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Background to this Response

In my 26 year history as a born again Christian I can not
remember any Christian brother or sister wishing that I
would be accursed from Christ and go to hell. Yet recently
some brothers in Christ from Sydney, Australia, have pub-
licly expressed their desire in print that a number of other
Christians who belong to the Vineyard Christian Fellow-
ship and I would spend eternity in hell. One of these
brothers suggested that his desire for us to go to hell was
the kindest thing he could say about us. He wrote,

At this point I am trying desperately to
think of something charitable to say about
this conference. However, nothing seems
to come to mind. It is hard to find any-
thing commendable about a group that
abuses the Word of God the way that this
group does. And as for their gospel (if
they ever work out what it is), perhaps the
apostle Paul put it best, “ As we have said
before, so now I say again. If anyone is
preaching to you a gospel contrary to that
which you received, let him be accursed.”
[The Briefing 45-46 (1990:16)]

Yet every speaker at the conference in
question believes that the only way to God
is through the substitutionary atonement of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and that man is justi-

fied by faith alone in the Lord Jesus Christ.
This is the gospel we believe in and this is
the gospel that we preach. However, the
man mentioned above, presumably with the
permission and agreement of his editors,
has expressed his desire for us to be ac-
cursed that is, delivered up to the judicial
wrath of God." The following is our reply to
these men and to the report that they have
circulated concerning a number of speakers
at a Vineyard conference.

In March of 1990, Vineyard Ministries
International held a four-day conference in
Sydney, Australia, at the invitation of a
large committee of evangelical pastors and
leaders representing various denominations
and Christian organizations of Sydney. Be-
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fore coming to Australia, John Wimber was
told that there were a few people attending
the conference who were hostile to the
Vineyard movement and opposed to his
coming. Wimber was told that representa-
tives from this group would like to meet
with him. He was un-

der the impression that

the purpose of this T'he criticism

meeting would be to

discuss our theological Contalned ]_n The

differences and to clear

Before The Briefing it had been John Wim-
ber’s policy not to reply to criticism that he
regards as significantly unfair and/or inac-
curate. Some have understood this policy to
mean that Wimber is closed to criticism.
Nothing could be further from the truth. He
receives criticism both
from within the Vine-
yard Christian Fellow-
ship movement and
from without. However
he does not want to

up any misunderstand- Bi’l eﬁn g 1S SO unfalr spend a significant

ings of our beliefs. The

day before the confer- and lnaccurate and

ence John Wimber, Paul

Cain, Dan Armstrong SO many people ]_n

and I met with three

men from the evangeli- the bOdy Of Chrlst —_

cal community in Syd-

ney. These men were 1nclud1ng paStOI‘S

Phillip Jensen, John

Woodhouse and David and members Of the

Cook.

This meeting and (Chyistign academic

the entire conference

were later evaluated in Communlty _ have

a double issue of a peri-

odical called The Brief- - agked us to reply to

ing, published by Phil-

amount of time defend-
ing himself and engag-
ing in unprofitable ar-
guments with Christian
brothers and sisters.
Initially Wimber in-
tended to follow this
policy in regarding The
Briefing. However, the
criticism contained in
The Briefing is so unfair
and inaccurate and so
many people in the
body of Christ, includ-
ing pastors and mem-
bers of the Christian
academic community,

lip Jensen, pastor of St. these Charges, that at have asked us to reply

Matthias Anglican

Church in Sydney, Aus- 156t Wimber felt we

tralia. This is our re-

sponse to that edition of were Obl]. gated to

The Briefing, entitled

to these charges that at
last Wimber felt we
were obligated to reply
to them.

In saying that our

“John Wimber: Friend reply tO them. views and teachings

or Foe” (45-46: April
24,1990). The articles in
that edition seriously misrepresented the
views of John Wimber, me, and others
teaching at the conference.

