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The Christian Business Faculty Association (CBFA) 
has not, from its conception, delved into the theological 
distinctives represented within its membership. This is 
so, not by design or intent, but because the kind of work 
the members have been engaged in, Biblical integration 
is more narrowly focused. Members have been primarily 
concerned with the question: What is revealed in Scrip-
ture regarding the mind of Christ that relates to the sub-
ject matter we are involved with as we work and encour-
age students to be disciples of Christ in the context of 
their various majors? Discussing theological distinctives 
has not been important, until now.

Business As Mission (BAM)—a conceptualization 
of business that merges the “creation mandate” regard-
ing work with the “great commission”—emerged as a 
VLJQL¿FDQW�WRSLF�IRU�GLVFXVVLRQ�LQ�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�ERWK�WKH�
2010 CBFA Annual Conference in Lakeland, Florida and 
the 2011 CBFA Annual Conference in Mount Vernon, 
Ohio. As a consequence, the schools represented at the 
annual meetings are minimally being challenged to con-
sider: Should our school introduce a course, a minor, or a 
major that focuses on BAM? There are serious theologi-
cal questions associated with these questions that need 
examining before a decision of this magnitude is made.

First, what is theology? Theology, in its informal 
display, is simply an individual’s study of the Bible to de-
termine what it reveals about God’s nature, thoughts, and 

conduct as they pertain to the relationships within and 
between the members of the Trinity, and God’s concerns 
for and involvement in the everyday activities of His im-
age bearers. Those engaged in a more formal study of the 
teachings of Scripture often refer to systematic theology 
and Biblical theology.

Systematic theology is the logical, organized, and 
step-by-step study of a Biblical subject or topic by search-
ing the entire Bible to learn what it reveals regarding the 
particular topic or subject. For example, what does the 
Bible say about: forgiveness; or judgment; or sin; or free-
will; or conversion; or regeneration; or salvation; or ev-
erlasting life; or God’s attributes; or Christ’s incarnation; 
etc.? These are all topics that warrant systematic study 
WKDW�LV�JHQHUDOO\�IROORZHG�E\�GH¿QLWLYH�DVVHUWLRQV�FDOOHG�
Biblical doctrines.

Biblical theology, on the other hand, is generally 
thought of as an in-depth examination of a particular 
passage of Scripture to discern God’s mind as it would 
instruct us both as to His character and conduct, and our 
motives, thoughts, and behavior in light of His revela-
tion. For example, John 11:1-46 is a passage that con-
tains much revelation about God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Spirit along with many lessons for us. 
It is the story of Jesus calling Lazarus from the tomb 
after he had already been there four days (V. 17). The 
lessons contained therein are many: God is omnipotent; 
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God is love; there is a resurrection for us; God is never 
late; believe that Christ is God; etc. Ferreting out “life 
applications” from such a passage is the role of Biblical 
theology.

This treatise will look at the theology of two men 
who are generally regarded by Christians in the West 
as great theologians. They are Augustine (354-430), 
Bishop of Hippo; and St. Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), 
a scholastic philosopher and Biblical scholar. They have 
been selected for three reasons. First, both men were pro-
IRXQGO\�LQÀXHQWLDO�LQ�WKHLU�GD\�DQG�ERWK�PHQ�FRQWLQXH�WR�
KDYH�PRPHQWRXV� LQÀXHQFH� WRGD\�� 7KH� IROORZLQJ� VWDWH-
ment has been made regarding Augustine:

No other single Christian thinker after Paul was 
WR� LQÀXHQFH� VR� SURIRXQGO\� WKH� &KULVWLDQLW\� RI�
Western European peoples. [Others] were to have 
as great or greater effect on particular branches 
of the Christianity of the West, but no other after 
the apostolic age was so deeply to mold all the 
major forms of the Western wing of the faith [as 
Augustine].1 (Emphasis added)

Second, Augustine and Aquinas will provide us a 
way to identify theological distinctives that have, like 
leaven, permeated the modern Protestant denomina-
tions and fellowships without discussing the particular 
denominations. This is being done to allow the reader to 
identify him or herself with particular theological dis-
tinctives without implying “rightness” or “wrongness.” 
7KH�GLVWLQFWLYHV� WR�EH�SRLQWHG�RXW�EHWZHHQ�$XJXVWLQH�
DQG�$TXLQDV�DUH�not�GLIIHUHQFHV�WKDW�GHWHUPLQH�VDOYD-

WLRQ��7KH\�DUH�GLVWLQFWLYHV�WKDW�H[SRVH�RXU�SUHVXSSRVL-
tions�DQG�KDYH�DQ�HQRUPRXV�LPSDFW�RQ�KRZ�ZH�WKLQN��
DQG�WKXV�OLYH�DQG�ZRUN�LQ�UHODWLRQVKLS�WR�&KULVW.

Finally,�&%)$�PHPEHUV� IRU� WKH�¿UVW� WLPH� LQ�KLVWRU\�
are coming face to face with the “Business as Mission” 
(BAM) movement that rests atop a set of underlying theo-
logical beliefs WKDW� ÀRZ� IURP� RQH� RI� WKH� WZR� SULQFLSOH�
theologians who are the focus of this treatise—Augus-
tine and Aquinas. Reviewing the differences will enable 
the reader to see whether: (a) he or she is more closely 
aligned with the theology of Augustine or Aquinas; (b) 
whether it is Augustine or Aquinas that the BAM move-
ment is most closely associated with; (c) whether in her 

1. Kenneth Scott Latourette, A History of Christianity. (New York, 
NY: Harper & Row, 1953) 174. Latourette does name Thomas Aquinas 
in the above quote as one of “three others” who had profound impacts 
on other branches of the Western Church after the Reformation.

or his mind there is a reasonable probability of BAM’s 
being successful as a “kingdom” force.

Both of these theologians were engaged by the Spirit 
of God in the context of their nature, and life’s experi-
ences (personal and cultural). Their hermeneutics 2 and 
exegesis 3�JXLGHG�WKHLU�ZRUOG�OLIH�YLHZ��7KH�VLJQL¿FDQFH�
of this will become apparent as the background of each 
man is revealed. So a brief review of each man’s life ex-
periences will be laid out to give context to their theo-
ORJLFDO� XQGHUVWDQGLQJV�� :H� DUH� DOO� GHHSO\� LQÀXHQFHG�
by our personal life experiences and the hermeneutics 
HPSOR\HG�E\�WKH�SHUVRQ�ZKR�¿UVW�GLVFLSOHG�XV��2QO\�WKH�
Spirit of God has the power to alter such realities.

The reality of what has just been said is most pro-
foundly seen in one’s hermeneutics—his or her inter-
pretation of Scripture—more so than by their exegesis. 
The interpretation of Scripture is so easily impacted by 
one’s personal existential experiences and absorption of 
the pervasive cultural philosophy that surrounds every-
one in a culture like a mist. The Christian’s challenge is 
staying dry in the mist. Only the Holy Spirit can help the 
Christian avoid the saturation. Augustine and Aquinas 
were confronted by very different worldly philosophies. 
They therefore faced very different challenges from the 
cultures in which they grew up.

AUGUSTINE (354—430)
Augustine is best remembered for his two writings, 

Confessions (400 AD) and The City of God (412-427 
AD).4 As these two books are studied, Augustine’s in-
terpretative understanding of the theology embedded in 
Scripture becomes apparent. His Confessions expose us 
to his rebellion against God and his gradual transforma-
tion by the Holy Spirit over time. He did not have a Pau-
line “road to Damascus” experience. He yielded his life 
to Christ more gradually and tenuously. Paul was trained 
in Old Testament theology. Augustine was better ac-
quainted with the works of Plato, the Greek philosopher.

2. Hermeneutics: the interpretation of the Old and New Testaments—
the presuppositions and system employed in the interpretation—the 
ruling principles of Biblical interpretation. (Example: employing all 
of God’s Word that addresses one’s interpretation of Scripture as it 
applies to the question under consideration.)
3. Exegesis: The science of exposing the meaning of individual words, 
statements, or passages that are being translated from Hebrew, Ara-
maic, Greek, or Latin into English—seeking the “shades of meaning” 
after translation.
4. Anthony Flew, A Dictionary of Philosophy, Revised 2nd Ed. (New 
<RUN��1<��6W��0DUWLQ¶V�*ULI¿Q�����������
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The City of God opens up for its reader Augustine’s 
thinking regarding the stark difference between our 
IDOOHQ� FRQGLWLRQ� KHUH� RQ� HDUWK� EHIRUH� RXU� JORUL¿FDWLRQ��
and what our raised and immortal lives will experience 
in the heavenly union with God. The “earthly city” and 
WKH�³KHDYHQO\�FLW\´�ZHUH�LQ�LUUHFRQFLODEOH�FRQÀLFW��DSDUW�
from the redemption that was only available through the 
atoning death of Jesus Christ. Apart from this narrow 
remedy, there was only war. This book also gives us a 
glimpse into the impact the Greek philosopher, Plato, 
was still exerting on the Western and North African cul-
tures eight hundred years after his death, and the emer-
JHQFH�RI�1HRSODWRQLVP�WKDW�VR�LQÀXHQFHG�$XJXVWLQH�

Augustine’s Hermeneutic and Exegesis: Their 
Shaping and Impact.

7KH�HDUO\�FKXUFK��WKLUG�WKURXJK�¿IWK�FHQWXU\���LQ�WKH�
Western half of the emerging Christian community, was 
confronted with understanding the teachings of Paul in 
the midst of a Hellenistic culture that was profoundly 
LQÀXHQFHG� E\� *UHHN� SKLORVRSK\�� DQG� SDUWLFXODUO\� WKH�
teachings of Plato. Plato had envisioned a dualistic real-
ity that was made up of a “spiritual” realm and a “tem-
poral” domain. There was a “sharp disjunction between 
the unseen realm of the spirit and temporal matter which 
was a basic assumption in much of Hellenism.” This was 
“perpetuated through Platonism and Neoplatonism.” It 
LQFOXGHG�WKH�LGHD�WKDW�WKH�³ÀHVK´�LV�HYLO�DQG�RQO\�ZKDW�LV�
pure spirit is good. It conceived of humanity as a blend 
of both.5 Neoplatonism failed the “exegetical test” of dis-
FHUQLQJ�WKDW�WKH�ZRUG�³ÀHVK�́ �DV�XVHG�H[WHQVLYHO\�E\�WKH�
Apostle Paul, is really referring to the ungodly attention 
to and enjoyment of “self” (ÀHVK spelled backwards—
hself—and dropping the “h” = self). The seventh chapter 
RI�5RPDQV�H[SRXQGV�SURIRXQGO\�RQ�WKH�FRQÀLFW�EHWZHHQ�
the “old self” and “new self.” Neoplatonism escaped 
the unbiblical and extreme dualism that surrounded the 
fractured thinking that permeated the Hellenistic ideas 
regarding the “spiritual” and earthly realms.6

[Augustine] saw both philosophy and religion 
as essentially quests for wisdom and, through 
wisdom, beatitude; the crucial difference was 
that Christian faith succeeded in the quest, while 
the unaided human reason of the philosophical 
schools could not. . . . But the task of reason was 
essentially that of elucidating things already ac-

5. Latourette, pages 122-123.
6. Ibid. 210

cepted by faith as divine revelation—an attitude 
later summed up in a formula ‘Credo ut intelli-
gam’ (I believe so that I may understand).” 7,8 
(Emphasis added.)

