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LOST KEYS? 

A 
USUAL FEATURE in any "lost and found" is an 
assortment of keys. Such important things ought not 

be mislaid and so one by one they are retrieved by their 
owners. But there are some keys which in the minds of some 
church members are as good as lost and today there is 
precious little searching for them. 

Even churches of the Reformed tradition which have al
ways held that the marks of the true church are the lively 
preaching of the Word, the proper administration of the 
sacraments and the faithful exercise of Christian discipline, 
act as if the "Keys of the Kingdom" are either lost or mis
laid. The name Reformed is important to them but the tenets 
of the faith have become ornamental. The keys which are 
so valuable and important to the church of Jesus Chri st are 
become for some impractical. 

Is it any secret that the preaching of the Word is no 
longer held in high esteem? There was a day when the faith
ful would gather to hear Cod's Word in all its fulness. How 
much time was spent in Cod's house on the Sahbath was not 
important. For descendants of these faithfu l ones this seems 
no longer to be the case. There is a constant attempt to cut 
down on the Word. There is the introduction of a ritualism 
or a "ministry of music" which devises musical services in 
place of the preaching because "the people like them"; there 
is the concern evidenced that a service longer than sixty 
minutes "on the head" is unnecessary. Further, we Snd that 
in place of an exposition of the Word of Cod, there is a one· 
sided emphasis on social justice and an extra-biblical love. 

This may sound like an indictment of every congregation 
but such is not true. Many pulpits still faithfully bring the 
message of Cod's Gospel promise. However, even among 
these there is an occasional forgetfulness of the other "key": 
discipline. 

Perhaps the reason for this is that the idea of discipline 
has fallen into disrepute today. Piously, the attitude that 
"Cod will take care of his church" is taken as a satisfactory 
suhstitute for the exercise of discipline commanded in the 
Word. To exercise it is to be "unkind," we are told. A key 
is lost I 

Do we wonder why there are signs of weakness in the 
Church today? Maybe the whole body is affected because 
one key or the other - or both - is not used. Christians ought 

to believe the whole 'Vord. We simply cannot use a scissors 
to remove the sections of Scripture that do not make us 
happy. Had we better go back to the "lost and found" to re
trieve the Keys of the Kingdom? 

JEROME JUL1EN 

A GOLDEN ANNIVERSARY 

FEBRUARY 26 marked the golden anniversary of The 
Banner. For fifty years this official publication of the 

Christian Reformed Church has been publishing the truth 
of the Word of Cod according to the principles of Calvinism. 
Back in 1915 the editor, Dr. Henry Beets, wrote that Calvin
ism "is the purest, most comprehensive conception of the 
great, vital truths of the infallible Word of Cod, before 
which we bow reverently and beJievingly." These words are 
quoted from a recent issue of 1'lIe Batmer in which mention 
is made of the celebration of this anniversary. 

When we sec the great e).."pansion of the c1mrch during 
the past fifty years, and the continued growth that by the 
grace of Cod we hope to see, we wonder whether our funda
mental belief in Cod's Word and love for Calvinism wiD also 
grow. Will we still be able to subscribe to Dr. Beets' state
ment of the basis for our belief? Many factors will determine 
the answer to this question, but certainly one of them is the 
official publication of our denomination. If the caliber of writ· 
ing that has been characteristic of the last fifty years is indic
ative of the future, the Christian Reformed Church can look 
forward to continued love for Calvinism, and especially con
tinued faith in the infallible Word of God. 

HENRY VANDEN HEVVEL 

AN UNPAID BALANCE 

PROFESSOR HAnOLD DEKKER ( Chair of Missions, 
Calvin Seminary) has set forth, and strenuously sought 

to maintain, the proposition that Cod loves all men with 
what is qualitatively the same love. Clearly the burden of 
proof is rus. Jf he does not adequately establish his thesis, 
he cannot expect it to be acceptable to those who would deal 
seriously with the Scriptures. 

Very rightly he has urged tllat the discussion be based on 
"the Bible givens·'. But now we would ask, in all kindness, 
whether he has duly done this. Should he not have done. 
and should he not still do, much more for us with "the Bible 
givens"? Is there not in his consideration of the subject an 
unpaid balance? 

Romans 9: 13 seems in point: "Jacob I loved, but Esau I 
ha ted". Dekker reminds us that this is a quotation from 
Malachi 1:3 "where it bas a speci.6c historical setting". StilI 
here it stands in the context of the deSnitely personal "pur
pose of Cod according to election". When the professor adds 
"It does not refer to an absolute distinction" he evidently 
concedes that there is some distinction. When we consider 
its implications, what an awesome contrast is here! How can 
this be if qualitatively the same love of Cod is shown here 
toward Jacob and Esau? 

Another group of texts also asks for c1ad.6cation. n Timo· 
thy 2:19 tells us "The Lord knoweth them that are his: ..." 
wh ile Romans 8:29 says "For whom he foreknew, he also 
fore-ordained ...." Meanwhile Matthew 7;23 affinns that the 
Lord will say to some "J never knew you". What a destiny-

http:speci.6c


deciding difference! Can this be hannonized with the view 
that God's love toward these different classes is qualitatively 
the same? 

Then 11 Timothy 1:9 tells us that Cod saved us "accord
ing to his own purpose and gmce, which was given us in 
Christ Jesus before times eternal." Here is grace, or love, 
which has an everlasting quality! From eternity to eternity ! 
Can the esteemed professor show from "the Bible givens" 
that whatever love of Cod goes out to those who are fol'
ever lost is qualitatively the same love? 

Very signi6cantJy he insists that "the difference between 
common grace and special grace, between common love and 
special love, is not in the respective quality or essence of 
these, but rather in the effect produced" (Reformed Journal, 
Feb., 1963, p. 15 ). But both the Bible and the Canons of 
Dart show clearly that the solemn differences "in the effect 
produced'" are precisely due to the differences in God's 
sovereign electing love. 

In the Canons, II, Art. 7 we confess that the heirs of 
salvation "are indebted for this benefit solely to the grace of 
Cod given them in Christ from everlasting , while 11, Art. 9 
shows the purpose of our salvation as "proceeding from ever
lasting love toward the elect". 

Dekker himself wrote (Reformed JourTUlI, Dec., 1962, 
p. 7 ). 'When it comes to tJle effi cacy of the atonement 
there can be no doubt that its existential limitation is to be 
explained ultimately in terms of the sovereign disposition of 
divine grace". Threading our way through this somewhat 
heavy wordage we get the meaning that the reason for one's 
salvation is God's sovereign, saving love. Then the "result 
produced" roots in the kind of love that sought and saved 
liS. There's the basic difference! 

May we not look for more convincing explanation and 
harmonization here? 

Professor Dekker tries to explain his thesis by distinguish
ing between love as "redeeming'" and "redemptive". The use 
of such similar words can easily lead to confusion. Yet this 
much is clear: a definite difference in love is conceded. We 
respectfully urge the writer to make clear just what is the 
difference between the difference in love which he admits 
and the "qualitative" difference in love which he denies. 

He has decried a "double-track theology" which "sacri
Gces Biblical realism to logical structure" ( Reformed Journal, 
Dec. 1962, p. 6 ). Yet has he not, himself, leaned over
much on logical structure? He exclaims: "God's love is love. 
It cannot be something else. A qualitative disjunction 
behveen different kinds of divine love is a sheer contradic
tion in tenns. This idea, it seems to me, drives a wedge into 
the very nature of God. Can non-redemptive love offer re
demption? Is this not sheer anomaly?" And much morel 

Is it not imperative that our conclusions rest on "the 
Bible givens" rather than on such reasoning? 

Dekker himself asks: "But is there anything that we 
really can explain about the love of God?" Our human 
analyses and analogies have their place but are so limited! 
On the basis of his own statements we would now ask 
whether anyone has the competence to insist that there can 
be no qualitative difference between that wonderful divine 
love which gives eternal salvation to some and that which 
leaves others unsaved, though giving them certain blessings? 

Surely, God's love to the world is a mighty stream! But 
Calvin has reminded us that "this forms no reason whatso
ever why God should not confine His especial or peculiar 
love to a few" whom he has chosen. 

The thesis that this "especial" !ove of God for the saved is 
qualitatively the same love he shows to aU men needs, it 
seems to me, further proof from "the Bible givens." 

CoRNEAL HOLTROP 

:REfLECTIONS ON GALATIANS S:13a 

OUR CALL TO FREEDOM 


IN A TIME OF CRISIS 

by AUGUST J. DE BERDT 

'STfiUCGLE IS ONE of the chief characteristics of the Paul's letter to the Calatians affords a dramatic picture of 
. church in all ages. This is not so much the struggle for the early church's struggle against the Jewish leaven of justi
survival, since we have the promise, "La, I am with you fication by the works of the law. 
always, even unto the end of the world [ages}" (Matt. 28:20). Again and again this leaven entered the life of the Chris
It is rather the struggle for purity of doctrine and life within tian communities and paralyzed it. Was not its result a kind 
the church. of dualism, a Janus-like mentality, a looking in two direc



nons? Was it not the d ualism of and. . and instead of 
either . . . or, the dualism of Christ and the law rather than 
that of either the law or the "skandalon" of the cross? 

Paul must face this situation in the church of Galatia. 
Here is confusion, a broken unity, unrest. In such a struggle 
we would be greatly tempted to use the power of law and 
proscription, the power of 1'hou shalt not" in order to clear 
up a confused situation. But Paul has a stronger weapon. He 
simply says to the Galatians, "For you were called to free
dom, brethren." 

Freedom: A Confusing Word 
What a wonderful word is that li ttle word : freedom. 

During the War of Independence both the Taunton flag of 
1774 and the Fort Moultrie flag of 1776 carried the great 
word Liberty. The slogan of the war was "life, liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness." In our day the slogan of the 
country is liberty, independence, self-government. Even 
Com munism parades under the flag of freedom. Liberate man 
from the capitalism of the potentates, and happiness is 
assured! 

That is true not only in the big world of the nations; it is 
also true in the smaller world of our daily lives. What is the 
main theme of the movie series which are watched night 
after night on the TV screen, such series as the Defenders, 
the Reporter, the Man from UNCLE? It is once again free
dom. No wonder these movies are watched with so much 
interest. Here the heart of man finds its echo, a response to 
the reality behind that seemingly small word freedom. 

Freedom has led men to deny God. Philosophers like 
Jean Paul Sartre have organized their atheistic philosophy 
on the basis of the statement, I am free! And isn't this the 
same excuse we meet so often in our evangelistic endeavors: 
I am myself; I don't need any God? 

When we analyze the reason why some church members 
veer off into sectarianism or repudiate all authority within 
the church or insist on living according to the winds of their 
own religiosity or their own kind of "private" church life, 
aren't we again confronted with the same thought-patterns : 
I am myself; I go my own way; I want to be free? 

What is the reason for juvenile delinquency, for th e re
bellion of studen ts against teachers and of employees against 
employers, and for the "pleasure" of defying a police pro
scription? Isn't it always the same: I am free, and I want to 
show my freedom? 

