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® Heresy and Church Discipliné What Al the
Liımits of Tolerance ın the Church?

® L’heresie et Ia dıscıplıne ecclesiastique: les
ımıles de la tolerance dans ’Eglıse.

® Häresıe un meındezucht: Wo lıegen dıe
renzen der Tod-Geme  r Toleran ın der Kırche?
eıfAndersen

ESUME erıteres peuvent etre definıs DOUF LCSsSurer
l’adhesıon la verıte

Selon cet eSSAl, le relatıvisme moderne Concernant dernıer pont, dıfferentes
DrIS pıed Aans les Eglıses pnoint echelles SONLT elaborees celle des degres

qw'elles hesıtent maıntenant faıre face de dıssension, ecelle des degres d’unıte, et
mU  &2 questions Aans lesquelles la verıte est celle des cCconsequences de la dıssensıon

JjJeu Consequence, les ıdees d’heresıe DOUF F’unıiıte. LO theme de Ia dıscıplıne
et de dıscıplıne ONTt perdu du terraın. La debouche alors Su celuL des condıtıons de
dıscıplıne est presentee cooperatıon (entre des Eiglıses desaccord
de sauvegarde de la doectrıine MAaLSs elle doctrinal).
est meme em deerıite L’essal examıne finalement la dıversıte
desır de proteger, Aanıs l’amour, Ia Uv1ie quı exıste seıin de Ia ULE de ’Eglıse
spırıtuelle de la comMUNAaULUte. Dans dıversıte qul est consıderee
contexte, ecertaın nombre de questions ınevıtable et saıne. Maıs “auteur lance
Sont soulevees Quel degre de dıssıdence appel renouvellement de Ia pratıque
DeuUT etre tolere Quelle est la relatıon ecelesiale eleGUEC les bases
entre Ia communaute et les autorıtes de doctrinales evangelıques modernes
’Eglıse Aans le domaıne de la tolerance fassent QUE DeEU de place concept etudıe.
d’enseignements NN orthodoxes Quels

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG zwıschen der (emeıinde und
übergeordneten hırchlıchen Gremıuen ıUn

Dıie Grundannahme des Artıkels ıSst, Aass Bezug auf dıe Tolerıerung unorthodoxer
moderner Relatıvismus derart stark ın Lehre aus? Welche Krıterıen hönnen
dıe Kırchen eingedrungen ıst, Aass Ma aufgestellt werden, anhand derer das
vorsıchtıg isl, Wahrheıitsfragen überhaupt Festhalten der Wahrheit

werden hann?®anzugehen. Das hat zZUr Folge, Aass
dıe Vorstellung DO.  > Ääresıe un Zur etzten Frage werden verschıedene
G(Gemeıindezucht Ln den Hintergrund. Spektren aufgestellt: eın Spektrum UVO  e

ıst. (ijemeiındezucht wırd als (Giraden der Meınunngsverschiedenheit,
Mıttel ZAbsıcherung der Lehre UVOoO  e Graden der Eınhelit, und DO  S
untersucht. Dıes wırd jedoch als Konsequenzen der
Ilıebevolles Anlıegen Zl Schutz des Meınungsverschiedenheiten für dıe
geıistlıchen Lebens der Gemeinde Eınhelilt. Das Thema (G(emeindezucht wırd
angesehen. In dıesem Zusammenhang ıer geöffnet LM Hınblıck auf dıe
werden eıne Reıhe UVO  - Fragen gestellt: Bedıngungen der Kooperatıon UoOnN
Wıeviel Meınungsverschiedenheit annn hırchlıchen Organısatıonen mıt
tolerıert werden? Wıe sıcht dıe Bezıiehung lehrmäßıgen Dıiıfferenzen.
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Der Artıkel reflektıert abschlıehend ber der Gemeindezucht aufgerufen, und
Vıelfalt ım hırchlichen Leben, WasSs als wırd bedauert, AssSs moderne evangelıkale
unvermeıdbar nd gesund angesehen Darstellungen UVonNn Lehrgrundsätze der
wırd. Es wırd allerdıngs zZUuU. Erneuerung (G(Gemeindezucht wen1ıg Raum einräumen.

Introduction moderniıty’s fundamentalhıstiec faıth 1ın logıc
and 1e4s0on So today find iıntellıgent

In Amerıcan socıologıcal study of 1991, Kuropeans (theolog1ans nOot least), not
What AÄAmerıcans Belıeve, people WEeTEe DI'C- being able LO STAaSp sımple meanıng from
sented wiıth, other thıngs, LWO the- sımple text, Because there 1S fixed
SC5S, LO which thev could indıcate dıfferent 'meanıng 1n anı y gıven Lext.
levels of agreement diısagreement. thıs brings LO poınt In M1S-

1O the thesıs T’here LS only ONe £rue (10d S10NS, apologetics and evangelısm AT
ıoh. L5 holy and perfect, wh ereated the facıng thıs relatıyısm Lrue decay We
world and rules ıt today, (4% of Amerıicans feel 1t. LO the Gospel. At the
would strongly agree’. At the Samne tıme, SAMe tıme thıs LS exactLy where ourselves
when ıt CAame tO the thesıs There LS such (LVre go1IN£. We Iso Al’e children of OUur time!
thıng absolute truth, 64% of Ämerıcans whıiıle earnestly beheve that AT
would ‘strongly agree’! confronting thıs postmodern relatıyısm al

What 15 gSo1INg here?! Apparently quıte the tıme outwardly, AT e alT the SAamne
number of Westerners Alr’e tryıng LO hold tiıme buildıng OUTr OW Chrıstian mını-rel-

these thoughts ogether. To Chrıistian an atıyısm ınwardly.
COTNINON logıc they AT obvıously 1Irrecon- ‘Whether want to not, belongılable The belıef In ne true (+0d’ of
COUTSEe 1n itself absolute truth‘. Yet thıs LO OuUuTr OWI) tıme AT sharıng ıts
1S exactly the ıllogıcal attıtude AT fac- OPIN1ONS, ıts emotıions, eEeven ıts delusions'’

enrı1ı atısseıng agaın and agaın 1ın evangelısatıon and
Iın apologetics. As evangelıcal theolog1ans aAare bred

The attıtude ofall-embracıng relatıvısm an breathıng NnOLt. only 1ın Christian ECU-
has become the absolutism of postmoder- menı1cal CoOntext, but INOTe and INOTeEe 1ın