The reader may wonder why we have
waited almost two years to reply to the mis-
representations contained in The Briefing.

were misrepresented, I

accuse neither Phillip
Jensen nor the other writers in The Briefing
of deliberately misrepresenting the truth or
of being incompetent. I do not know them
well enough to evaluate their moral charac-
ter or their theological competence. I believe
that the source of their misrepresentations
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may be found in their prejudice toward the
Vineyard and its teachings. Phillip Jensen
displayed this prejudice at the beginning of
our meeting. We thought that we were
meeting with Mr. Jensen to discuss our dif-
ferences and clear up possible misunder-
standings. However, this was not the case.

At the beginning of the meeting, after
introductions, Jensen said to Wimber “We
do not want you here. We would like you to
go back home.” It seemed Jensen had al-
ready concluded, without ever having
talked to John Wimber, that Wimber was a
deceived person and could only have a
negative influence on the Christian com-
munity in Australia. We were beginning to
wonder if Jensen’s purpose for this meeting
was to gather as much negative information
as possible to write the subsequent negative
evaluation.

When a man attempts to weigh the
truthfulness of an idea, he is influenced by
what he needs to see, what he wants to see,
and what he expects to see. When one re-
searches data with not only his own bias,
but also with prejudice against that data, it
will affect his perceptions and interpreta-
tions of that data. This would seem to ac-
count for the misrepresentations and the
selective use of data that occur in The Brief-
ing regarding both our teaching and conver-
sations with the writers.

For example, once during a lecture at
Dallas Seminary, I mentioned that Galatians
4:4 was not a good proof text for the virgin
birth of Jesus. Immediately a student raised
his hand and said, “Since you don’t believe
the virgin birth is important....” I said to the
student, “I did not say the virgin birth was
not important. I said you could not use Ga-
latians 4:4 as a proof text for it....” If the stu-
dent had not been corrected he might have
left the class and begun to tell people that
Professor Deere does not think that the vir-
gin birth is important. I violated one of his

prejudices in his interpretation of the New
Testament and this caused him to hear me
say something completely different from
what I said. We observed the same kind of
response with the authors of The Briefing on
numerous occasions in Sydney.

* See Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (1:354) for meaning of "accursed."

t For more information about how John Wimber
responds to criticism, read Vineyard Position
Paper #1, "Why I Respond to Criticism" by
John Wimber.
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Wimber’s Views Misrepresented

The following are some examples of how John Wim-

ber’s views or practices were seriously misrepresented in

The Briefing. Jensen writes,

We asked about the claims of his books
and his previous teaching that the power-
lessness of evangelicals lay in their failure
to pray for and claim the Signs and Won-
ders of the Kingdom seen in Jesus and the
Apostles. He replied that thanks to the ad-
vice of Jack Deere he had come to under-
stand that the current miracles fit into the
New Testament not at the point of Jesus
and the Apostles and the coming of the
Kingdom, but in I Cor. 12-14 and the gifts
of healing. This change of mind seriously
compromises the stance of the previous
Signs and Wonders conferences, Vineyard
Ministries and John Wimber’s books. (p. 4)

In essence, Jensen is claiming that John
Wimber has changed his mind on a founda-
tional point of his theology and that this
change of mind invalidates the teaching
given at prior Vineyard conferences and in
Wimber’s books. Mr. Jensen has misunder-
stood what Wimber was attempting to ex-
plain in answering the question put to him.
John Wimber still believes that much of the
powerlessness in the church today is due to
a failure to understand and appropriate the
power of the kingdom that Jesus inaugu-
rated. This failure often manifests in unbe-
lief that refuses to pray for miracles of char-

acter transformations as well as physical
healings.

