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Favorable Comments

While reviewing the manuscript of the 1992 edition of the Reign of the Servant Kings as part of a Hermeneutics assignment at Western Theological Seminary, I typed my favorite quotes from the book into my word processor and added copious notes. I used to share this 39-page synopsis on my Rewards web page. I have read the 2013 rewrite and have decided to abbreviate that former effort.
The latest version (Final Destiny) should be a required seminary textbook for a class on Rewards. There is nothing else like it on this important biblical topic. Historically, there are only a few small paperbacks that have tried to capture this area of systematic theology. Why is that? I have several conclusions.
1. The Protestant Reformation was incomplete. Reformers did not go far enough in reclaiming many crucial Bible doctrines from Catholicism: dispensational theology, eschatology, angelology, pneumatology, experiential sanctification and rewards.

2. There is a large segment of Christianity that denies the existence of carnal Christians. They fight this biblical truth with every fiber of their being, even to the point of using political and economic muscle to prevent some publishers from printing theological books on the topic. Those who deny the existence of carnal Christians are divorced from reality. 

3. There is a legalistic strain in some Reformed traditions. This theological aberration has a myopic view of the spiritual life, which focuses on elements from prior dispensations (law, rituals, works) rather than Church Age protocol. Ironically, some Calvinists and nearly all Arminians embrace the same errors when it comes to spiritual mechanics.
4. I have discovered two pertinent things after reading hundreds of commentaries over the past few decades: 

A. Exegesis by Covenantal Calvinists on experiential verses is terrible.
B. Exegesis by Full or Partial Arminians on positional verses is terrible. 

The tendency to assume that salvation always refers to final deliverance from hell has led many to interpret certain passages incorrectly. Spiritual victory in life is also ‘salvation.’ Salvation is often equated with patient endurance, an aspect of sanctification. Therefore, as a developing corollary, many of the disputed verses over eternal life (between Calvinists and Arminians) are not talking about salvation from hell, but to the possibility of losing future rewards. 

Something that is not covered to my satisfaction in this book (but by no means is it a show-stopper) is the difference between Covenantalists and Dispensationalists, especially on the Calvinistic side of the equation. I mentioned this to Jody after class in 1992 and I mention it again for your benefit: Please keep in mind that the adherents of the brand of Calvinism that Dillow is refuting are the Covenantalists, not the Dispensationalists. Most Dispensational Calvinists understand the correct view of perseverance, inheritance, and rewards. 

Dillow accurately depicts the weakness of the Covenantal Calvinist doctrine of experiential sanctification. He does not adequately cover the horrendous handling of this branch of theology by Arminians, who use it as a base of operations for legalism to ‘beat the saints over the head’ to prove they are indeed saved … and after their eventual failure, to send struggling believers back to hell where they don’t belong. 

It has been my observation, from both reading and studying in seminary, that the only time Covenantal Calvinists are truly engaged in ‘experiential sanctification’ is when they “accidentally stumble into it.” I have not read from (or met in person) a single Covenantal Calvinist that has a ‘thorough’ understanding of the mechanics of experiential sanctification, i.e., the Christian way of life for the Church Age. 

If I have to toss-out an estimate of the number of Dispensational Calvnists and Arminians that I believe have a ‘thorough’ understanding of the mechanics of experiential sanctification, I’d place it at about 5% of the Christian population. That means, in my estimation, about 95% of born-again believers are clueless as to what the Christian way of life is and how to live it. It is pure happenstance if they live it at all. That’s why this book by Dillow is so critical in this age. 

What do I mean by the ‘mechanics of the Christian way of life,’ otherwise called experiential sanctification? What do I mean by stumbling into it by accident? Here’s a simple example: 
Suppose it is 1945 and you and I are standing in downtown San Diego. Our goal is to drive in separate cars all the way to New York City. I have a roadmap, but you don’t. You think you know the way, so you take off ahead of me, heading east by northeast. The number of roads you must take to get to New York City without the interstate highway system will be troublesome enough. But without a map that shows you exactly how to get there, you may spend months making wrong turns, ending up in the boondocks, without gasoline. By contrast, I have a roadmap that tells me how to get to the ultimate destination in the shortest possible time using the most direct route. Who’s going to win this race? Obviously the person who has the roadmap (spiritual mechanics) will be able to plot a direct route (Christian way of life) and will arrive at the final destination (rewards) with the least amount of wrong-turns (dead works) and without running out of gas (carnality & reversionism) in the boondocks (world system).

Many theological systems have been developed over the years; most of them are systematic theologies, not exegetical theologies. If those who developed many of these theological systems would have allowed Scripture to speak for itself, as it is accurately translated from the original languages, many debates and problems might never have occurred. 

The approach in Dillow’s books, the same approach which I try to use in my translations from the Greek and Hebrew, is exegetical rather than theological. For instance, when the syntax/interpretation of a word is obviously experiential, yet leading scholars have been arguing over this word because of its positional interpretation, we have a problem. Systematic theology is important, but it must be based on exegesis. The word under question does not always mean the same thing wherever it is found; context is crucially important in determining its meaning in each location.