“. . . Augustine, while retaining much of the Neopla-
tonism…held it to be basically defective in not taking 
cognizance of the incarnation [of Christ].” Furthermore, 
his most quoted belief, “I believe so that I may under-
stand,” placed reason on a different level than it was ac-
corded in Greek philosophy.9

Plato believed that all entities existing in the tempo-
ral realm had a perfect example of that entity in the spirit 
realm. He further believed that any idea regarding an 
entity that existed in the mind of a human was gathered 
there by the person’s soul prior to its taking on a body. 
Augustine on the other hand believed there were perfect 
forms in the spirit realm but that God illumined the hu-
man mind regarding them after their physical birth.10

The early Neoplatonist taught there was a hierarchy 
within the totality of the spiritual entities that existed in 
the spiritual realm. They believed there were higher and 
lower entities within this sphere. Indeed, they thought 
there was a number “one” entity. Augustine agreed and 
declared that this “One” was God.11

Perhaps what has been forgotten today is just how 
much philosophy had to be reformed and/or extricated 
IURP� WKH� WKLQNLQJ� LQ� WKH�FKXUFK� LQ� WKH�¿UVW�¿YH�FHQWX-
ries. The Apostle Paul’s teaching was cast throughout a 

7. Anthony Flew, 31.
8. “I believe so that I may understand” is probably the clearest sepa-
rator distinguishing the difference in thought between Augustine and 
Aquinas. More will be said about this later.
9. Latourette, page 260.
10. An unpublished “paper” was written and sent to me by Winfried 
(“Win”) Corduan, Ph.D., Emeritus Professor of Philosophy and Reli-
gion at Taylor University in Upland, Indiana, a Thomas scholar and 
IULHQG��ZKHQ�,�DVNHG�KLP�WR�UHYLHZ�WKH�¿UVW������SDJHV�RI�WKLV�WUHD-
tise during its time of preparation. He graciously reviewed my work 
and helped me gain a clearer focus on the pre- and post-Reformation 
struggles in the church between theology and philosophy. He added 
greatly to my understanding of both Augustine and Aquinas, and he 
suggested it might well be men such as Renè  Descartes’ and other 
Renaissance philosophers that provided “new thoughts” to the cul-
WXUDO�HTXDWLRQ� WKDW� LQÀXHQFHG�JUHDWO\� WKH�HPHUJHQFH�RI� WKH�FRQWHP-
porary Infer-Thomists (inferred) or even Neocene-Thomists (newest 
Thomists) in the United States. This struck a note of “probable cause” 
ZLWKLQ�PH�WKDW�LV�QRZ�UHÀHFWHG�LQ�D�QXPEHU�RI�SODFHV�LQ�WKH�WUHDWLVH��,�
am deeply indebted to Win Corduan for his insight. Dr Corduan has 
published such works as: How to do Theology; Handmaid to Theol-
ogy; Philosophy of Religion (with Norman Geisler); Mysticism; and 
No Doubt About It.
11. Ibid.
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Hellenistic culture where philosophy had dominated the 
thinking for centuries. Clearing WKHRORJ\ of wayward 
SKLORVRSK\ was one of the great challenges. The Church 
improved this process over time but the culture that sur-
rounds the church has a relentless habit of asserting itself 
against the Church over and over again. As we shall see 
ODWHU�LQ�WKH�WUHDWLVH��WZHQW\�¿UVW�FHQWXU\�theology is once 
again in a momentous struggle with the culture that is at-
tacking it. Those within the Church who adopt a mixture 
of theology/philosophy do more harm than the naked 
philosophies. The Reformation was, if nothing else, a 
struggle to purify and reduce one’s foundational beliefs 
to that which was divinely revealed in the Bible.

One of Augustine’s foundational beliefs that emerged 
from his understanding of the Bible is that the fallen hu-
man’s heart is absolutely dead to God before regenera-
tion. Augustine believed regeneration preceded conver-
sion in the heart. And without regeneration the heart’s: 
(a) intellectual abilities will not be able to effectively 
contemplate or understand God; (b) passions (desires, 
affections, and identity needs) cannot affect an associa-
tion with God; and (c) volition (will) will not and can-
not obey God.12 Augustine believed that unregenerated 
humans were completely dead to God, as he perceived 
he had been when rejecting God and living in gross 
sexual immorality. He believed all humans, from the 
time of their conception until God regenerates them, 
are “dead to God” in all three of the above areas of the 
heart. The heart, in Augustine’s understanding, is not 
simply wounded or impaired, it is stone dead through 
and through.

The great struggle and discourse in the fourth and 
¿IWK�FHQWXULHV�LQ�WKH�5RPDQ�&DWKROLF�&KXUFK��5&&��ZDV�
over the true nature of man. This was theologically con-
nected to a host of questions regarding exactly how God 
redeems and transforms His image bearers into the like-
ness of Christ.13 $XJXVWLQH�ZDV�D�OHDGHU�LQ�GH¿QLQJ�DQG�
persuading those in the RCC that his hermeneutic was 
Biblically sound.

In keeping with Augustine’s “I believe so that I may 
understand,” he believed “that God’s attitude toward 
man can be known only through faith; that faith is a 
guide to truth; and that faith is belief in what is taught 
in the Scripture and by the Church.” And this belief in 

12. Richard C. Chewning, Becoming…” partakers of the divine na-
ture…” 2 Peter 1:4 (Quarryville, PA: Great Rock Publishers, sched-
uled for release in 2012) Chapter 16.
13. Latourette, p. 173

turn led to his “most distinctive works [that] were on the 
interrelated subjects of human nature, the character of 
sin, [and] the redemption of man . . .”14

Another part of the theological struggle in the fourth 
DQG�¿IWK�FHQWXULHV�ZDV�WKH�TXHVWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�WKH�QDWXUH�
of the human’s “free will.” Chrysostom maintained that 
humans had a free will that could turn to God on its own. 
Ambrose believed that God’s grace initiated the turning 
of the human will toward Him and that the human could 
then carry on the act of returning to God before actual 
regeneration.

Augustine [however] went much further than 
Ambrose. That was probably in part because of 
his personal history of prolonged moral impo-
tence against the sin which he believed had been 
with him from his conception and his infancy and 
because of his experience of having been sought 
by God’s grace until he could but not yield to it. 
Augustine held that at the onset angels and men 
were created rational and free, the only created 
beings of which that could be said…His capacity 
for rational free choice, so Augustine went on to 
hold, is at once man’s highest quality, a gift from 
God intended for his own good, and his chief 
peril. Only men and angels have rational free 
choice.15

Augustine insisted that humanity could not return by 
“self-effort” to a true relationship with God. The mar-
ring of original sin had been too deep and was too perva-
sive. Humanity cannot raise itself by its own boot straps. 
The self-focus into which mankind was thrust at the time 
of the “fall” was simply too powerful a state of captivity 
from which to extricate one’s self. Oh, yes, mankind is 
still free, but only free to sin and sink ever lower into sin 
than at conception by hardening one’s own heart. Hu-
manity is therefore in bondage to sin until God, and God 
alone gives them new life in Christ.16

Augustine declared, “The entire mass of our 
nature was ruined and fell into the possession 
of its destroyer. And from him no one—no, not 
one—has been delivered, or ever will be deliv-
ered, except by the grace of the Redeemer.” And 

14. Ibid. 175
15. Ibid. 177
16. Ibid. 178
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Augustine, like Paul, insisted that “a gift, unless 
it is wholly unearned, is not a gift at all.”17

Furthermore, Augustine felt so strongly about the 
total depravity of all humans that he taught that all hu-
mans, when compared with the attributes and conduct of 
God, deserved God’s eternal wrath. God had, however, 
told Moses, “I will have mercy on whom I have mercy . . .  
[and] He hardens whom He desires” (Romans 9:15, 18). 
“Augustine held that God had predetermined the exact 
number of those who are to receive His grace, and that 
number is so certain that one can neither be added to 
them nor taken from them.”18 And to support this reality, 
as Augustine discerned it, God will accord the elect the 
gift of perseverance so that even if they do sin they will 
be afforded the opportunity to repent.19

The culminating blessing given to the elect will 
be that they will not be able to forsake good and 
not be able to die. This is the highest freedom of 
all.20 [This became known as the teaching of “ir-
resistible grace.”]

Christians with experiences like Paul’s “road to Da-
mascus” encounter with Christ—“Saul, Saul, why are 
you persecuting me? It is hard for you to kick against 
the goads” (Acts 9:4; 26:14)—and Augustine’s year after 
year refusal to abandon his acts of fornication and rejec-
WLRQ�RI�WKH�*RVSHO�KDG�RQO\�RQH�H[SODQDWLRQ�WKDW�¿W�WKHLU�
comprehension of what had happened: God had given 
them an absolutely undeserved gift of grace. Their salva-
tion had been determined by God. But the controversy 
between “election”21—God alone determines who will 
be saved—(Paul and Augustine’s position) and “indeter-
minism”—humans decide, based upon the individual’s 
free-will, whether or not God will be his or her King, re-
gained a respectable place “at the theological table” and 
was much debated during the thirteenth century.

A summary (outline) of Augustine’s hermeneutics 
will be presented later in the treatise when they are con-
trasted with Aquinas hermeneutics. The beliefs of the 
WZR�PHQ�ZLOO�EH�RXWOLQHG� VLGH�E\� VLGH� ODWHU��%XW�¿UVW� D�
brief history is in order.

17. Ibid. 178
18. Ibid. 179
19. Ibid. 179
20. Ibid. 179
21. Ibid. 181

A BIT OF 6TH—12TH CENTURY CHURCH 
HISTORY: THE TIME BETWEEN THE 
DEATH OF AUGUSTINE AND BIRTH OF 
AQUINAS

By the sixth century, in the Western or Latin part of 
WKH�&DWKROLF�&KXUFK��$XJXVWLQH¶V�ZRUN�KDG�FODUL¿HG�³WKH�
nature of man and the manner in which God, through 
Christ, redeems and transforms [people].” Augustine’s 
understanding came to be the most respected and leading 
theological formulation in the RCC by the sixth century.22 
Human nature and how people are subsequently regener-
ated and converted was Augustine’s “major focus” along 
with the rest of the Western part of the Catholic Church. 
The Hellenistic Eastern part of the Catholic Church was 
still wrestling “over the relation of the human and the 
divine in Christ.” 23

Augustine’s hermeneutics were at the core of the 
RCC’s teaching from the sixth century through the 
Twelfth Century. It was not until the thirteenth century 
when Aquinas’ incorporation of certain aspects of Ar-
istotle’s thoughts concerning the rational ability of the 
human’s mind began to clash with Augustine’s theologi-
cal construction that the “theological pot” began to boil 
once again.

Indeed, the whole educational model was going 
WKURXJK� D� WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� WKH� ¿IWK� DQG� WKLU-
teenth centuries.

The teaching work of the church had moved 
from the monasteries to the newly-founded uni-
versities. Thus the new breed of teachers were 
called “scholastics,” from the Latin word, schola, 
meaning “school.” Scholasticism, or the teaching 
of the “schoolmen,” had nothing to do with any 
particular philosophical orientation, only the lo-
cation of where they taught. The name is also as-
sociated with a certain rigor of teaching, namely 
regular staged debates, diputationes, which were 
observed equally by the Augustinians and the 
subsequent philosophical schools.24

Even before Aquinas’ birth, Aristotle’s philosophy 
ZDV�KDYLQJ�D�VXEVWDQWLDO�LQÀXHQFH�LQ�WKH�XQLYHUVLW\�GH-
bates. Other schoolmen were struggling with its impor-
tance and how or if it could be reconciled with a Biblical 

22. Ibid. 173.
23. Ibid. 173.
24. Winfried Corduan, (private paper)
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theology. Aristotle’s work had been preserved but had 
not been translated until a group of Muslim scholars 
translated it into Latin. It was not until the thirteenth cen-
tury that William of Moerbeke (1215—1286) translated 
Aristotle’s works directly from Greek into Latin. Some 
scholars have suggested that this was done at Aquinas’ 
request.25

:KHQ�WKH�SKLORVRSK\�RI�$ULVWRWOH�¿UVW�VWDUWHG�WR�
make itself felt in Christian theology, it was treat-
ed with heavy suspicion by the church authori-
ties. Emperor Fredrick II, who spent a lifetime 
antagonizing the Popes, founded the University 
of Naples in 1224 and insisted that the study of 
Aristotle must be in the curriculum. For a time, 
attending or teaching at the University of Naples 
carried the penalty of excommunication. [Thom-
DV�$TXLQDV�ZDV�RQH�RI�LWV�¿UVW�VWXGHQWV�@�26

Today Thomas Aquinas is considered to be “the out-
standing Western theologian of the Middle Ages.”27 Not 
only did he rival Augustine in his theological popularity, 
he eventually surpassed him in the thinking within the 
RCC. And those who adhered to the theological con-
struct of Aquinas after his death are known as Thomists.