Wimber was trying to explain to the
men that he himself did not claim to move
in the power of Jesus and the apostles, and
that he now recognizes that there is a differ-
ence between the ministry of the apostles
and the gifts of the Holy Spirit that are
given to the whole church. The apostles and
a few others walked in an extraordinary
realm of power in the Holy Spirit. The
quantity, quality, and consistency of mira-
cles in their ministries, according to the
New Testament picture, is on a different
level than the giftings given to the whole
church in the first century. John was trying
to explain that he no longer was teaching
that the whole church could move in the
same quality of miraculous ministry that
Jesus and the apostles moved in. However,
the whole church could move in the gifts of
the Spirit. If the church were to do that,
much of the powerlessness and deadness in
the church would be remedied. This change
of mind, therefore, was not about the cause
of the powerlessness of the church today,
but rather about the precise way in which
that powerlessness is to be remedied. This is
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not a change of mind that compromises the
conferences or Wimber’s books.

A second misrepresentation concerns
the pastoral consequences of failures in
healings. Jensen notes correctly that Wim-
ber said “that he does not promise healing
for everyone or blame lack of faith as the
sole reason for lack of
healing” (p. 5). He re-

sponded to Wimber's Jengen’s use of the

statement by saying,

However, when
asked if he would
be open with in-
quirers and tell
them of the small
probability of heal-
ing (emphasis
mine), he declined.
He wants to en-
courage people to
put their faith in
God and call upon
him for healing.
He wants people
to know that God
can heal and
wants to heal and
therefore to ask
expectantly. He
paralleled this to
salvation and for-
giveness. He said
that we do not say
to people that they
only have a chance
of being saved. We
say that God can
save and wants to
save and so we en-
courage people to
put their With in
God and call for
forgiveness. Such confusion of categories is

appalling.

Like a politician (emphasis mine), John
Wimber is not promising unequivocally
that each person will be healed. But it
would seem that his mixture of generaliza-

tion and over-confidence results in all but
the wary being misled. (p. 5)

This is a serious misrepresentation of
what Wimber believes about the possibility
of healing. He never at any time during that
discussion stated that he believes that only a
small number of people are healed, nor
does he believe this.
Jensen is using the
phrase, “the  small
probability of healing”

phrase “he declined” t put words in wim-
and “like a

politician” leads the
reader to believe that e phrase “he de-

ber's mouth, words
which lead the reader to
believe that Wimber
views healing as a rare
thing. Jensen’s use of

clined” and “like a poli-

Wimber believes one tician” 1eads the reader
thing in private but
says another in
public. Here the
charge goes beyond
theological
inaccuracy to an
attack on Wimber's
character.

to believe that Wimber
believes one thing in
private but says another
in public. Here the
charge goes beyond
theological inaccuracy
to an attack on Wim-
ber’s character.

It is certainly true
that not everyone who
responds to a word of
knowledge for the heal-
ing of a particular
physical condition will
be healed. But to stress
this before one prays
for these people would
be pastorally irrespon-
sible. How conducive to faith would it be to
stress before you pray for someone that
God does not heal all the people who ask
for healing?

Wimber correctly paralleled healing
with the offer of salvation. Clearly, God de-
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sires to heal. His Son did it; the apostles did
it; he gave gifts of healing to the church; and
he commands his church to pray for their
sick (James 5:14-16). Similarly, it is God’s
desire to save all men (1 Tim. 2:4 & 2 Peter
3:9). Yet God does not save all men. How
effective would it be, or how pastorally re-
sponsible would it be, to say to an unbe-
liever, “Even though God desires to save all
men, he does not save all men. Perhaps only
a relative few out of the whole history of
mankind will ever be saved. And further-
more it is only the elect that will be saved.
And it may be impossible for you to tell
whether you are a member of the elect or
not until you die.” In
the Reformed tradition,
these would be consid-
ered true theological
statements, but I do not
know anyone who
would recommend that
we evangelize in such a
fashion. Later in the re-
port another one of the
writers, Andrew Shead,
seems to approve of
this kind of parallel
when discussing why
all are not healed. He
writes, “Interestingly, this is an exact paral-
lel to the Bible’s teaching on God’s will that
all be saved...” (p. 8).

