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BETWEEN THE COVERS OF POWER FOR LIVING
by Dawd  Chdton

Dear Friend.
I am 5ellghted !hat you have asked for the book

Power for Living. It has been a real heip to thousands
of people, and I trust It WIII be to you also

Millions of Americans have read those opening Imes of
the cover letter from Nancy DeMoss, whtch accompames
each copy of the most heawly  advertised book m history on
Ielevmon and m the pages of Forfune,  Newsweek, Time.
and the Wall  Street  Journa/, stars and celebrmes  urged their
audiences to call a toil-free number for a free copy. Pat
Boone, Tom Landry,  Janet Lynn, and others explained how
Power for Living would enable Its readers to Ilnd courage
and strength to overcome lhe ddflcultles and problems all of
us face In dally Iwmg.

I was a member of the team that wrote Power for Living.
The group was composed of some of the younger leaders In
the “ChrWian ReconstructIon” movement, Identlfled  with the
wrmngs of R. J. Rushdoony  (The krstmrtes of Bibl:ca/ Law)
and Gary North (The Domvvon  Covenanr).  The mam dmtlnc-
twe of the Reconstructlonlst movement IS that blbhcal law
prowdes the founctatlon for thought and actwlty m every
area of life. We hold that Ihere  IS no rehglous neutrahfy
anywhere, and that all men and mstltutlons must conform to
God’s elhlcal requirements as exphcltly  revealed in the
Bible.

Power for Lwing began last August, when Mrs. Nancy
DeMoss (Prestdent of the Arthur S. DeMoss Foundation)
and BIII Bright (President of Campus Crusade for Christ) de-
Clded to produce a book “’m Celebration of the Year of the
Bible.” One major obstacle: 1983, the Year of the Bible, was
almost over. To write, publish, adver’nse,  and dmtnbute
mdllons of copies  of a new book–all before the end of the
year–would be a masswe undertaking, not even counting
the reported $15 mllllon the Foundation planned to donale  to
the project. In order to pull It off, they came to the Recon-
structlonmts  for help. It turnad out to be a classlc example of
a project designed and operated by what Gary North has
called “sugar daddies.” (8/b//ca/  Economics Today, Vol. V,
June/July, 1982) This project turned out to be a $20 mdhon
“gospel blimp.” (See Joseph Bayly’s  marvelous book, The
Gospel Bhmp.)

Obwously, neither Campus Crusade nor the DeMoss
Foundation could fawly  be described as Reconstructlomst.
But they knew that American Vlslon–fleconstructlonst
pubhsher of Gary DeMats  popular workbook God and
Govemmenf–was  able to produce a quahty product m
record time. Printing schedules dictated that the enttre book
had to be written m one week, with mllhons of copies m the
warehouse by the end of the following month. So American

Vmon got the contract. And then American Vlston  called me.
I Iwe m Tyler, Texas. as parl of a growing Reconstruc-

tlonlst “think tank” here Through the combmed  efforts of
V&tmmster  Presbyterian Churcn, Geneva Dwtnlty School,
and the Inshtute  for Chnshan Economics, we publish  more
than a dozen periodicals and a goodly number of books and
tapes on such subjects as law, government, economics,
education, and social action (one of our recent works was a
900-page, two-volume set on The Theology and Tactics of
Chrtstlan Resistance,” whtch has become popular reading m
Loumolle, Nebraska during recent weeks) American Vmon
knew that we could produce good work under a tight
deadllne, and that the theological focus would be m keeping
with Its own Reconstructlonst  perspectwe.

we got the 10b done on schedule. The book was pub-
lished m October, the ad campaign picked up momentum,
copies began flying around the country, and everybody
seemed pleased. But m December we started hearing
rumors that the DeMoss Foundation was considering the
idea of destroying the remammg copies of the book and
pnntlng a completely new book under the same title, Our re-
quests for an official statement were met with stony silence.

