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A Response By Manny Silva to “Considering Tony Campolo”, An 
Article Written By Dr. Karl Leth of Olivet Nazarene University 
(My comments are in red) 

Considering Tony Campolo 
 This brief overview is an attempt to make a considered assessment of Tony Campolo as a 
resource for the church, generally, and for Olivet Nazarene University, specifically. It is not a 
comprehensive and thorough study of his writings. But it is a reasonable assessment based on a 
review of several of his pertinent works. The persistence of themes in these writings suggest that 
it is reasonable to assume that the same themes would be found in further readings. So, while any 
specific critiques might be challenged or corrected by a broader study, the general character of 
this assessment should be fairly accurate. 
 
Who is Dr. Tony Campolo.  What is he really about?  We do find that he is very popular, and 
speaks at many schools every year.  He has a “tell-it-like-it-is” style which is interesting, 
although at times seems out of place, especially at a Christian school.  Having only heard the 
first few minutes of one of the messages at ONU, I heard him tell a sex joke which at least to me 
and maybe a few other folks, was not appropriate at such a setting.  I will be listening to these 
two messages soon and will post reviews of them.  When he tells stories involving someone who 
is homosexual, it is always one of affirmation or support form them, but never involves talking 
about how God can free them from the bondage of sin.  Isn’t that strange to you?  He told at least 
one of those stories during one of his messages. 
 
From many of his messages I have heard, including at ENC last year, he has a very strong 
emphasis on Kingdom Now theology.  Kingdom Now is a very dangerous teaching which seems 
prevalent amongst the emergent church crowd, including many Nazarenes who have been 
influenced by such as Campolo, Brian McLaren and others.  It is an emphasis on man’s attempts 
to somehow right the wrongs of the world through efforts of sometimes very ecumenical 
programs and plans in order to someday bring about God’s kingdom here on earth.  It is a 
misplaced effort which rejects the teaching that God’s Kingdom on earth will be finally 
established when Christ returns to establish His Kingdom.  A big example is Rick Warren’s 
misguided P.E.A.C.E. Plan.  Man is not going to save the planet through his efforts; it is the 
Lord who will do that when He returns. 
He wants to change America’s churches with radical new ideas that don’t seem to be based on 
biblical principles. 

- He is on Renovare’s “Board of Reference.”  Renovare is Richard Foster’s New Age-ish 
ecumenical organization that promotes all sorts of contemplative spirituality practices 
that are undeniably unbiblical.  Why is he associated with such a group?  (Of course, 
which leads to another question: why is the Nazarene denomination and many of the 
schools associating with Richard Foster, another false teacher?  That is another whole 
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new can of worms for sure).  The Bible says “Do not be misled;  bad company corrupts 
good morals.”  1 Cor. 15:33 

- In one of his books, he writes the following:  “If the Shalom of God and the peaceable 
kingdom of Isaiah 11 are to become real, then new ways of thinking must be established. 
With some help from St. Francis and Teilhard de Chardin, we just might make it”.  (How 
to Rescue the Earth Without Worshiping Nature p. 89, (Nashville: Thomas Nelson 
Publishers, 1992).  Who is Teilhard de Chardin?  Well, he’s a New Ager, whose Christ is 
not the Christ of the Bible, but a cosmic Christ of the New Age spirituality movement.  Is 
this not dangerous and irresponsible for Tony Campolo to cite these kinds of writers who 
promote unbiblical ideas?  Would you ever want to quote a New Ager to the students at 
ONU as a good example for them?  

 
Jesus living in non-Christians  

Campolo often uses language affirming the presence and work of Christ in every person, 
including non-Christians. There are times when it seems clear that he is speaking of what we 
would call “prevenient grace.” This important affirmation of the Wesleyan tradition affirms the 
universal work of the Holy Spirit (the Spirit of Christ). So, we would say, “The Muslim does not 
realize that the Spirit of God is at work in him – awakening his spiritual awareness, enlivening 
his hunger for God, diminishing his satisfaction at life as it is apart from Christ.” We approach 
world evangelism in the confidence that God, the Holy Spirit, is already at work in the heart and 
life of every person. Used in this sense, Campolo is speaking in ways that are consistent with the 
Wesleyan-holiness tradition.  