A third misrepresentation concerns
Wimber’s book Power Evangelism. Jensen
claims that Wimber

theology.

explained that his book was not written by
him, but came from tapes and notes of his
seminars. He had not read the manuscript
in detail or critically before its publica-
tion... The book is wrong and ‘needs re-
writing” and he was ‘wrong’ in his address
at Canberra, but somehow this is not to be
taken as a serious problem. (p. 5)

It is simply not true
that John Wimber
has changed his
mind on cardinal
points of his

What Wimber was admitting to Phillip
Jensen and the other men was that several
things had gotten into his book that he
would like to have changed. Part of the rea-
son for this was that he had had a conflict
between his own heavy conference schedule
and his publisher’s deadline for the final
draft. Due to an excessively full schedule
during this time he did not read the final
drafts as closely as he would have liked.
There were perhaps five or six details he
would like to have changed.

He did not say that he had not critically
read the manuscript before its publication,
but rather that he had not given the final
draft the close scrutiny
that he wished he could
have. He never made
the unequivocal state-
ment that “the book is
wrong.” He did say that
he would like to rewrite
the book and correct
some of the details and
perhaps even a major
point or two. (The book
has now been revised
and was released in
April of 1992 in Great
Britain by Hodder &
Stoughton.) However, Jensen’s summary of
that conversation led the reader to believe
that John, in that discussion, repudiated the
basic tenets of his book if not the whole
book.

Jensen concludes this article by saying,

John Wimber has changed his mind on
cardinal points of his teaching, yet he will
not come clean publicly and denounce his
former ideas. Rather, he continues to ex-
press himself in a confusing mixture of old
errors and new and contradictory insights.
The truth that he does teach only further
confuses Christian people into following
his thoughtless theology. (p. 6)
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It is simply not true that John Wimber
has changed his mind on cardinal points of
his theology. His most serious regret con-
cerning his book Power Evangelism is that he
wrote about what he terms “programmatic
evangelism” in such a way as to make peo-
ple think that he disparages that form of
evangelism. He has corrected this in the
new edition of Power Evangelism. Neither
this correction, nor his acceptance of a dis-
tinction between the apostolic ministry of
signs and wonders and the gifts of the Spirit
given to the whole church, can be used to
demonstrate a change of mind on cardinal
points of his teaching — a change which
Jensen falsely suggests that Wimber insists
on concealing from his audience.

However, Jensen leads the reader to be-
lieve that Wimber is not only an inept per-
son (that is, one who produces “thoughtless
theology”), but also a dishonest person who
refuses to say publicly what he really be-
lieves, and therefore continues to deceive
his audiences. One of the things that John
Wimber has been praised for around the
world is his transparency, his seemingly
limitless ability to admit his mistakes both
to private audiences and to thousands while
standing on a stage. This was one of the
more striking of The Briefing’s misrepresen-
tations of John Wimber.

A common theme of the authors,
closely related to the previous one, is that
Wimber claims to believe something that
his practice nullifies. Mark Thompson
writes that

John Wimber told pastors at a conference:
“l identify as a ‘conservative’ evangelical
in my theology. I identify as something
other than that in my practice.” For John
Wimber, to a greater or lesser extent, the-
ology is to be distinguished from practice.
That ought to ring alarm bells as soon as
we hear it. Again and again in the New
Testament we are called on to live out
what we believe. (pp. 11-12)

Thompson interpreted this to mean
something entirely different from what John
intended. He meant that Wimber holds the
same theology as that group of people
known as conservative evangelicals: that is,
he believes in the inerrancy of the Bible and,
therefore, its authority and infallibility; the
substitutionary atonement of the Lord Jesus;
the deity of the Lord Jesus; the virgin birth
of the Lord Jesus; the bodily resurrection;
the bodily return of the Lord Jesus, the Trin-
ity, justification by faith, etc. However, in
his practice, he both does things and allows
things to happen in meetings that many
people who call themselves conservative
evangelicals would not allow or do.