In January some of the rumors were contlrmed. Copies
of a new, “rewsed” edltton, aswgnmg full and complete
authorship to Charlsmatlc  writer  Jamle Buckmgham,  began
appearing m mailboxes — accompamed  by the same g/owing
letter from Mrs. DeMoss. MuctI of the material was the same,
but no credit was gwen to any of the writers. American VI-
slon, the pubflsher, was not mentioned even once. There
had been some publiclty  about fhe fact that Power for Lwmg
had been authored by Reconstructlomsts: apparently,
DeMoss Foundahon leaders were angerad and embarrassed
by this, and therefore authorized the pubhcahon of the Buck-
mgham book, which presents a theological wewpmnt utterly
opposed to the Reconstructlornst  posltlon.

And so-completely unknown to the commercial-watchmg
pubhc - there are two Power for Lfvmg’s,  seemmgly  !den-
tlcal, but actually in Ideological combat with one another. II -
remmds me of the old charge that certain European bankers
financed both sides of the American Ciwl War: the DeMoss
Foundation has Subsldlzed  confhctlng sides m a theological
war over some of Ihe most baste Issues  of the Chrtstlan
faith. Pubhshmg two books with one title IS so preposterous
that some of us have wondered If It represents some sort of
laboratory teStln9 of competing doctrines, to see whose
“combmatlon of active mgredlents” works best. Were the
American people being experimented on?

From a broader perspectwe,  the existence of two ver-
sions of Power fOr Lwmg  hlghhghts  an Impotlant  aspect of
Iatterday  evangehcallsm  which has gone largely unnoticed.
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In particular, It brings Into the open a confllc! which has been
raging for years m the background of the Charlsmallc move-
ment (as well as m the more mamhne  churches) 11 also
reveals some surprlsmg  developments m the relationships
between Chansmatlc and non-Charlsma[lc  evangellcals

As second++dltlon au[hor Buckmgham  has acknowledged
to at least one reporter, [he changes he made were not
pnmanly sfylstlc:  rather, they reflect serious !heologlcal
differences, (% the one hand IS a theology which IS self-
Consclously Augustmlan  and Reformed, a theology wh!ch
(for reasons that WIII  become clear) may be Iermed a
Theology of Ethics. On the other hand IS a theology which, I
believe, has IIS roots In Pla!onlc philosophy–a Theology of
Metaphysics

Ethics  vs. Metaphysics
Even at first glance, the theological confllct belween the

two versions centers on the question of elhlcs In the first
edmon, the chapler by Michael Gllstra~ (“How to Handle
Life’s Problems”) was stralghtfotwardly  based on blbllcal
law. In each of the problems he discussed - fear, gulll,
anger, depression, and so on– Gllstrap set for?h clear dwec-
twes from the oblectwe word of God. the Bible. Each issue
was uncomprommngly  confronted with the aDsolute  author-
ity of Scripture “Chrlstlans must stoD iwmg on lhe bass  of
feelings and start hvmg on Ihe prmclples  of God’s Word.”
wrote Gdstrap (p. 54), That conwcuon  pervaaes eve~  Ime of
hls essay; It IS inseparable from it In the nature of the case,
the essay could not have been “adapled” or “’revised” to pro-
mote a rwal theology: the en!lre work would have haa to be
rewrttten Instead, It was completely droppea

Now, this strikes us as strange, From the outset of the
pro!ect, we were of the understanding that the “Problems”
Section constituted the heart of the book. This ImpressIon
was based, not only on our conversations wl!h American VI-
slon,  but also on the ad copy supplled  us by the adverwsmg
agency. (That’s right. I know It’s a bit backward, but It’s true.
This book was such a rush lob that we wrote fhe book to corr-
forrrr to (he promises  m rfre advernsmg  carnpalgn.)

The point IS that what was pitched to both the authors
and the PUDIIC was a book that would help people overcome
thett problems. W43  belleved that If those who ordered the
book were to read any single chapter, they would turn to this
one. In terms of the advemsed  purpose of the book, It was
clearly the most practtcal  section Yet, although the advertis-
ing was left intact, the rewsed version of the book faded to
include thts central chapter. Why?