THOMAS AQUINAS (1225—1274)
Thomas was born into a cultured family. His father 

was the Count of Aquino (hence Thomas’ historic sur-
name) and connected to the “imperial house of Hohen-
stauffen.” He was the youngest son in a home of nobility 
and that presented a challenge to the family. What do you 
do with a son when tradition has no answer regarding 
his place in life? So, in the hope that he might someday 
EHFRPH�DQ�DEERW�RU�ELVKRS��7KRPDV��DW�WKH�DJH�RI�¿YH��
was sent to a monastery in Naples to be educated under 
the supervision of his uncle who was an abbot. When he 
graduated from Naples he joined the Dominican order, 
which, because of the laws of that time, ended any hope 
WKDW�KH�PLJKW�EHFRPH�D�KLJK�RI¿FLDO�LQ�WKH�5&&��28

The family was so distressed that Thomas had be-
come a Dominican that his mother and brothers took it 
upon themselves to place him under house arrest for over 
a year. This, however, did not dissuade him. He followed 
the Dominican orders and subsequently escaped and 

25. Ibid.
26. Ibid.
27. Latourette, 211.
28. Winfried Corduan, (private paper)

ZHQW�WR�3DULV�WR�VWXG\�ZKHUH�KH�EHFDPH�LGHQWL¿HG�ZLWK�
the scholastic movement.29

The scholastic movement actually began in the 
eleventh century, but the struggle was still going on in 
the thirteenth entury when Thomas (Aquinas) entered 
the fray. And just what was the burning issue they had 
been groping with for two centuries? The big question 
was: How were Christians to understand the relation-
ship between faith and reason?30 Thomas’ writings that 
wrestle with this question are voluminous. His two best 
remembered works are Summa contra Gentiles (Against 
WKH�(UURUV�RI�WKH�,Q¿GHOV���DQG�Summa Theologiae which 
expands upon his more mature thinking.31

Thomas’ hermeneutic and exegesis: their 
shaping and impact

Thomas, as a scholastic, became an avid devotee of 
Aristotle. He wrestled with things like:

Is what the Christian believes to have been given 
by God in the long process of revelation which 
culminated in Christ consistent with reason or 
are the two contradictory? If they are compatible, 
which should have priority, the faith by which the 
Christian accepts and commits himself fully to 
what has been given in the divine revelation and 
transmitted through the Church, or man’s reason? 
Can reason demonstrate as true what the Chris-
tian believes about God? If it cannot, does what 
is received by faith complement what is reached 
by reason or do the two contradict each other? If 
reason seems to deny what the Christian accepts 
on faith as given by God, shall the Christian ac-
cord his reason priority and throw over as false 
what he has received by faith�RU�FDQ�KH�¿QG�VRPH�
way of holding to both? 32 (Emphasis added)

Thomas resolved questions like those outlined above 
in the following fashion:

The human intellect is not able to reach a compre-
hension of the divine substance through its natu-
ral power (SCG, vol. 1, Ch. 3, 3) . . . it is the acme 
of stupidity for a man to suspect as false what 

29. Latourette. 509.
30. Ibid. 496.
31. Anthony Flew, 17.
32. Latourette. 496. These were the kinds of questions the scholastics 
asked, wrestled with, and answered, although not all agreed with each 
other on the proper answer.
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is divinely revealed through the ministry of the 
angels simply because it cannot be investigated 
by reason (SCG, vol. 1, Ch. 3, 4) . . . the sole way 
to overcome an adversity of divine truth is from 
the authority of Scripture—an authority divinely 
FRQ¿UPHG�E\�PLUDFOHV���6&*��YRO�����&K��������33

Thomas did not mean by this that reason was com-
pletely incompetent as long as it was used within its 
limits. What he meant by this was that the Spirit was 
essential to open one’s comprehension of God’s revealed 
truth (special revelation) but this did not undermine the 
use of reason in those areas of the temporal realm that 
may be known naturally (natural revelation).34

At the age of thirty-four, Thomas was called to south-
ern Italy to start a school of theology for boys where he 
IXUWKHU�UH¿QHG�KLV�DUJXPHQW�WKDW�reason was subservient 
to faith in what God had divinely revealed.

Sacred doctrine derives its principles, not from 
any human knowledge, but from the divine 
knowledge, by which, as by the highest wisdom, 
all our knowledge is ordered (ST, I, Q. 1 Art. 6, 
Reply Obj. 1) . . . For whatsoever is found in the 
other sciences contrary to the truth of this science 
[Christian theology] must be condemned as false. 
(ST, 1, Q. 1, Art. 6, Reply Obj. 2)35

Ten years later he was called back to Paris where 
theological teaching was taking place that incorporated 
Aristotelian thought that deviated from Christian or-
thodoxy in numerous places. Thomas refuted these de-
viations from truth that held reason to be supreme over 
faith.

Aquinas combined Augustine and Aristotle.

On the all important matter of salvation, Aquinas 
also gave priority to God, not the human being. In 
the Summa Theologica he addresses the question, 
whether a man, by himself and without the exter-
nal aid of grace, can prepare himself for grace.  
. . . And [concluded] that their turning to God can 
only spring from God’s having turned them now 
to prepare oneself for grace is, as it were, to be 
turned to God . . . hence it is clear that man can-
not prepare himself to receive the light of grace 

33. Winfried Corduan, (private paper)
34. Ibid.
35. Ibid.

except by the gratuitous help of God moving him 
inwardly . . . man is bidden to turn himself to 
God. But free choice can be turned to God only 
when God turns it.36

There was also a modicum of mysticism in the minds 
of both Augustine and Thomas. Thomas’ mysticism can 
best be described as believing (a belief attached to logic 
WKDW� LV� DI¿UPHG� LQ� WHPSRUDO� UHDOLW\�� LQ� WKH� SUHVHQFH�RI�
God that has an emotional element attached to it that 
comes from contemplating the wonder of God that sur-
faces from observing and interacting with the physical 
universe.

There was also a touch of mysticism in the heart of 
Augustine. While Thomas focused more on the temporal 
side of God’s creation and Christ’s humanity, Augustine 
was amazed at the grace and mercy of God and tend-
ed to focus more on the divinity of Christ. It was the 
sense of God’s presence (existential feeling) that came 
from prayerfully reading the Word that lay at the root 
of Augustine’s mysticism. Augustine delighted most in 
focusing on Christ’s divinity, His teachings, and His life 
amongst humanity.

AUGUSTINE’S AND THOMAS’ 
SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

Fundamentally Augustine and Thomas were on the 
same page theologically, but operationally they were on 
very different sides of the same page. Thomas and Au-
gustine agreed in principle about the fall of man, original 
sin, the need for the Holy Spirit’s work of regeneration, 
predestination, election, God’s compelling grace, and the 
perseverance of the saints. But the philosophical chal-
lenges they faced were entirely different.

Augustine was immersed in Platonism and his strug-
gle was to discern how aspects of it complimented the 
Biblical explanation of reality and which parts needed 
to be jettisoned. Thomas, on the other hand, was sur-
rounded by the emerging interest in Aristotle and the 
ensuing emphasis on the human’s capacity to reason and 
the relationship between faith, reason, and the will.

As stated earlier, Augustine’s most remembered 
statement, “I believe so that I may understand,” puts 
him unmistakably on the side that argues faith (beliefs) 
precedes reason. Augustine believed that no one could 
know how to accurately apply reason to a given proposi-
tion until he had some understanding of God’s perspec-

36. Ibid.
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tive on the matter. Thomas, while agreeing with Augus-
tine in principle, believed that it was logical to believe 
that reason also was necessary before one could correctly 
interpret revelation as it pertained to God’s perspective 
RQ�D�JLYHQ�PDWWHU��/LWWOH�UH¿QHPHQWV�OLNH�WKLV�OHDG�VRPH�
of Thomas’ followers to carry his teachings far beyond 
his intent as the years passed.

The “right understanding” of the human will was 
also an ever present part of the dialogue between the 
philosophers and the theologians. The theologians in 
particular had to work hard to discern the Biblical rev-
elation regarding this very important subject. Augustine 
and Thomas both agreed that the human, apart from the 
empowering work of the Holy Spirit, could not in his or 
her own strength and effort turn the will to accept Christ 
and follow Him. They agreed that God was the initiator, 
but they did not express their belief in the same way.

Thomas seemed to believe that the human will had a 
greater ability and power to self-actualize itself and turn 
toward God once God began “calling” the individual to 
Himself than did Augustine. Augustine’s personal expe-
rience with sin and his hermeneutical understanding of 
one’s self-centeredness led him to believe that the human 
will was absolutely incapable of drawing a fallen per-
son’s heart (mind, passions, will) to repentance and turn-
ing back to God as easily as Thomas seemed to imply.

The two men, while being on the same page, were not 
at all together regarding their emphasis or focus on faith, 
reason, and the will.

THE PERIOD OF TRANSITION— 
1600-185037

The transition of the Thomists to the Neocene-
7KRPLVWV� LQ� 1RUWK� $PHULFD�� WKURXJKRXW� WKH� ¿IWHHQWK�
WR� WKH� WZHQW\�¿UVW� FHQWXULHV�� FDPH� DERXW� DV� D� ³PLUURU�
UHÀHFWLRQ´� RI� WKH�5RPDQ�&DWKROLF� 7KRPLVWV�ZKR�ZHUH�
“party-line” participants in the Reformation. By “mirror 
UHÀHFWLRQ´� LW� LV�PHDQW� WKDW� WKH�7KRPLVWV�HPHUJHG� IURP�
the reformation as Thomists but as the years passed and 
the “Great Awakening” (discussed later) occurred, the 
“mystic’ aspects of Thomas’ theology and “curves” to 
his integrated theology/philosophy took some detours 
that, in many ways, turned the less educated Thomists 
into “Infer-Thomists” (inferred), and in the past sixty 

37. A re-reading of Footnote 10 gives Winfried Corduan the credit due 
him for his help in suggesting that the great philosophers who “led 
the cultural debates” during this period probably had a great deal of 
LQÀXHQFH�RQ�ERWK�WKH�JHQHUDO�FXOWXUH�DQG�WKHRORJ\�GXULQJ�WKH�SHULRG�

years into “Neocene-Thomists”—newest Thomists. 
Who led this transition? Were they theologians, or were 
they philosophers? The answer is extremely complex. 
There is certainly no agreed upon answer to the question. 
But it appears to this author that the emerging Neocene-
Thomists UHÀHFWHG�D�VORZ�V\QWKHVLV�RI�IRUFHV��HYHQWV��DQG�
assimilations that drew upon the thoughts of those that 
GHHSO\� LQÀXHQFHG� WKH�1HZ�:RUOG¶V� DVVLPLODWLRQ� RI� WKH�
Reformation and the Renaissance. Indeed, many of the 
Renaissance thinkers also were professing Christians. So 
the thesis is this: the North American Neocene-Thomists 
are those theologians and ministers who were slowly 
saturated and enveloped in the transitioning “culture.” 
The philosophers of this period, not the theologians, had 
become enslaved to a world/life-view that could at best 
be described as skeptical. Into this skepticism stepped 
René Descartes (1596-1650).

The Impact of the Renaissance
René Descartes, a philosopher and professing Chris-

tian, is often referred to as the “father” of Rationalism. 
+H�LV�ZLGHO\�UHFRJQL]HG�DV�WKH�¿UVW�WUXH�rationalist. He 
believed “mathematical reasoning was to be the para-
digm for [a] new system of knowledge: ‘those who are 
seeking the strict way of truth should not trouble them-
selves about any object concerning which they cannot 
have a certainty equal to arithmetical or geometrical 
demonstration.’”38 The door Descartes’ opened was 
³PDNLQJ�VFLHQWL¿F�NQRZOHGJH�SRVVLEOH��)RU�RQFH�*RG¶V�
existence is established, one is no longer limited to the 
private momentary certainty of one’s own existence; one 
FDQ�QRZ«KDYH�D�UHDVRQDEOH�GHJUHH�RI�FRQ¿GHQFH�LQ�WKH�
existence of an external world . . . in the normal reli-
ability…of the senses.”39 Descartes’ effort was directed 
at establishing a “self-contained” system that would put 
an end to skepticism within a framework of its own mak-
ing: natural reason.40 This marked a shift, however, in 
WKH�SDUDGLJP��,W�ZDV�QR�ORQJHU�VLPSO\�VXI¿FLHQW�WR�accept 
reality, the philosophical community had moved to the 
point of needing to prove reality.

