (Ibid., pp. 
229-230).

MacArthur deplores these distinctions as "rigid forms of extreme 
dispensationalism• ( Ibid., p. 232) Vvtiich teact, that the Mosaic law has ended. 
Chafer's system, 'Nilh its "grace teachings. . .pave the way for a brand of 
Christianity that has legitimized careless and carnal behavior" (Ibid., p. 2,28). 

MacArthur concludes with a vvord of warning. "Oispensationalism is at a 
crossroads. The lordship:controversy represents a signpost vvhere the ,:oa"d -· 
forks. One arrow marks th(i • road of biblical orthodoxy. The other arrow, 
labeled 'no-lordship,' pornts the way to a sub-Christian antinomianism" {Ibid., 
p. 233),

There you have it. lhe system of dispensationalism championed by Chafer 
and Ryri� leads to careless and carnal behavior as well as to a sub-Christian 
antinomianisrnl 

12. HIS DISTORTIONS Of-HIS OPPONENTS' VIEWS

.In scholarly debate, whether oral or WI itten, rt is always irnportant to represent one's
opponent's viev,,,s correctly and quote him accurately. One deplorable feature of
MacArthur's wtitings is that he ctoes riot represent his opponent's positions
accurately. In quoting others he adds a word here, changes a phrase there, thus
altering the original meaning of the qlIoto. lh1s is unscholarly and unethical, but in
this fashion he constructs straw men vvhich he then proceeds to dismantle, never
mind what the author's actual position is,

One of MacArthur's main aiticisms of dispensationalisls is that they have created
easy-believism vvhich has ruined thH purity of tho church. To support his point.
MacArthur quotes Lewis Speny Chafer as saying that grace is "the ChtisJian's liberty
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said, Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house'' 
(Ads 16:31 ). Since in MacArthur's thinking this cannot be. he expands the definition· 
of faith (pis/i.c;) beyond the meaning of confidence and trust lo commitment and 
yielding. "Repentance" (melanoitl), which is biblically a change of mind, becomes a 
term of surrender and complete yieldedness. The significant title of "Lord" is, 
especially in soteriotogical pa�sages, a reference to Jesus not as Master but as 
Yahv,.,eh. II is a designation of deity. The Je-ws of Romans 10:9-10 had difficulty 
recognizing Jesus as Yah'-Neh, the eternal creator God. 

Besides changing the meaning of terms, MacArthur twists Scriptures for support of 
his position that saving faith involves not simply trust but dedication. One illustration 
must suffice. The account in Numbe� 21 :7, f.lS quoted by Christ in John 3, relates to 
the brazen serpent. MacArthur writes as f ollo'\NS: 

In order to look at the bronze snake on the pole, they had to drag
themsetves to where they ec;>uld see it. They mre in no position to 
glance flippantly at the pole and then proceed with lives of rebel/iorf'
( The Gospel According to Jesus, p. 4G; italics ac.fded). 

J iodges, 'Wt10 comments on MacArthur's exposition, rightly observes. ''Most readers 
will rightly regard Uiese comment� •�-� totally without_�l!RPOrt from the biblical text in 
Numbers. MacArthur is guilty· of.distorting the obvious simplicity of our Lord's· 
illustration about saving f aith11 (Absolutely Freel, p. 212). 

14. HIS DILEMMA IN RB.ATION TO TIU: IFCA

The fellowship of the Independent Fundamental Churches of America (IFCA) has a
very clear doctrinal statement. Twice the eternal Sonship of Christ is mentioned,
and tt te ½Ording is precise and unmistakable. Thts shouid pose a dilemma for John
MacArthur, who for years has been associated wilh the IFCA MacArthur equally
clearly and consistently denies lhe eternal Sonship. He wants to remain a part of
the IFCA, bu.this position ls diametrically opposed to that of the IFCA. Whal to do?
He signed the IFC/\'s doctrinal statement anyway How can one ethically sign a
doctrinal statement vvhicJ-t is clearly and diarnetricatly opposed to one's stated
position?

