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Historica11y′ the maJOr Christian

denominations have taught that

those who die outside ofChrist will

suffer etemal punishment in he虹

Many reHgious leaders today either

deny this or aren′t sure. Whne a

denial of hell has been a characteris-

tic of theoIogical liberahsm and of

the cults, its de-emPhasis and de-

nial are now the positions of noted

evangelica1 1eaders as weⅡ・

The late 1960’s and early 1970’s

saw a new Statement of Faith

adopted and published by F山1er

TheoIogical Seminary m which the

Old Statement’s language of Christ
′′asslgmng ur心elievers to etemal

Punishment′′ was changed to state

that ′′the wicked shau be separated

from God′s presence." The new
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Statement changed the persons in-

voIved (血om ′′unbelievers’’to ′′the

wicked’’) and the scope of their fate

(from ’′eternal punishment’’to
′′separated血om God’s presence’’),

thus allowmg for grcatly broader
●

In promotional ntera山re for Ed-

ward Fudge′s book, The Fiγe T協f

Cons#meS-a book written to un-

dermine the d∝trine of etemal pun-

ishmen」it is stated that the tradi-

tional conservativ敦leW Of hell ’′has

been rejected by an increasmg num-

ber of such faithful scholars as W.
Graham Scroggie, John R.W. Stott,
Philip Edgcumbe Hughes′ F.F・

Bruce, John W. Wenham, Dale

Moody and Clark Pinnock." For
those who wish to read more about

the shift in evangelical thought con-

Cemmg this and other doctrines,

several sources could be mentioned.

What is a Bible-believmg Chris-
tian to make of such changes and

modi丘cations? What are the issues

involved and what are their impli-

Cations? Without assummg that this
is all that can be said, the fo11owmg

comments and observations are of-

fered to help m reflecting on this

important doctrinal shift.

1. What we see happemng with
the modification of the doctrine of

etemal punishment is a reflection

On God Himself. The very center of

this discussion is the Bible′s teach-

mg regarding the character and sov一

erelgn WOrking of God. We are wit-
nesslng the remaking of God in our

OVm image′ making Him the kind

of God we can defend and wish

Him to be.

2. The denial of etemal punish-

ment includes denymg some other

doctrinal matters, SuCh as the im-

mortality of the soul′ and also the

modifying of others, SuCh as the

holiness of God, the consequences

Of sin, the nature of salvation, and

the meanmg of dying and perish-

血g・

3. Often when this doctrine is

Studied, the interpretive issue of

whether or not there is actual fire in

hell is discussed. It seems to this

Writer that it is better to let the genu-

ineness of fire stand rather than

modify it because we do not under-

Stand how it could be. That prob-

lem, after all, belongs to God and

not to us. This is parti⊂ularly true

Since so many passages in Scripture

October 1991

SPeak of he皿and etemal punish-

ment in terms of actual fire (for

example‥ Matthew 5‥22; 18:8-9;

25:41 ; Mark 9:43-48万ude 7; Revela-

tion 14:10戸9:20; :狐:10,14,15; 21:8).

4. The modification of the doc-

trine of etemal punishment is not

due prlma皿y to some new under-

Standing of Scripture, but, rather, tO

our desire for what some have called
′′a kinder, gentler theoIogy.” We are

noting an emotional rejection of

What we persona皿y cannot hope to

explain or wish to defend.

5・ When the new evangelicalism

began in the late 1940’s, aS a reaC-

tion to its血ndamentalist heritage,

it initially said it did not wish to

Change traditional conservative the-

OIogy. Actually, One Of its goais was

to reach and win over the religious
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non-COnSerVative to its conserva-

tive position・ Ahost fifty years later

the project does not appear (at least

from this writer’s persp∝tive) to

have been very successful. Instead,

the coneessions, mOdifications and

Changes have a皿been made by the

new evangeHcal. The onglnal goal

has in fact been abandoned.