Descartes’ was followed by Benedictus de Spinoza 
(1632-1677); Gottfried Leibniz (1646-1753); and eventu-
ally Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). Kant’s most famous 
contribution to moral philosophy was a categorical im-
perative he articulated: “Act only on that maxim which 

38. Anthony Flew, p.89
39. Ibid. p. 91.
40. Winfried Corduan, private paper.
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you can at the same time will to become a universal 
law.”41 His main enquiry, however, was “How do values 
and facts� ¿W� WRJHWKHU"” His answer was devastating to 
the philosophers of his day. He told both the empiricists 
and rationalists they could not answer the question be-
FDXVH� WKHLU�PHWKRGRORJ\�GLG�QRW�¿W� WKH� WRSLF�EHLQJ�H[-
plored. The question Kant set out to answer remained 
unanswered. He told the world that the realm of values, 
metaphysics, and theology, were not open to the em-
pirical, rational dimensions of the human intellect.42 He 
even stated, “I have therefore found it necessary to deny 
knowledge in order to make room for faith.”43

 Intertwined with these rationalists were a number of 
empiricists: Francis Bacon (1561-1626); Thomas Hobbs 
(1588-1679); John Locke (1632-1704); and David Hume 
(1711-1776). Kant’s failure to reconcile empiricism and 
rationalism opened the door to dialectical synthesis—a 
thesis opposed by an antithesis resulting in a new synthe-
sis: picking the “best” from the thesis and the “best” from 
the antithesis and combining them into a “new truth” that 
is in turn waiting for a new antithesis. This was the culture 
changing work that was emphasized by George Wilhelm 
Friedrich Hegel (1770-1831). But this raised the question, 
“Is truth an ever moving and elusive quest?”

Into this rational, empirical “stew” came the think-
ing of Soren Kierkegaard (1813-1855) with his existential 
“leap-of-faith”44 that became acceptable in many quar-
WHUV� LQ� WKH� ¿HOGV� RI� ERWK� theology and philosophy. He 
believed you could only possess truth—personally know 
and come to rely on what was to become “my truth”—by 

41. Anthony Flew, p.191.
42. Richard Chewning, Business Ethics in a Changing Culture (Res-
ton, VA: Reston Publishing Company—A Prentice Hall Co., 1984) p. 
45.
43. Immanuel Kant, Critique od Pure Reason, translated by Norman 
Kemp Smith (New York: Macmillan and Company, Ltd. 1963 p. 29.
44. Soren Kierkegaard’s “leap of faith” is a progressively developed 
FRQFHSW�DQG�WKHPH�LQ�PXFK�RI�KLV�ZRUN��EXW�LW�LV�QRW�D�VSHFL¿F�SKUDVH�
used by him. The introductory comments to Philosophical Fragments 
(translated from Danish by David F Swenson) show the concept to be 
pure Kierkegaardian, however (page xxii). In Chapter III of Philo-
sophical Fragments��KH�GHYHORSV�WKH�VSHFL¿F�FRQFHSW�RI�WKH�³OHDS´�DQG�
LWV�FRUH�LPSRUWDQFH��SDJH������7KHQ�LQ�&KDSWHU�,9�KH�FDUHIXOO\�GH¿QHV�
“faith” and its importance in dealing with Reason, the Paradox, and 
the Moment (page 47). It is his work The Concept of Dread (translated 
from Danish by Walter Lowrie, New Jersey: Princeton University 
Press, 1946), however, that the motivation for the “leap of faith” is 
developed. This is seen clearly in Chapter V, “Dread as a Saving Ex-
perience by Means of Faith.” Dread (despair), and the realization that 
Reason is incapable of proving God, serve to motivate the individual 
to take the “leap of faith” and by it come to a peaceful trust in the real-
ity of God’s atonement.

experiencing, in a moment of time, a phenomenon that 
engendered in you an emotional reaction that becomes 
your personal validation of the experienced reality: truth. 
From this new form of knowledge came the elevation of 
feelings and the emergence of relativism, both of which 
have permeated the mind of many, many Christians in 
WKH�WZHQWLHWK�DQG�WZHQW\�¿UVW�FHQWXULHV�

The Impact of the Reformation.
As stated earlier, it is this author’s belief that the 

Neocene-Thomists did not appear on the twentieth cen-
tury stage by following a recognized Thomists theolo-
gian, but that they arose by absorbing the new cultural 
world view that the philosophers of the Post-Renaissance 
championed—rationalism, existentialism, free will, 
emotionalism, situationalism, relativism, feelings, etc.

The church community was impacted most in the 
eighteenth century by what has come to be called the 
“Great Awakening” (GA) that took place in the Thir-
teen Colonies prior to their uniting to become a new na-
tion. The GA took place between 1720 and 1770. From 
this intense period of preaching and revival, a number 
of church branches emerged that were led by Neocene-
Thomists. They were joined by many who lost interest 
in the more historic an unemotionally guided dogmatic 
system of beliefs expounded by Augustine. Thus the 
Neocene-Thomists make up a larger proportion of the 
WZHQW\�¿UVW� FHQWXU\� $PHULFDQ� &KULVWLDQ� FRPPXQLW\�
than do the Augustinians.

There were several extremely popular preachers that 
LQÀXHQFHG�PDQ\� GXULQJ� WKH� SHULRG� RI� WKH�*$��2QH� RI�
the most recognized personalities preaching and writing 
during the GA taught that one must have “an experience” 
of salvation. Since an experience was deemed to be es-
sential, the experience was expected to be emotional in 
character. Seasons of emotional experiences came to 
be expected when communities were aroused and tides 
swept through them, changing many individuals. There 
were . . . clergy who . . . sought to encourage them.”45 
An emotional experience became evidence of a “true 
conversion experience.”

Two of these men symbolize perhaps near-perfect 
H[DPSOHV� RI� WKH� SHUPHDWLQJ� LQÀXHQFH� D�PDQ¶V� SUHDFK-
ing—not writings—can have on a culture in this era of 
transition. They were Augustinians. Their writings of-
fer a strong example of this fact. But those who copied 

45. Latourette, p. 958. The idea of experiencing salvation was not an 
aspect of the sober beliefs of the Augustinians.
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their preaching style with fervor, and deviated from their 
precise doctrinal teachings, led many into the Neocene-
Thomists camp.

The Great Awakening was an early stage in a mass 
conversion of the partially de-Christianized population 
which characterized the religious history of the Thirteen 
Colonies on the eve of independence and then of the 
United States. The mass conversion, in part by “reviv-
als” and “evangelistic” preaching for reaching the “un-
converted” or “unsaved,” was one of the distinguishing 
features of the Christianity of the United States, and es-
pecially of those elements of the population of Protestant 
. . . heredity. (emphasis added)46

Many of the older points of theology held by Augus-
tine, such as the absolute sovereignty of God, election 
by eternal decree, and other doctrines gave way to ideas 
that “made room for the action of the sinner in accepting 
the divine forgiveness.”And “an already existing ten-
dency was strengthened which soon was to reject [Au-
gustinianism] with its doctrine of total depravity of man 
and the [presumed] arbitrary choice by God of some for 
salvation.”47

Two of the GA preachers were Englishmen, one an 
Augustinian and the other a Thomist. One of them had 
a voice that could be heard by thousands in an outdoor 
forum. He preached to the lower economic classes with 
great emotion and they responded with deeply felt emo-
tions. He came to America on several occasions from 
England and stirred those who heard him. There is, in 
many ways, an irony regarding this particular individual 
His theology was closely aligned with Augustine’s, but 
his preaching did not emphasize Augustine’s hermeneu-
tic. He was emotive when he preached,48 and the resulting 
emotional experience upon hearing the Word was prone 
to become the focal point of one’s “personal belief” that 
she or he had been saved.

It is now time to look at a side-by-side comparison of 
the residual effects of the theology of these GA preach-
ers’ prodigy, along with an exposition on the fallout of 
both their VSHFL¿FV and their emphasis�WKDW�LV�UHÀHFWHG�LQ�
their personal hermeneutics and exegeses.

Those believers who chose their hermeneutics on the 
basis of their personal, emotional, existential experience 
found the Neocene-Thomists’ theology more appealing 
and easier to identify with than Augustine’s. Even with 

46. Ibid. p. 958.
47. Ibid. p. 961.
48. Ibid. pp.959-960, 1020-1026.

DOO�RI�WKH�PRGL¿FDWLRQV�DQG�GHYLDWLRQV�IURP�WKH�RULJLQDO�
teachings of Augustine and Thomas, they are still the two 
most dominant, albeit generally unconsciously adhered 
WR�� WKHRORJLDQV� LQ� WKH� WZHQW\�¿UVW� FHQWXU\� 3URWHVWDQW�
Churches. Augustine’s teachings remain a bit more intact 
in a formal sense. Thomas’ theology has to a considerable 
degree been sublimated to his Aristotelian teachings that 
ZHUH�PRGL¿HG�E\�KLV�IROORZHUV�WR�FDUU\�KLV�WHDFKLQJV�far 
beyond the bounds of his original intent. In the balance of 
the treatise their theological perspectives will be referred 
to as the Augustinians and Neocene-Thomists theological 
interpretations of reality, without any comment as to the 
faithfulness with which Thomas’ and Augustine’s per-
spectives have been retained or portrayed.

AUGUSTINIANS AND NEOCENE-
THOMISTS: A COMPARISON

In the sixteen and seventeenth centuries when the 
strongest protesting from within and outside of the 
RCC was occurring, the Augustinians and Thomists 
adherents compiled a theological formulation called the 
Ordo Salutis—“The Order of Salvation.” The Augustin-
ians and Neo-Thomists views of this formulation in the 
eighteenth century were the same, but their beliefs were 
becoming very divergent by the middle of the nineteenth 
century, especially in North America, and became even 
further separated during the twentieth century.

Before examining the Ordo Salutis�ZH�ZLOO�¿UVW�FRQ-
VLGHU� D� VLPSOH� ³WKUHH� FRQFHSW� ÀRZ� GLDJUDP�´� DVN� RXU-
selves which diagram best describes our personal under-
standing of the “road to salvation;” and thereby attempt 
to identify our personal position: “I am an Augustinian;” 
or “I am a Neocene-Thomists.” The two “road to salva-
tion” diagrams are:

Salvation Diagram 1:

My Pre-Christian Faith –> I Discerned God’s Grace 
–> Salvation

Salvation Diagram 2:

God’s Grace –> Transformed My Pre-Christian 
Faith –> Salvation

Stop and choose one! Which one best describes your 
understanding of the “path to salvation?” If you selected 
“Diagram 1” where faith is presumed to be present in 
a person’s heart before God’s special grace appears to 
lead them to the road to salvation, this would indicate 
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a possible alignment with the Neocene-Thomist com-
munity of believers. If, on the other hand, you selected 
“Diagram 2,” that indicates you believe that faith itself 
is a necessary gift of grace that enables one to continue 
following Christ unto salvation. If this was your choice, 
you may well be more comfortable with the Augustinian 
perspectives.

Next, let’s look at two verses: John 1:12, 13. They are 
verses that many Christians are familiar with but exegete 
differently.

12  But as many as received Him, to them He gave 
the right49 (power, authority) to become chil-
dren of God, even to those  who believe in His 
name,

13  who were born not of blood, nor the will of the 
ÀHVK��QRU�RI��WKH�ZLOO�RI�PDQ��EXW�RI�*RG�

The question to be answered is, “Which of the two 
verses is the “controlling verse?” Or asking it another 
way, does verse 12, the “conversion verse” occur in the 
Christian’s life prior to the “born from above” rebirth 
YHUVH���"�:KLFK�YHUVH�WDNHV�SODFH�¿UVW�DQG�ZKLFK�YHUVH�
is the “after event” verse?