Campolo also uses the language of the divine, resident in us. Sometimes when he uses 
this language it sounds like he is affirming God’s presence in a way that might be compatible 
with the doctrine of prevenient grace or the basic notion that we are all created in God’s image 
(which we still retain, though damaged by sin).  However, there are other times when his 
language is clearly expressing the idea that we, as humans, have an inherent divinity within us. 
Here his language of divinity in us moves beyond what our tradition or, I think, the classic 
Christian tradition affirms. Human beings are not inherently divine, this belongs to God, alone. It 
may be that Campolo is simply careless with his language here, but this is a notion I would 
clearly reject. 

Your understanding of how God works in Muslims or anyone else does not come close to 
what Dr. Campolo believes.  I have previously pointed out how he has suggested that the God we 
have encountered in Christianity is the same as the Muslim god.  Why would any discerning 
Christian support a man who says this? 

 
In his book,  Partly Right, Campolo says this: “We affirm our divinity by doing what is 

worthy of gods, and we affirm our humanity by taking risks only available to mortals. God had to 
become one of us before He could become heroic ... Robert Schuller affirms our divinity, yet does 
not deny our humanity ... isn't that what the gospel is? Isn’t God’s message to sinful humanity 



3	  
	  

that He sees in each of us a divine nature of such worth that He sacrificed His own Son so that 
our divine potentialities might be realized? ... The hymn writer who taught us to sing “Amazing 
Grace” was all too ready to call himself a “wretch” ... Forgetting our divinity and over-
identifying with our [Freudian] anal humanity [Freud is responsible for a host of maladies that 
plague our contemporary society] ... Erich Fromm, one of the most popular psychoanalysts of 
our time, recognized the diabolical social consequences that can come about when a person 
loses sight of his/her own divinity ...” 
 
This is promotion of pantheism!  If any Nazarene claimed that man has an inner divinity as Dr. 
Campolo suggests here, they would be in serious need of correction and reproof.  We do NOT 
have an inner divinity as he is saying here.  This is heretical thinking.  Just because he does not 
say these things on campuses to our students, does not mean that they will never get exposed to 
his books which has these dangerous and unbiblical teachings.  It is crazy to think otherwise.  
And he also quotes Robert Schuller, who has a heretical view of sin, which to him is a lack of 
self-esteem, and who also entertains all sorts of New Age ideas. 
 

Our inner divinity is NOWHERE affirmed in scripture- nowhere.  Instead our real inner 
nature is described by the apostle Paul: “This is a faithful saying, and worthy of all acceptation, 
that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners; of whom I am the chief” (I Timothy 1:15) 
We are sinners, and we cannot and do not have any inner divinity in us as Dr. Campolo 
believes.  This is pure heresy! 

And is there any doubt what he believes about that when he said this: “We want to 
convince the whole human race that there is a God who established the infinite value of every 
person, who mystically dwells in each person....” (Tony Campolo, A Reasonable Faith 
responding to secularism, p.59).  Each person? Even if they are not Christian?  This is heresy for 
sure, don’t you agree?  If you do, why is he speaking to our youth?  If not, why not? 

 
Here is more that shows us what he believes:  “What I am trying to say is that Jesus who 

incarnated God 2,000 years ago is mystically present and waiting to be discovered in EVERY 
person you and I encounter” (A Reasonable Faith p. 171) 

 
“I do not mean that others represent Jesus for us. I mean that Jesus actually is present in 

each other person” (p. 192) 
 

One more: “That a new humanity will be brought forth from this Christ consciousness in 
each person” (p. 65) 

 
Your assessment of this is too kind, lets him off the hook, and frankly concerns me.  He 

does more than “move beyond what our tradition affirms; he moves into heresy!  This very 
philosophy which he believes in, should be enough to expel him from any Christian campus- and 
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we have not touched everything yet!  He is not careless, he believes it, it is part of his 
philosophy, he is too smart to be careless.  And if somehow it is carelessness on his part, let him 
clarify this to the world and repent of what are very misleading and deceptive beliefs that do 
NOT need to be taught to our youth or any other Christian.  You say you would clearly reject his 
notion of the inner divinity as he explains it, yet you do not call that out as a heresy.  I am 
astonished.  What is heresy then if not that?  Since you allow him to speak to your youth, would 
you allow him to ever say these things from the pulpit, and how could you stop him anyway?  
He’s a free-spirited guy who “tells it like it is.” 
 