I think the reason can be guessed by Iookmg at the
Slgmflcant changes that were made In the olher chapters In
the book. 1 wrote the chapter on Chnstlan  growth. Like the
other authors, I stressed the Importance of following the ex-
phclt  dictates of Scripture. We beheve  that the process of
Chrtstlan growth IS not some son of mysterious process car-
ried on by fits and starts or glassy+yed  reveries, but through
sustained. mcreasmg, dmclphned conformity to the com-
mands of God’s word.

This meant, for example, that my discussion of prayer m-
included blbhcal rules for prayer, cmng such verses as John
15:7, Ps. 66:18-20,  and Prov. 28:9, on the requirement of
obedience m order to have our prayers answered. I pointed
out that the blbl!cal command to pray “according to God’s
WIII” (1 John 5:14-15) does no[ require a search for God’s hid-
den purposes (Deut. 29:29), but rather a recognmon that
God has revea/ed  His WIII m Scripture. Our prayers must be
in terms of the 131ble. As a model of this kmd of God-
honormg, blbhcal prayer, I included a brief exposmon of the
Lord’s Prayer.

None af thm was revised for the new edmon  of Power for
Living. It was simply dropped

Now, the new edttlon does have a brief section on obe-
dience,  because It follows the same general outline I used m
wrltlng the chapter In the first place. But the actual discus-
sion of obedience IS kept to a bare mmlmum. Five sentences ,-
of what I ongmally wrote were kept fairly Intact, but the rest ‘
sllpped down the OrwellIan Memov  Hole.

I haa wrltlen that the proof of Iowng ones brother IS obe-
dience to God’s law (1 John 5.2-3. Rem, 13:10; Matt
22.37-40). I had wrltlen that, although we are not justlfled by
our obedience. the ChrWlan life nevertheless IS character-
ized by good WOrKS according to the commands of Scripture
(Matf 15:3. Eph. 28-10.1 John 5 3) And, I had written that
church membership IS a fundamental COMMand,  for the
body of Christ grows collecrwely, and the lndlwdual’s  growlh
IS Inseparable from the grow!h of the church (Eph 413-16,
Heb 10 23-25) All th!s was dele[ed  as well In 11s place was
what I regard as a mushy, standardless approach to sancllfl-
catlon, one which encourages us merely to hsten for the
“still. small voice of the Holy Splrlt.” and goes on to equate
thal  voice  with whaI “we s o m e t i m e s  c a l l  o u r
‘conscience’ “ (pp. 82-84)

This kmd of ideological change IS ewdent throughout the
book Consider the difference belween the fOllOwlng IWO
statements, ana ask yourself why this particular change
would be made, and what purpose It could serve

Cbdforr, 1st edlrlon This doesn’t require you to become
a prude, wear strange clothes, and be unable to nave
a good Ilme.  It doesn’t mean you must carry a Bible
around all day, either, It simply means you take your
standards for your thoughts and actions from the Word
of God, rather lhan from those arouna you. (PP. 90-92)

Buckmgham.  rewsed  edmon: This doesn t mean you
have to become a prude, wear strange clothes. and be
unable to have a good time If doesn’t even mean you
have to carry your Bible around all day et[her. It slmpiy
means you stay attached to Jesus  at all times. (p. 86)

was the change made m the interests of clartty?
on the subject of wltnessmg,  I encouraged a dlllgent

study of Scripture, to acquire a solld understanding of both
the Oblectwe gospel and the blbllcal wortdwew- so as to
communicate the Chnst!an message as clearly and accur-
ately as possible, wnh sensltwlty and wtsdom, to people with
dwerse  backgrounds and needs I pointed out the necessity
of being “prepared to give an answer” (1 Peter 3’15). Thm
too, was “revised out.” In Its place was the assurance that
wltnessmg  would come “naturally”

In some ways, the Issues  become most clear as the two
versions dmcuss the Holy Spmt (In this Section, not one word
of what I had written was retalnea)  My orlgtnal showed thal
It was the church (not only the mdwldual) which  IS the temple
of the Holy Spmt (1 Cor. 3.16-17, Eph 2.19-22) I observea
that the command to “be filled with the Spmt- has to do with
erhlca/ acowfy (see Eph. 5 lEfff ), and that genuine Spmtuahty
IS related to practical Obedience, just as rebelllon against
God IS characterized by lawlessness (Rem, 87-9, Gal.
5:16-23)  Moreover, I stressed that the Holy Spmt has been
given to the church, not simply for the sake of the
Indwldual’s  personal comfort, but to enable the church to
dlsclple the nations, teaching them to obey Christ’s com-
mands (Matf. 28’18-20, Luke 2449. John 737-39. Acts 1“8)
God”s concern IS with both the mdwldual  and the entire
world, and these must not be SeParaled  In our thmkmg.