For example, he will stand on a stage
and ask for the Lord to give him words of
knowledge about people the Lord may
want to heal in that meeting. He also recog-
nizes that sometimes the Spirit’s presence
may be manifest by people falling to the
ground or trembling in the presence of the
Holy Spirit. Many conservative evangelicals
would find these practices repulsive and
ridicule them as unbiblical.

Wimber permits these practices when
he believes that they are of God and be-
cause he can demonstrate that these prac-
tices have biblical warrant. What he was
saying to the pastors on that day was that
he does not hold to a Pentecostal theology
(e.g., tongues are the evidence of the bap-
tism of the Spirit, the atonement guarantees
all Christians healing in this life if they have
faith, etc.), but he recognizes that certain
experiences that have been part of the Pen-
tecostal tradition are biblical and from the
Lord. That is his reason for accepting the
practices.

However, the way in which Wimber is
quoted here leads the reader to believe that
theology is unimportant to him and that the
Bible is unimportant in determining prac-
tice. Nothing could be further from the
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truth. He rejects much of the current char-
ismatic practice and teaching on spiritual
warfare against territorial spirits because he
believes that it cannot be demonstrated in
the Bible. Wimber is the first to admit that
he is certainly no theologian, but that fact
has not stopped him from attempting to
ground all of his practices squarely on the
word of God.

More than one author in this report por-
trayed Wimber as being able to manipulate
or direct the work of the Holy Spirit. Mark
Thompson wrote that “while on the stage
John Wimber demanded
(emphasis mine) that
the Spirit come” (p. 12).
Philip Selden writes

the manifestations
of the Spirit seem
to be less in evi-
dence than in re-
ports of previous
conferences, but
there were still
those who fell
over, cried,
screamed,
laughed, appeared
hysterical, etc. The
spectacle was not
at all edifying, and
at times appeared
to have been ma-
nipulated - by in-
dicating what to expect and encouraging
more to join in. John Wimber’s raised voice
in the midst of his otherwise quiet prayer
— harsh and raucous —‘let it come, I com-
mand release” was almost frightening.” (p.
20)

Neither I nor anyone else who knows
John Wimber has ever known him to “de-
mand” or “command” anything from the
Holy Spirit.

He will say to the people, “Let the Holy
Spirit come,” but he never commands the
Holy Spirit. However, it seems that Dr. Sel-

Neither I nor anyone ™

den, and perhaps some of the other writers,
were even more distressed over the “unedi-
tying spectacle” of people falling over, cry-
ing, screaming, laughing, etc. Selden says
that this “was not at all edifying.” This is
not an uncommon response among those
who have never before acknowledged that
these kinds of manifestations may be the
work of the Holy Spirit. The first time I saw
anything like this I felt a mild revulsion.
What I did not know then was how com-
mon these manifestations were both in the
Scripture and in revival history during the
outpouring of the Holy
Spirit.
manifesta-
tions occurred in the

else Who kI’IOWS ]Ohn most unlikely settings.

For example, who

Wimber has ever would  have ever
known him to
“demand” or
“command”
anything from the
Holy Spirit.

thought that these
kinds of things would
have happened in a
staid New England set-
ting in the late 1730s
and early 1740s? Yet
this is exactly what
Jonathan Edwards re-
cords happened during
his meetings. In de-
scribing one of the
meetings Edwards
writes

...the affection was quickly propagated
throughout the room; many of the young
people and children that were professors
appeared to be overcome with the sense of
the greatness and glory of divine things,
and with admiration, love, joy, and praise,
and compassion to others that looked upon
themselves as in a state of nature; and
many others at the same time were over-
come with distress about their sinful and
miserable state and condition; so that the
whole room was full of nothing but out-
cries, faintings, and the like. (emphasis mine)
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(Jonathan Edwards, “An Account of the
Revival of Religion on North Hampton in
1740-42, as Communicated in a Letter to a
Minister of Boston,” in Jonathan Edwards on
Revival [Carlisle, PA: The Banner of Truth
Trust, 1984] p. 150)

Edwards describes a meeting of young
people in his home in the following way,

...many seemed to be very greatly and
most agreeably affected with those views,
which excited humility,
self-condemnation, self-abhorrence, love,
and joy. Many fainted under these affections.
(emphasis mine) (ibid., p. 151)

During that fall Edwards writes that,

It was a very frequent thing to see a house
full of outcries, faintings, convulsions, and
such like, both with distress and also with
admiration and joy.... it was pretty often
so, that there were some that were so af-
fected, and their bodies so overcome, that
they could not go home, but were obliged
to stay all night where they were. (ibid.)