TI10 IFCA Doctnnal Statement clearly spoaks to the issue of tho eternal Sonsh1p of
our Loro Jesus Christ: 'WF: BELIEVE IN ONE TRIUNE Goo, ElERNAl.L Y EXISTING IN
THHt:E PE.RSONS--FI\THER, S:ON, ANO Hot Y SPIRIT' (Article IV; Section 1 (2)); 'WE
0ELIEVE THAT TliE l.Ol�D Jr-:sus CHRISl. Ttif: ETERNAL SON or Goo, BECAMI= MAN,
WITttour ct:As1Nc:; 10 ut Gou' (Article IV; Section 1 (3a)J.
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ARTICLE IV 
FAITH AND DOCTRINE 

Section I. Articles of Bi.bllcal Faith 

Each anJ every petStm, ch1.11ch, or organi�ihon, 111 rmk, lo bccu1m: 01 
remain a ml.'mbcr oflhc lndcpendenl Funcfamcnlal Churches or A111c:rica 
(IITA). shall be requited 10 subscnh<' l•J the follnwing a11iclr.s or (ililh: 

( t) The Holy Scrip lures
We believe the f loly Sc:rip1u,c:s of the Olrl and New T�s1,1111cn1::

to be the verbally inspirrd W1ml or God, lhe final authvrily for fnilh 
arid life, im;r,anl in the original wrilings, infallihle·nncl God-br•!alhe 11 
(7.Timothy:\;l6,17;2Pele11�21l.1.l;M.\llhcw5:16;J1,hn 1611.IJ) 

{i) The Godhea.� 
We believe in one Triune Gml, r.lc111ally c�i!.ling 111 ll11ce 

pet.!>ons- Fathe.r, Son, anMloly Spiril--co-clcinal in being. co-il11:1111cnl 
in nature, c-u-equal in.powna11tlglnry, and h:1Ving thr. s:ime attribuk� :ind 
pt:1for.ti11n.-. (De11h:111numy f,:4; 1. Corinthians 13:14). 

(3) The Person and Work of Christ
a. We l•clicve lhat the Lord Jesuii.Chrisl, 1hr. eternal Son

of God, b�came mxn, wifhi:,�I ceasing H1 bi: Goil, having been 
ccmctived by the lfoly Spirit and horn of the Virgin Mary, 1notde1 
that he might rr.vcal God and redeem siuhil rncn (John I· 1,2, 14, 
tukr. 1:35). 

16 

As already quoted, MacArthur denies the eternal So�ship of Christ. Hi�_position is 
very-blear: "The Bible nowhere speaks ot·the·eternal Sonship-·ofChrist.. .. Christ was 
not Son until His incarnation .... His Sonship began in a point of lime, not in 
eternity .... He is no 'etemal son"' (Hebrews, pp. 27-28). 

In light of this contradiction between what MacArthur teaches and the IFCA's official 
position, five tFCA Regionals on the east coast adopted in 1991 NA Stcltement of 
Dactrinf3I Integrity." This urgent appeal is addressed to the IFCA National Executive 
Committee which feels that MacArthur's divergent view falls within the area of 
"interpretive freedom_ - In a strongly worded-statement the IFCA pastors and 
churches state: 

We are obligated to hold f
i

nnly to our Doctrinal Statement which 
declcires that Jesus Ghrist i� 'the eternal Son of God.' We cannot and 
must not accommodate. tolerate or allow for contrary positions_ Any 
member of the IFCA Vvho denies the etemal Sonship of Christ is out of 
harmony with our doctrinal position and he must be denied 
membership in our Fello"vVShip. Renewal of membership must be 
denieo to any who do not express wholehearted concurrence with our 
doctrinal position regarding Sonship or any other issue . 

Rev. George Zeller of Middletown Bible Church in Middletown, Connecticut, rightly 
concludes: 
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In hgtll ot 1t11s a fair question would be this: How could John 
MacArthur sign the IFCA doctrinal statement and be in hearty 
agreement W1th it when it clearly states that Jesus Christ is the eternal 
Son of God? Such an affirmation is in clear conntd with MacArthur's 
published statements found in five of his commentaries (not to 
mention his public tapes, official position papors, etc.). ("The 
Teachings of John MacArthur, Jr.", p. 11; emphasis in the original). 

Was it ethical for John MacArthur to sign the IFCA doctrinal statement? Is it proper 
for the IFCA to permit in its membership tndividuals Vvho deviate decisively from its 
doctrinal statement? It is no VvOnder that because of this ethical dilemma a number 
of IFCA churches ten the fellowship. 

Besides dearly affirming the eternal Sonship of Chris t the IFCA doctrinal statement 
likewise recognizes that the believer has two natures, an old nature and a new 
nature: "Wo believe that every saved person possesses l'Ml natures, with provision 
made for victory of the new nature over the old nature through the power of the 
indwelling Holy Spirit. and, that all claims to the eradication of the old nature in this 
life are unscriptural'' ( Seel ion 1, Article 8). 