If “Diagram 1” and “Verse 12” were selected, this 
tends to indicate the person believes that faith is an as-
pect of one’s inherent personal capability that allows that 
individual to select his or her personal preference—exis-
tential experiences, feelings, reason, will, and emotions. 
If this is so, it indicates the person is probably in the 
Neocene-Thomists camp.

If “Diagram 2” and “Verse 13” were selected, this 
tends to indicate further the person making the selection 
believes that it is by God’s grace—His giving a free and 
undeserved gift—that He imparts faith to the heart of the 
new believer through the Holy Spirit initiating “a born 
from above” experience. A person holding this belief 
would probably be more comfortable in the Augustinian 
camp.

The Neocene-Thomists have a much higher view of 
the human in general than do the Augustinians—higher 
in the sense that a person is more capable, than Augus-
WLQLDQV�EHOLHYH��RI�VHHNLQJ�DQG�¿QGLQJ�*RG�WKURXJK�WKH�
exercise of his or her reason and will. Neocene-Thomists 
typically hold such a belief because they interpret their 
personal salvation experience�¿UVW�DQG�IRUHPRVW� LQ� WKH�

49. The Greek word for “right” is exousia (Lexical #1849) which 
means: “permission, authority, right, liberty, power to do…”

light of their “personal conversion experience” (John 
1:12)—the Spirit called; I responded to the call; I had 
an emotional conversion experience (mystical); and was 
subsequently regenerated by the Holy Spirit. Neocene-
Thomists typically interpret their experience in terms 
like: “I invited Christ into my heart when I felt His call 
(conversion), and I have been following Him ever since. 
Personal experience guides their hermeneutics and ex-
egesis. Neocene-Thomists typically refer to their conver-
sion experience, not their regeneration. The hermeneutic 
MXVWL¿FDWLRQ�IRU�VXFK�DQ�XQGHUVWDQGLQJ�FDQ�EH�HDVLO\�VHHQ�
in the text of John1:12-13.

The Augustinians, on the other hand, believe verse 
13 is the controlling verse and explains how what is 
referred to in verse 12 comes about—regeneration pre-
cedes conversion. The Augustinians perceive that the 
Neocene-Thomists have consciously or unconsciously 
rejected the doctrines of election and predestination that 
7KRPDV�$TXLQDV�DI¿UPHG�LQ�KLV�ZULWLQJV�

What has been described above will emerge again as 
the reader examines the Ordo Salutis that materialized 
from the struggles of the Reformation. The Augustin-
ians and Thomists were originally on the same side of 
the “Ordo” but the Post-Reformation cultural struggles 
LQ�WKH�QLQHWHHQWK�WKURXJK�WKH�WZHQW\�¿UVW�FHQWXULHV�XQ-
dermined aspects of the original Ordo and gave rise to 
the Neocene-Thomists side of the Ordo.

Ordo Salutis

Augustinians  Neocene-Thomists
1) All are to be “called” 1) All are to be “called”

2) Regeneration: Election 2)  Conversion: Repentance 
Faith

3)  Conversion: Repentance 
Faith 

3) Regeneration

����-XVWL¿FDWLRQ��,PSXWHG�
Righteousness

����-XVWL¿FDWLRQ��,PSXWHG�
Righteousness

5) Adoption: God’s Children 5) Adoption: God’s Children

����6DQFWL¿FDWLRQ��5HQRYDWLRQ�	�
Growth

����6DQFWL¿FDWLRQ��5HQRYDWLRQ�	�
Growth

���*ORUL¿FDWLRQ ����*ORUL¿FDWLRQ

It is immediately clear that most serious Augustinians 
DQG�1HRFHQH�7KRPLVWV�KROG�WKH�VDPH�EHOLHIV�UHJDUGLQJ�¿YH�
of the enumerated items that composed the Ordo Salutis 
while differing completely regarding number 2) and num-
ber 3). The impact of this difference is profound, not as it 
pertains to a person’s salvation, but as it pertains to her or 
his understanding of the process of salvation, and in partic-
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ular the role of God in its commencement. The differences 
also create a different understanding of several of God’s 
PRUH�GLI¿FXOW�DWWULEXWHV�WR�³JHW�RQH¶V�PLQG�DURXQG´²+LV�
sovereignty, omniscience, and immutability.

�,W�VKRXOG�¿UVW�EH�QRWHG�WKDW�WKH�ZRUG�“election” ap-
pears behind the word Regeneration on the Augustinian 
side of the Ordo Salutis but does not appear behind the 
word Regeneration on the Neocene-Thomist side of the 
Ordo Salutis. Even though Thomas agreed with Augus-
tine regarding the matters of election and predestination, 
the Neocene-Thomists subsequently deviated in this way 
from their iconic leader (Thomas).

Augustine and Thomas believed so deeply in the doc-
trines of predestination and election that these two truths 
were in essence the building blocks for comprehending 
God’s sovereignty. They believed that all humans were 
so corrupted in their fallen nature that everyone ought 
WR�EH�HWHUQDOO\�VHSDUDWHG�IURP�*RG�IRU�VXFK�GH¿OHPHQW�
could not exist in the presence of a pure, perfect, and 
holy God. The only solution was for God to choose 
(predestine and elect) an inheritance for His Son. The 
Father would accomplish this by sending Christ as the 
Savior and have the Holy Spirit call, regenerate (elect), 
convert, justify, adopt, sanctify, and eventually glorify 
those persons chosen before the foundations of the earth 
were established.

The Neocene-Thomists rejection of the doctrine of 
election leads to a number of theological differentiations 
that distinguish them from the Augustinians. For exam-
ple, the two groups have very different understandings of 
the impairment consequences of the fall, and how these 
differences impact the human’s pre-conversion experi-
ence with regards to their heart: mind (ability to com-
prehend and reason); passions (desires, identity needs); 
and volition (the ability to control one’s will). The fol-
lowing outline enumerates four substantive doctrinal 
GLIIHUHQFHV� WKDW�ÀRZ�IURP�WKH�GLVVLPLODULW\�UHYHDOHG� LQ�
the Ordo Salutis.

)XQGDPHQWDO�'RFWULQDO�'LIIHUHQFHV
Augustinians  Neocene-Thomists

1) Election / Determinism  1) Free Will / Indeterminism

2) Total Depravity  2) Limited Depravity

3) Perseverance of the Elect  3) Christians May Fall Away

4) Irresistible Grace  4) Resistible Grace

The doctrinal distinctions between the Augustinians 
DQG�WKH�1HRFHQH�7KRPLVWV�UHÀHFW�VLJQL¿FDQW�GLIIHUHQFHV�

in how they each “see” and understand God, and how 
they perceive their interactive capability between them-
selves and God. The two theological groups have very 
different ideas and beliefs regarding God’s grace—when 
it is needed; what it encompasses; and how these two 
“contributions” affect their understanding of “God is 
sovereign” and “God is love.”

The Neocene-Thomists have a considerably “higher 
view” of the human’s power to reason correctly and to 
control her or his will than do the Augustinians who per-
ceive that all humans are absolutely “dead to God.” Au-
gustinians believe the “soil of the heart” is either rocky, 
shallow, or subject to being choked by worries and cares, 
unless the Holy Spirit has prepared the “good soil of the 
heart” by His “washing with the Word.”

:H�ZLOO�QRZ�ORRN�EULHÀ\�DW�WKH�VSHFL¿F�GLIIHUHQFHV�
between the two theological groups that are revealed 
in the four “fundamental doctrinal differences” listed 
above.

1) Election / Determinism vs. Free Will / 
Indeterminism

The Apostle Peter made the following comment, “…
just as also our beloved brother Paul, according to the 
wisdom given him, wrote to you, as also in all his let-
ters, speaking in them of these things, in which are some 
things hard to understand…” (2 Peter 3:15-16, emphasis 
added). Amen!

The Augustinians believe that election (having been 
predestined) is as much a core necessity for salvation as 
regeneration is deemed to be a prerequisite for conver-
sion. Without election no one would be saved, from an 
Augustinian’s perspective, because everyone is “dead to 
God” and cannot return to Him on his or her own voli-
tion. It is the Holy Spirit who spiritually awakens those 
who are dead to Christ—they are spiritually resurrect-
ed—and this could only occur if God chose those to be 
“resurrected” from their spiritual death.

Neocene-Thomists disagree on the grounds that this, 
in their mind, makes God out to be both arbitrary and 
unloving. This would seem to make God arbitrary for if 
individuals were chosen or not chosen before the earth 
was formed, the persons chosen and not chosen would 
have done nothing to warrant their selection or rejec-
tion. And the Neocene-Thomists ask, “How could this 
be fair?” And, if it were not fair, then unfairness would 
call the pronouncement that “God is love!” into question.

If the reader believes in predestination and election 
he or she will likely be comfortable in the Augustinian 
community. If the reader rejects predestination and elec-
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tion as being compatible with their understanding of 
God, then their comfort will more than likely be found 
amongst the Neocene-Thomists.

How do our beliefs regarding election and predes-
tination impact our understanding of the nature of God 
and people? The breadth and depth of one’s belief in or 
rejection of the doctrine of election minimally is impact-
ing one’s view of God’s active will—what He causes to 
occur—and God’s decretive will—what He permits to 
occur. And, our personal belief regarding election is 
tied closely to our belief regarding “free will.” Neocene-
Thomists believe the human’s free will is able to perceive 
and accomplish much more in the spiritual sphere of 
reality, before “conversion,” than do the Augustinians. 
For example, the unconverted/unregenerated person can 
by his or her free will fruitfully look for God. Neocene-
Thomists generally believe this; Augustinians do not be-
OLHYH�WKLV��$XJXVWLQLDQV�GH¿QH�IUHH�ZLOO�DV�³WKH�H[HUFLVH�
of the will within the constraints of one’s nature: as a 
slave to sin, or as a slave to righteousness.”

The Augustinians perceive God’s omniscient nature 
(knowledge of all things past, present, future, and sup-
positional) differently than the Neocene-Thomists, who 
in some sense perceive God as waiting to ascertain what 
those who reject Him at some point in time will do in the 
future. If this is true, then what does God being omni-
scient mean? In the case posited, it means that to some 
degree God is still becoming aware of new information—
learning. This, however, undermines the doctrine of God’s 
omniscience from the view-point of an Augustinian.

If the above is true, then God is not immutable (un-
changeable) either. Indeed, some Neocene-Thomists 
believe that God is immutable only in matters that are 
essential. Knowing how individuals will make choices 
in her or his everyday decision making process is non-
essential to God’s rule from the Neocene-Thomists per-
spective. As a result God’s sovereignty means something 
different to the Neocene-Thomists and Augustinians.

2) Total Depravity vs. Limited Depravity
Those who believe in total depravity are not saying 

that every thought or act is sinful. They are saying that 

the sin nature of every person so permeates every aspect 
of their heart (mind, passions, and will) that they are in-
capable of having a perfectly pure motive, thought, or 
action. Sin is ubiquitous. Sin is inherent in every human 
motive and thought and thus every activity is “marred.” 
Sin is so pervasive that it can be likened to breaking a 
rotten egg and stirring it in with six good eggs thereby 
contaminating all the eggs.

Those who subscribe to limited depravity believe 
there are good motives and good acts performed by all 
humans, and Christians in particular. Giving a glass of 
water to someone when they are thirsty is a good act. 
Even if there is a smidgen of pride or self-approval in-
volved at the motive level, the act was still mostly a good 
one, so if depravity was involved, it was certainly very 
limited in scope.