Freedom is a word with a hundred meanings, perhaps the 
most <XJnfusing word in man's vocabulary. It can lead to both 
the highest form of religiosity and the most complete denial 
of God. I t can produce a refined morality and a brutalized 
immorality. It can lead to happiness but also into the dark
ness of egoism, of selfishness. 

Freedom Is Obedience 
Paul ( and his situation did not d iffer so much from ours) 

uses that speci6c word, that <XJnfusing word, that word with 
a hundred meanings, in order to clear up the confused situa
tion in Galatia, "You were called unto freedom, brethren." 
Yet Paul does not speak about freedom abstractly as we so 
often do. Paul qualifies that word with another which gives 
us the meaning of true freedom. Paul says, "You were called 
to freedom." This means that we are free because God, the 

sovereign and independent God, wants liS to be free. That 
means that we cannot understand our freedom apart from 
our understanding of God. That we cannot understand how 
to live in our freedom apart from understanding what God 
wants us to do. 

Here we have already eliminated every freedom which 
wants nothing to do with God; every freedom in which God 
is not the center, the focal paint; every freedom which i .. not 
a call from God. 

T he freedom to live without God is no freedom. Freedom 
to do what I want, to sin as I please, is not freedom at all but 
slavery. There is no freedom apart from God. Freedom is 

Each week-day morning the faculty and stu
dents of CalVin Theological Seminary gather fo r 
chapel. Nor long ago devotions were led by Mr. 
August J. de Berdt, who presented this message and 
kindly p"epared it for publication in these columns. 

Mr. de Berdt was for some years a Roman Cath
olic priest serving in Vienna, Austria. By strange 
tcoys God led him into the full light of salvation 
through ollr Lord Jesus Christ. 1·l e is now preparing 
f01' the Christian Reformed ministry. Some of our 
1'eaders will remember his brother, tlle Rev. Michael 
de Berdt, also once a Roman Catholic priest and 
now serving with the Christian Reformed mission
ary force in Japan. 

basically of one kind - it is obedience to the call of God who 
is the God who seeks to make us free . In such obedience to 
God, who has revealed himself in Jesus Christ, the church 
of Galatia will be free, free from the law. This means simply 
that in the way of salvation which is the way of sanctifi cation 
and of happiness and of the self-realization of man God has 
taken the initiative. God has the reins in his hand , and thus 
we are free from all things that could mislead us. This means 
also that God gives us the power and strength to be free, 
free from sin, and thus the strength to love. "If you are led by 
the Spirit, you are not under the law." (GaL 5:18) 

Paul explains all this by giving a catalogue of what it 
means to live accord ing to the flesh. The works of the flesh 
are: immorality, impurity, licentiousness, idolatry, ctc. Those 
that do these things are not free. They arc captives of the 
law of sin, sold under the law of sin. ( Rom. 7:23) But the 
frui t of the Spirit is d iHerent. The fruit of the Jives of those 
who live in obedience to God, that is, according to the revela
tion of Jesus Christ and thus in the power or by the breath of 
the Spirit, is: love, joy, peace, patience, etc. 

Stephen Andres, a Gennan author, has written a book 
entitled The Knife of Mercy. In it he says also the following: 
"Take your heavenly share-certi6cate, f mean, your freedom ;. 
it is your possession. But remember one thing; the capital 
that is behind it, which is yourself! It is by the calling of 
God that you possess what you possess and that you are 



what you are. This is indeed a weighty check-book. I wonder 
to whom you will be writing out your checks. where you will 
distribute piece after piece of freedom. Remember but one 
thing: the final check must be made payable to Lovel" 

We would say: All checks are to be made payable to 
Love. That is true obedience to God. For that is the only 
bank-account which carries the sign of freedom. 

No Contradiction 
Who in the world could ever imagine that freedom and 

obedience are not contradictories? Yet this reality has been 
revealed to us. So long as that big "' " stands in the center 
of our freedom, there is no freedom. 

Is it not wonderful that amid the great confus ion. the 
crisis of our time. we may go back to the fifth chapter of 
Galatians? Is it not wonderful to find here the solution (0 

anarchy, to criticism of the church, to the many modern 
trends which are in the church? The solution lies in the little 
word freedom. There are so many problems in our time. We 
are confronted with the darkness of our own hearts, with the 
blind alley of philosophical theology, with the roulette-wheel 
of relativism, with the dark in8uences of a modem techn ical 
age. Confusion is everywhere! 

But when we see the true relationship between obedience 
and freedom . as Cod reveals it to us, there is a solution. And 
tlus solution creates peace in our hearts. even though many 
of the problems remain unsolved. 

Obedience is not the naive surrender of a "pure and 
simple soul" to a creed or book, to a grea t theologian or 
powerful churchman or good church custom or that "which 
has always been tradition." The great Homan Catholic 
theologian, Karl Rahner, once said, "Sometimes you must 
have the courage to be disobedient in order to become 
obedient." I don't mean to imply that we need not listen 
to the authority of the church, to great leaders in the 
church, to the tradition of our church. But the center of 
our obedience and our freedom is God, God precisely as he 
has revealed himself to us and still reveals himself in the 
actual life of the church today. And the leading hand is 
the Spirit. not what we call spirit but what is Spirit. And 
Spirit is faithfulness to the will of Cod as revealed in his 
Word. 

If there was one thing which Calvin achieved in the 
difficult time of the Reformation, it is this: the pointing 
of his finger to the sovereign God as the focal point of all 
of life, of all of history. Only in this specific turning unto 
Cod do obedience and freedom become one, instead of a 
-contradiction. 

A Thrill 	for the Heart 
Is there not a place for a thrill in our hearts because 

of our freedom in God? To be Sl1l'e there is. But this thrill 
is much more than a momentary impulse of the heart. The 
joy of being free is more than an artificial flower, more 
than some Christmas decoration which adorns a downtown 
street. All of life becomes joy. If there is no such joy, then 
perhaps you aren't a Christian at all. But a thrill can also 
be a lie. A thrill can be made something like whipped· 
c ream. A thrill can be a mask. 

Here some questions arise. Is not our situation as Chris
tians on 	earth always bound up with our sinfulness? Are 

not we as Christians always reminded that we are sold 
under sin, that sin still has a place which it occupies in 
our lives? Is not this the reason why we need every Sunday 
morning the reminder of Sinai's law? Is it not possible that 
although we live in the great promise of Cod, we never
theless walk in a valley of darkness with Psalm 130 upon 
our lips? 

Yet joy in our hearts, because we are free in the calling 
of Cod, can thrill us. Philippians 3 aod 4 witnesses t9 this. 
But such joy is rooted in a deep, faithful assurance that we 
are called by God even though called within the hwnan 
condition which has prevailed ever since Adam's fall. 

When we realize this high calling to freedom and thus 
live in the Spirit, with eyes directed to Cod and feeL 
planted on this earth, then we will march through the 
history of today - struggling, falling, standing up again, 
always marching with tile MStlranCe of final mctory because 
God called tiS. Then, also, our lives will not be led into 
the slavery of legalism. And, frankly, are we all not in 
danger of slipping back into this attitude in which the law 
is directed to man instead of to God? Look aL our Sundays, 
our well-organized but often empty Christian life, our 
theological patterns, our devotional patterns which we have 
made absolute. Indeed, one need not be a Jew to become 
a slave of the law. One need not be a monk to become a 
slave of codified religiosity. 

We are called unto freedom. Tllis freedom is obedience 
in God. Tllis freedom is the joy of our heart. This freedom 
is the challenge of a witnessing Christianity. Tllis freedom 
is the life of the church led by the Spirit. This freedom 
is the rock on which we rest in the storm of a time which 
we call the time of crisis. 
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CREATION AND MODERN 

COSMOGONY 

DOES SCIENCE CONTRADICT 


THE SCRI PTURES? 

by DAVIS A. YOUNG 

I T SHOULD BE a matter of grave concern to Refonned 
believers that the doctrines and ideas of non-Christian 

theoretical thought seek to challenge the authority of the 
Bible at all pOints. Our covenant children are particularly 
vulnerable to these challenges, for anti-Christian thought is 
continually presented in colleges and universities in all fields 
of study. Because of continual exposure to false doctrines 
throughout college days, the faith of young Christians in the 
Savior is often greatly marred if not entirely destroyed. Of 
particularly powerful in8uence in turning young believers 
away from belief in the full inspiration and authority of the 
Scriptures is the cosmogonic picture of modem science, i.e., 
the current ideas concerning the origin of the universe. 

What can be done about this situation in order that Chris
tian college students may be prepared to meet the attacks 
against Christianity in the name of science? A greater under
standing of modern science, but particularly of the Bible, is 
of paramount importance. Now, of course, we cannot all be
come scientists and acquire a thorough understanding of the 
theory of relativity or of quantum mechanics, but we can 
acquire an understanding of the basic philosophical princi
ples underlying modern science. And, above all, we can seek 
to interpret theSe principles in the light of Scripture. 

First we shall listen to the metaphysical conclusions of 
some modern scientists in the light of present knowledge of 
the universe. We shall then briefly describe the current 
theories of cosmogony. In conclusion we shall discuss the 
basic principles of modem science and examine them in the 
light of God's Word. 

Modern Scientists Speak 

If one reads some of the books written by scientists dur
ing the past forty years on the relationship between science, 
philosophy, and religion, he concludes that the authors vary 
considerably in their attitudes toward Christianity. Some men 
seem indiHerent to Christianity. Some are unfavorable toward 
it. Still others are openly hostile. Although several of these 
scientists may, in the final analysis, bow before some "God" 
or Supreme Being, they never find the God of Christianity 
from an examination of the facts of science. In no case does 

any avowedly non-Christian scientist come to the conclusion 
that science proves the truth of Scripture. 

In 1930, the famous British astrophysicist and mathema
tician Sir James Jeans published his popular book The Mys
terious Universe. He summarized the then current knowl
edge of the structure of the universe. In a final chapter 
appropriately entitled "Into the Deep Waters," he drew 
metaphysical conclusions based on the physical data. We 
might perhaps be encouraged by some of the things he said. 
"As we trace the stream of time backwards, we encounter 
many indications that, after a long enough journey, we must 
come to its source, a time before which the present universe 
did not exist."l And again, "Modern Scientific theory compels 
us to think of the creator as working outside time and space, 
which are part of his creation, just as the artist is outside his 
canvas."2 Indeed, this seems to be encouraging! Is not tllis 
really the Refonned doctrine of creation? Has not Jeans 
shown that science proves the existence of our sovereign, 
omnipotent Creator who created heaven and earth, depend
ent upon Him yet distim.1: from Him, at a definite absolute 
beginning? To all appearances this is true. But let us listen 
further to Jeans. "... the universe can be best pictured, 
although still very imperfectly and inadequately, as consist
ing of pure thought, the thought of what, for want of a wider 
word, we must describe as a mathematical thinker."3 Again, 
"We discover that the universe shows evidence of a design
ing or controlling power that has something in common with 
our own individual minds - not, so far as we have discovered> 
emotion, morality, or aestlletic appreciation, but the tend
ency to think in the way which, for want of a better word, 
we describe as mathematical."4 Such a "creator" cannot be 
considered. to be the God of the Bible, for Jeans reduced his 
"God" to an impersonal, nonmoral, characterless, universaJ 
Mind thinking abstract mathematical thought. 