Chrıistian relatıvıstıic context! Just OUTrnıty Relatıvısm, nNnOot New Age, 1S5 the relı-
102 of thıs age! ıt 1S maddenıngly dıf- postmodern secular fellow human beings
ficult LO confront. Unlike direct objections feel UuUNcasSsy ıth terms lıke truth and 1ea-
tO the faıth, thıs gentle all-ıncludıng toler- SON, do INOTeEe and INOTeEe the laıty and
NCeEe 1S ımposs1ıble LO address! How should the clergy of OUTr congregatıons. As SOONMN

‘he Saved ifrom OUTr enemı1es, and from discuss1i0ons ATe suspected of becoming
the hand of all that hate us’, when nobody ‘doctrinal’ AT dealıng ıth ‘teachıng”,
hates anymore? orthodoxy — and above all wıth ‘'heresy’,

hıs absolute relatıyısm bespeaks Chrıstlians ECSCAPDE ınto eXpPress10NSs lıke °tol-
STaVvVe decay—not only ın Christian terms, erance’, ‘brotherhood’, 'peace—not eS-
but gener  V, 1n both epıstemologıcal and sarıly out of fear of ars an bıtter
ontologıcal terms. Today’s overwhelmıng debate, but rather Out of thıs feelıng that
uneasıness ıth terms such truth’, °Tea- doctrinal debate 1n iıtself 15 harsh, bıtter
sSon an "consiıstency' 1S ONe of hıstory’s and uncharıtable. So these eXpress10ns of
strongest bulwarks agaınst the Gospel. g0o0d ıntentions, ‘tolerance’, ‘'brotherhood”’,

find ourselves ın thıs peculıar sıt- ‘peace’, merely become EMPTY cliches.
uatıon: Today ıt 18 suddenly who AT “Individualism an! personal cho1i1ce 1n
the defenders of logı1c, Teason an consıst- relıgı0on ave largely dısplaced loyalty LO

of thought, agaınst thıs postmodern denominational structures and LO inherıited
ırrationalıty!—whereas for centurıes doectrinal bastions. Thıs makes ıt eas]ıer
had LO defend OUTr belief 1ın supernatural for indıyvıduals LO be syncretistic, 9
world, 1ın miıracles, 1ın paradoxes agaınst confusedly pluralıstic—..e., people wıth-
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out SLroNg doectrinal commıtments INaYy gelf-interested agendas.
take highly diverse an EVEeN contra- Church discıplıne, taught ın Matt
Ctory ıdeas wıiıthout fusıng them, sımply 18:15-17, Cor J Cor 21115 15 OM  D of
letting them stand, uUuNnNawäare that the ele- the MOST. controvers]1]1al teachıngs In the
mentary demands of consıstency AT being congregatıional lıfe 'These AT nNOtT,
violated.”® however, the prımary EXTS of OUr theme,

Of COUTSE the ontologıcal epıstemolog- for they deal rather ıth church discıplıne
1cal viabılıty of relatıyısm should be CYU- In the ONTEeXT of ethıical regulatıon ın the
c1al theme for cContemporary apologetics. congregatıon. hıs 15 hat John Whıte
But eed LO observe that MOSsSt people examıned 1n hıs Healıng the Wounded—the
do not delıberately uUusSe the cliche "There Costly Love of Church Discıiplıine. Our tıtle,
1S such thıng absolute truth’ ın anı y 1n contrast, thinks of church dıscıplıne
strıct ontologıcal epıstemologıcal doectrinal safeguard: What kınd of diıssent
Rather, they Just 1nNeall LO Say °} don’t lıke INaYy admıt ın the church? What kınd
fanatıcs’. of dissent AT e LO consıder heresy?

hıs 15 NnOt strange at all The fanatıcal hat would be the cConsequences? When
huntıing OoOWN of heretics an dissıdents 15 0€eSs dıversıty iımply divisıon?

dark chapter ın the hıstory of the church, hıs chıft of emphasıs should nNOoL, how-
whıile OV1INg an concerned debate ıIn CVECTI, make forget the pr1ımary PUrDOSEC
brotherly communıty of disagreement 1S of church discıplıne, whether 1ıt. addresses

false teachıing false onduct The pr1-ve TaTe anımal. So ıt 15 wonder that
INa y Christians feel ıt the MOST. charı- mna DULFrDOSC 15 precisely healıng the

table thıng NOtTt tO inıtıate debate al all, wounded. We do not. Cast Out cut off
not LO challenge ONe another’s faıth an an yoNe, eXcept for the sake of repentance
earnest Bıble readıng. Because above al and healıng: hand thıs INan Over LO
ıt 1S felt that ON Ca  = decıde aV, Satan e Out from the congregatıon, Out
whiıich ınterpretatıon 15 the DrFrODEeF OIl there where atan rules], that the SIN-
‘One INa  > consıders ONle day INOTeEe sacred füul nature INAYy be destroyed an hıs spırıt
than another:; another INa  e} consıders CVCI'YV saved the day of the OTrd’ (1 Cor 505
day alıke ach ONe should be fully COIN- There{iore, an Y Judgmental, faultfinding
vinced 1ın hıs OW m1ınd’ Rom pedantıc approach 15 offensıve. The

Understandable thıs posıtıon mıght PropDer approach should always be PTE-
be, 1ıt. nevertheless 15 untenable. at the cısely: costLy 0Ue—even LO heretics and
en of the day, ıt 15 precısely thıs that 15 sch1ıismatıiıcs! °{ anyone o0es nOt obey OUT
the uncharıtable OIl  D Apparently ATeEe iınstruction ın thıs letter, take specılal ote

ofhım Do NOt assoclate ıth hım, 1ın ordercaught between LWO extremes: dogmatıc
fanatıcısm an dogmatıc indıfference. In that he INaYy feel ashamed. Yet do nol
actual fact, however, AT rather caught regard hım but WUArn hım
1ın OT}  D extreme only, SINCE the extreme of brother‘ (2 ess 3:14-15) nOot
dogmatıc fanatıcısm 1S vırtually non-ex1st- only the brotherly warnıng 15 CXPTICS-

S10N of love; love 1S5 the vVe 1EeASON for nOotent today
assoclatıng ıth hım 1n order that he

What 1s5 the PUurDOS«C of church MaYy feel ashamed”’, that 15! INaYy admıt an
disciıpline? regTre hıs delusıons.