3) Perseverance of the Elect vs. Christians May 
Fall Away

Needing the inner strength to persevere when trials 
and tribulations enter our lives is something Christians 
will encounter during their lifetime. For those whom the 
Father loves He disciplines (not punishes), trains, and 
scourges.50

The Augustinians, even in the face of the above 
truth, believed that a person whom the Father had given 
to the Son would not—in fact, could not—fall away from 
Christ, for Christ would not lose any whom the Father 
had given Him. Those given to Christ by the Father are 
Christ’s inheritance. This does not mean, however, that 
the child adopted by God could not fall into deep sin 
and appear for a season to be far from God, like King 
David when he had his affair with Bathsheba and had 
her husband, Uriah, the Hittite, killed. The Augustinians 
believed that God permitted this to happen in David’s 
life for many reasons, but one was to reveal His faithful-
ness in keeping the promises He had made years earlier 
to David.

Neocene-Thomists, on the other hand, reject the idea 
of “unmovable perseverance” in the face of the Scrip-

50. Hebrews 12:4-11.

Sample of Hermeneutical References
Election: Isaiah 42:1; Romans 9:10-24; Matthew 24:31; 

Colossians 3:12; 1 Peter 1:1-2  

Free Will: Joshua 24:14-15; Deuteronomy y 30:19-20; Isaiah 55:7; 
Isaiah 1:16, 19; Jeremiah 15:6

Sample of Hermeneutical References
Total Depravity: Isaiah 64:6; Psalm 14:1-3; Psalm 53:1-3; 

Romans 3:10-18; Romans 7:14-23 

Limited Depravity: Romans 5:7; Romans 2:14-16; 
Proverbs 2:2-5; Proverbs 13:22; Mark 12:34
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tural testimony stating that there will be a great falling 
away at some time in the future when the Christian com-
munity faces severe persecution. They also can point to 
the statistics that show a percentage of pastors deserting 
their calling every year while giving into a severe temp-
tation. Or there is the reality that there are those who 
have appeared faithful in their commitment to Christ and 
then just drifted away and abandoned their prior com-
mitment.

Evidence seems to be plentiful on both sides of the 
question. Which is true?

4) Irresistible Grace vs. Resistible Grace
If God elects those who come to Christ, and He does 

not violate their will, but after regenerating them expects 
them to come to Him voluntarily, even though they rec-
ognize that depravity has been such a part of their prior 
life, surely the grace that is perceived to be offered must 
be irresistible. So concludes an Augustinian.

Augustinians may indeed perceive of reality in the 
way that has just been described, but not the Neocene-
Thomists. Believing that conversion precedes regenera-
tion, no such logic is controlling. The presupposition is 
simply incorrect. This being the case (believed case) 
it is just as logical to look at the Biblical evidence and 
conclude that grace can be resisted, even to one’s own 
condemnation. Free will permits this.

Again, one’s belief in or rejection of election deter-
mines the outcome of what they believe regarding grace.

This concludes the review of the historical and con-
temporary theological positions of Augustine of Hippo 
and Thomas Aquinas and those who have followed 
WKHLU� IRRWVWHSV� LQWR� WKH� WZHQW\�¿UVW� FHQWXU\�� DQG� KDYH�
subsequently morphed into Augustinians and Neocene-
Thomists.

We will now examine the contemporary interest in 
the “Business as Mission” movement under the theologi-
cal hermeneutic of the Augustinians and the Neocene-
Thomists.

AUGUSTINIANS AND NEOCENE-
THOMISTS COME FACE TO FACE WITH 
“BUSINESS AS MISSION”

Christian men and women who own and lead suc-
cessful economic enterprises have increasing opportuni-
ties to join organizations that encourage their members 
to employ business as a starting point for some form of 
Christian outreach. Some of these models are as old as 
Moses and the Apostle Paul, while others are more re-
cent. Godly entrepreneurs differ widely in their opinions 
regarding the appropriateness of envisaging their busi-
ness as a ministry, a mission, or just a business.

What are “born from above”51 Christian business-
people to think or say regarding their business? Is it their 
world/life-view, their faith, their particular theological 
hermeneutic, their spiritual gifts, their winsome atti-
tude, the service or product they offer their workers and 
customers, or some other criteria that places them in a 
particular category of commerce—an ordinary business, 
a ministry, or a mission? In seeking to answer such ques-
tions regarding “Business as Mission” (BAM) we are go-
ing to take a serious look at a particular theological ques-
tion: are there theological prerequisites that need to be 
present before a Christian entrepreneur can legitimately 
call his or her business a mission? This question is criti-
FDO��:LWKRXW�D�FOHDU�DQVZHU�WR�LW�WKH�FODVVL¿FDWLRQ�³%$0´�
has an indeterminable meaning in the broader Christian 
FRPPXQLW\��7KH�DQVZHU�ZLOO�HLWKHU�DI¿UP�WKHUH�LV�D�OH-
gitimate Biblical basis for calling a particular economic 
enterprise a “mission” (BAM), or the term is subject to 
many interpretations.

There are two terms that appear frequently in the 
“Faith at Work” (FAW) literature. They are ministry and 
mission. For the purpose of this article, ministry is an out-
reach that seeks to foster economic, mental, or physical 
health, or a person’s social wellbeing. The second term, 
mission, is being used to connote the effort to disciple 
and/or evangelize in the context of Christian outreach.

The word “mission” obviously does not need to be 
cast in so limited a manner in either its use or under-

51. John 3:3-7; 1 Peter 1:23; 1 John 3:9; 4:7; 5:4, 18. All Biblical refer-
ences in this essay are taken from the New American Standard Bible, 
1977 edition, copyrighted by The Lockman Foundation.

Sample of Hermeneutical References
Perseverance of the Elect: Philippians 1:6; 2 Peter 1:10; 

John 10:28-29; 1 John 3:9; 1 Peter 1:5, 9

Christians May Fall Away: 1 Timothy 4:1; Luke 8:13; 
2 Peter 3:17; Hebrews 6:4-6; Hebrews 10:32-39 

Sample of Hermeneutical References
Irresistible Grace: Acts 13:48; Romans 8:15-16; Hebrews 7:19; 

Titus 2:14; 1 John 1:8-9 

Resistible Grace: John 12:42-43; John 5:44; John 7:5; Mark 8:31; 
Matthew 21:42-45
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standing, but it is being limited in this way here because 
the author perceives that BAM is, above all else, inter-
ested in promoting discipleship and evangelism. If the 
author’s perception is correct, BAM is at its heart a mul-
tifaceted variant of what has historically been referred to 
as a “Tent-Making Ministry.”

The “faith at work movement,” so carefully and thor-
oughly described by David W. Miller in his book, God 
at Work,52 discloses that in 2003 there were “more than 
1,200 groups, institutions, and organizations…part of the 
Faith at Work (FAW) movement.”53 Some people, when 
asked why there is such a proliferation of groups with 
the zeal to relate their faith to their everyday work be-
\RQG�WKH�FRQWH[W�RI�WKH�FKXUFK��SRLQW�WKHLU�¿QJHUV�DW�WKH�
clergy and fault them for not encouraging and supporting 
the lay business persons’ “faith at work” interests.54 Dr. 
Miller, in fact, devotes an entire chapter, “Response of 
the Church and the Theological Academy to FAW” to 
the “disconnect” between the lay entrepreneurs and the 
trained clergy.55 There is undoubtedly a great deal of va-
lidity to these perceptions, as explained and discussed by 
David Miller (Chapter 5, pages 79-103). But it is just as 
plausible to ascribe fault to those in the FAW movement 
for not possessing a clear understanding of just what is 
necessary before the members of a group such as BAM 
can expect their clergy and church to accept them as a 
“mission” that not only sees itself as economically help-
ing those it employs and serves, but engages in forms of 
“discipleship” and “evangelism.”

BAM is a subset within the larger FAW movement.56 
7KH� EHVW� GH¿QHU� RI� WKH� %$0�PRYHPHQW�� KRZHYHU�� DV�

52. Miller, David W., God at Work: The History and Promise of the 
Faith at Work Movement, (Oxford University Press, New York) 222 
pages, 2007.
53. Ibid., page 106. Miller cites, “Mike McLoughlin, ed., The Scruples 
Directory of Marketplace Ministry: Millennium 2000 Edition (Kelow-
na, B.C. Canada: WYAM, 2000).
54. Ibid., page 10.
55. Ibid., Chapter 5, pages79-103.
����0LOOHU¶V�ERRN��¿UVW�UHIHUHQFHG�LQ�IRRWQRWH�������KDV�D����SDJH�³6H-
lected Bibliography” in it that contains approximately 24 references 
per page. This is a “gold mine” for those wanting to research “faith 
at work.”

LQFRPSOHWHO\�GH¿QHG� DV� LW�PD\� VWLOO� UHPDLQ�� LV�&��1HDO�
Johnson’s tome, Business As Mission.57 It is a “must read” 
for anyone interested in the BAM movement. There is an 
entire section of this book that discusses pragmatic (non-
theological) matters and issues that those considering or 
engaged in BAM would be well advised to read and take 
seriously.58 His material is thorough and clearly relevant.

BUSINESS AS MISSION: SOME 
THEOLOGICAL QUESTIONS

This treatise has been written to aid those persons 
in business higher education in making an informed 
judgment when asking the following question: “Should 
a business department (college, school) become engaged 
in teaching/training undergraduate students how to prac-
tice Biblical discipleship and evangelism in conjunction 
with their entrepreneurial curriculum or other business 
majors?”

In an effort to generate a responsible answer to this 
question, eight theological questions have been con-
structed and are accompanied by numerous Biblical ref-
erences to help the reader develop a defensible response 
that conforms to their Augustinian or Neocene-Thomists 
hermeneutic.59

It is important for the Augustinian and Neocene-
Thomists readers to assess the following eight questions. 
Or approaching the questions on a different level, after 
UHDGLQJ� DQG� UHÀHFWLQJ� RQ� WKH� HLJKW� TXHVWLRQV�� ZRXOG�
Augustinians or Neocene-Thomists likely be more inter-
ested in promoting BAM in an undergraduate business 
program?

Eight Theological Questions:

First question��7KH�ZRUG�³PLVVLRQ�́ �DV�GH¿QHG�HDUOLHU��
is being limited to the basics of the great commission: its 
leaders and members feel called to disciple and evange-
lize. This does not mean its membership is not interested 
in ministering to the economic, health, and social wellbe-

57. Johnson, C. Neal, Business As Mission: A Comprehensive Guide to 
Theory and Practice, (IVP, an imprint of InterVarsity Press, Downers 
Grove, Illinois) 528 pages, 2009.
58. See: “PART 3: BUSINESS AS MISSION—COUNTING THE 
COST; Chapters 20 -24; Pages 417 - 476.
59. Even asking questions that have substantiating Biblical references 
that guide the readers’ thinking reveal that the questions themselves 
rest on top of certain theological presuppositions, in this case Augus-
tinian or Neocene-Thomists presuppositions. This being so it is only 
IDLU�WR�WHOO�WKH�UHDGHU�WKDW�WKH�IROORZLQJ�HLJKW�TXHVWLRQV�UHÀHFW�WKH�FRQ-
cerns of an Augustinian to a greater degree than might be present in 
the minds of Neocene-Thomists.

If “BAM” stood for “Business As Ministry,” this treatise would 
never have been written. Every Christian ought to be “ministering” 
to her or his neighbors. But because the movement has elected to 
refer to itself as “Business As Mission” this places it in an entirely 
different theological category that deserves careful scrutiny as to 
just what it is endeavoring to accomplish.
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ing of those with whom they serve and come in contact. 
They simply yearn to do more. Does BAM intend to 
portray the idea that its members are SULPDULO\ inter-
ested in GLVFLSOHVKLS and HYDQJHOLVP? Words do 
have meaning. Jesus was God’s logos (“word”), sent to 
intelligently communicate to the world the nature of God: 
His holiness, goodness, wisdom, patience, righteous-
ness, mercy, faithfulness, justice, sovereignty, love, all 
knowing, all powerful, immutability, spirit nature, etc. 
We live in a time when it is popular to denigrate the abil-
ity of anyone to communicate clearly so that the “hearer” 
can really know what the “speaker” means. This is called 
deconstruction. It, I am afraid, infects the church almost 
as much as it does the world.