Christian Mysticism 

The topic of mysticism seems to be largely distinguishable by its confusion. Both 
Campolo and Concerned Nazarene critiques use the term loosely and without careful 
qualification. There is, in fact, quite a bit of scholarly discussion concerning how best to define 
mysticism. In a basic sense the evangelical and revivalist traditions are essentially mystical. That 
is, mysticism (fundamentally) affirms the possibility and preferred value of a personal 
experiential encounter with God. Our tradition affirms and seeks experiential relationship with 
Christ through the Holy Spirit. “You ask me how I know he lives? He lives within my heart!” 
This is a kind of Christianity that is not merely behavioral or rational. It isn’t only a matter of 
some things that we do or truths that we assent to. We have a personal, intimate relationship with 
God. The Holy Spirit lives “in” us and we communicate immediately with Him and we sense His 
presence experientially. This form of “mysticism” is a key part of our understanding and 
experience. So, when a critic says we don’t believe in mysticism, we have the Holy Spirit, they 
are not making clear sense. 
 This extends to the broad question of the appropriateness of spiritual disciplines or 
practices. It is one of the particular emphases of Wesley that he calls for the active and orderly 
practice of “means of grace.” This includes for him all manner of spiritual practices which serve 
to form the Christian in the patterns of Christian faith and life or, more properly, place us where 
the grace of God can form us as a work of grace. Practices of spiritual formation such as 
meditative prayer and lectio divina are not contrary to Wesleyan spiritual practice as long as they 
are practiced in ways that are compatible with our faith. 
 
These practices are contrary to biblical teaching.  Lectio divina, centering prayer, visualized 
prayer, mantras, practicing the silence, none of these have anything to do with Christian practice,  
or Wesleyan teaching for that matter.  Odd that all this is surfacing in the Nazarene church only 
in the last 10-20 years.  Is that what the emergents call “The New Christianity?” 
 
 Campolo’s enthusiasm for mysticism, however, moves through and beyond a moderated 
view. I would identify two aspects of his discussion of mysticism that I find problematic. The 
first concerns his enthusiastic advocacy for “centering” prayer. “Centering prayer” is a recent 
development of contemplative prayer largely associated with Thomas Keating. This form of 
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contemplative prayer is, at least, controversial in both Protestant and Roman Catholic 
communities. The Eastern influences are evident when Campolo identifies “Jesus” as his “koan,” 
a Buddhist term for a chosen meditative mantra. While the advocates of “centering prayer” 
emphasize their Christian intent and rootedness in Christ, it is still unclear how specifically 
Christian this practice is. The essential movement of “centering prayer” is to withdrawal and 
emptying for the sake of an unobstructed, immediate experience of God. But it is not clear at all 
why this practice could not as readily serve a non-Christian spirituality or simply as a 
psychological practice. It moves in a different “direction” from meditating day and night on 
God’s law and character (Psalm 1). The formative role of Scripture and patterns of faith are 
replaced by a largely unconditioned mystical experience. 
 

- What you find “problematic”, is more than that; it is clearly unbiblical.  Centering 
prayer is not rooted in Christ or the Bible; it is rooted in Eastern mysticism and pagan 
practices.  This is the problem today with contemplative spirituality (spiritual formation, 
in Nazarene terms), because now we are adding on more and more “ways” to get closer 
to God.  These are ways that are not Biblically based, and add more to what is sufficient 
for us as taught in scripture, on how to pray, and how to meditate.  We are NEVER 
taught in scripture to meditate in a way that brings us to a mindless state, where we empty 
all thought so that “God” can visit us more deeply and closely.  That is not scriptural; that 
is simply inviting demonic activity.  That is not the Nazarene way, or more importantly, 
not the Christian way, yet this is the very practice that is being introduced to us today. 
 

- When Dr. Campolo talks about his mantra, and how he repeats the word Jesus over and 
over again for 20 minutes in the morning, is this the kind of practice we are to start 
teaching to our youth?  Don’t you know scripture speaks against this?  He blatantly 
promoted it to the students at ENC, as well as promoting the unbiblical philosophy of 
Celtic spirituality!  So he is dangerous, because he will promote his “unorthodox” ways 
at any time, without regard for right doctrine!  I have said it before, and will say it again, 
his promotion of Celtic spirituality is either of God, or of demons! The kind of mysticism 
Dr. Campolo and other false teachers promote (Mike King, etc) is nowhere near any 
comparison of how Nazarenes traditionally believe in how God interacts with us.  Let’s 
define the difference: Christian meditation is to fill one’s mind; Eastern meditation 
(contemplative spirituality Campolo-style) is to empty the mind.  
 