There IS nothing of this m the revised version The focus
IS radtcally  dtfferent. It starts out by Clalmmg that for the
Chrlsttan  “every day can bean excltmg adventure “ This may
seem like a falrlY Innocuous Statement (and, Indeed. tt IS
made every day m what passes for ‘evangehsm”), but I



‘ regard It as commg close to the heart of some very basic
theological differences between the two compettng theolo-

gies, It IS not .sImply lhaI It IS a cheap advertising glmmlck -
on the whole, a cheap glmmlck that works IS belter than an
expenswe  glmmlck. But It IS false adverflsmg  The burden of
the New Testament IS on following Chnsr,  not on excmng
adventures.  Oflen. the Chrlstlan  Ilfe revolves painful
drudge~  and sacrifice, or simply faithfulness m plugging
away at the same old God-gwen tasks, day after day, year
after year God promises stable growth Into Chrlsfs  ethical
Image— not a rollercoasfer nde on a whoopee cushion

The revised version continually presents the work of the
Holy Splrtt as a rnefaphys/ca/, rather than elh/ca/ process
HIS power, according to Volume Two, surges through us as
waler  lhrough giant turbines, crea[mg t h e  spiritual
equwalent  of hydroeleclrtclty  (P 9 3 )

Thts IS the theological basis for all the differences be-
tween the Iwo books. The flrsf edltlon presents sanc!lflcatlon
m terms of ethics–lhe clear, mdlsputable  commands of God
In HIS Inerran[ word. The second edlllon presents sancllflca-
tlon In terms of an lndwldual’s  exclllng  experiences, ano (to
pul II mddly)  de-emphaszes  obedience The firs; book I S

based on a recognizable efhlcal srarrdard for Iwmg the Chrls-
hafl Ilfe, the second book IS virtually content 10 describe the
Chnshan life as epllomlzed by [hose “energeflc, joyful Chrls-
ltans” who “’smde all the Ilme ‘“(p 76)

Thm fundamental perspec!we  carries over mto the sec-
tion tilled “Maklng  the Bible a Part of Your Life,” which  IS

taken almost word-for-word from Ray Sutton’s essay m the
first book, “How to Reaa the Bible “ I did say aknosr worct-for-
word. because there are, again, whole secllons mlsslng,  ap-
parently for the same reasons Sutton spent several pages
developing Ihe Idea Ihat, throughout the Bible, “dGod uses a
bas!c pattern m communicating [o man First, He gwes a
command or promise Second. Ihe Bible tells of mans
response Third, a word of evalualton IS gwen” (p 104) SuI-
ton goes on to show how “this threefold paltern appears
evewwhere  In the Btble” (p 106) Clearly, Ihw stmple ou[llne
IS pracIlcal and useful for Bible study and personal appllca-
tlon. Ye!, just as clearly, It Insists on seeing [he Bible and the
Chrlstlan life m ferms of God’s ethtcal .slandards. Thm sec-
tion has vanished from the newer version

The remammg deletions of Sutton’s chapter are Ihose
passages where he Slresses  objecllve sludy of the enure
Bible, and where he upholds the self-attesting authority of
Scrmture. ‘“The Bible IS Its own author:ly There IS no other
book above the Btble, So, lise Scrtplure to understand
(mlerpret) olher Scrlp[ure This IS probably Ihe most lmpor-
tanl rule In Interpreting lhe Btble” (p 109)