This being so, BAM must make it clear to the broader 
Christian community that the word “mission” embod-
ied in its name means exactly what BAM intends it to 
mean—BAM’s “mission” is to encourage and educate 
its membership in Christ honoring ways to disciple and 
evangelize. Without such clarity the clergy will smile and 
nod, but not have a clue how to help. They will be forced 
to conclude that BAM has confused the “creation man-
date” regarding work with the “great commission” that 
embodies a mission. The “creation mandate” regarding 
ZRUN�GRHV�QRW�HPERG\�WKH�LGHD�RI�³PLVVLRQ´�DV�GH¿QHG�
above. The creation mandate encompasses both the un-
regenerate and those “born from above” while the “great 
commission” is only given to those “born from above.” 
The aspiration of BAM, as the author understands it, is 
to unify the creation mandate and great commission—
make them one. This might be referred to as a goal of 
enormous proportions.

Second question: Are there not different “common 
JUDFH´�DQG�³VSHFLDO�JUDFH´�TXDOL¿FDWLRQV�DVVRFLDWHG�
with the notion of “success” in business and the idea 
of “success” in missions? Yes! Success has two differ-
ent meanings when the word is used in the context of 
talking about business success and when referring to the 
success of a discipling and evangelizing endeavor.

Being a successful business entrepreneur is depen-
dent upon a combination of common grace talents that 
are as dispersed throughout the unregenerate entrepre-
neurs as they are those who have been drawn to Christ. 
There is no reason (evidence) to believe that an unregen-
HUDWH�HQWUHSUHQHXU� LV�QRW�DV� OLNHO\� WR�PDNH�D�SUR¿W�DQG�
remain in business as is a “born from above” Christian 
HQWUHSUHQHXU�� 3UR¿W� PDNLQJ� DQG� ORQJHYLW\� DUH� QRW� WKH�
only measures of success in an entrepreneurial business, 

EXW�ZLWKRXW�D�SUR¿W�\RX�DUH�RXW�RI�EXVLQHVV��+DYLQJ�WKH�
talent�WR�PDNH�D�SUR¿W�UHÀHFWV�*RG¶V�common grace that 
is poured out upon all humanity: the righteous and the 
unrighteous; the just and the unjust. Talents and spiritual 
gifts are very different things when talking about them in 
the context of common grace and special grace.

On the other hand, to achieve success in the context 
RI�D�³PLVVLRQ´� �DV�GH¿QHG�DERYH�²evidenced by IUXLW: 
growth in Christlikeness (discipleship); regeneration/
conversion (evangelism)—requires the imparting of 
spiritual gifts by the Holy Spirit to individuals called by 
God.60 It is unreasonable to believe that all successful 
Christian entrepreneurs have been given spiritual gifts 
by the Holy Spirit to demonstrate success in the context 
of a “mission.” Even an entrepreneur’s strong interest in 
%$0� LV� QRW� VXI¿FLHQW� HYLGHQFH� WR� HTXDWH� WKLV� LQWHUHVW�
with having the requisite spiritual gifts.

Third question: What are spiritual gifts? (Not their 
names, but their “source” and “fundamental nature”?) A 
spiritual gift is an ability accompanied by God’s power 
that is GH¿QHG and distributed by the Holy Spirit to an 
individual He chooses, to build up another person or 
group in the likeness of Christ. The Holy Spirit is the sole 
“source” of spiritual gifts. Spiritual gifts are not given to 
edify the individual with the gift 61 but are “distributed 
to each one individually just as He wills”62 in order to 
enlighten and build up another individual or group.

The fundamental nature of spiritual gifts is that they 
are designed, administered, and made effective by the 
Holy Spirit alone. We shall see when we address the 
Sixth and Seventh Theological Questions below, that the 
outpouring of the Holy Spirit’s blessing reveals that He 
is at work in and through particular individuals whom 
He chooses and uses to help, build, train, comfort, etc. 
individual members or groups in the “body of Christ.” 
(Biblical listings of the spiritual gifts can be found in: 
Romans 12:6-8; 1 Corinthians 12:7-12; 28-30; and Ephe-
sians 4:11-12.)

It is also true that some of the more dramatic gifts 
such as the “gift of healing;” the “gift of performing 
miracles;” and “raising the dead” were manifested at 
VSHFL¿F�WLPHV�E\�WKH�SRZHU�RI�WKH�+RO\�6SLULW�DQG�WKHQ�DW�

60. 1 Corinthians 12:11
61. There is one exception mentioned in Scripture to this statement. In 
1 Corinthians 14:4 the Apostle Paul tells us that the person who speaks 
in a tongue (Greek: glossa—a “tongue” that is not interpretable) “edi-
¿HV�KLPVHOI.”
62. 1 Corinthians 12:11
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other times, and under seemingly similar circumstances, 
the particular gifts were not evident in the life of the 
$SRVWOH�LQ�ZKRP�WKH�JLIWV�¿UVW�DSSHDUHG�63 (A gift can be 
given and then removed.)

The Holy Spirit does the choosing of those whom He 
desires to gift, but it is our privilege, as God’s adopted 
FKLOGUHQ��WR�H[SUHVV�RXU�HDUQHVW�GHVLUH�IRU�D�VSHFL¿F�JLIW�64 
This is important because God invites His adopted chil-
GUHQ�WR�DVN�IRU�VSHFL¿F�VSLULWXDO�JLIWV�WR�SUHSDUH�DQG�HQ-
able those who GHVLUH�WR�VHUYH�+LP�LQ�VSHFL¿F�ZD\V. This 
truth seems particularly important for those involved in 
the BAM movement.

Fourth question: Why or how does God go about se-
lecting person “A” rather than person “B” to give a 
VSHFL¿F�VSLULWXDO�JLIW�WR"

Such a question reveals the heart of the questioner 
to the all-knowing, omniscient God we worship. Indeed, 
this may be exactly why the Holy Spirit will not give 
a particular gift to a particular individual. He knows it 
would expand their pride. To illustrate, Charles may de-
sire (covet?) the gift of teaching that Bob has been given 
and say to himself, “Why didn’t God give me that gift? 
I am as Biblically knowledgeable as Bob.” Charles, it 
might appear, is not yet ready for the gift, though later 
he might be.

On the other hand Arnold may observe the gift of 
hospitality the Spirit has given both Bradley and his wife 
and say to the Lord, “Oh, Lord, it is such a joy to see how 
you have given Bradley and Mary such a love for those 
around them and to see so many people in their home that 
are really unable to return the invitation in kind.65 Help 
me, O God, to grow in my love for the disadvantaged.”

The truth is there is no answer available to the 
children of God regarding the reason (the WHY?) He 
FKRRVHV�WR�JLYH�VSHFL¿F�VSLULWXDO�JLIWV�WR�RQH�SHUVRQ�DQG�
not another. Many people may enjoy seeking answers to 
mysteries, but God has told us, “The secret things belong 
to the Lord our God, but the things revealed belong to us 
and to our sons forever…” (Deuteronomy 29:29). God in 
+LV�LQ¿QLWH�ZLVGRP�GRHV�ZKDW�+H�FKRRVHV�WR�GR��*RG�LV�
the “I AM THAT I AM!”

63. See: Acts 5:12-16 (especially verses 15-16); Acts 19:11-17 (espe-
cially verses 11-12); and Acts 20:9-10.
64. 1 Corinthians 12:31; 14:1, 39.
65. Luke 14:12-14.

Fifth question: What VSLULWXDO� JLIWV does the Holy 
Spirit employ in the work of GLVFLSOLQLQJ and evan-

JHOL]LQJ?
This is an important matter because successful busi-

ness entrepreneurs who associate themselves with BAM 
have demonstrated their “business talents” (common grace 
VNLOOV�� LQ�D�ZD\� WKDW�KDV�JHQHUDWHG�SUR¿WV� IRU�D� VXVWDLQHG�
period of time. This is not intending to imply that the tal-
ents Christian entrepreneurs employ in their business may 
not also used as spiritual gifts in their church by the Holy 
Spirit—the gift of administration would be a good example. 
Or a school teacher might have a teaching talent without 
having been given the spiritual gift of teaching.

The spiritual gifts�PRVW�FRPPRQO\�LGHQWL¿HG�LQ�WKH�
Scripture as being associated with the work of disciplin-
ing and evangelizing are teaching66 and evangelism.67 
These are not simply talents; they are spiritual gifts. The 
Holy Spirit has ordained to use the particular gifts He 
has imparted. This is essential to understand. A person 
does not designate him or herself as either an evangelist 
or as one who disciples. The Holy Spirit must gift them, 
call them, and direct them or they will be fruitless.

As was stated before, it is our privilege, as God’s 
adopted children, to express our earnest desire for a 
VSHFL¿F�JLIW.68 God invites His adopted children to ask 
IRU� VSHFL¿F� VSLULWXDO� JLIWV� WR� SUHSDUH� DQG� HQDEOH� WKRVH�
ZKR�GHVLUH� WR� VHUYH�+LP� LQ� VSHFL¿F�ZD\V��7KH� OHDGHUV�
of BAM should encourage the members to seek God’s 
ZLOO�DV�LW�SHUWDLQV�WR�WKH�PHPEHUV¶�QHHG�IRU�VSHFL¿F�JLIWV�

Ascertaining the presence of the qualifying gifts that 
are used by the Holy Spirit in His work of discipling and 
evangelizing is important because their presence indicates 
God’s call on a person’s life. It is very easy to lose focus 
on just who does the teaching and evangelizing. The thesis 
put forth in the Sixth and Seventh questions below will, 
I trust, make it clear who is to receive the glory that is as-
sociated with building up the “body of Christ.”

Sixth question: What constitutes legitimate evidence 
that a particular individual has the VSLULWXDO� JLIW of 
“teaching” (discipleship)?

66. Romans 12:6-7. “And since we have gifts that differ according 
to the grace given us, let each exercise them accordingly…he who 
teaches, in his teaching…” (Emphasis added).
67. Ephesians 4:7, 11. “But to each one of us [every Christian] grace 
was given according to the measure of Christ’s gift [to each Chris-
tian]…and He gave some as apostles, and some as prophets, and some 
as evangelists…” (Emphasis added).
68. 1 Corinthians 12:31; 14:1, 39.
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Said differently, what is the evidence that God has 
chosen a particular person to use as His agent through 
whom He will teach? The “teacher” (human) speaks, but 
it is only the Holy Spirit that has the ability and power to 
take the Word spoken, place the teaching in the heart of 
the hearer, cause it to take root, and cause it to bear fruit. 
Only God is the true teacher of His Word, the Scripture.

God has said, “I will put My law within them, and on 
their heart I will write it; and I will be their God, and they 
shall be my people. And they shall not teach again, each 
man his neighbor and each man his brother saying, ‘Know 
the Lord,’ for they shall all know Me. . . .”69 The Word 
says again, “And as for you, the anointing [indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit] which you received from Him abides in 
you, and you have no need for anyone to teach you; but as 
His anointing teaches you about all things . . . you abide 
in Him.”70 And Christ said on the night He was betrayed, 
“But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will 
send in My name, He will teach you all things, and bring 
to your remembrance all that I said to you.”71

This was a mystery, but it has been made understand-
able to those in Christ who live in the post-resurrection 
era. The work of the Holy Spirit has been explained to 
those who can hear. God chooses a person to do His 
discipling; God plants His truth in the discipling agent’s 
heart—mind, passions and will; God providentially 
provides the discipling agent opportunities to share His 
truth (teachings); and the Holy Spirit decides which lis-
teners He wants to plant the Word in; nurture and grow 
it, and subsequently harvest it. The teacher, God’s se-
lected agent, has no control over the outcome of his or 
her teaching.

Then what is the evidence that a particular child of 
God has been given the gift of discipling (teaching)? 
We will begin with a negation—what is not good or 
VXI¿FLHQW�HYLGHQFH� WKDW�RQH�KDV�D�JLIW�RI� WHDFKLQJ��7KH�
compliments that are so welcomed and fun to hear after 
giving a good, challenging, provocative, stimulating, en-
tertaining, or serious talk, lesson, sermon, or time spent 
in listening and responding to someone are not evidence 
that the individual speaking has a “gift of teaching.”