'The secondary PUrPDOSC 15 safeguardıng
the congregatıon: Don’t yYoOu knowT’he of church discıplıne dıyısıon

amongst Chrıistians INaYy be paınful that that hlıttle yeas works through the whole
they Ca  ; only be handled wıth grief and batch of dough? (zet rıd of the old yveas
trepıdatıon, cons1ıderıng the NT< warnıng ‘Kxpel the wıcked INa  . from 188 you
agaınst dıalogismos® an ıts repeated (1Cor 5:6.13)— secondary’, not. that the

prımary PUTDOSC INaYV overwrıte the SC -appeals LO an love. hıs 1S not.
eas because Maln y apparently OCLT1- ondary ONEC, forcıng LO admıt schısmatıiıc
nal disputes 1ın hıstory really disgu1se INOTeEe teachıng destructive onduct for the
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sake of the healıng of the schismatic, but yourse pure’ (1 'Tım 5:22)
W1 such INa do not. even eat” (1 Cor'seconda sımply 1n the that love

for others always before the love for 5:11)
yourself: ‘For could wısh that myself
WEeTe cursed an cut off from Chrıist for the The CasS YY path 1n OUuUTr time would be LO

concentrate only the ıdeal but often (atsake of brothers (Rom 9:3) In DIAaC- least 1ın larger churches) non-exıstent sıtu-tıce thıs that only those MAaV define atıon: that the sSynod the bıshops CAare-and PULrSUueC heresy, who do wıth reluc-
Lance an hesıtatıon. Enthusıjastıc heretic- fully monıiıtor the teachıng ıIn the church

an ıf9 take agaınsthunters ATe disgrace ıIn the church. The false teachers. hıs 1S the New Testamentıdeal ' dogmatıst' 15 tımıd nature admın- prem1se, nd the precondıtıion upoN whichısterıng sound holy wrath!
Whence then the ‘holy wrath’? Agaın the instructions ATre g1ven. The herme-

neutical dıfficulty then 1S, that ın Man y ofthe PrODeEI motive should be costly love, O0OUuUr modern churches the of churchnamely love for the spırıtual lıfe of the dıiscıpline lıe ın the hands of lıberal, maybefellowship. hıs 1S5 because the motıve for
oOctLIrına safeguard 1S not the conservatıon EVvVen heretical church leaders! OoOMe EVAal-

gelıcal theolog1ans MaYy EeVeEeN be 1ın the 9TO-of body of theories, but rather the protec- tesque sıtuation, that they themselves aretıon of spırıtual lıfe the DICV of dıscıplinary pursult.
How does ıt work? Theref{fore, LO Lry wıthout reflection LO

transfer the precondıtions LO mod-
LOPSY-LUFVYy church sıtuatıon would be‘X urge VOU, brothers, tO watch out for those

who divisıons an put obstacles ın far LOO CasSV path It would be interesting,
VOUr WaY that ATe Contrary LO the teachıng but LOO theoretical an above al ineffec-

tıve. hıs 1S because merely LO debate howVOou ave earned. Keep AWAaVYV from them'’ synods and bıshops really ought LO handleRom thıs strange Scenar10, that 1: by ofNotice that it 15 not those who WAAarT
agaınst the false teachers keep AaWAaVY

surveıllance ofthe teachiıng 1n the church
from them, who divisıons'!—it 1S the accordıng LO the model, 111 be vVe ht=-

tle costly LO ourselves. gueSS 1S thatfalse teachers! hıs 1S especlally 1MpOor-
tant 1n tımes of great SUSpP1ICION of the dog- only Ve few of (even those belonging
matıc CONCEeTN Often AT accused of LO Sound evangelıcal church bodıies) DerT-
neglecting unıty an brotherhood when sonally ave that kınd of church discıpline

LO admıiınıster. hıs being S two far INOTeCXDTESS trouble Over doctrinal dissension costly consıderations would be(let alone suggest the possıbılıty of disc1-
plınary actıon separatıon). But DrODEer

How do handle the congregatıional
and lovıing doetrinal CONCEeEeTN 15 precısely LO tellowshiıp wıth church authorıties that

advocate al least allow hat evangelı-Care for unıty and brotherhood. cals SEE false teachıng ın the church?We find 1ın the few Ve. concrete
eXpress1ions for thıs keeping AWAaV from the It 1S5 paınful question for INanYy EVAaN-

schismatics: geliıcals 1ın 1ıberal churches, whether they—
sımply DYy sharıng membership, miınıstry

‘Warn divısıve Person OÖONCE, an then an organısatıonal structures wit. those
WarTı hım second time. After that, ave who do nNnOot hold to orthodox Chrıstian
nothıng LO do ıth hım al 3:10) belief— are 1ın SOINe sharıng ın theır
A An voNne LO vVou an! oes noL brıng teachıng and onduct do not want tO
thıs eachıng, do not take hım ınto VOUr downplay these scruples, but only tOo SaVvhouse welcome hım yone wh: wel- that personally do not chare them It

hım shares Iın hıs WI1IC work‘’ 1S true that 1n dıfferent WaYyYs INaYV be
John 10) responsıble even for the conduct of others
‘ )o not be asty 1n the ayıng of hands*? 7 (colleagues, church members, bıshops)—and do not cshare 1ın the SINS ofothers Keep but only ıf keep sılent regardıng false
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teaching an onduct. How ca ONe inter- bly questioned an Y OI  D of these dog-
pret IMeTre membershiıp Joınt respons!1- INa  N Yet they WeTe the brink of aPDOS-
bılıty, ıf ATe properly volcıng dissoc1la- tasy!
tıon an warnıng? Of COUT'SE the real dan- Lackıng 1n such lists of dogmas anı her-

es1es 1ın the NT, al] Chrıstian tradıtionsger 1S that thıs volce of ‘dissoc1i1atıon an
warnıng" remaıns theoretical and aDSTraCc ave developed MOduUs vıvend, INOTe
an finds concrete express10n. less consclously decıded pattern of 1CAC-