In reality Jeans not only did not find our God, but he 
virtually denied the possibility of the existence of a God who 
can reveal Himself authoritatively to His creatures in creation 
and particularly in Scripture when he said that 

" . . . our earth is so infinitesimal in comparison with 
the whole universe, we, the only thinking beings, so 
far as we know, in the whole of space, are to all appear



ances, so accidental, so far removed from the main 
scheme of the universe, that it is a priori all too probable 
that any meaning that the universe as a whole may 
have, would entirely transcend our terrestrial experi
ence, and so be totally unintelligible to us. In this event, 
we should have had no foothold from which to start 
OUf exploration of the true meaning of the universe."5 

For us the God of Scripture is that foothold, or final Author
ity, from which we may begin in our exploration of the mean
ing of the universe. Thus Jeans, in so many words, denied 
that the absolutely authoritative God of Scripture exists. 

Jeans certainly was not openly hostile to our God. He did 
not even mention the Bible. More antagonistic to Chris
tianity, however, is Fred Hoyle, a leading astronomer at Cam
bridge University. Although Hoyle prefers to remain silent 
on the question of the existence of Coo, it is evident that he 
rejects the Cod of Scripture by his rejection of the Scripture. 

"And now I should like to give some consideration to 
contemporary religious beliefs. TIlere is a good deal of 
cosmology in the Bible. My impression of it is that it 
is a remarkable conception, considering the time when 
it was written. But I think it can hardly be denied that 
the cosmology of the ancient Hebrews is only the merest 
daub compared with the sweeping grandeur of the pic
ture revealed by modern science. TIllS leads me to ask 
the question: is it in any way reasonable to suppose 
that it was given to the Hebrews to understand mys
teries far deeper than anything we can comprehend, 
when it is quite clear that they were completely igno
rant of many matters that seem commonplace to us? No, 
it seems to me that religion is but a desperate attempt 
to find an escape from the truly dreadful situation in 
which we find ourselves. Here we are in this wholly 
fantastic Universe with scarcely a clue as to whether 
our existence bas any real significance. No wonder then 
that many people feel the need for some belief that 
gives them a sense of security, and no wonder that they 
become very angry with people like me who say that 
this security is illusory. But I do not like the situation 
any better than they do. The difference is that I cannot 
see how the smallest advantage is to be gained from 
deceiving myself. We are in rather the situation of a 
man in a desperate, difficult position on a steep moull
tain. A materialist is like a man who becomes crag-fast 
and keeps on shouting: 'I'm safe, I'm safe' because he 
doesn't fall off. The religious person is like a man who 
goes to the other extreme and rushes up the first route 
that shows the faintest hope of escape, and who is 
entirely reckless of the yawning precipices that lie below 
him."6 

Hoyle closed his book with an outright denial of the abso
lutely authoritative revelation of God in Scripture, and 
therefore a denial of the Cod of Scripture, by saying that 
"Perhaps the most majestic feature of our whole existence 
is that while our intelligences are powerful enough to pene
trate deeply into the evolution of this quite incredible Uni
verse, we still have not the smallest clue to our own fate."7 

The lnhabited Universe by Kenneth W. Catland and 
Derek D. Dempster is an example of open hostility to the 
one living and true Cod. "Christianity, at its most dogmatic, 
is unsatisfying to thinking people and cannot long sllrvive."s 
The Christian " ... is willing to accept anything that serves 
as a foothold , despite all reason, and is content to replace 
thought with a blind unreasoning faith. Hence the success 

of fundamentalists like Dr. Billy Craham whose 'Hell-fire' 
teachings (ironically, in the name of Jesus ) put fear in place 
of love."9 Rather, they ask us to believe in a great ethical 
teacher, Jesus, produced by the process of evolution: "Is it 
really any more fantastic, then, to think of Jesus and the 
other great figures of religious history as the products of 
natural processes."lO And they challenge the credibility of 
the nature of the Christian's Cod; " ... the idea of god who 
rewards good and punishes evil is primitive ... a homo
sexual, or even a murderer, may be guilty in the eyes of 
society but he can scarcely be guilty in the eyes of a just 
god."l1 And again, 

"In view of all that man has discovered it may seem 
incredible that many Christian people still regard every
thing the Bible has to say as literal truth from which 
nothing can be subtracted. To them, the StOlY of Adam 
and Eve is more credible than evolution; the Flood and 
Cod's despairing of mankind is more acceptable than 
the quality of mercy, and passive adherence to the 
written word is superior to the freedom of thought and 
experience. In fact, the Bible is so full of contradiction, 
particularly regarding the nature of Goo, that it is diffi
cult to understand how anyone can still regard it as an 
infallible document."12 

The authors indeed made sweeping assertions concerning 
the nature of Cod. In short they unwittingly claimed for 
themselves exhaustive knowledge of all reality by stating, in 
so many words, that the Cod of the Bible cannot possibly 
exist. Not only did they tell us what Cod cannot be, they 
told us what Cod is. 

"We might begin with an Infinite Consciousness. 
'We cannot begin to analyze such a condition, only to 
record the fact that something with these attributes 
must exist (if that term is valid) without contrast or 
comparison. It is a state of rest. We might call it 'the 
Donnant I"lind.' J n this state, there is neither reason 
nor unreason, harmony or discord, good or evil; such 
things can only be experienced by comparison, which is 
unique and absolute. In order to realize itself- to pro
g"ess-the All-embracing Consciousness must assume 
creative powers. It must create from within itself an
other complex. But what can be created which will 
pennit growth and evolution of the Whole? It is no use 
the Whole creating facets of itself - for these would be 
mere puppets which would dance but only at the call 
of the Master. What is required is something that, while 
remaining part of the Whole, wiU be capable of inde
perulent growth and expression, for only in this way 
can the Whole secure its own evolution. This might be 
called 'The Awakening.' Here in the 'material universe' 
is cast, and yet not rigidly in form as a sculptor would 
create his masterpiece, but in the subtle interplay of 
vibran t energies - the building together of a toms. It is 
much more a creation of thought than of structure, like 
thought-waves rippling towards an idea . There is no 
cataclysmic explosion that brings the universe into being 
in one searing instant but the subtle emergence of 
vibrant energies; 'and with the thought,' space and time 
come into existence."13 

Are we not greatly indebted to Calland and Dempster for 
enlightening liS to the fact that our Cod cannot possibly 
exist? But they did not stop there. We should be doubly 
grateful that they told liS what kind of a Cod we really 
ought to believe in. 



"The above quotations should give the reader some idea 
of bow modern scientists view the questions of the existence 
of God and of creation. In each case we find that creation 
according to science is not the creation of the Bible, and that 
any god of the scientist is certainly not the God of the Bible. 
Must the facts of science force us to the same conclusions? 
To answer this question we must briefly survey the facts and 
current hypotheses regarding the origin of the universe. 

Modern Theories of Cosmogony 

The basic theories of cosmogony of the current day are 
based on the concept of the expanding universe. Now the 
universe is composed of countless galaxies, such as our own 
Milky Way. These galaxies are gaseous, rotating, spherical 
masses or spiral disks composed of stars and interstellar dust 
and gas. The sun is simply one of the millions of stars situated 
within the Milky Way disk. Our galaxy and other galaxies 
are thought to be billions of miles in diameter and are 
located trillions of miles from each other. Several lines of 
evidence indicate to us that all the galaxies are rapidly 
receding from one another. In the words of George Gamow, 
prominent physicist at the University of Colorado, "The en
tire space of the universe, populated by billions of galaxies, 
is in a state of rapid expansion, with all its members flying 
away from one another at high speed."14 Gamow would liken 
the universe to a balloon and the galaxies to spots on the 
surface of the balloon. As the balloon expands, the spots re
cede from one another. 

It is Gamow who is the leading exponent of the evolu
tionary, or ''big bang", universe theory, one of the two major 
cosmogonical hypotheses now in vogue. Gamow reasons that, 
jf the universe is truly expanding, as we go back in time we 
would expect to Snd the galaxies closer together than they 
are now. If we go back far enough in time, all galaXies, and 
therefore all matter and energy in the universe, would be 
condensed into a relatively small area. This primordial uni
verse would be a vast sea of sub-atomic particles and radiant 
energy. According to Gamow's picture, about 6ve billions of 
years ago this material was so condensed that it built up 
enormous temperatures and pressures. Under these condi
tions the various chemical elements were formed by fusion 
of the sub-atomk: particles. Apparently the pressure and 
temperature became so great that the primordial universe 
exploded (the ''big bang"') and hurtled outward into space 
where it rapidly condensed into individual "islands" of gas 
to fonn the countless galaxies, composed of the stars and 
their planets. 

Now the Christian believer may he tempted to think 
that here is an instance where science has proved the veracity 
of the Genesis account of creation. Indeed do we not have 
here the absolute beginning with Camow's big explosion? No, 
we do not. Camow has said nothing concerning an absolute 
origin of the material which exploded to form our universe. 
On the contrary he assumes that the universe is eternal. The 
condensed state from which the present universe expanded 
was simply the result of an earlier collapse of a previous 
universe. "... the Big Squeeze which took place in the early 
history of our universe was the result of a collapse which 
took place at a still earlier era, and ... the present expansion 

is simply an 'elastic' rebound which started as soon as the 
maximum permissible squeezing density was reacbed."15 
This cosmogonicaI model " .. . suggests that from an infinitely 
thin state an eternity (italics mine) ago tbe universe con
tracted until it reached the maximrun density, from which it 
rebounded to an unlimited expansion which will go on 
indefinitely in the fUture."16 It is evident that such a theory 
rules out the creation of the universe by the God of the Bible. 
An eternal universe reduces Cod from the self-sufficient 
position which Scripture accords Him. God could at best be 
eternally co-existent with such a universe, and therefore could 
not sovereignly control it. 

The alternate cosmogonical hypothesis is that of the 
steady-state universe, or continuous creation, as advocated 
by Fred Hoyle in his easily readable hooks The Nature of the 
Universe and Frontiers of Astronomy. For Hoyle, the idea of 
an expanding universe indicates that the matter and energy 
in the universe are continually thinning out and that the 
universe is gradually running down. Eventually (billions of 

Only by carefully distingUishing the "facts" 
which science presents and tlte interpretation given 
to them on tlte basis of assumed presuppositions 
will the Christian student be able to face tlte prob
lems whiclt confront him in college courses with
out compromising his loyalty to the Ch"ist of the 
Scriptures. 