Good evidence is usually slow to manifest itself. Is 
the person who wants to disciple others a parent? If so, 
are his children maturing and walking with the Lord? 
If an adult Sunday school teacher, do those in his or 

69. Jeremiah 31:33-34.
70. 1 John 2:27.
71. John 14:26.

her class say occasionally, “Do you remember the class 
you taught three months ago from the ‘Sermon On The 
Mount’ about our having ‘logs in our eyes’ and how we 
can be guilty of seeing other people’s ‘specks as logs?’72 
Well, the Holy Spirit has convicted me several times 
since then that I was doing just that.” This kind of feed-
back reveals the Spirit’s use of the teaching. This is good 
evidence that the gift of teaching has been given by the 
Holy Spirit to the individual.

In passing, it also is appropriate to note that church 
pulpit committees, mission boards, church sessions and 
other such groups, if they are wise, when examining a 
person who believes he has a “call to the ministry” will 
attempt to identify individuals in their midst who have 
the gift of discernment 73 in the evaluation of that per-
son’s call—to speak to their perception of the validity of 
the evidence supporting the “call.”

Seventh question: What constitutes legitimate evi-
dence that a particular individual has the VSLULWXDO�
JLIW of “evangelism?”

Evangelism is generally thought of as sharing the 
good news of Christ’s incarnation, life, atoning death, 
and resurrection. When this good news is used by the 
Holy Spirit to convict and persuade the listener to sur-
render his or her life to Christ, in whom there is forgive-
QHVV��ZLVGRP��VDQFWL¿FDWLRQ��DQG�UHGHPSWLRQ��VDOYDWLRQ�
has occurred.74

7KH�$SRVWOH�3DXO�VSHQGV�PXFK�RI�WKH�¿UVW�FKDSWHU�RI�
KLV�¿UVW� HSLVWOH� WR� WKH� FKXUFK� DW�&RULQWK� �96�� ������� H[-
plaining that Christ sent him to preach the Gospel, not in 
cleverness of speech [literally: wisdom of speech] so that 
the cross of Christ would not be made void (V. 17), but 
that “God was well pleased through the foolishness of the 
message preached to save those who believe” (V. 21). Be-
ing an accurate and persuasive presenter of the Gospel is 
not evidence that the individual has the gift of evangelism.

The point to be made now is subtle, but important. 
The relationship between the person evangelizing (or 
discipling) and the person being “wooed” to Christ is 
extremely important. We often hear of the positive as-
pects about relationships when discussing evangelism, 
but there are also negative things to be guarded against. 
Scripture speaks of those who pretend75 to know and 

72. Matthew 7:1-5.
73. See: 1 Corinthians 12:10; Philippians 1:9; and Colossians 1:9.
74. 1 Corinthians 1:30.
75. Philippians 1:12-20 (especially verses 15-18).
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love God.76 Pretending, or thinking that one’s clean look-
LQJ�³RXWVLGH´�LV�VXI¿FLHQW��ZKLOH�LJQRULQJ�KLV�RU�KHU�¿OWK\�
“inside,” is a mistake often made by the self-deceived and 
pretenders whom the Father has not drawn to Christ.77 
An entrepreneur who loves Christ and seeks to serve 
Him should be extremely careful to avoid the creation of 
any environment that could lead to a misunderstanding 
of the kind of righteousness God is interested in—the 
free and unconditional crediting of Christ’s righteous-
ness to those in whom Christ dwells. The Pharisees did 
not understand this.

Now you Pharisees clean the outside of the cup 
and of the platter; but inside of you, you are full 
of robbery and wickedness. You foolish ones, 
did not He who made the outside make the in-
side also. But give that which is within as charity 
[your gift of love to God], and behold all things 
are clean for you.” (Luke 11:39-41. Explanation 
added).

An entrepreneur who is openly evangelizing (or 
discipling) her or his employee puts that employee in 
a tangled and potentially compromising position. The 
employer/employee relationship is an unequal one in the 
context of the workplace.78 An employee who is asked to 
attend a Bible study or is asked about his or her spiritual 
interests or commitments, in all likelihood, feels either a 
degree of inner tension or a sense of personal superiority 
for being noticed by the boss. In dealing with that con-
ÀLFW�WKHUH�PD\�ZHOO�EH�D�SUHWHQGHG�LQWHUHVW��RU�DQ�HPR-
tional display of sincere interest that has no God-directed 
“end” to the response given.

The evidence to be looked for regarding the presence 
of the spiritual gift of evangelism in an entrepreneur is 
the same as it was in the life of a person engaged in dis-
cipling. Has his or her sharing of the Gospel been used 
by the Holy Spirit to draw those who previously did not 

76. There are others who mistakenly think they know 
Christ but are confused and believe their abilities to ac-
complish “great things” bears testimony to their relation-
ship with Christ, when they do not. For example: “Many 
will say to Me on that day, ‘Lord, Lord, did we not 
prophesy (preach) in Your name, and in Your name cast 
out demons, and in your name perform many miracles?’ 
And I (Jesus speaking) will declare to them, ‘I never 
knew you; depart from Me, you who practice lawless-
ness.’” (Matthew 7:22-23)
77. See: John 6:37, 44.
78. Galatians 3:28.

know Christ to turn to Him and begin to be transformed 
by the Holy Spirit into the image of Christ? Are they 
being “. . . renewed to a true knowledge according to the 
image of the One who created him;” 79 and “. . . put on 
the man, which in the likeness of God (image) has been 
created in righteousness and holiness of the truth?” 80

Eighth question: How can an individual entrepreneur 
NQRZ if God is calling him or her to make a commit-
ment to a “mission” in the context of BAM, or any 
other part of Christ’s “body?”

7KLV� LV� WKH� PRVW� GLI¿FXOW� TXHVWLRQ� RI� WKH� HLJKW� WR�
answer because the answer embodies an “experiencing 
existentially” component that is absent when consider-
LQJ� WKH�¿UVW� VHYHQ� TXHVWLRQV��7KH�¿UVW� VHYHQ� TXHVWLRQV�
DUH� DQVZHUDEOH� ZLWK� %LEOLFDOO\� GHULYHG� GH¿QLWLRQV� DQG�
observable evidence. However, when asked, “How do 
you know God wants you to set up a business in An-
gola?,” the answer rests within the heart (mind, passions, 
and will) of the one being questioned, but so deep in the 
recesses of the individual’s spirit that others will only 
know if the answer is correct long after the entrepreneur 
has gone to Angola. Likewise, if the entrepreneur does 
not choose to go to Angola, those who know him will not 
know if God’s choice was made.81

Before going any further we need to explain what 
“experiencing knowledge existentially” means or is. 
The Bible describes several kinds of knowledge. There 
is gnosis (Greek: know) which is ordinary, everyday 
knowledge—“That is a rock.” There is epignosis (Greek: 
true knowledge) that is “knowing” something as God 
sees and knows it. And there is ginosko (Greek: to know 
by “experiencing”) that is, for example, used in the fol-
lowing Biblical text:

And I will ask the Father, and He will give you 
another Helper, that He may be with you forever. 
That is the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot 
receive, because it does not behold Him or know 
Him, but you NQRZ Him because He abides with 
you, and will be in you. (John 14:16-17.)

79. Colossians 3:10
80. Ephesians 4:24.
81. The decision to not go to Angola reveals to the observers what 
God’s decretive (what comes to pass) will was but it does not reveal 
what God’s perceptive (what should have been done—God’s revela-
tion in His Word) will was. Luke 7:29 provides us with a Biblical ex-
ample of this distinction: “But the Pharisees and lawyers [experts in 
the Mosaic law] rejected God’s purpose for themselves, not having 
been baptized by John.”
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When the Holy Spirit comforts us, we have experi-
enced Him and ginosko (know) Him. When we are given 
the peace that passes understanding we have been blessed 
by the Holy Spirit and had our ginosko (knowledge) of 
Him deepened. When we are convicted of a particular 
sin that we have committed, that is the Holy Spirit’s lov-
ing chastisement and call to repentance. Through this 
ginosko (experienced knowledge) we know the depth of 
His love for us.

The person wrestling with his or her “call” to be an 
entrepreneur in Angola, as BAM envisions the purpose 
of mission, is faced with the question that only he or she 
can respond to. Others may pray for the person, they may 
ask him questions; they may encourage her or they may 
discourage him in the belief that the evidence discussed 
above does not point to a successful experience in An-
gola. There is no chapter or verse in the Scripture that 
answers the question for those on the “outside” trying to 
help the person facing the decision.

A caution is appropriate for those entrepreneurs who 
are questioning if God is calling them to a “mission” ex-
perience to serve Him. I cannot readily think of a Bibli-
cal example of a person called by God to undertake a 
special assignment who was giddy with delight. Moses 
asked God, “Who am I, that I should go to Pharaoh, and 
that I should bring the sons of Israel out of Egypt?” (Exo-
GXV� �������*LGHRQ�� WRR�� TXHVWLRQHG� KLV� TXDOL¿FDWLRQV� WR�
serve God. (Judges 6:12-15). And can one forget Isaiah’s 
VHQVH�RI�XQ¿WQHVV�WR�VHUYH�*RG"��,VDLDK���5-7). Or there 
is the example of Jeremiah. (Jeremiah 1:6-10). And what 
of the Apostle Paul’s inner thoughts about doing Christ’s 
bidding? Surely he loved to preach and teach. He must 
have gotten a bang out of it. You judge after reading 1 
Corinthians 9:16-17:

For if I preach the Gospel, I have nothing to boast 
of, for I am under compulsion; for woe is me if 
I do not preach the Gospel. For if I do this vol-
untarily, I have a reward; but if against my will, 
I have a stewardship entrusted to me.”

Then how is an individual to know if he or she is be-
ing “called” by Christ to go and disciple others and share 
the Gospel as an entrepreneurial missionary? “Waiting 
upon the Lord” is a theme found throughout the Scrip-
ture. We wait upon the Lord in prayer asking Christ to 
make known His will to us through our personal experi-
ential knowledge (ginosko) of His will—by conviction; 
compulsion; imprinting of a Word of Scripture on our 

heart; or any other existentially experienced knowledge. 
Only God can truly guide such a decision.

CONCLUSION
The idea of combining the creation mandate regard-

ing work with its accompanying talents, and the great 

commission with its needed God-dispensed gifts, is ex-
citing to contemplate. The leadership of BAM has an 
enormous responsibility to discern82 God’s will and to 
put in place a strategic vision that is manageable and 
realistic. Faculties considering promoting BAM have a 
serious responsibility to discern what is required on their 
part if a program is to be instituted.

Leadership that is committed to an Augustinian per-
VSHFWLYH�ZLOO�¿QG�³4XHVWLRQ�(LJKW´�WR�EH�WKH�PRVW�LPSRU-
tant question for them to engage and answer. It is predi-
cated upon the presupposition that God is in charge, He 
is sovereign, and we, as His adopted children, are com-
mitted to His rule and His glory. Augustinians believe 
they bring “nothing to the table” except what God has 
been pleased to regenerate, convert, and then renovate so 
that the “new person” can be trained and led by the Holy 
Spirit into a fruitful life of service.

Neocene-Thomists are more likely to perceive of 
God as coming along side His children to see that they 
succeed in their endeavors to please and serve Him as 
they employ their reason and will�LQ�D�PDQQHU�WKDW�¿QGV�
them being restored to His image through a coordinated 
effort that is assisted along with God’s provisions. So 
called “Type 1” or “Alpha” personalities that happen to 
be Neocene-Thomists tend to have a much higher view 
of their ability to assist God in what He might desire than 
do their Augustinian counterparts who tend to focus on 
their absolute continuing dependency upon the enabling 
hand of their Triune God.

Should the CBFA Board promote BAM? Should 
the CBFA membership have a round of discussions and 
papers debating the merits and hazards associated with 
BAM? Or should we all just let the “BAM question” take 
its natural course over time and disregard any “collective 
concern” that may exist within the CBFA? The CBFA 
KDV��IRU�WKH�¿UVW�WLPH��FRPH�IDFH�WR�IDFH�ZLWK�D�theologi-

cal issue, not merely an issue regarding integration.

82. A gift dispensed by the Holy Spirit.
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