6. One does not have to Iook

Very CIosely at contemporary

evangelicalism before the contrast

is seen between it and conservative

血ndamental theoIogy. Questions

have been rajsed about the Bible′s

accuracy in both doctrinal matters

and also matters of history, SCience

and other factual areas. The denial



Of etemal punishment is s血ply the

latest in a long Hst of diminished

doctrines. As a result, there is much

COn血sion in attempting to answer

the question: ′What does it mean

to be evange址al?′′ Whereas in its

early days the new evangelicansm

WaS de丘ned more by its negative

reaction to fundamentalist method-

OIogy′ tOday it is defined more by

its own greatly modified doctrinal

StanCe・ Its great changes in theol-

Ogy Of recent years have been caned

転ぶ字the ′′Evangelica1
7. Fundamentahsts have also

been ir血uenced by the general evan-

gelical climate・ While not denymg

the Bible′s teaching on hell, it is

Seldom preached on-eVen in the

most conservative circles. One won-

ders how址s can be if pastors are

Prea⊂hing expository messages′

WOrking through Bible books and

desiring to proclaim the whole coun-

Sel of God・ One due is that positive

relational preaching lS mOre the or-

der of the day. For some preachers
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this is a conscious and deliberate

attempt to see their churches grow

through meeting the felt needs of

today’s baby boomers and appeal-

mg to their new pnorities・ When

WaS the last time you heard a ser-

mon on etemal punishment?

8. While defending the doctrine
Of hell is血portant′ the practical

implications of this teaching also

Should be noted. Evangelism ought

to be a part of the Bible-believer’s

natural response to belief in etemal

Punishment. As one has said: ′てf

PeOPle really beHeved in hell′ they

WOuldn′t be watching basketba皿or

even TV preachers・ Theyd be out

rescuing people.’’Overstated?

Maybe. But it′s worth pondering.

*See: James Davison Hunter. E棚ng。励-
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励mge擢宙ism. William B. Eerdmans Pub_

lishing Company, 1987; Alan W. Gomes.
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7融(published by Christian Research Insti-

tute, P.O・ Box 500, San Juan Capistrano, CA

92693-0500)′ Spring and Summer 1991 is-

SueS′Vol. 13′拘Pp・ 15-19 &Vol・ 14, ♯1, Pp・

9-13了He11’s Sober Comchack/' U.S. M桃

臼M,γid R申Orf’′′Evangelical Megashift/

C妨sfん班毎y T働旬, February 19, 1990, Vol.

34, ♯3, Pp. 12-17; ′What Dces It Mean to Be

Evangelical?’’, C妨sめれi均Tb`あy, June 16,

1989′ Vol・ 33′ ♯9′ Pp. 60′63了Magashift/

Modeγn R帥γ棚書ion (published by CURE,

2034 E. Lincoln #209, Anaheim, CA 92806),

Sp∝ial Conference Edition, November/De-

Cember 1990′ Pp. 1-8; Robert L・ Reymond・

’’Dr. John Sto壮On Hell,’’Pres軌e高u桝Coz+

e棚nt Semimry Re諺の(published by Cov-

enant TheoIogical Seminary, St. Louis, Mis-

SOuri 63141)′ Spring; 1990′ Vol. 16′糾′ Pp.

41七9訂R・W. Stott. “A Response To Profes-

SOr Robert L. Reymond,” P鳩s軌料ねm Coz,-

e棚nt Smimry Re窃cco, Fall, 1990, Vol. 16,

吃Pp. 127-128; Clark Pinnock・ Why Is

Jesus the Only Way?′’励eγn旬, D∝ember

1976 issue, Pp. 13-15,32; Clark Pim∝k. The

Destruction of the Finally Impenitent,一,

C亮料”e阻履oZ呼ね捕e加わ′ Spring, 1 9期, Vol.

4, ♯之, Pp・塑3-259.
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