 This connects directly to a more serious critique of Campolo – his proposal of mysticism 
as the basis for our fraternity with mystical Muslims or other mystically spiritual persons. 
Considered in one way this might be acceptable, that is, on the basis of prevenient grace at work 
in every human life.  We might say that when a non-Christian experiences the presence of God 
by the ministry of the Holy Spirit that person is, in fact, encountering the Spirit of Christ. 
However, that is not the same thing as affirming that mystical experience, per se, is universal in 
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its validity. Spiritual encounter is true (in Christ) when – and only when – it is an encounter with 
the Spirit revealing the Christ who is revealed in His incarnation and whose presence works 
primarily by the Holy Spirit working through the historic Christian community.  
 The impression Campolo leaves is that immediate mystical experience is the ultimate 
goal and standard for the spiritual life, which may be attained through the Christian community 
of faith or, just as readily, through any process of mystical experience. He proposes common 
mystical experience (without qualification) as the best basis for shared faith experience between 
Christians and Muslims (or, whoever). He doesn’t want this “common ground” restrained by 
theology or church tradition. But this assumes that all mystical experience is, in fact, common 
ground.  If so, the incarnational Christian tradition, including Scripture and Church, is 
transcended by direct mystical experience of the Transcendent. This effectively reduces 
Christianity to an option among pluralist options (on the way to higher, universal transcendent 
spiritual experience). This is certainly not what Campolo intends. It is, however, the extension of 
his arguments. Again, perhaps he is just being careless with his language. But it is, at the least, a 
problematic unclarity. 
 

- I will say again, this is more than problematic or carelessness.  It is heresy, and it is what 
he believes to the core.  How would anyone know anyway if it is simply problematic, that 
“this is not what Campolo intends”, unless he told you, and if so, he needs to tell the 
world! 

- In an interview with Charlie Rose, he made this incredible statement, in response to a 
Buddhist monk’s claim to know Christ: “I am saying that there is no salvation apart 
from Jesus, that’s my evangelical mindset. However, I’m not convinced that Jesus only 
lives in Christians.”  Is there any doubt what he is saying here?  This is more than 
problematic. 

- Here is more: “Mysticism [contemplative prayer] provides some hope for common 
ground between Christianity and Islam” (p.149 of Reasonable Faith).  I call this 
unreasonable.  Are we supposed to seek a common ground, or are we to evangelize?  
Does scripture teach anything close to this?  It seems Tony Campolo wants so badly that 
we can get along with everyone, regardless of religion, and that we have something in 
common with Islam that we can share.  That is utter nonsense. 

 
Distinguishing Wesleyan holiness and Fundamental Baptism Critiques 
 The primary document provided to me outlining Campolo’s false teachings was written 
by David Cloud. He writes for “Fundamental Baptist Information Service.” After reviewing his 
extensive critique it is clear that a significant portion of Campolo’s problem is that he is not a 
very good Fundamental Baptist. Since I am not a Fundamental Baptist, however, this does not 
necessarily concern me. On many issues Cloud critiques Campolo for failing to hold theological 
positions that are also not held by the Wesleyan holiness tradition. Cloud’s notions of soteriology 
(including his understanding of conversion), eschatology, biblical inerrancy, and women in 
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ministry reflect the commitments of his own tradition, not ours. And while a case might be made 
that Nazarene’s ought to be more like Fundamental Baptists, that is an argument to abandon our 
tradition, not to protect it. 
 

- What David Cloud is proving is that Tony Campolo is not a good fundamental Christian.  
This has nothing to do with whether Cloud is a Baptist or not.  Tony Campolo is a Baptist 
also.  Perhaps we need to have a David Cloud come to ONU and debate a fellow Baptist 
like Tony Campolo in front of the students.  Some equal time perhaps.  If not, I am 
willing to come on campus next time and debate Tony Campolo myself.  And I don’t 
even have a theology degree, but I’ll do it.  I’ll ask him the hard questions, since no one 
else is doing it on the campus. 
 