The mten[ of Sutton’s essay was to teach people how to
find out whal the Bible objectively says. and IO gwe them a
means for applying that message to themselves and Ihelr
world, in every area of life The rewsed version scraps much
of this, and suggests instead that people read ‘“devotionally’”
(PP. 126f.)–which. m conIext. seems 10 abandon the objec-
twe meanmg of Scrlplure. (Obviously, we wholeheartedly
support the Idea of reading the Bible wllh true devohofl a
humble. prayerful, receptive  attitude, ready to obey IIS every
command But that does nol seem 10 be what IS meant m the
rewsed version of our book )

Finally, Gary DeMats orlgmal chapter. called “God’s
perspective,’ was a brief explanation of the bibhcal worldwew
It showed how the Bible  applles  10 every area of Ilfe. II demon-
strated that God’s law IS fully authontahve for though! and ac-
tion at every pOlflt m human exwtence, covering bolh one’s
personal hfe and all Instmmons as well. “The only true world
wew IS God’s wew of the world. The V&d of God IS the
standard before which all rXher slandards  of authortty must
bow” (p. 126). This entire chapter was dropped
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Puritans and Chansmatlcs?
At first glance, It mtght seem that the dispute IS between

Stern, orthodox Calvmlsts and free-f lowlng Chartsmatlcs.
Thai would be, I Ihmk, a very superhclal  judgment. In fact,
the difference between the Iwo books brings (o Ilght one of
the most m[erestmg Iheologlcal and sociological Ilneups of
recent Ilmes  - coalitions which could well determme the
shape of evangelical Chrlstlznlty  for decades to come.

In 1972 Francis Schaeffer wrote an mclswe httle book
entitled The New .Super-.SPmfuahty  HIS thesis was that an
Important dlsflnctlon was developing between what he
called the old and the new Pentecostal. The old
Pentecosfals  were concerned with doctrtnal orthodoxy 10 a
great degree. Ihey taughI much thal was m agreement with
what [he church has always taught, In terms of basic doc-
trinal conlent On Ihe olher  hand. the new Pentecostals–by
which Schaeffer meant the Chansma[lc Movement— lended
to emphasize experience and feelings over lrulh And, as
Schaeffer  poln[ed out. Ihere were Slgnlflcant parallels here
between the New Pentecostal and the antldoctrlnal  sIance
of theological Ilberallsm

I Ihlnk this was true when Schaeffer nollced It a dozen
years ago I can retail my own churning emouons  when I
first read II In 1972, feeling as If Schaeffer had been describ-
ing the mlnlstrles I had been Involved m Now, as a
CharlsmaIlc who had turned Calwmst  the year before, I rec-
ognized [haf the anfl-doctrinal bias I had wres[led with In my
own circles had charac[erlzed Ihe movement as a whole,

(in 1971 I was ordained. along with several other young
men Info lhe ““Jesus People Church one  of the mlnlmal re-
quirements Involved making a Ilst of “the most Important
Bible doctrines ‘ After compllmg a fairly Iengrhy IISI myself. I
glanced al Ihe flnlshed paper of one of Ihe other cand[dales,
H I S  enllre calalogue of doctrines read as follows”
“Everyoody  should gel saved and filled wllh the Spmt “ We
were both approved for ordlnaflon lhal  day )

Yet the dls(mctlon observed by Schaeffer was becommg
obsolete even as he wrote – and In large measure, I should
add, because he wrote I was not an Isolated case Even
those I broke away from m 1971 were awdly reading
Schaeffer and Rushdoony  by 1978, and the number IS m-
creaslng  all the nme I beheve a rhlrd  malor SPIII has come
aboul, belween  what may be called the Old Chansmatlcs
(Schaeffer’s ‘New pen!ecoslals”)  and the New Charlsmatlcs,
so !hal Schaeffer’s Orlgmal  thess  should be rewsed thus:

1 O/d Penfecosfa/s – characterized by fundamentahst
pletlsm and doclrlnal  concerns, pohtlcally  conserva-
twe. but emphasizing personal rehglon above soctal
concerns

2 New Pentecosfals/Old  Char/smat/cs  – characterized
by an mcluslvlst.  experience-centered worldwew. wllh
a mmlmal emphass  on doctrine: stressng  Indwldual
piety to the virtual excluslon of blbllcal social transfor-
mallon, pollttcally relreallst  and culturally Irrelevant,