On another occasion Edwards describes
the ministry of Mr. Buell who

continued here a fortnight or three weeks
after I returned: there being still great ap-
pearances attending his labors; many in
their religious affections being raised far
beyond what they had ever been before;
and there were some instances of persons lying
in a sort of trance, remaining perhaps for a
whole twenty-four hours motionless (empha-
sis mine), and with their senses locked up;
but in the meantime under strong imagina-
tions, as though they went to heaven and
had there a vision of glorious and delight-
ful objects. But when the people were
raised to this height, Satan took the advan-
tage and his interposition, in many in-
stances, soon became very apparent: and a
great deal of caution and pains were found
to keep the people, many of them, from
running wild. (ibid., pp. 153-54)

These kinds of manifestations caused a
number of conservative Christian ministers

to criticize Jonathan Edwards and these
meetings as works of the flesh or of the
devil. These criticisms prompted Edwards
to write the classic essay, “The Distinguish-
ing Marks of a Work of the Spirit of God.”
In this essay, Edwards sets forth the criteria
for determining what is a genuine work of
the Holy Spirit. He asked what can be con-
cluded from these bodily manifestations
during a meeting. In essence his answer was
that nothing can be concluded from the
manifestations themselves. He writes,

A work is not to be judged of by any ef-
fects on the bodies of men; such as tears,
tremblings, groans, loud outcries, agonies
of body, or the failing of bodily strength.
The influence persons are under is not to
be judged of one way or other by such ef-
fects on the body; and the reason is be-
cause the Scripture nowhere gives us any
such rule. (“The Distinguishing Marks of a
Work of the Spirit of God,” in Jonathan Ed-
wards on Revival, p. 91)

In other words, the manifestations
themselves prove nothing. The manifesta-
tions may be of God; they may be of the
devil; or they may be the product of human
nature.

Edwards holds to this conclusion even
when the people who are “wrought upon”
can be shown to be guilty of error and sin in
some instances. He argues,

It is no sign that a work is not from the
Spirit of God that many who seem to be
the subjects of it are guilty of great impru-
dences and irregularities in their conduct.
We are to consider that the end for which
God pours out His Spirit is to make men
holy and not to make them politicians. It is
no wonder that in a mixed multitude of all
sorts — wise and unwise, young and old,
of weak and strong natural abilities, under
strong impressions of mind — there are
many who behave themselves impru-
dently...

Wimber's Views Misrepresented



We have a remarkable instance in the New
Testament of a people that partook largely
of the great effusion of the Spirit in the
apostles’ days, among whom there never-
theless abounded imprudences and great
irregularities; viz., the church at Corinth.
There is scarcely any church more cele-
brated in the New Testament for being
blessed with large measures of the Spirit of
God, both in his ordinary influences, and
convincing and converting sinners, and
also in his extraordinary and miraculous
gifts; yet what manifold imprudences,
great and sinful irregularities, and strange
confusion did they run into at the Lord’s
Supper, and in the exercise of church dis-
cipline...