 The points that David Cloud specifically brings out, even if you exclude certain issues, 
are clearly things that are absolute violations of scripture.  Take the view on 
homosexuality that Dr. Campolo has.  I would hope you would not want any ONU 
student to accept his view on it, but that is what may very well happen if they read some 
of his writings.  Are you and the rest of the leadership at ONU willing to risk one 
student’s mind being corrupted by his obvious unbiblical views?  For instance: 

- Campolo says he believes that homosexual behavior is contrary to the will of God, yet he 
believes also that it is inbred- that homosexuals are born with it.  Does that mean then 
that God deliberately allowed homosexuals to be born with something they cannot 
change?  How cruel is that?  And how unscriptural, to tell homosexuals that their 
“orientation” is something that cannot be changed by the power of God, through salvation 
through Jesus Christ.  He is saying that God does not have the power to help them stop 
their sinfulness. 
 

- He says: “Actually, Jesus never alludes to homosexuality in his teachings. The fact that 
homosexuality has become such an overriding concern for many contemporary preachers 
may be more a reflection of homophobia in the church than it is the result of the 
emphasis of Scripture.” (20 Hot Potatoes Christians are Afraid to Touch).  Jesus may not 
have, but read this:  Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of 
God? Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor 
male prostitutes nor homosexual offenders (1 Cor. 6:9).  So Christians are homophobic 
for pointing out that homosexuality is a sin?  Not just the act, but also the thought? 
 

- Did you know he has spoken out against Exodus International?  This a wonderful group 
that has successfully worked with homosexuals in bringing them out of their struggle 
with their sin, yet why would he denounce such a group? 
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- From an interview posted at Beliefnet:  “the overwhelming proportion of the gay 
community that love Jesus, that go to church, that are deeply committed in spiritual 
things, try to change and can’t change. And the Church acts as though they are just 
stubborn and unwilling, when in reality they can’t change.”  Is this statement compatible 
with what the Church of the Nazarene teaches?  Better yet, is it compatible with biblical 
teaching? 

- His wife also affirms what he thinks about this: “We both believe that homosexual 
orientations are not chosen any more than heterosexual orientations are chosen. ... 
homosexuals are entitled to the same rights and privileges I claim for myself, including 
being able to marry legally and in the sight of the church ...” 
 

 The idea of God’s transformative work in the world – the in-breaking Kingdom of God – 
is not an invention of the Emerging church. It energized the early holiness movement around 
social ministries of compassion and justice, including the place of women and the problem of 
slavery. The holiness folks believed the transforming power of God was sweeping into the world 
and would transform it through God’s people. Women were first ordained in ministry in the 
holiness movement and affirmation of women clergy has been a commitment of the Church of 
the Nazarene since its inception.  A vision of God’s intended transformative that moves far 
beyond individual spiritual experience has deep roots in our tradition and, I would contend, in 
the classic Christian tradition. 

His Kingdom Now philosophy is unbiblical.  Mike Oppenheimer of Let Us Reason Ministries 
has commented on that, and says it well here: 
“Campolo's most obvious base for errors is The “Kingdom Now” theology he upholds and many 
charismatics hold to. According to his thinking, Campolo places the Bible promises for a future 
earthly kingdom right now in this world. Campolo challenges Christians to go into the world and 
to transform society. While this may come from the result of a changed life, to change the 
surroundings of where one works is not the mandate for Christians. “The kingdom of God is 
Party” is the title of one of his books and a theme in many of his messages. Campolo refers to the 
Old Testament Jewish festivals and wrongly applies them to our time, espousing kingdom now 
dominionsim. 

Campolo writes about the “Noosphere” in his book How to Rescue the Earth. This Noosphere 
was believed to result in the formation of a global network of thought, a collective consciousness 
on the planet. John Mabry in Creation Spirituality magazine recently stated it this way: 
“Chardin’s universe is one of continuous and interwoven evolutionary threads, incorporating 
plants, animals, the planet, the cosmos, and most peculiar to him, not merely the physical and 
mental evolution of humankind, but our spiritual ascent as well” (Tony Campolo, How to Rescue 
the Earth Without Worshiping Nature p. 85, 94 (Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1992). 