3 New Charmmafics -characterized by a Reforma-
tional concern to apply the B[ble fo all of Ilfe; often m-
influenced by Reformea and Reconstructiomst  [houghf

Inferestmgly, !hose fhree stages roughly parallel the
development of American Presbyferlanlsm ctunng the pasl
century:

1. Old Presby:er/arts  -characterized by commitment
to blbhcal  merrancy,  politically conservatwe. but lack-
ing a comprehenswe theoretical framework for a
blbhcal  economic and polltlcal order

2. Neo-Evangel/cal  Presbyterians - characterized by
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an mclustwst,  expertence+entered  worldvtew, wItf’I a
mmlmal emphasis on doctrine: stressing mdwldual
plefy to the wrtual exclusion of biblical social transfer.
matlon: polmcally  relreat!st and culturally Irrelevant.

3. Reconstruct!omst  Presbyterians - characterized by
a Reformational concern 10 apply the i31ble to all of
Ilfe, seeing blbhcal law as the blueprint for both per--
sonal piety and social transformation.

one Important corolla~  to all this IS that spaakmg m
tongues /Sn’t  cerrtra/ anymore. of course, there remam
technical theological and exegetical dwagreements  be-
tween Chansmatlcs and non-Charmma[lcs;  but m practice,
when evangehcals  line up into opposing camps, the Issues
tend to group around much more basic concerns.

The DeMoss Founaatlon  ewdently decided,  at some
point, that the fust edmon of Power for Lwmg was not 10 thel:
Itkmg,  I don’t understand why they dld not commmslon
someone from Campus Crusade or some slmllar neo-
evangehcal  organtzatlon to produce the substitute book (or,
for that matter, the first edltlon), The potnt, however, IS that
Jamle  Bucktngham’s  s t a n d i n g  a s  a n  establwhed
Chansmatlc leader dld not deter them from appeahng 10 him
to counteract the work of the Reconstructlonlsts.

Nancy DeMoss and BIII Bright are non42harlsmatlc
Presbyterians, The Reconstrucoonmt  leaders are non-
Charlsmatlc Presbyterians as well. Yet, where the rubber
meets the road, DeMoss and Bright have more m common
wnh Jamte BuckmgtIam  (representing the Old Chansmatlcs)
than with the Reconstructtomsts.  Similarly, Reconstruc-
tlomsts have been developing close ties for years with such
N e w  Chansmatlc  organizations as CBN/700 Club,
Maranatha, and New Wine.

Constder  the very real differences between the 700 Club
and the PTL Club. These differences revolve much more
than merely hairstyles and amounts of makeup. For exam-
ple, let me propose a simple test to anyone tamthar with both
shows. The following statement about the Incarnation was
made on one of them: “God came to earth as a baby
because He needed to be hugged and cuddled.” Where dld
that little mslght come from? (The answer should be easy:
PTL.) For me, that statement seems to epl!omlze the
difference between the two theologies–  indeed, between an
orthodox and a heretical view of God. The statemenl sug-
gests a blasphemous concept: that God Is, after all just one

of us, wtth the same needs and problems.
It’s the old debate. the basic argument whtch  has marked

Chrtstlamty  from Its inception, and whtch WIII always form a
major aspect of the boundary between orthodoxy and Its
numerous competitors. Ethics or Metaphysics? Metaphy-
sical Theology says that the nature of salvatlon  revolves be-
ing metaphysically connected to the being of God. God and
man are seen m terms of contmulty of being–God being
bigger, stronger, smarter, and “more real” than man, but the
difference being essermally  one of quantny. Man relates to
God by using magic or mantpulatwe techmques.  Metaphysb
cal Theology IS man+entered,  humamstlc  theology, or, more
precwely, anffrropology. This IS why there IS such an em-

{ phasls on mdwldual  experience, and why what goes on
under the name of evangehsm  IS often more concerned wtth
the subjective teehngs of the behever than with the ob)ectwe
gospel of Jesus Christ. The Apostle Pete{s  charismatic ex-
periences  led hlm to proclatm the umversal  Lordship of
Jesus Christ (Acts 2, 3, 4), rather than dwelling on hls own
sub~ectwe feelings. I am not suggesting thal one’s own sub-
jectwe feehngs are unimportant m themselves. I am saying
that they are relafwely  unlmfwtant,  and should  nol be used
to define our relationship wnh God.