Davis A l'ollng, graduate of Princeton (1962) 
and awarded the MS degree in geology and min
eralogy by Penn State, addresses himself to this 
sub;ect of deep cOllcem to the Christian student, 
his parents and tlte believing church. Here the 
lines between Christian and lion-Christian thought 
are clelJl'ly drawn. 

years to go, of course ) we will have a dead universe on our 
hands. Hoyle does not like this notion of staticism, "if only 
because a static universe would be very dull."17 In order to 
keep the universe going for all eternity, he advances a 
dynamic theory - the continual appearance of hydrogen 
atoms in interstellar space. This background material, which 
would form at the rate of approximately one atom per 
thousand years in a space the size of the average physics 
laboratory, supposedly will form the galaxies of the future. 
With such new material being formed all the time, the uni
verse will be able to continue on into eternity. just as, 
according to Hoyle, it ha,> come out of an eternity (pp. 112
113 in Th e Nature of the Universe). 

How does Hoyle explain the continuous creation of new 
matter? Is it perhaps created by God? No indeedl "Where 
does the created matter come from? At one time created 
atoms do not exist, at a later time they do ... Matter that 
already exists causes new matter to appear."lS 



Such are the leading contemporary views of the universe. 
It would seem that our present knowledge of the universe 
would drive us away from the God of the Bible and from 
belief in an infallible, inerrant Bible. Are we intellectually 
compelled to depart from the faith once delivered to the 
saints? Must we face ultimate mystery and confess with 
Jeans that the universe is really meaningless for us? Are we 
really blindly believing in Jesus Christ despite all reason as 
Catland and Dempster have aecused us? 

Th e Basic Philosophical Principles 

To answer such questions we must tum to Scripture. 
There we find no attempt to prove Cod's existence. Scripture 
takes His existence for granted. It claims that, as sovereign 
Creator and providential Ruler, He must be the ultimate 
reference point in all human research and experience. He 
therefore is the starting point, the foothold for which Jeans 
sought, in scientific investigation as well as in religious ex
perience. It is only if we listen to His voice speaking in 
Scripture with absolute authority that wc can make real 
progress in scicnce. Such a viewpoint takes it for granted, of 
course, that the universe is God's creation as the Bible tells 
us. If we take Cod as our starting point, our investigation of 
the universe cannot but lead us to the conclusion that He is 
its Creator. "For the invisible things of him from the creation 
of the world are clearly seen, being understocxl by the things 
that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead" (Rom. 
} ,20). 

Now the modern scientist would argue that such reason
ing is circular, and therefore faulty. Indeed it is circular, but 
it is not faulty. The modem scientific method itself is circular. 
The scientist would not necessarily admit this. He would 
claim to be morc "objective". He would wish that the Chris
tian were more "objective", too. "If the God of the Bible really 
exists," he might say, "an unbiased examination of the facts 
of science should prove His existence beyond all question. 
But let us not make any metaphysical presuppositions stich 
as the Christian has done." 

While the Christian indeed presupposes the existence of 
his Cod on the basis of Scripture, the scientist supposedly 
-makes no sueh assumption. In claiming to be free of meta
:physical presuppositions, however, he really has made the 
asswnption that the reality he investigates is so constructed 
that it can be investigated by his "neutral" or "open-minded" 
method. But such an "open-minded" method assumes the 
existence of an "open" universe in whieh aU things are possi
ble, perhaps even Christianity. It is then the duty of the 
scientist to find out "objectively" what is actual in this limit
.less universal ocean of possibility. 

Christianity itself, however, tells tiS that reality is not 
constructed in such a way that we can study it free of meta
physical presuppositions, or "open-mindedly." It is not an 
"open" universe in which anything can happen. It is a crea
tion of God in which only that which He decrees is possible. 
AccordLng to Christianity reality and possibility are identical. 
How then can an "objective" scientist test the veracity of 
Christianity, when Christianity demands a scientific method 
involving a metaphysica1 presupposition, that of the existence 
of the self-sufficient One and of the universe as His creation? 

Indeed the non-Christian scientist will invariably come to the 
conclusion that supernatural Christianity is false. 

The non-Christian scientist's faulty method is a result 
of his faulty theOlogy. The Bible tells us that all men are 
sinners. They therefore hate God ( Rom. 1:30) and will not 
retain Him in their knowledge ( Rom. 1:28). They may 
claim to be "open-minded" toward God, but as sinners they 
are anything but that. Even the great scientist, despite his 
genius, hates God because he is a sinner. All men therefore 
are in rebellion against Him unless they have by grace been 
redeemed through faith in the Christ of the Bible. They are, 
in the words of Jesus, "for me or against me." We should 
therefore not be surprised or disturbed when scientists make 
their not infrequent anti-Christian pronouncements. If they 
are non-Christians, they have already started their investiga
tion of the universe against Christ. 

As a sinner, man worships himself rather than the 
Creator ( Rom. 1;25 ). He is willing to have any kind of God 
but the One who speaks in Scripture. He is willing to have 
only a Cod who did not create the universe out of nothing. 
who does not sovereignly rule over the universe and control 
whatsoever comes to pass, who does not hold men responsible 
for their actions, who does not have exhaustive knowledge of 
His creation, who does not speak with absolute authority, 
and who does not command us to bring into captivity every 
thought to the obedience of Christ. He does not want a God 
who is the ultimate point of reference for all human experi
ence. In short he does not want a self-sufficient God upon 
whom he is entirely dependent. He rather seeks to take God's 
place as sovereign, as sell-sufficient, as autonomous. He seeks 
to inter pret the universe without God's help. 

Consequently man the sin ner, having rejected the God of 
the Bible in all his activity. assumes that the universe is not 
His creation. The universe therefore has not been exhaus
tively inteq>reted by him. The universe is "just here some
how", and all facts therefore are brute facts , that is, wholly 
uninterpreted facts for whatever gods there may be as well 
as for man. No authoritative revelation is therefore possible. 
And in rejecting the authoritative revelation of Cod in Scrip
ture, man assumes that his mind is the ultimate judge of what 
is and what is not fact. In effect man becomes the ereator of 
facts and the giver of laws. He vittually becomes Cod. 

Is it any wonder that, j f man the sinner hates Cod and 
His Word, modern science, based on the pretended autonomy 
of the mind of man, does not think very highly of facts which 
speak of the supernatural revelation and intervention of God 
such as the virgin hirth, the resurrection of Christ, or the 
special creation of Adam and Eve? TIle heart of the matter 
is not that the facts of the Bible are intellectually unbeliev
able. It is that the herut of man is desperately Wicked. 
Despite his claims to "open-mindedness," he just docs not 
want to believe the Bible. The sinner as a hater of God does 
not want to be told that he is going to hell . He doe~ not want 
to be confronted with the claims of Cod. He cannot stand to 
be confronted with the holiness of his Creator, for this further 
reminds him of hi.s awful sinfulness. His whole life, whether 
consciously or subconsciously, is an attempt to suppress in 
unrighteousness the truth (Hom. L18) that is clearly re
vealed in nature and in his own conscience ( Hom. 2: 15 ). To 

(Continued on Page 24) 



Under Church Spires 

by PETER Y. DE JONG 

The moral and spiritual order that for many centuries pat
terned most of the western world has been fast breaking 
down. This process, indeed, has been going on for many 
generations. Today we are reaping a whirlwind which the 
wind of earlier questioning and rejecting of the true founda
tions of life had sown. It is to such a situation, and to men 
who are becoming increasingly aware of the seriousness of 
this situation, that Christ's church is called to speak. 

The challenge is plain enough. In dealing with it a few 
months ago in The Christian Vanguard, Louis Tamminga 

wrote, "The inner dynamic of God's 'Word can only be 
unleashed to the nation when it stems from serious com
munal reflection and discussion," 

Few would care to argue with this position. A church 
which speaks a confused language - and this seems to be 
so much the case - will only confuse still more those who 
listen. Only when the church has engaged herself in the 
holy task of seeking to understand what Cod is saying 
through his Word to our age and thereupon attempts to 
formulate what she believes does she deserve a hearing. 

Now Dr. Bernard Zylstra takes up the underlying issue. 
Is the Christian community as church able to so reflect and 
discuss today? 

In the January 1965 issue of the same periodical he 
begins his consideration of this question under the theme 
Reflections on the Church. His first article addresses itself 
to "a number of obstacles which hinder true reflection and 
discussion in the Christian church today." These ought not 
be taken lightly. 

Tracing the climate in which the church lives, he writes, 
"Tlllrdly, common reflection and response to the Gospel 
were hindered by the over-emphasis upon the institutional 
aspect of the chmch. The church is indeed an instihlte; it is 
a social community, with a certain structure, a hierarchy 
of office-bearers, pastors, and priests, synods and assemblies. 
But the churell is much more tllan that: it is the body of 
Christ, the redeemed, the order of new men and women 
sent out into the whole world, in all of life's dimensions, as 
the salt of the earth. The church as body of Christ is thus 
much broader than the church as an ecclesiastical institu
tion. The narrowing of the former to fit the shapes of the 
latter makes it nearly impossible to understand the full 
breadth and depth of the Word for the totality of human 
life. For then the body shrinks into a skeleton, into the dry 
bones of Ezekiel. 

"Finally, this very instihltionalizing of the church rus
anTIS the 'laity' as soldiers in Christ's army. . This had 
the effect that the lay-Christian was excluded from the 
dialogue with Cod's Word , since the clergy, both pastor 
and theologian, had to interpret the Word for the ordinary 
member of Christendom. The idea that some members of 
the church are specially equipped to reflect upon GOO's 
\Vord makes it hard even to understand it, and to listen to 
in the way the Word wants to be heard. .. 

As Reformed churches which theoretically have always 
affirmed the spiritual maturity of Christian believers and 
their competence to know what God says to them in his 
\Vord, we do well to engage in some serious self-examina
tion on this score. 

We may deplore the fact that many cl1Urch members 
are only moderately interested, if at all, in serious Bible 
study. But we must do more than this. Is it true that also 
among us the ministers and theologians have helped to 
create and sustain the thoroughly unbiblical notion that 
only "theologians by profession" really know what the Bible 
says and means? If we have, we are hard at work tearing 
down that which God intends and requires. We are taking 
the Bible away from the believing community. And when 
we do this, we need not be surprised that even within the· 
church we are no longer taken seriously. We have taken 



away that by which alone the Spirit feeds the life of the 
church. In doing this we will be lining ourselves up with 
the medieval hierarchy . . . with the Pharisees and the 
scribes in the days of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

TWO ROMAN CATHOLIC THEOLOGIANS 

ON MYTH . . . 

Protestants often naively assume that all Roman Catholic 
theologians must and do believe basically the same things. 
We find. therefore. rejoicing among evangelical Christians 
when they hear that within the Roman church there is 
serious Scripture study. What seems to be forgotten is that 
this church through these studies is compelled to face a 
growing disagreement and disunity. Despite all the doc
trinal pronouncements which have been issued and to which 
aU the clergy are supposed to give allegiance, Rome has its 
liberals and existentialists and denicrs of the fundamentals 
much like many of the Protestant churches. 

Evidence of this was again provided in a lively debate 
just before Christmas by two prominent Roman Catholic 
theologians in Chicago. Jt concerned the historical aspects 
of the Chrishnas story. A brief account is found in Christian 
Century, February 4, 1965. 