How do handle doctrinal diversı- t10ns, when it LO m1ınor an maJor
tıes ıIn OUur OW mı1dst, that 1S, wıthın EVall- dissens1ons. do 1INnean all Chrıstian
gelıcal fellowshıp iıtself? What would OUuUr tradıtions, including those LO whose self-
erıter1a be for distinguıishing between dis- ımage belong doectrinal dıversıty an toler-
sSeNS1ONS that do not harm OUr unıty an NCeEe., So when congregatıons movements
dissens1ions that do? hıs question T1INgS bluntly claım that they 111 work together

LO the maybe most frıghtenıng aspect of AF Y level wıth A YOFLE who carrıes the
thıs theme! Chrıstian LEe; because they belleve thıs

LO be entaıled In Christian love and ECU-
What Are the erıter1a of heresy? menıcal spırıt, such claıms should be met

ıth SUSPICION. In practıce they LOO d1ıs-
As evangelıcals ave earned LO ask tinguısh between Christians ıth whom
ONe question above all What L5 wrıtten? they Ca  . Co-operate wıthout scruples, an
hıs that there AT short cCuts those Chrıistians ıth whom they dısagree
when ıt LO decıdıng each and CVEIY severely, that they Cannot for instance)
hlıttle question. How ser10usly should thıs invıte them LO elr pulpıt.
be taken? It 1S self-evıdent that ONeEe confer- When they claım that they ave SCI’U-

CENCE, let alone ONeEe lecture, Cannot work ıts ples whatsoever ou nvıtıng an yVONE
WaY through much ONe fractıon ofthe preacher, ıf only he confesses Christ,
1SSU@eS that ave tormented 2000 of an that diıfferences In poın of 1eW ATe
church hıstory. We wıll only Lr y to estab- only healthy and stiımulatıng, ıt quıickly
hlısh SOTINE general princıples. thıs 1S turns Out that they ave ın mınd veC.
cdifficult enough, SINCE it Ca  w happen that distinet themes: dıfferent VIEeWS bap-

tısm, the gıits of the Spirıt SAanıc-bıble-belıevıng, SINCere evangelıcals each
tiıfıcatıon These AT the themes that 1ınLO hıs OW. conclusıon. Are then

suddenly oblıged LO ‘have nothıng LO do theır 1eW ought nNOot LO problems.
ıth‘’ OTIle another®?! Are longer LO But when Vou then ask ıf they would for
welcome ONe another into OUrTr houses? instance iınvıte preacher who sıncerely

Un{fortunately, the o0es NnOt supply confesses Chriıst, but Ve ıberal
wıth hst of lethal heresı]1es. We ave V1eW of Scripture advocates the teach-

not. een gıven index of themes whıich ıng of apokatastasıs, they Teal promptly:
dıvergent OPIN10NS cCannot be tolerated. of COUT SE nNOt, that’s SPerL101LSs stuff’! So
Moreover, ave not EeVeN een gıven everybody makes dıstınetions of thıs Sort.
hıst of the ınımum OT: doctrines What 15 unfortunate 15 it. ONe o0eSs ıt 1NCONMN-
that ON  D mMUust. hold 1ın order LO be Saved. sc10usly by tradıtiıon only.
We do here an there find creed-lıke for- Because of these problems of definıtion,

the larger churches ave summarızed theırmulas, where the apostle SUMS central
Christian ogmas Cor 15:5-4, hıl 2:6-11, respectiıve behefs 1n ereedal| 00

'Tım 3:16 etc But AT these the entral T’he Ancıent Ureeds. The Apostles’ Creed
Christian ogmas, AT they only SOME of served the baptısmal con{fess10n, whıiıle
em Can ONe advocate anı y opınıon hat- the Nıcene and Athanasıan Creeds WT

SOCVEeTrL, long OM  D o0es not violate the bulwarks agaınst Christological heres]es.
letter of these vVe Chrıist-centred formu- T’he Confessi0 Augustana, 153530, W as
las? Obviously not As for the Galat]ıans (to the first Protestant attempt LO SUMMATIZE
whom shall return), drıftıng aWAaVYV from evangelıcal behef and aqaTt the Samille tıme
evangelıcal belief they WEerIe, they proba- demarcate evangelıcal teachıng fifrom
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Catholiec teachıng ONe hand an c  enthu- sent irom mınısters an preachers mMay be
q1asm)'’ the other requıred, anı lıturgy, teachıng an hymns

he Confessio Helvetica posterı0r, 1562, tested. hıs 1S violatıon of the hıgher
W Aas recogn1ized Dy the W1SS reformed authorıty of Ser1ipture, long ONe oes
churches 1ın 1566 not lose siıght of the study of the the

T’he Heıdelberg Catechısm, 19653; W as super10r focus. Wıth thıs ve ımportant
the (erman Calvınıst creed. reservatıon should allow reference LO

creeds LO doectrinal basıs eEASUTEThe 0OR of Concordıa, 1580 (German),
an 1584 Latın), Was huge collection of teachıng and preaching.
of the most promınent doctrinal wrıtiıngs In alıy Case, these writings AT Ser10uUs,
of the Lutheran reformatıon, antıcıpatıng carefully formulated and ell tested

eXpress10Ns of hat WAas felt LO be eruc1alLutheran orthodoxy.
T’he Westminster Confessıion, 1646, W Aas and dec1ısıve al the tiıme of theır wrıting

orıgınally adopted by the Englısh parlıa- In practıice they work SOTT of dıcetion-
ment OTIL for the Englısh church, but of unacceptable posıt1ons'. exactly
today ereedal statement only for ere hes the dıfficulty: what Was then
the Reformed churches. felt LO be eruc1al’ IMNaVYVy longer be S

The Artıcles, 1553 an 19571 an T’he because thıngs ave changed. Even LO the
ooR of (Common Prayer, 1662, form the most stubborn tradıtionalıst iıt 15 not CasS V
doctrinal basıs of the Church of England. LO uphold for ınstance the 16th century’s

Not only do these wrıtings dıffer regard- anathemas agaınst those ıth whom
today actually chare v1sıon and work 1nIng the posıt1o0ns they hold, they Iso dıf-
obedience tO the Tea Comm1issıon. Wefer wıdely regardıng theır promınence an

funetion 1n theır respectıve churches. hus eed only tO thınk of the mutual denuncıla-
Lutheran, for example, beıing sed LO the tiıons ın those days sacramental QuUES-