How could MacArthur sign the statement when his teachings flatly contradid the 
official IFCA position? MacArthur writes, "l believe it is a serious misunderstanding 
ic

i 

think ofthe believer as having both an old ancfnew nature Believers do not have 
dual personalities There is no such thing as an old nature in the believer' 
(Preedom from Si11, p. 31-32). 

Let us come back once more to the question that was raised in the introduction to 
this paper. How many doctrinal errors or ethical expediencies should one tolerate? 
ll depends how highly one values the doctrine of salvation and the Sonship of 
Christ. It depends on one's convictions concerning the biblical distinctives of 
Baptists and the importance of sandification. Do we have a right to mark those who 
cause divisions among us and avoid their error? Biblically, v,,,e have both the right 
and the responsibility (Romans 16:17-18). While we would not deny others the 
freedom to speak even ,n error, we have the responsibility to speak the truth 1 but to 
speak it in love. We must al'Nays be mindful as mini$lers or tho Word that those of 
us 'A'ho teach the Word or God have a great responsibility because of our future 
accountability (James 3:1) 

When others bring confusion to the faithful, it is not wrong to contend earnestly for 
the faith When salvation by faith alone and lha Sonship of Christ are denied, it is 
cowrdly not to contend for tha truth and to combat unbibllcal compromise with error 
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John MacArthur and Lloyd-Jones' Studies in the Sermon on the Mount 

On this episode of Open Book, Stephen Nichols and John MacArthur discuss the Sermon on the 
Mount, misinterpreted parables, and a pastor known as "the Doctor." 

Transcript [Transcript lightly edited for readability.] 

STEPHEN NICHOLS: It's good to see you again, Dr. MacArthur. 
JOHN MACARTHUR: Thank you, Stephen. 
NICHOLS: We're still talking about books that have influenced you, and we had talked about one London 
pastor already with John Stott. Now we're going to talk about another. He's known as "the Doctor," and he's 
Welsh. We're talking about none other than D. Martyn Lloyd-Jones. 
MACARTHUR: Of course I knew about him, and I had read some of his writings, but I was starting the book of 
Matthew at Grace Community Church. It was probably the most definitive book I taught in the history of my 
pastoral ministry. 
NICHOLS: May I just ask you a question at this point? Were you planning at that point to preach through the 
New Testament, or did you just start with Matthew? 
MACARTHUR: Yes, I wanted to preach through the New Testament from the get-go. 
NICHOLS: Okay. 
MACARTHUR: I didn't know if I'd do it. I mean, who stays in one place long enough to do that, at the pace that 
I do it? Criswell did it because he took chapters, but-
NICHOLS: You do verses. 
MACARTHUR: - I do verses, yes. Phrases. 
NICHOLS: Phrase by phrase. 
MACARTHUR: But I came to the book of Matthew, and I was fine until I got to chapter 5, and I got to the 
Sermon on the Mount, and all my dispensational background reared its ugly head. I had read a couple of 
commentaries by guys at Dallas Seminary, like Walvoord and others, and I said,,� do not believe this. I do not 
believe that the Sermon on the Mount has no relevance to the living church, and it's some kind of a formula for 
living in the millennium in the future." And I said, "I need help. I need help to understand this, and I need help, 
not on some kind of big picture. I need help with the details of this." 
NICHOLS: The details, yes. The fine print. 
MACARTHUR: So, I got a copy of Martyn Lloyd-Jones [Studies in the Sermon on the Mount- linkl. In the 
process of going through that, I jettisoned virtually all of that sort of dispensational stuff that had been 
concocted and imposed on the book of Matthew and on the rest of Scripture. It all died in the encounter that I 
had with Matthew 5 through 7. 
MACARTHUR: Then once that became clear, by the time I got to the parables, I understood those correctly for 
the first time because they were all misinterpreted as well. 
NICHOLS: And discipleship. 
MACARTHUR: ,Well, yes.

NICHOLS: Jesus was going to come to demonstrate. 
MACARTHUR: And the whole Lordship issue came roaring out of that. But yes, I devoured the Sermon on the
Mount. I read it and reread it and scribbled it. I marked it up extensively because I was going through a 
metamorphosis in my mind. It was changing me, so I was having to let go of things and see things in a different 
way. Some of those bolts were already loose, but they completely came undone. Some of the dispensational 
bolts came undone under the influence of Martyn Lloyd-Jones. 
NICHOLS: I just picture you right now like a submarine- bolts popping and the water flooding in. 
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