I have a theological framework that I work from, but my first love is exegesis. If something I translate doesn’t fit into my theology, I’m going to change my theological framework, not my exegesis. For instance, I believe in positional eternal security, but I do not believe there is a guarantee that all believers will experientially persevere to the end. I changed my theology on the 5th point of traditional Calvinism many years ago to exclude the experiential element of guarantee, because it will not stand up to exegetical scrutiny. 

The experiential portion of the 5th point of Calvinism, called ‘perseverance of the saints,’ is based on the faulty premise that “all true Christians will necessarily and inevitably fight the good faith, and they will not wander from the faith.”  The positional element of the 5th point of Calvinism, called ‘eternal security,’ is absolutely true and the amount of scriptural support for this doctrine would fill an entire volume on its own. Dillow does a superb job in distinguishing the correct and incorrect views on this point.

A lot of confusion could be resolved if the following truth was fully grasped about the 5th point of Calvinism: “John Calvin, and historical Reformers in general, did not have a coherent theology on experiential sanctification.” What they did for us, however, was monumental and should not be belittled because they didn’t tackle every major doctrine that had been corrupted by Catholicism.

The 5th point of Calvinism, if restricted to its positional element, eternal security, holds together as a lucid, comprehensive statement of justification-salvation. When an experiential element is forced into the 5th point, perseverance in holiness, a host of problems arise. Dillow dissects this topic like none other, with the exception of Robert B. Thieme, Jr.
Dispensational Calvinists, as a rule, restrict the so-called 5 points to their positional elements only. This prevents them from being lumped into the Covenantal Calvinist experimental predestinarian category. It does not mean all Dispensational Calvinists have an acceptable theology on sanctification. Some do, some don’t. But it does mean they see the experiential sanctification elements in the traditional 5-points as erroneous.

As a Dispensational Calvinist, I readily concede that “experiential perseverance in holiness” does not belong in the 5th point. I also concede that Covenantal Calvinists do not have a full-orbed theology on sanctification. 
Shortcomings
There are four chapters in Final Destiny that should have been omitted: 29, 30, 58, and 59. Some of my Covenantal Calvinist friends will not read this book because the content in these four chapters is fallacious and quite snarky. They should have been tossed into Gehenna along with Kendall’s reprehensible and seriously misleading book (Calvin and English Calvinism) and Chafer’s utterly hopeless attempt to teach Soteriology in Volume III of his Systematic Theology.

I have read Kendall’s and Chafer’s works above; I’m not commenting on books I haven’t read more than once. Fortunately, several theologians have come forward and corrected their misinformation. Did I mention these four chapters and two related books belong in the Valley of Hinnom? Okay, now I’m being snarky. Apparently that is the price I pay for being a middleman of sorts, trying to get my Covenantal Calvinist friends and Dispensational Arminian friends to shake hands and read each other’s treatises.
Dillow does not understand the doctrine of Definite Atonement. He does not, and perhaps cannot, produce an accurate statement of what this Biblical truth teaches. Furthermore, I do not believe he is aware of his own eisegesis (error) on positional verses. Calvinists are keenly aware of these errors and will refuse to read a book written by a person who doesn’t understand these basic doctrines of the faith (doctrines of grace). In their opinion, if anybody should be called an experimental predestinarian, it should be those who snatch justification-salvation out of God’s hands and place it in the hands of spiritually dead sinners.
Jody writes both versions of his book in order to correct much of what he encounters in option A (faulty exegesis by Covenantal Calvinists on experiential verses), but he doesn't really address the other half of the issue in option B (faulty exegesis by Full or Partial Arminians on positional verses). He doesn't cover the multitude of Arminian errors on positional truth, because he believes in them! He also builds a strange-looking straw man by connecting Definite Atonement to Perseverance in Holiness. 
In 35 years, I have never met or read of a person who tried to merge these two doctrines – one positional, the other experiential – into one unifying entity. That’s why I call this creation a straw man – I think he does not exist. That some theologians in the past believed in both, does not mean these two doctrines are in any way related. Trying to merge two dissimilar and unrelated doctrines is Dillow’s own form of illegitimate identity transfer. His weak attempt to do so must be due to his misunderstanding of the doctrine.  

It should go without saying that I have met hundreds of believers who attack the doctrine of Definite Atonement that cannot give an accurate representation of that doctrine to save their life! It should be no surprise to the reader that as a positional 5-point Calvinist, I believe the doctrine of Definite Atonement (Particular Redemption, Effective Atonement) is true. And I believe the opposing doctrine, Unlimited Atonement (Indefinite Atonement, Ineffective Atonement), is not only heretical, but blasphemous! Since Dillow only touches on this topic, and since it is totally unrelated to rewards and experiential sanctification, I will leave the defense of Definite Atonement to others. Having said that, I hope my fellow Calvinists do not cross Future Destiny off their reading list.