Campolo in his book Its Friday but Sundays Coming writes the reason Jesus saved us. Some of it 
is correct some is not: “When Jesus saved us, He saved us for a high and holy purpose. He saved 
us in order that He might use us to meet the needs of others. He saved us in order that He might 
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begin to transform His world into the kind of world that He willed for it to be when He created it. 
… When Jesus saved us, He saved us to be agents of a great revolution, the end of which will 
come when the kingdoms of this world will become the Kingdom of our God”(Tony Campolo, Its 
Friday but Sundays Coming, p.106) 

We can never bring the world back to the way it was made, only Christ at his second coming can 
do this. We are not change agents in society but ambassadors, priests who bring the gospel to 
people and reconcile them with God. This may have them change the things they are 
participating in at work, politics or home because of this spiritual change in their life but our 
mandate, our commission is the Gospel. (stated in Mt.28:19-20, Mk.16:15; Lk.24:47) Campolo is 
definitely adhering to a dominionist mandate where the kingdoms of the world are changed and 
christianized to be in God’s possession.” 

 Tony Campolo may, in fact, be a poor Baptist. I’ll let the Baptist’s determine that on their 
own. But we should not allow our conversation to be co-opted by another tradition. We are not 
trying to be Fundamental Baptists. We’re trying to be faithful Nazarenes. And those are two 
different projects. 
 
- First and foremost, ought we not to be faithful Christians, above being a Nazarene?  I’m 
making the point that we need to look at our “Nazarene” theology through the light of 
scripture, and correct it if necessary.  What most comes to mind is our badly worded 
statement on inerrancy (“only in matters of salvation”).  I have already written to the 
Generals about that problem, as have many others.   
 
 
Evaluation 
 

Tony Campolo has always been a controversial voice. His role is provocative, not 
normative. He is not (should not be seen to be) offering a balanced vision of the Christian faith.  
 

- Then why in the world is he being invited to speak? 
 
He is trying to “press the margins.” He says things that are excessive. He advocates ideas and 
perspectives that are extreme. If we simply adopt them, they will be destructive to us. 
 

- Again, why in the world is he being invited to speak?  You would risk our students 
who may possibly adopt his heretical, destructive views?  For what reason?  Because he is 
dynamic, or tells great stories or jokes?  Or because he fires up students into helping the 
poor?  This is very irresponsible if you or anyone else is aware that his views can be 
destructive.  What is the value of just one soul that might be deceived by his teachings? 
 
If, however, they prod our thinking and challenge our comfortable patterns of living, they may 
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help us to move in some directions we wouldn’t normally move – even if they are right. He is an 
activist by disposition.  
 Tony Campolo has also always been incautious about his language and the positions he 
enthusiastically advocates. He is not always careful to get the theology accurate or balanced. He 
finds that work tedious and restraining. 
 
- Then he is in the wrong vocation.  He needs to stop doing what he is doing immediately.  
And I have read his own words that says that he admits that himself, that he goes beyond 
what is considered orthodox.  He condemns himself with his words. 
 
He welcomes the affirmation of voices that encourage him – and largely ignores the voices of 
those who don’t. It is good to remember that he is a sociologist by training.  
 
- Then perhaps he is not well qualified to speak to students about things spiritual?  And 
certainly, any false teacher will ignore the voices that don’t encourage him.  Why should he 
listen to those who are pointing out his falsehoods? 
 
 But Campolo does what few can do. He stirs the pot. He shakes the foundations. He calls 
for reconsideration of the comfortable and offers the possibility of the extraordinary. He’s like a 
strong spice. A little bit goes a long way to flavorfully seasoning the dish. But if you swallow too 
much, it may undo the good already done. 
 
- Then why in the world is he being invited to speak?  If you acknowledge that someone 
may swallow too much of what he teaches, and it will undo the good done, is that not a 
dangerous place to be for our students?  Would you gamble with the spiritual health of our 
students? 
 
 Campolo is sometimes problematic, but also catalytic. His thought is not without some 
significant problems. 
- Clearly!  Then why in the world was he invited to speak? 
 
 But he also prompts some valuable Kingdom reconsideration. He is not always our friend, but 
he is surely not the enemy. 
 