Fr. Francis L. Filas, chainnan of Loyola University's 
deparllnent of theology, "declared in n public address that 
Christians have overromanticized the account." He believes 
that the inn-keeper did not actually fail to provide lodging 
for Joseph and Mary. This "would be contrary to Oriental 
hospitality." Moreover, he considered Mary "unbelievably 
irresponsible" in undertaking the journey to Bethlehem. "So 
many myths and Jegends have clustered around the account, 
he sa id, that a more realistic view is called for." 

Objections were immediately presented by Fr. Casimir 
F . Kuszynski, chairman of the department of classiCOll 
studies at De Paul University. He urged that innkeepers 
always required payment in advance. Also, he suggested 
that news of the census reached Nazareth so late that the 
trip had to be taken forthwith. But whether he based his 
position on faith in the accuracy of the Biblical record is 
far from clear. Says the reporter, "He pointed out that the 
apostolic Fathers did not consider the events to be <myths: 
and besides, myths <always have a foundation in fact .' " 

A CHRISTIAN LOOKS AT POP ART .. . 

Today we are wi tnessing a new trend in modern art. 
Suddenly it has appeared on the scene, much to the be
wilderment of not only the common man but also the art 
critic. Here objects are painted with varying degrees of 
realism against abstract backgrounds or often those that are 
just plain white. Scattered across the canvas may be soup 
cans or comics interspersed with pin-ups or advertising or 
labels. 

Because art mirrors the temper of the times in which it 
is created, even the bana lities of this new fonn have some
thing to say to the believer. 

In Eternity ( February 1965) Dewitt W. Jayne, professor 
of art at Sacramento State College, comments on it as a 
l'caction to its predecessors. 

"The new vogue in painting seems to be completely 
opposed to its immediate predecessor, abstract expression
ism. Indeed, it may be in reaction to it. What this reaction 
involves, why it has suddenly appeared, and what its sig
nificance may be, is or concern to the critics. And it should 
be of more than passing interest to the evangelical." 

In abstract expressionism there seemed to be no cor
respondence to objective reality. It cut itself off from any 
meaningful relation to the world and fellow-men. Here the 
loneliness and anxiety which haunts mankind came into 
sharp focus. But in this way «the very act of painting be
came a profound experience in itself, and the resultant 
painting did become a revealing self-portrait in terms of 
personal anxiety." 

Presently the pendulum seems to be swinging complete
ly away from even the artist. It is not merely anonymous; 
in the words of Jayne it "is phenomenally nOll-human. The 
artist tells us nothing of himself or of his identity, and in 
turn requires no cerebration on the part of the beholder to 
interpret his message . . . What previously would have becn 
a statement on the part of the artist is non-statement. A 
non-revelation has become the content of painting." 

Here is the tragedy of man who givcs no place to the 
living God. First he seeks to understand something of the 
world around him, only to lose himself in techniques which 
smother any message. Thereupon he turns in upon himsell. 
But after a half century of experimenting he seemingly 
can't or won't say anything about himself. His life has be
come meaningless; his art is a haunting commentary on his 
emptiness. 

A PLACE TO WOnSH IP AND TO WEEP ... 

How 1)feciolls is Cethsemane to every Christian heart , 
A place to worsh ilJ, to adore, . . . and weep. 
In thought I stand w ith. tll ree d isciples Illere, 
And while the Savior 7Jrays he begs tiS vigil keep. 
How very close we stand, t ft e distance of a stone's throw, 
W e hear <strong crying (lnci the sound of tears; 
His suffering is not hid by darkened curtains, 
There we behold Ol/r Lord bowed low by death's deep 

fears. 

Saiootion wrought before Ollr eyes a few score feet away, 

And yet so far; Ollr hearts can never enter in 

That depth of sll ffering, oceDlUJ lie between; 

Bllt intimates alone have access to this suffering, 

At stone-throw's length we meet sin's mortal scene! 


E LSIE D. K UlZEMA 
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THE ECUMENICAL CHARACTER 


OF THE HEIDELBERG CATECHISM 


by FRED H. KLOOSTER 

I N THE LICHT of the current ecumenical popularity of 
t11C Heidelberg Catechism, it is instructive to observe 

that when it was first published Roman Catholics as well 
as Lutherans vigorously attacked it. That opposition con
tinued for a long time. 

Roman Catholic opposition to anything Protestant was 
understandable in the age of the Refonnation as well as in 
the period of the Counter-Refonnation. News of the de
cisions of the Council of Trent which concluded its eighteen
year history in 1563 may have been the occasion for the 
addition of the 80th question in the Se(.'Ond edition of the 
Heidelberg Catechism and its enlargement in the third 
edition which still appeared in 1563, the year of publica
tion. At any rate the reference to the Roman Catholic 
sacri£ce of the mass as "a cursed idolatry" was certainly 
calculated to demonstrate that this Catechism did not have 
the ecumenical aim of placating Rome. [n addition to this 
outspoken opposition to Roman doctrine, the entire Cate
chism and specific sections more clearly were in evident 
conflict with Homan Catholicism. Hence the violent op
position of Rome to this Catechism was no mystery. 

The Lutheran opposition must be seen in the broader 
context of political involvement as well as in doctrinal dif. 
ferences. Many Lutherans looked upon the Catechism as 
a composite of Zwinglianism and Calvinism and denounced 
it as dangerous to sound doctrine and true piety. The three 
Lutheran princes who addressed Frederick IlI on lI..lay 
1563 expressed themselves in this way; 

"We know by the gracious help of God, that Zwing
Uanism and Calvinism in the article on the Lord's 
Suppcr are seductive and damnable error; in direct 
contradiction to the Holy Scriptures, the Apostohc 
Church, the true Christian understanding of the Augs
burg Confession, and the commonly accepted and 
defended religious Peace of Augsburg."1 
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On the other hand, there have been scholars of a later 
period who have contended that the Catechism reflects the 
clear influence of the Lutheran, Philip Melanchthon. Hein
rich Heppe expresses this as his considered judgment as 
does Philip Schaff.8 While it is historically clear that Fred
erick III did seck the advice of Melanchthon, and Ursinus 
had himself been a student of Melanchthon, the evidence 
for a Melanchthonian character in the Heidelberg Cate
chism is lacking. This view receives little credence today. 

Another suggestion has been made by Professor Gooszen 
who has made an exhaustive study of the sources of the 
Catechism. He contends that the spirit which really pre
dominates is that of Henry Dulhnger, the successor of 
ZwingJi at Zurich. Again, the influence of Bumnger is be
yond dispute. But the response of Karl Muller in his Sym
bolik is probably correct whcn he states that 

"Gooszen's one-sided predilection to Bnd Bullinger's 
type of doctrine in the Heidelberg is historically no 
more trustworthy than Heppe's contention that it is 
Melanchthonian. The theories of both these men are 
shaped largely by their personal inclination to the 
doctrinal views of their respective heroes."!'! 

Professor Lang's argumentation also refutes the thesis of 
Gooszen for he shows that the Catechism is really Calvin
istic in its spirit and tendency. Lang adds, however, that 
it is a unique German Hefonned spirit which the Catechism 
displays - one which reflects Calvin mainly, but which has 
been enriched by the inHuence of other Refonned theo
logians as well and even by certain Lutheran influences. 
Professor Lang makes this point emphatically when he 
contends that 

"specifically German-Hefonned Protestantism has, with 
the exception of Bucer, brought fOlth none of the great 
Reformers, none of the powerful war heroes and men 
of state such as Coligny or the Oranges, none of the 
original religious characters sueh as Cromwell. Upon 
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Why does tile venerable Heidelberg Catechism 
continue to have such a large and lasting appeal, so 
much so that recently a champion of the ecumenical 
movement lUIs suggested that this creed can serve 
as a raUying-point for that Christian unity? 

In this second article on the sub;ect Dr. Fred H. 
Klooster, professor of Systematic Theology at Gal
vin Seminary, analyzes the doctrine contained in 
the Catechism in the light of the above-mentioned 
suggestion. 

the development of the political or economic life she 
has not exerted so decisive an influence as have the 
Huguenots, or the Netherlands, or above all the Pilgrim 
fathers - but German Reformed Protestantism has 
created the Heidelberg Catechism and with that at 
least proved the worth of her existence."lO 

What is there, then, in this German Reformed catechism 
that aroused immediate Roman Catholic and Lutheran 
opposition, when scholars have variously assessed its pre
dominant spirit to be that of Me1anchthon, Bullinger, Cal
vin. or German Reformed Protestantism and when COIl 

temporary theologians hail its present ecumenical sig
nificance? Or docs it perhaps possess something from each 
of these movements, as one writer has lyrically expressed 
it : 

"It has Lutheran inwardness, Melanchthonian clear
ness, Zwinglian simplicity, and Calvinistic fire, har
moniously blended together."ll 

While it is true that it" authors learned from each and 
all of these, the Heidelberg Catechism is not a doctrinal 
mosaic nor a theological patchwork. Nor is its doctrinal 
emphasis so vague that almost anyone can read it as he 
likes. 

Altllough beneilting from a variety of predecessors, tllis 
Catechism was a new creation with its own unique strength 
and beauty, a work of art and a book of doctrine in one 
stroke. It displays an organic unity and coherence. In seek
ing to express its doctrinal character and its ecwnenical 
merits for our day, I shall now indicate that this Catechism 
is distinctly Protestant rather than Roman Catholic; that it 
is distinctly Reformed Protestantism furthermore rather than 
Lutheran, Melanchthonian or Zwinglian; and finally that it 
is uniquely Reformed or Calvinistic in its irenic expression, 
its warm personal approach and its biblical simplicity. This 
constitutes its ecumenical appeal in our day. 

That thiS Catechism is distinctly Protestant should be 
beyond dispute. It is certainly not ecumenical in tlle sense 
that it could be embraced by Roman Catholic and orthodox 
Protestant churches at present, unless Rome radically modi
fi es her doctrine and life to conform to biblical norms. 

The entire Catechism is cast into the mold of the com
fort of the Christian who is redemptively united to Jesus 
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Christ as his only Saviour. That emphasis u!Xln comfort was 
foreign to Boman Catholicism as Luther and Calvin knew 
from anxious experience. Also the sola gratia is evident from 
the Catechism's emphasis upon justification by faith alone. 
while it clearly emphasizes the necessity of the believer 
performing good works unto the glory of God to express his 
gratitude for full salvation wrought by Jesus Christ through 
the Holy Spirit. That is still as distinctly a Protestant, even 
Calvinistic, emphasis in the 20th as it was in the 16th cen· 
tulY· 

In addition to the clear opposition to the Roman view 
of the mass in the 80th question, there is a more subtle 
rejection of Roman Catholic doctrines in other parts of the 
Catechism. Question 57, for example, rejects the doctrine of 
purgatory without even mentioning the word when it asserts 
that "my sou l, after this life, shall immediately be taken 
tip to Christ, its Head." Again questions 30 and 98 speak 
against veneration of saints and image worship. And ob
viously the lengthy section on the sacraments ( questions 
66-82) presents a view that is incompatible with that of 
Home. Thus we see just a few of the more obvious features 
which demonstrate that this Catechism is distinctively Prot
estant. Its ecumenical character is thereby indicated in part. 