ımportance an usefulness EVEeNN today of tıons. hen the theolog1ans werTe the
brıink of denyıng ON another’s salvatıon;the Augsburg Confess1on, should not. aQautoO-

matıcally eXpect osıster church LO attach today sacramental quest1ons AT INOTe
the Samne ımportance LO ıts OW. creeda|l than complıcatıons ın respect of CO-ODECTIA-
statements 'To0 SOINE tradıtions ese wrıt- tıon albeıt not completely abolıshed).
Ings SEIVC normala unlıke the The PAaAsSsSase of tıme has called for

NOFMUANS, the Scripture), and ATe Ne  < kınd of document. Sınce the begın-
bındıng EVEeN today the hlıturgy, the nıng of the ecumenı1cal movement dıfferent
clergy an the organısatıons of the church. attempts ave een made LO sSsumMarıze
'To0 others they SETVE rather ımportant the essent1]al 0ogmas, NOTt into Ne creeds,
SOUTCES of ınformatıon and inspıratıon, nOot for the sake of demarcatıon an denun-

clatıon, but rather for the sake of mutua|ldrawıng the lıne of tradıtıon back LO theır
OW. ro0o0ts. approach: How close Al’e after a]1? Can

However, EeEVeEel NO rmd normala they de-construct old, maybe UNNECESSALTYV
111 always be provısıonal. Hıgh church obsolete boundarıes wıthout COMLPDFO-

tradıtionalıst standpomınts INay tend LO mi1sıng OUTr spırıtual and bıblical ınteg-
take short cuts vıa the ereeda|l statements, rıty? Recently talks ave resulted 1ın for
nOot engagıng ın the hard work of ONntest- ınstance T’he Leuenberg Concordıa ell
Ing for behef by of the ınterpreta- The Porvoo Document.
tıon O1 Scripture. But the funection of the But the ocuments wıth which INOTe
ereeds OTrTINSs C  w} only be descr1iptive, concerned ere Are T’he Doctrinal Basıs of

authorıtatıve. They deser1be the COI- the International Fellowship of Evangelıcal
celusıons that ave eached far DYy Students, T’he Lausanne Covenant an

of OUT ınterpretatıon of Scripture. the Manıla Manıfesto. We cCannot work
But they MUST, be permanently questioned through ese documents wıthın the
Dy OUTr biıblical studıies. of the present But 1n V1eW these

Even S ereed doectrinal basıs INay wrıtings AT marvel In the hıstory of
be adopted charter, uDON whıch COINMN- the church. They breathe evangelıstıc zeal,
18 EuroJTh 1: 1
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always controlled by high doectrinal CON- INa  a who o0es not condemn hımself by
CernN Not intended LO replace the ereeds hat he approves’ Rom °But food

even LO update them, they work rather o0es not brıing ear LO God; AT
lıke covenantal documents, commiıttıing ıf do nNnOt eat, and better ıf

do 4 Cor 8:8)LO worshı1p and work the grounds of
mutual TUuS Iın the bıblıcal viabılıty of ONe Between these EWO hınds of dıstinction
another’s posıtıon. Hor remarks theır lıes ıwhole of dıfferent dıstınctions:
weaknesses, SEeEe below) Dıisagreements that do not affect mutua|l

trust 1n COIMNIMMNON salvatıon, but neverthe-
The spectrum of dissension less SEEIN SeEr10uUs enough LO affect practi1-

cal unıty an co-operatıon dıfferent lev-
The superficıal chches of tolerance an els hat 18, they CaLtr’ V ‘discıplınary' 115e-

charıty 1ın the church often acclaım the QUENCECS
wıde N of VIEWS an posıtions 1n What eed 1S spectrum of dıssen-
the church advanced spirıtualıty. sıon (see Fiıgure 18
Doetrinal dıversıty 1S mostly looked uDOoN dısparate VIEWS rıst, UT -

vırtue, not 1Ce Makıng 100111 for rection, salvatıon, the Trinıiıty eitc
dıfferent Op1IN10NS 15 objective 1ın ıtself, DevJant V1IEeWS ese 1sSsues AT LO be
and havıng to ave the ‘correct opinıons” consıdered heresy 1ın the STr1CLES
15 iımmature, weak an unor1ıgıinal. What dısparate VIEWS MUuSsI1C, meth-
15 often not as  e however, 15 hat ese ods, mınor detaıls 1ın exegesı1s, ethıcs
°correct OP1N10NS’ ear upon AT talk- eic These AT only sSound challenges TtO OUT

ıng about dıfferent Op1IN10NS the 1eS- brotherly of humour and self-ırony.
urrection of the dead, AT talkıng (ın between!): disparate VIEeWS bap-
about dıfferent OPIN10NS beer®?! These t1Sm, the Eucharıst, atonement,
high-sounding cliches superficlally alıgn the Bıble's INerrancy, annıhılatıion
all kınds of top1CsS, if they had equal eic They MaYy not be heretical 1n the ADOS-
value. LASY of the word, but they INAaYy be

However, there 15 CESCADC from the schısmaltıc, necessarıly cCausıng dıvıisıon
hard work of dıstiınguishing between dıf- amongst Christians®.
ferent thıngs. Does Secr1ipture really allow thıs distinc-

tıon between distinetions? —I behevee One distinetion 15 the dıvıdıng lıne
between Chrıistianıty and non-Chrıistijan- Just ıt 1S superficlal LO alıgn al OoCcLrına.
lty 'hıs 1S the distinetion: the boundary dısagreements equally harmless, iıt 1S
between behef and unbelhief. 1f Vou let superficıal LO Tea them equally harm-

füul OMe dissens1ions CarTt’Yy ıth them I1NOTeyourself be CIrcumcısed, Chrıst 11 be of
value LO Vou al all VvVou ave fallen fatal CONSCYUECICECS than others, affecting

AWAaV from ograce’ Gal 5:1-4); ıfChrist one’s spiırıtual lıfe INOTeEe than others
has not een raısed, VOUr faıth 1S futile’‘ Gl One strıkıng example In the would

be the Galatıans, who ave en Ser1-Cor A} tell VoOu that thıs INan, rather
than the O  er, went ome Justifi1ıed before OUS ETTOTS and un  ea.  V beliefs. aul
(G0d’ (Luke them ıth tears, that ıf they CON-

At the other extreme 15 the whole tinue thıs path and begın CLIFCUMCLISING
of lıttle disagreements between ONe another, they ave fallen aWAaV irom