And if we see great imprudences, and even
sinful irregularities, in some who are great
instruments to carry on the work, it will
not prove it not to be the work of God. The
apostle Peter himself, who was a great,
eminently holy, and inspired apostle —
and one of the chief instruments of setting
up the Christian church in the world —
when he was actually engaged in this
work, was guilty of a great and sinful error
in his conduct; of which the apostle Paul
speaks, Galatians 2:11-13, ...if a great pillar
of the Christian church — one of the chief
of those who are the very foundations on
which, next to Christ, the whole church is
said to be built — was guilty of such an ir-
regularity; is it any wonder if other lesser
instruments, who have not had the ex-
traordinary conduct of the divine spirit he
had, should be guilty of many irregulari-
ties? (ibid., pp. 101-102)

Some failed to see these meetings as a
work of the Spirit of God because they said
that God is a God of order, not of confusion,
and that these meetings were filled with
confusion. Edwards replied to this by say-
ing,

But if God is pleased to convince the con-
sciences of persons, so that they cannot
avoid great outward manifestations, even
to interrupting and breaking off those pub-
lic means they were attending, I do not
think this is confusion or an unhappy in-

terruption, any more than if a company
should meet on the field to pray for rain,
and should be broken off from their exer-
cise by a plentiful shower. Would to God
that all the public assemblies in the land
were broken off from their public exercises
with such confusion as this the next Sab-
bath day! We need not be sorry for break-
ing the order of means, by obtaining the
end to which that order is directed. He
who is going to fetch a treasure need not
be sorry that he is stopped by meeting the
treasure in the midst of his journey. (ibid.,
p-127)

In other words, Edwards is saying that
God may use chaotic means to cause the re-
sult of order. Watching a person writhing
on the floor while he is being delivered of a
demon may not appear very orderly to an
audience. However, if the person is truly
delivered of that demon, the result will be
the establishing of God’s order in that per-
son’s life.

Edwards saw just this very thing on a
number of occasions in his meetings. He
wrote,

There have been some instances very much
like those (Mark 1:26, 9:26) of whom we
read that “when the devil had cried out
with a loud voice, and rent them sore, he
came out of them.” And probably those in-
stances were designed for a type of such
things as these. Some have several turns of
great agonies, before they are delivered;
and others have been in such distress,
which has passed off, and no deliverance
at all has followed. (ibid., p. 126)

Note that Edwards saw both effective
demonic deliverances and then what ap-
peared to be demonic struggles without see-
ing the person delivered.

Thus, according to Edwards, we are to
make no judgment about the nature of the
work based on bodily manifestations, even
when these manifestations occur among a
people who were guilty of “imprudences”
or “even sinful irregularities” and in meet-
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ings with a significant amount of confusion.
All of these things occurred in New Testa-
ment times in meetings and churches that
were part of a genuine work of the Holy
Spirit. Edwards concluded that when the
Scriptures do not speak directly to a particu-
lar issue, the only test that is truly effective
to determine whether a work is a product of
the Holy Spirit or not, is whether that work
manifests the fruit of the Holy Spirit. And
the two most important things to look for in
this regard are love and humility (ibid., p. 1
18).

This is the test that Jesus gave us to dis-
cern between true and false prophetic min-
istry:

Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men
gather grapes of thorns or figs of thistles?
Even so, every good tree bringeth forth
good fruit; but a corrupt tree bringeth forth
evil fruit. A good tree cannot bring forth
evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring
forth good fruit. (Matt. 7:16-18)

In other words, were one to see a man
who was a drunkard, a wife beater and a
God hater shrieking at the top of his voice
and then falling down motionless for
twenty-four hours during a religious meet-
ing; then were that man to arise never again
to drink and never again to hit his wife, but
rather to love her as Christ loved the church
and to love God and his word, we should
conclude that this is a work of the Holy
Spirit. Neither the devil nor the flesh pro-
duces love for God, love for one’s family
and freedom from addictions.

Thus, when Selden says, “The spectacle
was not at all edifying,” the question is
really “Edifying to whom?” Edifying to
spectators who have never seen such
things? Or edifying to people who are being
delivered and healed by a work of the Spirit
of God? Without a sharply trained gift of
discernment, a person could only tell in the

aftermath, by observing the fruit, whether
the work was edifying or not.