Furthermore the Heidelberg Catechism is distinctly Re
fonned rather than Lutheran, Melanchthonian or Zwinglian. 
Questions 5 and 8, for example, emphasize the depravity 
of man's nature and his proneness to evil which is in con
flict wi th any synergistic tendency such as was present in 
Melanchthon after 1548 and in some later Lutheranism. The 
view of the communication of attributes (communicatio 
idiomnlum) with respect to the person of Christ and his 
two natures as reflected in questions 47-48 is clearly Cal
vinistic. The so-called "extra-Calvinisticum" doctrine found 
in this Catechism has recently called forth opposition from 
an ecumenical admirer of the Catechism, Professor Hen
drikus Berkhof of Leiden, the Netherlands. The docb·ine of 
the Lord's Supper is certainly Calvinistic rather than 
Lutheran or Zwinglian, as is the entire doctrine of the sacra
ments. The important question of the relation of law and 
gospel is also deCidedly Calvinistic. The sllmmary of the 
law is employed in the first section of the Catechism to 
show man's sin and misery while the Ten Commandments 
themselves are fully explained in the third section express
ing the way of grati tude and thanksgiving fo r pardon 
from the guilt of sin and the curse of the law through the 
salvation of Jesus Christ. 

111C suggestion of B. B. Warfleld12 that a comparison 
of the Heidelberg Catechism and the Westminster Shorter 
Catechism, especially with reference to the first question of 
each, leads to the conclusion that the Heidelberg Catechism 
displays a more Lutheran, anthropocentric approach, does 
not stand up under careful scrutiny. Although the Heidel
berg Catechism emphasizes the believer's comfort in Christ 
and the assurance of faith , it also emphaSizes the Christian's 
chief end whicll is to glorify God, so beautifully stressed 
by the Shorter Catechism in harmony with Calvin's 
Genevan Catechism of 1541. But the Heidelberg includes 
in its first question the assertion that the Christ who fully 

..." ,,_ .. 
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saves and comforts and assures me of eternal life also 
"makes me heartily willing and ready, henceforth, to live 
unto Him." Thus question 2 indicates that the Christian's 
comfort involves the three-fold knowledge of "how great my 
sins and misery are;. . how I am delivered from all my 
sins and misery; (and) ... how I am to be thankful to 
God for such deliverance." This is explained in the sig
nincant third part on gratitude with which the Catechism 
concludes. In all of this the Catechism is certainly Re
formed or Calvinistic. But the subtle blending of the em
phasis upon the glory of God and the comfort of the 
believer in the assurance of faith calls attention to the 
unique combination of elements in this distinctly Reformed 
Catechism. 

We tum now to consider the unique character of this 
Reformed or Calvinistic emphasis of the Heidelberg Cate
chism. 

'Why does this particular Reformed catechism developed 
on German soil have such ecumenical appeal today? Struc
turally the Catechism is unique in the way in which it has 
woven the customary elements of a catechism-the Apostles' 
Creed, the Ten Commandments, the Lord's Prayer and the 
doctrine of the sacraments - into a beautiful organic unity. 
With comfort as its central emphasis, it has brought these 
elements together under the meaningful divisions of misery, 
deliverance and gratitude (also expressed as sin, salvation, 
service; or guilt, grace, gratitude). Beautiful structure and 
organic unity, however, do not alone explain the Cate
chism's uniqueness. 

In this Catechism the Reformed or Calvinistic position 
is expressed in an irenic, paci6c, sweet-tempered manner. 

Recognizing that they were writing a catechism, and a 
catechism to be used in the instruction of children as well 
as the entire church, the questions and answers are ex
pressed in a warm and personal but also simple, confes
sional manner. 

Although the total emphasis of the Catechism is Calvin
istic, one must obscrve that there is little express mention 
of some features of Calvinistic doctrine. There is clear 
reference to the total depravity of the fallen sinner, to the 
irresistible grace of Cod's Spirit in regeneration and to the 
comfort and assurance of faith intimately related to the 
doctrine of the perseverance of the saints. However, it has 
been said that this Catechism does not commit itself to 
Calvin's doctrine of the decrees or to the doctrine of pre
destination. 

It is true that these matters do not receive consideration 
in express questions and answers. However, these doctrines 
are implicit throughout the Catechism and especially in 
such questions as 26-28 on providence, and in question 54 
on the church. The latter, for example, speaks of "a Church 
chosen to everlasting life" and of the confessor's conviction 
"that I am, and forever shall remain, a living member 
thereof." Similarly the doctrine of limited atonement is not 
expressed in so many words. On nrst reading question 37 
may even appear to go in another direction. But tills doc

trine is implicit in numerous statements of the Catechism.13 

The covenant of grace is mentioned only in passing at 
various points, but it does constitute the matrix for an 
understanding of the personal emphasis and comfort of the 
Catechism. 

That the authors saw these implications is evident from 
Ursinus' Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism. There 
is not adequate time here for the evidence for each of these 
considerations. But let it be remembered that this is a cate
chism, and a catechism is not the same as a more elaborate 
confession of faith and certainly not the same as a theo
logical treatise. One need only compare Calvin's Genevan 
Catechism of 1541 with the French Confession of 1559 and 
the definitive edition of the 11l8titutes of the same year. 

One quite different possibility must be conSidered brief
ly. Is there a certain theological vagueness about this Cate
chism in wording or in brevity of exposition? And if so, is 
that what constitutes its ecumenical appeal today? The 
thought can not be banished since the writer heard a com
petent Presbyterian scholar express an opinion with such 
implications . It was said that the Shorter Catechism was 
theologically too precise and that was why the Heidelberg 
Catechism could better serve as an ecumenical creed for 
OUf day. The considerations adduced above conflict with 
the contention that the Catechism is theologically imprecise, 
while taking account of its unique features. One can only 
assert here that if the Heidelberg Catechism were to be used 
in ecumenical endeavors to foster doctrinal ambiguity and 
tlleological latitude, it would be better to leave the Cate
chism alone and not prostitute it to such ecumenical ac
tivity. 

Rather, I believe it is because the Heidelberg Catechism 
is so genuinely Reformed, that is, biblical in character, and 
so warmly and winningly expressed that it has its appeal 
still toclay. Since gcnuinc eClimenicity must be based upon 
a recognition of the Scripture as God's authoritative Word, 
nonnative for faith and practice, and not upon some least 
common denominator, this Catechism should be of vital 
concern to all of the members of this Society. If this Cate
chism is ecumenical in the biblical sense, then a good test 
of its ecumenical serviceability in our day will be the re
sponse of you, the members of this Evangelical Theological 
Society, and the churches you serve. Therefore I recom
mend to YOll for your study and stimulation the Heidelherg 
Catechism - an ecumenical catechism of the highcst order! 

7. 	 Cf. C. W. Richards, I'he Heidelberg Catechism. Historical and 
Doctrinal Studies. ( Philadelphia; Publication Board of the Re
fonned Church in U.S., 1913), p. 61. 

8. 	 Cf. Richard!;, OJ!. cit., p. 95; Good, op. cit. , p. 173; August Lang, 
"Ocr theologi~che Charakter des Heidelberger Katcchismus" in 
Reformation lind Gegenwart, (Detmold: \Veywcrsche Hofbueh
handlung, 1918), pp. 254-271; Lothar Coenen, editor, Handbllch 
:;um HeidelbergCf Katechismlls. (Neukierchcn-Vluyn: Neukir
chcner Verlag des Enichungsvcreins GMBH, 1963), pp. 3 If. 

9. 	 Quoted from Ri<::hards op. cit., p. 95. 
Op. cit., p. 255 (trans alion mine).10. 	 t 

11. 	 Cf. Richards, op. cit., p. 96. 
12. 	 The Princeton Theological Review, Vol. VI, No.4 (October, 19(8) 

pp.56Sf. 
13. 	 Cf. Roger Nicole, "A l-l'Iodest Contribution on the 400th Anniver

sary Year of the Heidelberg Catechism" in Torch and Trullipet, 
Volume 14, No.6 (July/ August, ]964), pp. 10-12. 
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Needed: African Pastors 


by RDeERT RECK ER 

AS WE SUHVEY the Mrican church scene we are struck 
1'\..by a weakness in consistent pastoral care of the Bock. 
It is of note that Prof. Robert D. Parsons of Hartford Semi
nary, who recently has made a survey of West African 
Churches, has come to the same conclusion. He feels that 
securing a number of ministers who are free to engage in 
pastoral work should be one of the priorities of the African 
Church's program. 

Thankfully there are exceptions to the rule, and new 
attempts arc being made. In general it may be truthfuUy 
stated, however, that the pastoral genius has not caught on. 
What could be the explanation for this? 

People Without Pa stors 
In the Srst place, it must be remembered that nearly all 

of the present pastors in service l1ave never themselves 
experienced any real pastoral care. They never received a 
pastoral call while they were sick. They never had a pastor 
speak to them when they were in danger of back~sliding. 
Many of them grew up in the days when the European 
missionalY was the only pastor, and this European was a 
sort of hybrid administrator-pastor-evangelist, a jack of all 
trades. He was uSl1ally a man of many rcsponsibilities. Often 
he was gone just when he was most needed for pastoral 
consultation. Again he might be completely oblivious of 
some crisis in the life of one of the Christians. since he was 
not really a part of the local community. As soon as the work 
expanded the European grew farther and farther away from 
the flock. Soon he no longer knew the names of all the 
Christians. And apart from that. he always remained a 
European who found it difficult to bridge the racial and 
cultural gaps. The European district missionary was usually 
a poor example when it came to the pastoral art. practice and 
zeal. (I must confess my own shortcomings in this regard.) 

In the second place. the African pastor of today has no 
point of reference. Nearly all of the African pastors display 
the same weaknesses and are beset by the factors which 
stifle true pastoral expression. To whom can the young pastor 
be pointed as a good example of the pastoral heart? 

In the third place. there is a lack of any African teachers 
who are experienced as pastors. who have really grasped the 
meaning themselves. who have really put themselves out in 
order to meet the pastoral needs of their people, and who 
have had fonnal training in pastoral counselling. The African 
heart must adapt the pastoral genius to the African scenc. In 
most places the European is still doing the teach ing of Prac
tical Theology in the seminaries. 

Shortage of Workers 
Fourthly. the church in Africa is burdened by the fact that 

most ministers of the gospel (in many cases the same holds 
true for evangelists) have large unwieldy parishes including 
ten to thirty preaching centers. There are still many areas 
where the people must come long distances periodically to 
partake of communion or to receive baptism. Many pastors 
hardly know many of the Christians of their district, let alone 
to be personally involved in their joys and sorrows. The re
sult is that most pastors do only the most necessary things 
and the pastoral side of their work is uSl1ally judged to he 
less important. 