Christians. ese disagreements AT faıth But they ave nNnOLt erossed that liıne
barriers an should not be ‘So hat- yet They AT stil] hıs children, they ATe
ever VoOu belheve about these thıngs keep st1il] Justified by faıth, but theır faıth 1s
between yourself and (70d Blessed 15 the unhealthy an! 1S lackıng and JOV

ıgure
the boundary SEr101s disagreements mınar diversitjies
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an love. Another example 1S ın the etters
LO the churches iın Revelatıon D Here

indıcate the basıc TUS respecting unıty
1n Christ an 1ın salvatıon. hıs trust ONe

find all degrees of healthy and unhealthy CHh  e ave In an vVonNe who confesses Christ
church lıfe holy an unholy an CVCI'Y- Lord, wıthout regard LO outward unıty
thıng 1ın between. One miıght EVEeNN LrYV LO dısunıiıty. In thıs ONtText ‘spırıtua. unıty
distrıbute the congregatıons along indıcates spırıtual tellowshıp ıth such

spectrum of dissens1ion But the poın confidence an ONSENSUS that VOUu Ca  w
1S that it 15 not sımple matter LO decıde ave complete cCo-operatıon an y level
whether the conduct of ONe specıfic COIN- wıll expand thıs below
gregatıon has already crossed that lıne (Of COUTSEe thıs 1S vVe complex One INaYV
between orthodox an schismatic eacCcnNn- ell ave one’s closest spirıtual unıty ıth
Ing, between schısmatıiıc and heretical SOMTNEONE outsıde ONe’s OW congregatıonal
teachıing. Demandıng complete OoONSeENSUS unıty (because the dıyısıon between the
1ın order LO accept ON another true congregatıons In question MaVy ave hlıttle
Christians would correspond LO demand- LO do ıth doectrinal 1Ssues). And VOUuU INaYy
Ing 1INerrancy from sınners. Savıng faıth ave nothiıng 1ın COINIMNON whatsoever ıth
o0es not 1mply ınerrancy—whıiıchr_ the colleague 1ın VOUur OW parıs But
ı1y Savıng faıth o0eSs not ımply COTN- chall work ıth degree of sımplıfıcatiıon
plete CONSENSU it INaVy SUFrVIVe Eeven STFaVve for the oake of the argument)

1ın thought and belief. Therefore, corresponding LO the SDEC-
The Augsburg Confession VII (1530) hit trum ofdissens1ion and the spectrum of lev-

ad unıtatem ecclesıae satıs est CON- els of unıty then spectrum of CON-
sentiere de doctrina evangelır el aAdmınıs- SCQUENCES for thıs unıty (see ıgure
tratıone sacramentorum. Nec HNecesse est realıse thıs 15 wıdenıng of the theme
ubıque PSSe sımıles tradıtıiones humanas, of °church dıscıplıne”. We ATe expandıng
SsSeu rıtus Aaut ceremon1as ab homınıbus the 1Ssue from question only d1ScC1plı-ınstıtutas. Sıcut ınquit Paulus Eph an na actıons from church’s authorıties
U'na fıdes, num baptısma, NUusSs Deus et into thıs wıder angle How do doectrinal dıf-Pater omnıum ete.? ferences Lın general affect co-operatıon and

Here then 15 the dıfficulty. HMeresy 1S not unıty® ave LWwoO reasons for thıs wıdenıngeıther/or— 1t indıcates wıde of of the angle
INOTe less SeEer10uUs LOPICS (here embrac- One 1e4sS0N 15 that OUT basıc consıd-
Ing apostate teachıng ell schıismatic eratıons about the correlatıons between
teachıng amongst chrıstians). Church dıs dogma an unıty nOot only influence the
cıplıne 1S Nnot eıther/or—I1t tO00O indıiıcates negatıve Case ofdıiscıplinary actıons COINMN-

wıde of INOTeEe less SEMMOUS ects gregatıonal separatıons, they 1Iso influ-
The INoOore Ser10uUs the disagreement, the ENCE the posıtıve Case of rapprochement
INOTeEe Ser10us the CONSCHUECNCE. Therefore, an Co-operatıon: How close ATre we? How
Correspondıing LO the pectrum of dissen- far Can together? Another 1eASoN 15
S10N, eed spectrum of levels of unıty. that when evangelıcals speak of °the
Because the INOTeEe ıimportant doectrinal liımıts of tolerance 1n the church‘, prob-
CONtrOVersy9 the deeper the onfhet ably prefer tO thınk 1ın terms of ıberal
111 affect the unıty the fellowshiıp (see moderniıst dıssent, of ımmoralıty and
Figure m1sconducet. But OUur wıllıngness and abıl-

In thıs ontext ‘Dpırıtual unıty o0es not 1ty LO deal wıth these 1sSsSsues (which INaVy

igure
uman unıty congregational unıty organısational unıty spirıtual

ıgure
doetrinal debate COM MON prayver organısational cooperation eaders’ conference preaching
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eETANCE doecetrinal indıfferenceSEEIN rather safe LO us) ShOwW only ın OUT

willingness an abılıty LO deal ıth OUTr OW. LO other organısatıons churches ıth
1SsSues. We cannot deal ıth the marks and INOTe caut1ous tradıtıon, suggesting closer
demarcatıons of heresy outwardly, outsıde relationshıp an co-operatıon. And then
of OUTr evangelıcal fellowshıp, unless al of COUTSE turnıng OoOWN thıs proposal 0es
the Samne tıme dısplay SOMEe willingness ave whıiff of °“church discıpline’
LO deal ıth OUT discrepancıes ınwardly. The eaders’ conference amongst OCLTF1-
Boldly an darıngly confronting heresy nally dıfferıng hrıstlans 15 1n exXper1-
amongst pastors and bıshops Iın OUuUTr OW ENCE ONe of the MOST resourceful and chal-
churches, and at the Same tiıme weakly lenging inventıons In the church! 'hıs 15
evadıng OUTL OW conflıcts, 15 merely hat makes a  S, prayıng and studıies POS-
cheap sıble, EVEeN when VOU ATe LOO far from ONe

So the poınNts of thıs thırd spectrum AT another for, SaV, Jo1n m1lss10ns and COTN-
1NOoN preachıng. It 15 the result of “church

The closer the unıty and discıplıne' 1n the that VOUu realıse VOUu
co-operation, the greater the need for can’t engage completely ın Joınt respons!1-
mutual TUuSsS and OoONnsensus. bılıty an do nOot ave sufficıent CONSE@EeN-

SUS ımportant 1ssues— at the Samnle tıme
From the left Doectrinal debate ONe Can 1ıt. keeps the brotherly talk and careful stud-
eNSASE 1ın ıth anyone—Chrıstians an 1eSs aqalıyve an o0eSs nOot allow LO fossılıze
non-Chrıistians alıke You do nOot eed LO 1n prejJudıce an self-sufficıency.