Ethical Theology teaches that my relatlonshtp  with God IS
covenantal  and legal; mat my salvahon  has taken plaCe ob-
jectwely In Another, Jesus Christ. In salvatlon  I am nOt meta-
morphosed tnto a htgher level of reahty; rather, God saves me
from my sms and conforms me ethically to the Image of
Christ, so that I am restored to the purpose for which God on-
gmally created man: godly domtmon over the earth. This
means that the Chnstlan  hfe IS pnmardy to be deftned m terms
of personal commumcatlon with God and obedence  to Gods
word. Rapturous experiences are not dmcounted, but they
must be recogmzed as of secondary Importance.  More than
thm those sub@ctwe experiences must be interpreted m the
light of the obpctwe word of God, the Bble. No experience
makes me anyfhmg  more than a ftnlte creature. I WIII always be
a flfllte creature, and nothing more. Salvation IS not delflcatlon.

The Issue of tongues IS not quite dead. But It IS crucial to r’rK-
ogmze that both srdas In the central debate regetd tongues as I+
sbfutionally  malevant, at k?aet  m the sense of beIng  a dtvistve
tssue.  Battle Imes are being drawn m other places, for there IS
somethmg  much more fundamental at stake. I beheve that this
issue IS at the core of the Chnshan fanh. and that rt WIII continue
to dtwde the church well into the next century. Chnstlans don’t
hke demons, and when you consrder  the utterfy Wcmc and
tnwal reasons for many dwwons, It becomes Obwous  how si-
nful schtsm Is. But It IS Important to remember too that the faith-
ful church has always found It necessary, at some point, to
dwlde over theology.

Up to now, much of the dividing over this particular Issue
has been on a more mstmctwe than explicit level. The confect-
ing perspectwes have not always been aruculated with clarity:
.sIde Issues have distracted the combatants: and the hnes
have not yet become clearfy drawn. But me dwtwon IS a fact.
arrct an Increasing one. It was stgmflcant enough to cause a
muttlmdhondollar  pubhshlng  venture to change horses m
midstream. On that score, we can all be grateful to Power for
L.tving–  both verwons–  for bnngmg that fact out tnto the open.

if Campus Crusade and the DeMoss Foundation have a
motto, tt is this: Reforrnat/orr without confrontafjon.  At all
costs – and they do mean all costs- Kfeologtcal controversy
must be avoided. From thew perspective, the ongmal ver-
sion of Power for Lwing  had to be gutted. For, whale N was
not polemlcal or negatwe, the book dld set forth a clear, un-
mistakable standard for the Chnstlan hfe. It was nOt

offenswe,  but tt was confrontationai.  With the Apostles, the
Nicene Fathers. and the Protestant Reformers, the
Reconstructlontsts believe that there IS no reformahon  with-
out confrontation. W@ take our motto from the most con-
troversial figure m hwtory, who declared:

Think not that I am come to send peace on earth; I
came not to send peace, but a sword.
For I am come to set a man at variance against hls
father, and the daughter against her mother, and the
daughter m law against her mother In law.
And a man’s foes shall be they of his own household.
(Malt. 10:34-36)

Herbert Schlossberg  has captured the essence of the
dMerence between the two perspectwes, the humamst and
the blbhcal verwons  of Chnstlanlty:

Civtl  rehgton eases tenwons.  where btbhcal  rehglon cre-
ates them. Civil rehgIon  papers over the cracks of evd,
and blbhcal  rehglon strips away the Covering, exposing
the nasty places. Ciwl rehglon prescribes aspmn for
cancer, and btbllcal rehglon wrests on the kmfe. 1

I tlerber(  Schkxsbeq. ldok for Oestmcrw  Cbnstlan  fati ma Its Cm
Irontaf/on  WM Amman  Sooety  (Nashv!lle Thomas Nelson Publshefs.
19S31, p. 252.
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