Fifthly, the pastor as the one responsible leader of an area 
is often viewed as a sort of District Administrator. He directs 
the affairs of the area, and that may include many more 
things than we consider the affairs of the minister of the 
gospel. He is often very involved in the affairs of the Chris
tian school( s) of his district. He may be a member of several 
committees and boards since he is one of the ablest men of 
the area. Hence he may be called many times to travel out of 
his area, or he becomes so b\lsy with duties of various kinds 
that he feels that he has no time for day to day pastoral 
calls. He may have a job to get his sermon for the week 
prepared. This absorption of the pastor in administrative 
functions is characteristic of the church in Eastern and 
Western Nigeria where the church has had a longer history 
and should have bad the opportunity to develop an emphasis 
on the pastoral art. (This danger and weakness is not absent 
from the American scene.) 

Sixthly. in Northern Nigeria. especially in areas where 
there has been a rapid missionary expansion of the church, 
there have not been sufficient pastors to go around. In fact. 
the most rapidly growing churches such as the Church of 
Christ in Tiv-Iand arc daily aggravating their problem by a 
steady incrcase in membership. One church leader from the 
Tiv area felt that this pressure was causing consistories to 
delay in accepting new members. because they hardly feel 
up to the pastoral task of training and shepherding the hun
dreds who seek baptism and the privilege of the Lord's table. 
In nearly every area the supply of pastors is far behind the 
pressing need when viewed from the point of membership or 
the areas of responsibility assigned to the pastors. One pastor 
informed me that he could only be in his home church once 
a month because the other Sundays he had to be in other 
centers of his district. Or we might consider the sad case in 
one West African country where thousands were lost to the 
church because the church was not psycholOgically and 
practically prepared to accept a mass movement. 



One of the interesting aspects of the problem is that many 
of the pastors are not themselves convinced that there is a 
need for more pastors. They like the idea of being responsible 
for a district containing several congregations or local 
worship centers. Many of them feel that they are sufficiently 
meeting the pastoral needs of their scattered peoples. Some
times they sense tllat the slress on the need for more pastors 
is a reflection on the work which they are doing. Pastors 
who are responsible for two or more congregations have been 
known to ask the consistory which seeks to call a pastor of 
their own, "Are you not satisfied with me? You do not need 
to call another pastor." 

Insufficient Funds 
This shortage of pastors has been complicated by a short

age of funds. The pastor who is responsible for two congre
gations receives salary support from both of them. If the 
second church should call a pastor of its own, then there 
would be no more money forthcoming for the salary of the 
first pastor. I·Ience many of the older pastors are worried 
about any attempt to increase the nwnber of pastors too 
rapidly. In general it is also true that the African Church is 
plagued by a poor standard of giving. In part, the European 
missionaries are responsible for this in that they held down 
the standard of their own giving in Africa in order (as they 
saw it ) to preserve the indigenous nature of the African 
Church. Many small churches cannot afford to pay a pastor's 
salary, so they are placed under the care of a neighboring 
pastor, or they are entrusted to the questionable part-time 
care of a white missionary (neither of wltich is an effective 
substitute for real pastoral care). The African Church at her 
present rate of giving cannot support the number of pastors 
which she really needs, if she is to keep from losing many 
souls from her ranks and to build up the believers in the faith. 

This economic squee-Le of the Church is aggravated by 
the fact that many of the individual Christians do not feel a 
real sense of need for pastoral care or for a truly teaching 
ministry. As we have seen above, they never had it and 
know not what they miss. They do not know the joy of effec
tive preaching and the blessing of knowledgeable teaching. 
As a result they are content with the hit and miss efforts of 
the elders, evangelist, or the bolder members of the church. 
Many times however this is a matter of the blind leading the 
blind. Many of the members know that if they seek a pastor 
they will have to build him a hOllse, and may have to raise a 
higher salary than is commonly paid to the evangelist. One 
evangelist is known to have discouraged his consistory from 
calling a pastor, for he realized that this would mean that 
he would lose his job. It was impossible for the consistory 
to pay both the new pastor and the evangelist. In another 
case I know of, the service of the evangelist was retained 
when a pastor was obtained . They both worked in the same 
village, for the elders did not have the courage to dismiss the 
evangelist. But the evangelist refused to work anywhere 
except in the village in which he had worked for years. So 
often there is no pressure from the congregational level to 
train more pastors or to support them in training or to call a 
pastor even when some men are available for call. 

To further complicate an already complicated situation, 
there is great difficulty in many places to get able and edu

cated young men to offer themselves for the gospel ministry, 
since in many cases the salaries offered are hardly up to a 
laborer's standards. Many of the pastors presently serving 
who enjoyed only a modest education are dissatisfied with the 
salaries which they are receiving. Thus the graduate of a 
secondary school will think twice before he commits himself 
to a life in which he will not even be able to give his children 
a decent education if he must depend on the salary which he 
will receive. And if he should have the courage to begin his 
training, his apprehensions grow as he sees the difficulty 
which the church has in raising the relatively modest sums 
necessary to put him through his training. If there is such 
difficulty involved in obtaining money for his training, what 
will be his lot when once he enters the ministry. One minister 
wrote me that he had received $2.80 during the course of an 
entire month! 

It is no wonder that many young men, viewing the church 
situation of the present, are enticed to accept one of the 
many good opportunities for careers in this rapidly develop
ing country. These will bring a better return in the way of 
salary and fringe benefits. The challenge of the gospel minis
try is still there, but one must stand tall to see it above the 
weeds which infest the ground! One must be a hardy soul, 
with a strong strain of idealism, before he is ready to reach 
out and grasp the handles of the plow of the African ministry. 

Is there no hope? Yes, beginnings have been made, and 
new beginnings are being pioneered. New students are being 
recruited. The economic factor is now openly recognized . 
Some men in service are beginning to catch the pastoral 
vision. The laity is becoming more expressive and demand
ing. The training program is being improved, and God's 
Spirit continues to lead men to repentance. But we as a sup
porting church must appreciate this fantastically complicated 
problem which confronts the African Church. We must 
encourage the Church in her efforts by a responsible and 
enlightened aid, both in personnel and with economic assist
ance. Above all as true brothers in Christ we should support 
her with understanding and loving prayer. 

"All one body we, 
One in hope and doctrine, 
One in charity." 

, 
Not only in the established. Christian churches 

but also in the younger churches on the mission 
fields our times demonstrate a growillg need for (I 

strong (llld sustained pastoral ministTlj. In this way 
the word of the living God will become i11creusing
ly a transforming power in the lives of men and 
women. 

The Rev. Robert Recker, Christian Reformed 
missiOtlary in Nigeria, invites tlS to reflect on this 
great need as he sees it. His long years of faithful 
and fruitful service enable him to wt'ite convinc
ingly of what he regards as aile of the greatest 
clulllenges to the Christian churches today. 
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THE FREE OFFER OF THE GOSPEL 


AND THE EXTENT OF THE ATONEMENT 


by JOHN MURRAY 

JESUS AFTER HIS RESURRECTION said to his 
disciples that "'repentance unto remission of sins should 

he preached in his name unto all the nations" (Luke 24:46). 
On the eve of his ascension he gave the mandate, "Go ye 
therefore and make disciples of all the nations, bapti~ing 
them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Spirit" (Matt. 28:19). Here is the world-wide mission 
committed 6rst of all to the apostles but permanently 
assigned to the church and to be continued to the end of 
the age (cf. Matt. 28:20 ). It is the mission of gospel procla
mation with its necessary attendants of discipling and teach
ing and baptism construed as a necessary part of the process 
of discipling. 

The gospel is the proclamation of good tidings, good 
tidings from Cod, good tidings of what Cod has done, good 
tidings of what he has promised to do. The passion of mis
sions is quenched when we Jose sight of the grandeur of the 
evangel. It is to a lost world the gospel is sent. To a world 
lost in sin and misery is proclaimed the marvel of God's love 
and grace, the tidings of salvation, salvation full and free, 
salvation that could not be greater because it is salvation in 
him who is himself the wisdom, power, and righteousness of 
God. It is when the sense of the gravity of sin as offence, 
defilement, guilt, bondage, and misery takes hold of our 
minds that we grasp the significance of Jesus' word, "repent
ance unto remission of sins unto aU the nations." All parti
tions are broken down, the valleys have been exalted, the 
mountains made low, and the rough places smooth. There is 
no longer Jew nor Gentile, male nor female, bond nor free. 
The glory of the Lord has been revealed, and all flesh shall 
see it together. 

Repentance may seem a harsh word; it means radical 
change. But it is redolent of the gospel; it is unto the remis

sion of sins. And remission bespeaks the heart of the good 
tidings. We have redemption through Jesus' blood, "the for
giveness of our trespasses, according to the riches of his 
grace" (Eph. 1:7) . Good tidings without radical revolution 
would only confirm the world's sin and misery. That the 
proclamation should be in Jesus' name is the certification that 
release bears the Saviour's signature. 

"Unto a11 the nations" bespeaks universality. And since 
repentance is redolent of the gospel, the universality of the 
demand for repentance implies the universal overture of 
grace. To think otherwise would abstract repentance from 
the grace to which it is directed in the word of Jesus; it is 
repentance unto the remission of sins. No word in Scripture 
is more unambiguous on this score than Paul's word on the 
Areopagus. "The times of ignorance therefore God over
looked; but now he commandeth men that they should all 
everywhere repent" (Acts 17:30 ). Terms could not be more 
unrestrictive than "aU everywhere." That it is the demand 
for repentance to all men everywhere underlines the urgency 
of the appeal. But it also advertises the universal overture 
of grace. In the forefront is the radical change in God's ad
ministration. "In the generations gone by [God] suffered all 
the nations to walk in their own ways" ( Acts 14:16). This is 
the meaning when Paul says: "the times of ignorance there
fore God overlooked ." But now, because the middle wall of 
partition has been broken down (c/. Eph. 2:14 ), he com
mands men that they should all everywhere repent. For the 
reason already stated this is the full and unrestricted offer 
of the gospel to all men. Those who deny the free overture 
of grace must rob the demand for repentance of its gospel 
implications. Denial dismembers Jesus' word, "repentance 
unto remission of sins" and it contradicts the plain import of 
Paul's "all everywhere." The docbine of the wlivcrsal over
ture of mercy is supported by much biblical evidence. It is 
not necessary to adduce this evidence. Luke 24:46 in con
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junction with Acts 17:30 puts the propriety and necessity 
beyond all question. 

We may not overlook the context in which Jesus' word, 
"that repentance unto remission of sins should be preached in 
his name unto all the nations," appears. It is preceded by 
"Thus it is written that Christ should suffer and rise from the 
dead on the third day." It cannot be doubted that the suffer
ing and resurrection of Christ are represented as the events 
that open the way and provide the ground for the proclama
tion of the evangel to all nations. The suffering and resurrec
tioh are the pivotal events of redemption according to Jesus' 
own witness elsewhere (cf., e.g., Luke 24:26; John 10:17, 18). 
In the present instance these events are said to have their 
fruitage in the preaching of the gospel to all the nations. The 
same line of thought underlies Matthew 28:18, 19. The 
disciples are commanded to make disciples of all nations 
because "all authority in heaven and in earth" had been com
mitted to Christ. But the invesbnent with this authority is the 
reward of his completed task which reached its climax on the 
cross (cf. John 17:2, 4, 5; Phil. 2:8, 9). 