Common preachıing. realıse that Man Yyguard yourself 8 all It requıres M1N1-
INU. ofhuman unıty and relatıons, an evangelıcals 111 nOot agree that jJoınt M1S-
IMNOTe SIONS and preachıng 11 requıre

Common DFTUAYyer requıres mınımMuUum of such degree of doetrinal ONSeENSU It
TUS In COTINIMMON faıth ın (30d You ave wıill SEEIN LO them LOO caut]ous an! maybe

EVEeIl obstructing the Great Commıissıon.LO belleve VoOu AT all behevers (or qeekers
ql least) If Vou AT convınced that Vour
Prayvyers would be directed LO LWO dıfferent Havıng to take disciplinary
gods, VOoOu ave cho1i1ce but LO eparate does not imply

Judgment on on another’s faıth andApart firom that ere Aare (ın v1ew!)
salvatıon.lımıts whatsoever regardıng ıth whom

yVOou Ca  ; DIaYy together.*” Of COUTSE, the
INOTe VoOou dıffer from ONe another ıIn pOSI1- The CONtrary 1S often felt understand-
tıons and tradıtıons, the INOTeEe careful Vou able ıt. 1S, thıs feelıng 15 superfic1ıal an
ave LO be regardıng how LO admınıster disastrous. It deepens conflhlıiet dramat-
the COININOIN pPrayvyer 1cally, which already 15 Ve difficult LO

Organısational co-operatıon 1S possıble handle. Therefore, ın sıtuatıon of confhet
9l of dıfferent levels You Ca  ; work breach anı y precautıon must be en
together wıth ONe DEeETrSON congregatıon LO avo1d thıs feelıng. 'T0 certaın extent

organısatıon ONne field for instance toleratıng doctrinal dıversıty 1S not only
Soc1l1a|l work, New Testament distrmbu- matter of pragmatısm an polıteness. You
10N), but not another Hield for instance miıght even ame ıt CON:  NCE of

ve counsel of salvatıon.Joınt M1SS10NS, preachıing). 'hıs
of COUTSE 15 practice of church The ıdea of congregatıon wıthout
discipline: distinguishingbetween dıifferent alıy dısagreement dıversıty whatsoever
levels of consensus, dıstingulshıng between would be lıke the ıdea of congregatıon
dıfferent levels of Joınt responsı1bıilıty. wıthout S1iNn. hat would be fanatıcısm.

Naturally E practıse o0eSs not eS$S- congregatıon wıthout an Y dısagree-
sarıly appear ve. ‘discıplinary., often ıt. ment dıversıty would probably be COIl-

1s rather self-evident gıven by tradı- gregatıon under the spirıtual Lyranny of
tıon. But 1LO W an then ONe organısatıon SOMEe seductive psychopath.

church wıth tradıtion of arger tol- Alternatıvely 1ıt. would be CONSTECSA-
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old tensıons concern1ıng the sacraments? Intıon ıth aubstantıal thıinkıng al all
and then ıt probably would not last ve the evangelıcal tradıtiıon ave INOTe

long eıther) less decıded, that thıs 1ssue 1S not 1SSue
The vVe fact of dıversıty 1S (or should an VIMNOTreE, at least nOot 1ın anıy of ‘her-

esYyY To0 (declinıng?) number of evangelı-be) Con  NCE of OUTr constant indıvıd-
ual endeavour LO get OUTL OW thınkıng an cal theolog1ans, thıs dec1ısıon 15 CONSCIOUS
lıyıng 1LNOTE and INOTe 1n accordance ıth and careful conclusıon, reached by
the Bıble’s V1IEeW. It 15 expressıion of the of thorough tudıes 'T0 (increasıng”?)
Christian’s OW. progress. It CXPTESSCS the number of evangelıcal theolog1ans, how-
indıyıdual’s spırıtual wartfare. eVvVel, thıs dec1ısıon would better ave een

made by thıs whole ecumenı1cal atmMOS-
eresy amongst evangelicals? phere, 1n whiıich for the sake of fellow-

sh1ıp and brotherhood often merely avo1ld
the 1Ssue.close by repeatıng Carson’s words:

Individualism and personal choijce ın relı1- few decades a9O, the question ofınfant
g10N ave Jargely displaced loyalty LO baptısm, DTFO and CON, would make SEr10USs
denomiınatıional structures an LO ınherıted eme exactly under the headıng Heresy
doectrinal bastıons. hıs makes ıt. eas]ıer and church dıscıplıne—what (LTe the Iım
for indıvıduals LO be syncretistic, ’ ıts of tolerance Lın the church? Today ve.
confusedly pluralıstic—..e., people ıth- few of would EeVeEeN cons1ıder thıs ODP1C
Out Strong doectrinal commıtments mMaYy probably ONle of would thınk ın

terms of heresy, when iıt LO infanttake hıghly diıverse and EVEeN contra-
diıctory ıdeas wıthout fusıng them, sımply baptısm adult baptısm But how? How dıd
Jetting them stand, uUuUuNawäarTrTe that the ele- reach thıs NEW attıtude? By of
mentary demands of Cons1ıstency Al being careful studies?— or rather overwhelmed
violated.’ wıth postmodern atmosphere oftolerance

aN! doectrinal indıfference?hıs 15 true not only of the pluralıstic
postmodern soclety, but Iso of OUT OW. I’m mentıonıng thıs Iso because 1ın Man y
temptatıon LO iırresponsıble passıvıty when of OUur churches precıisely the 1Ssue of bap-
ıt LO dealıng ıth OUT OW 1SSues. t1sm 1S 1SSuUe of church discıplıne. If for

instance member ot Lutheran Church,Suddenly become mını-relatıvısts: No
ONe Ca  . decıde aYy, which ınterpreta- already baptızed chıld, decıdes LO
tıon 15 correct. We AT usually prepared LO recCelve baptısm agaın adult behlıever,
search the crıpture, when it. LO OUTr he che wıll be excluded automatıcally
CAauses confronting the world—but when it (actually, 1ın the Danısh State Church thıs