Wimber's Views Misrepresented

11



Misrepresentation Of
Jack Deere’s Teaching And Views

One of the most troubling distortions in The Briefing is
Graham Banister’s report of a conversation with me on
Friday morning. Banister had apparently been assigned to
my seminar. It was regrettable that he came to these meet-
ings not only prejudiced against them, but also exhibiting a
belligerence and rudeness that was even noticed by the
participants of the seminar. In private, after a seminar, I
mentioned his rude behavior to him and asked, “Couldn’t
you tell that the people in the workshop were angry with
you for your rudeness?” He replied, “Sure, but that's be-

cause they agree with you."

On Friday morning I had just finished
giving a talk in one of the plenary sessions
and at 11 o’clock I stepped out of the audi-
torium for a moment. Mr. Banister ap-
proached me and asked for an interview. I
declined because by now it seemed to me
that no productive interchange would come
out of an interview with him and because I
literally did not have the time. However, he
would not take “no” for an answer and be-
gan to ask me about the gospel. I then told
him that I would speak briefly with him,
but that my remarks would be off the re-

cord. I said this because, based on his hos-
tile attitude, I feared that he was gathering
information against the Vineyard, and that
anything I said would be misinterpreted
and used against us later. He agreed to my
conditions and said, “OK, off the record.”
Banister did not keep his word to me
about these remarks being kept off the re-
cord. He did exactly what I had hoped he
would not do: he misunderstood my re-
marks, fabricated other remarks, and left
out critical comments, so that the whole
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conversation — as it is reported — falls
drastically short of the truth.

At the outset of our conversation I
stated explicitly to Mr. Banister my belief
that the gospel that saves a person is con-
tained in passages like 1 Corinthians 15:14. I
explained to him my belief that the gospel is
that Jesus died on the cross for our sins, was
buried and was raised the third day accord-
ing to the Scriptures. I added that a state-
ment of justification by faith alone would
make a complete presentation of the gospel.

Moving to a
slightly different issue, I
told him that I had not
made up my mind yet
on the gospel of the
kingdom preached by
Jesus in the early sec-
tions of the Gospels. For
instance, in Matthew
4:23 and 9:35 we are
told that Jesus went
about preaching the
gospel of the kingdom
and healing all manner
of diseases. I said that I
am not prepared to de-
fine what Jesus meant
by the gospel of the
kingdom at this point.
This “good news” may
have included reference
to the kingdom power as evidenced in heal-
ing and exorcisms because of its close asso-
ciation with those things in the Gospels.
However, I was sure that, at this point, it
did not include the message about Jesus’
death and resurrection, since Jesus does not
begin to teach his own apostles about his
death until Matthew 16:21.

Mr. Banister then showed some exas-
peration over the fact that I did not know
what “the gospel” was. Again I stressed that
the gospel that saves a person is Jesus” sub-

Banister did not
report accurately was _truly
what I said, but was
highly selective,
creating the
impression that the
Vineyard is
theologically
unorthodox.

stitutionary atonement and justification by
faith in Christ alone. Mr. Banister failed to
understand that I was making a distinction
between the fully formulated version of the
gospel found in the Pauline writings and
the form of the gospel of the kingdom
preached by Jesus in the early part of His
ministry. In retrospect, the reason for Banis-
ter’s failure to grasp this distinction is now
clear: he was not intent on communicating
or understanding my point of view that
morning, but rather on gleaning some in-
formation from me that
he could use against the
Vineyard.

Even if Mr. Banister
convinced
that I had said that I did
not know what the gos-
pel was, he could have
at least indicated my
belief in substitutionary
atonement and justifica-
tion by faith. I repeated
these things to him sev-
eral times during our
discussion. However,
Banister did not report
accurately what I said,
but was highly selec-
tive, creating the im-
pression that the Vine-
yard is theologically
unorthodox.

Because many may have read this re-
port, it is important for me to reaffirm pub-
licly my position on the gospel. On many
occasions, both before and after my conver-
sation with Banister, I have clearly stated
the contents of the gospel. For example, on
December 7, 1988, 