- Dr. Leth, he may not be the enemy, but… he is being used by the enemy to deceive a lot of 
students, and a whole lot of adults as well.  He is a false teacher.  Why do you not see that?  Why 
do not any of you leaders at ONU see that?  Or at ENC? Or at any of the other Nazarene schools 
that have invited him, as well as Brian McLaren, and Rob Bell, and Jay McDaniel, and Tony 
Jones, and Richard Foster, and Leonard Sweet.  And then we have Tom Oord who promotes the 
heresy that God cannot know the future.  You see, we have our own Nazarene false teachers as 
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well, and he is one of them for sure.  And they are destroying, or attempting to destroy, the fabric 
of good and sound Nazarene theology.  Why are you all so blind to this? 
 
CONCLUSION: 
It is difficult to write words, as opposed to a personal conversation, which is sometimes better.  I 
do not mean to sound like I am mean and harsh in my conclusions.   
But we are commanded in scripture to “mark and avoid” false teachers.  It is clear Tony 
Campolo is a false teacher.  God has revealed that fact to me and many others who have written 
your school and other schools, and we do not need to continue in dialogue about this, as if God is 
going to suddenly reveal to me that He was mistaken in showing me the truth the first time.  I 
know it to be a fact not through some mystical experience, or some revelation that appeared to 
me while meditating.  I know it through knowing God’s inerrant word, and comparing the 
teachings and beliefs of Tony Campolo to Holy Scripture’s teachings.  And I found that they do 
not match up, therefore, one is a liar, and the other is truthful.  I have provided mountains of 
evidence, including additional evidence here, in his own words mostly, and if that does not help 
you see, then we must pray and wait upon God’s Holy Spirit to open the eyes of the leadership at 
ONU.  But until then, it looks like we will have to continue exposing these terrible decisions to 
as many Nazarenes and other Christians as possible, in order to protect them. 
 
I would urge you to prayerfully consider what I have said here.  I commend you for stating your 
positions on Tony Campolo, and I would not be surprised that it reflects the position of any other 
Nazarene academic who has welcomed him on to their school’s campus and into the chapels to 
speak.  I am afraid that what you are doing is protecting a false teacher, and the only question left 
is: are you yourself a false teacher, or just simply tolerating a false teacher?  It’s either one or the 
other.  Whatever the answer is, that is most dangerous ground to be in, and I’m afraid that you 
and many of your colleagues throughout all our universities are in the same position you are in. 
 
That’s all many of us are asking for, answers that will at least give us the option of deciding what 
is best for our children, what is best for the Church of the Nazarene, and to voice our acceptance 
or rejection of the reasons for allowing speakers such as Tony Campolo onto the campus to 
speak to our youth.  We deserve to know where people stand on this, and I appreciate you letting 
us know; other schools and individuals have refused to give clear answers. 
 
I will urge all concerned Nazarenes to continue being vigilant, to continue watching and asking 
questions, to continue being militant in our defense of the gospel.  We believe that to defend the 
faith, we must give no quarter, we cannot allow a few wolves here and there to slip in to the 
sheep pen, even if 99 out of 100 speakers are solid and doctrinally sound.  One of out 100 is one 
too many to allow in, where they can do untold harm to our children, perhaps your very own 
someday.  Therefore, I will also urge parents to strongly consider not sending any money to 
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support ONU or any other Nazarene university unless that school clearly and publicly rejects the 
false teachings that are coming into our denomination. 
 
Yes, I should not necessarily judge ONU for just one speaker.  Let me point out that Tony Jones 
was a speaker at Olivet in 2007.  This is another false teacher who denies the doctrine of original 
sin, and who believes (in his words) that practicing homosexuals can be considered Christians in 
good standing with the Lord .  See this link here: 
 
http://apprising.org/2011/08/10/tony-jones-argues-for-open-marriage-and-polyamory/ 
 
Can you tell me what was good about having him speak to your students then?  It seems to me 
that these are indications that Olivet is embracing the emergent church movement with no 
problem, because I cannot believe that no one at Olivet knew of the ideology of Tony Jones as 
well. 
 
If the facts and evidence clearly has shown you that Dr. Campolo is a false teacher, a wolf to be 
avoided, and you or any other leader at ONU continue defending him, then that is inexcusable.  
One too many is enough, when you have been given the knowledge of who this man is, and you 
cannot see what he is promoting is as I have said before, doctrines of demons. 
 
May God protect the students at your school from any further deception from these wolves. 
 
Sincerely in Christ, 
 
Manny Silva 