LO confronting ONe another, ın en LO be the only 1sSsue of church disc1-
practıice suddenl y become vVe reluctant? plıne whatsoever‘). ın IMNa y Baptıst
We AT much INOTeEe focussed uDOI how to Pentecosta churches Vou cannot become
handle OUTr dıfferences anı dıisagreements, member of the church, unless VOou recelve

baptısm adult The °church disc1-than are focussed uDOoN how chould
brıng them open-mindedly the Scripture plıne works both WAaYS exactly the 1SSsue
and let. them Judge between In practice, of baptısm— and yet keep s1lent ıt
1ın thıs respect, ODEN mınds AT ve hard 1n ese ve. carefully formulated OCU-

mentsLO find We tend LO cling LO habıtual pOSI1-
t10ns, LO the INOTeEe convenıjent pos1ıt1ions, LO
the lıne of least res1ıistance. only when Divisiıon amongst evangelicals?

Ca  — get LO contend wıth socıety cul-
ture OUT OW ıberal church, AT COI- To it. ımportant acknowledge-
ıstent an ın OUTr bıblıcal research. ment that EVEeN Nn evangelıcals 1sa-

Is thıs, for instance, the background for greements ImMaYy be STaVve that they DL
the strıkıng sılence 1n T’he Doectrinal Basıs ent cCo-operatıon SOINE levels, an that
of IFES, ıin The Lausanne (ovenant an they should hıs 15 CONSCHUECNMNCE of
the Manıla Manıfesto, when it LO OUur mutua|l love and respect, NnOt contradıc-

DD EuroJTh 10°:1



Heresy and Church Discipline: What CTie t+he | imits of Tolerance In t+he Church? 5

tıon LO RA Wa agalınst touchıng an vyvone (Say, the
hıs 1S 1n princıple dıfferent from the demon-possessed) agaınst overdoing the

consıderations all engage ın all the time. prayer ministry! Rather ıt (ın the lıght
of the contexX agaınst superficıLallyWhom AT tOo invıte preacher?— as callıng an ordaınıng unfıt elders iınto m1n-

guest lecturer?— as ass0oclate professor? 1Sstry. Because ın o1ng S'  E you/1l make
Wıth whom would feel SECUTE Jolınıng yourself responsıble for elr S1NS.

Camıpus mıiss1ions? Wıth whıich pub- sunesthıein not meanıng the modern us1-
lıshıng houses would release thıs an ESS lunch, probably (ın view!) nOoL EeVEeN

that book together? Is hıs ers theır meanıng the fellowshıp of the ucharıst,
1eW baptısm problem? On SCX before but rather the AaW SOINlE denotatıon of the

eatıng ogether ın almost anı Y ulture 1nmarrıage? On the Lord’s Supper? On the
hıstory eXcept the Western that yVou Call-ESSEIICE of atonement? On the 1ItS of the
not eal ıth VOUTr 9 an YOUu chareSpirıt? On the minıstry of healıng? On the

Bıble’s inerrancy? On perdıtıon annıhl- the fate and doings of VOUT meal mate The

latıon? 1SsSue 1S agaın that Vou should nNnOLT, cshare In
the SINS of the heretic, but keep yourselfAskıng such quest1ions 15 exactly ‘the PUTe

costly love of church discipline”. One maJor In Danısh ıt. mMay only be pronounced ıth
dıfficulty 1S, however, that EeVEel askıng eel.

15 often being mısunderstood CONMN- Strictly speakıng thıs o0es nOL. deal ıth
demnatıon of others for unbelıef, because the belıef 1n resurrection, but the fact of

ave een nurtured wıth ecumenı1cal resurrection. But cannot read the ontext
otherwiıse than countıng belief ın the Ur -chiches about fellowshıp an partnershı1ıp rection Cornerstone In Chrıstjian COIl-ıth all hrıstlans, matter the degree vıctiıon.

of doectrinal discrepancy. thıs 1S5 nOot Thıs does nOot, (apart from ere
wıthout reasoll, of COUTSEe ese chliches distinguıish between heresy and schısm.
Iso CXPTCSS sound attıtude of repent- ctually it should!—but I’m avoıdıng 1t. for
AaNCce, because ın all the centurıes before 1e4S0OIl thatl become clear.
the ecumenıcal movement an Yy doetrinal LO the true unıty of the Church ıt. 1S5

enough LO aASTCC concern1ıng the doectrinediscrepancy has een the for fanatı-
of the Gospel and the admınıstratıon ofec1sm and condemnatıon. Still, superfi- the Sacraments. Nor 1s it. NECESSATY thatCal cliches only they leave wıth lıttle

abılıty LO distinguıish between dıfferent lev- human tradıtions, that 1S, rıtes Ceremo-
nlıes, instituted by INECI, should be CVEels of dıversıty and dıfferent levels of part- where alı As Paul SayS., One faıth, ONe

nershıp hıs 1S because they do not s<olve Baptısm, ONeEe (10d an! Father of all, eitc
anythıng; they jJust ıt Eph 4,

10 Personally ave exper1enced ON paınful
sıtuatıon where TOtLNers (influenced DyNever wıthout scruples theologıan from another country) felt forced

Who (  ; work hıs WaY through such A W @- LO wıthdraw from an y spiırıtual fellowshıp
ıth the rest of u EVEeNN refusıng DTaYVSOMMEeE top1Cs an face such responsı1bıilıty ogether ıth UuS-— s1nce ere WeTe doectr1-wıth total self-confidence? strongly belıeve nal (minor'!) dıfferences between u  9 and

that healthy Christian Ca do ıth- they WerTe convınced that they therefore
out SCVEITE scruples, both when it LO COU not OW themselves LO DTaYy wıth
how tOo dıstinguısh properly, and when ıt Much LO eır astonıshment S for-

LO one’s OW: doctrinal posıtıon. eıgn eolog1an at the end of the day Iso
efused LO Pray ıth them, SINCE they also

Oootnotes held shıghtly dıfferent Op1nN10Ns.

Carson: "T’he Gagging of God,
Zondervan, Michigan 1996, D3

Carson 19906, 16
Tim 2:8

As understand thıs warnıng, ıt. does not.
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