When our Lord referred to his suffering as that which 
prepared for the preaching of repentance to aU nations, he 
must be alluding to the redemptive implications of his suffer
ing. In other words, he must have in view the suffering that 
was climaxed on Calvary when he laid down his life.1 This 
he interprets for us elsewhere as giving his life a ransom for 
many (Matt. 20:28; Mark 10:45 ). No word in Scripture is 
more significant for the interpretation of the suffering unto 
death of our Saviour. His death was vicarious ransom; it is 
redemptive. This is but to say that what we often speak of as 
the atonement is that which laid the ground for the preaching 
of repentance to all the nations, atonement, of course, in con
junction \vith its necessary sequel, the resurrection. We thus 
see that the universal demand for repentance and the un
restricted overture of grace involved must be grounded, ac
cording to our Lord's own express teaching, in the atonement. 
Hence the whole doctrine of the atonement bears directly 
upon the missionary task of the church. And this is so for the 
simple reason that the mission of the church is that which it 
pursues in obedience to Christ's commission, and this com
mission is grounded in his suffering unto death and rising 
again on the third day. 

It is an obvious truth that without the atonement there 
would be no gospel to preach. But our interest now is not this 
general proposition. It is something more specific. There are 
two considerations. First, it is of particular interest to observe 
that our Lord himself enunciated this connection in his part
ing commissions to the disciples .2 And, second, it is the rela
tion of his redemptive death and resurrection to the world
wide proclamation of the gospel that is brought to the fore
front, world-wide in distinction from the restriction that ob
tained prior to the fulfilment of these redemptive events. 
There must be, therefore, a certain universalism belonging 
to the redemptive events that lays the basis for and warrants 
the universal proclamation. In other words, the extension in 
proclamation cannot be divorced from the question of extent. 

And it might scem, as many have maintained, that the uni
versal overture presupposes universal atonement. 

The atonement in none of its aspects can be properly 
viewed apart from the love of God as the source from which 
it springs. The Scripture clearly expresses this relationship. 
"For Cod so loved the world that he gave his only-begotten 
Son:' (John 3:16). "But God commends his own love toward 
tiS, that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us" (Rom. 
5:8). "In this is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved 
us and sent his Son a propitiation for our sins" (I John 4:10). 
Thus it is not only the extent of the atonement that is thrust 
into the foreground by the world-wide overture of grace but 
also the character and extent of the love of God of which the 
atonement is the expression and provision. There are, there
fore, the hvo questions which the free and unrestricted over
ture of grace makes unavoidable, the extent of the atonement 
and the love of God. 

\¥hen we speak of the atonement we must always have 
in view the categories in terms of whicll the Scripture defines 
what we have come to speak of inclusively as the atonement, 
namely obedience, sacrifice (expiation ), propitiation, recon
ciliation, and redemption. The question of extent is bound up 
with that of nature. for the question is: for whom did Christ 
vicariously render the obedience, offer sacrifice, and make 
propitiation? Whom did he reconcile to God and redeem by 
his blood? The Scripture often uses brief formulae such as 
he "died for us," he "died for the ungodly," he "died for the 
unjust," he "died for our sins" or simply he "died for sins." 
The meaning of "died for" must be derived from the cate
gories already mentioned. Hence the extent of "died for" can
not be any more limited or more inclusive than that of the 
categories and so the question may also be stated in the terms: 
for whom did Christ die? 

The topic is sometimes spoken of as the design of the 
atonement. In the discussion the tenn "design" is frequently 
the appropriate and convenient term. But there is also an ad
vantage in the term "extent"; it has a denotative quality and 
serves to point up the crux of the question: who are embraced 
in that which the atonement actually acc:omplished? For 
whom were obedience, sacrifice, propitiation, reconciliation, 
and redemption designed? In this question the categories 
must not only be understood in the specific character belong
ing to each but also as correlative with and interpenetrative 
of one another. We may not ask or discuss the question in 
tenns uf one but of all in their muhml relationships. 

Many benefits accrue to the non-elect from the redemp
tive wbrk of Christ. There is more than one consideration to 
establish this proposition. Many blessings are dispensed to 
men indiscriminately because Cod is fulfilling his redemptive 
purpose in the world. Much in the way of order, equity, 
benevolence, and mercy is the fruit of the gospel and the 
gospel is God's redemptive revelation centred in the gift of 
his Son. Believers are enjOined to "do good to all men" (Gal. 
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6:10) and compliance has a bene6cent result. But their 
identity as believers proceeds from redemption. Again, it is 
by virtue of what Christ has done that there is a gospe] of 
salvation proclaimed to all without distinction. Are we to say 
that the unrestricted overture of grace is not grace to those 
to whom it comes? Furthennore, we must remember that all 
the good dispensed to this world is dispensed within the 
mediatorial dominion of Christ. He is given all authority in 
heaven and in earth and he is head over all things. But he is 
given this dominion as the reward of his obedience unto 
death (cf. Phil. 2:8, 9) and his obedience unto death is but 
one way of characterizing what we mean by the atonement. 
Thus all the good showered on this world, dispensed by 
Christ in the exercise of his exalted lordship, is related to the 
death of Christ and accrues to man in one way or another 
from the death of Christ. If so it was designed to accrue from 
the death of Christ. Since many of these blessings fall short 
of salvation and are enjoyed by many who never become the 
possessors of salvation, we must say that the design of Christ's 
death is more inclusive than the blessings that belong speci· 
fically to the atonement. This is to say that even the non
elect arc embraced in the design of the atonement in respect 
of those blessings falling short of salvation which they enjoy 
in tillS life. This is equivalent to saying that the atonement 
sustains this reference to the non-elect and it would not be 
improper to say that, in respect of what is entailed for the 
non-elect, Christ died for them. 

We have in the Scripture itself an indication of this kind 
of reference and of the sanctifying effect it involves in some 
cases. In Hebrews 10:29 we read: "Of how much sorer pun· 
ishment, think ye, shall he be accounted worthy, who hath 
trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the 
blood of the covenant wherewith he was sanctified an unholy 
thing, and hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace?" The 
person in view we must regard as one who has abandoned 
his Christian profession and for whom "there rcmaineth no 
more sacrifice for sins, but a certain fearful expectation of 
judgment" (Heb. 10:26,27). It is the person described in 
Hebrews 6:4, 5 in terms of the transfonning effects experi
enced but who faUs away and cannot be renewed unto repent
ancc. In 11 Peter 2:20-22 the same is described as having 
"escaped the defilements of the world," as having "known the 
way of righteousness" but as having turned back and re
turning as the dog to his vomit or the sow to wallowing in 
the mire. This is - tenible to contemplate - the apostate. 
Our particular interest now is that he is represented as sancti
lied in the blood of Christ. Whatever may be the particular 
complexion of the sanctification in view, there can be no 
question but it is derived from the blood of Christ and, if so, 
it was designed to accrue from the blood of Christ. The 
bene6t was only temporary and greater guilt devolves upon 
the person from the fact that he participated in it and then 
came to count the blood by which it was conveyed an un· 
holy thing. But, nevertheless, it was a benefit the blood of 
Christ procured and procured for him. We must say that to 
that extent Jesus shed his blood for his benefit. Other passages 
are probably in the same category, But this one sufSoes to 
show that there are benefits accruing from the death of Christ 
for those who finally perish, And in view of tillS we may say 

that in respect of these benefits Christ may be said to have 
died for those who are the beneficiaries. In any case it is 
incontrovertible that even those who perish are the partakers 
of numberless benefits that are the fruits of Christ's death 
and that, therefore, Christ's death sustains to them this bene
ficial reference, a beneficial reference, however, that does 
not extend beyond this life. 

These considerations require us to return to the question 
of God's love, for it is the fountain from which Christ's death 
flows. The question is: must we also say that the love of 
God has likewise a reference to the non·elcct? 

It should not be questioned that benefits bestowed on the 
ungodly are the expression of God's kindness. This is clearly 
implied in passages that deal with the gifts of God's general 
providence. When Jesus instructed his disciples to love their 
enemies, to pray for those who persecuted them, to do good 
to those who hated them, and to bless those who cursed them 
(Matt. 5:44; Luke 6:27, 28), the underlying reason and in
centive is stated expressly to be, "Ye shall therefore be per
feet as your heavenly Father is perfect" (Matt. 5:48) and 
"be ye merciful as your Father is merciful" ( Luke 6:36). In 
a word, they must be like their heavenly Father.3 Examples 
are given of tllell- Father's beneficence. "He makes his Stul 

to rise upon the evil and the good and sends rain upon just 
and unjust" (Matt. 5:45). There are two characterizations 
of Cod given. "He is kind to the unthankful and to the evil" 
(Luke 6:35 ) and he is "merciful" (Luke 6:36 ):1The implica
tion of the latter is that he is merciful to the unthankful and 
evil as well as kind. It cannot then be disputed that such 
benefits as are exemplified in sunshine and rain, bestowed 
upon the ungodly, flow from God's kindness and mercy. It is 
beeause he is kind and merciful he dispenses these benefits 
to his enemies. He is beneficent because he is benevolent. 

We have a similar obselVation in Acts 14: 16, 17 to tile 
effect tllat even in the generations gone by when God suffered 
aU the nations to walk in their own ways (cf. Acts 17:30) 
"yet he left not himself without witness, in that he did good 
and gave ... from heaven rains and fruitfu l seasons." Apply. 
ing the analogy of our Lord's own teaclling in the passages 
quoted above, we must say that the goodness done, as ex· 
pressly stated, proceeded from the goodness by which Cod 
must be characterized . He is good even to those abandoned 
to ungodliness and his beneficence in rains and fruitful sea
sons bore witness to his goodness. Thus we have the kind
ness, mercy. and goodness of God exercised toward the un
godly. 

In the Matthaean and Lucan passages the reason urged 
for the exercise of kindness and mercy on the part of the 
disciples is that Cod is kind and merciful The conduct of 
the disciples is to be patterned after God's action, their dis· 
position after God's disposition. They are in this way to be 
"sons of the Most High" (Luke 6:35), sons of their "Father 
who is in heaven" (Matt. 5:45). The inclusiveness of this 
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pattern is seen when Jesus says, "Ye shall therefore be perfect 
as your heavenly Father is perfect" ( Matt. 5:48) . Are we not, 
therefore, required to extend the characterizations beyond 
kindness, mercy, and goodness? 

On three distinct occasions in these passages we have the 
exhortation "love your enemies" ( Matt. 5:44; Luke 6:27, 35). 
Must we not then say that the love entertained by the dis
ciples is likewise to be patterned after the love of God and 
in this case, as the contexts require, the love of God for the 
ungodly, the unthankful, and the evil? It might be argued 
that not all of the injunctions presuppose a corresponding 
disposition in God. For example, "love your enemies" is con-
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joined with "pray for them that persecute you" ( Matt. 5:44) 
and "pray for them that despitefully use you" ( Luke 6:28 ). 
Since it is Cod the Father who is specifically in view as the 
he.'l.venly Father, we cannot say that Cod the Father prays. 
Christ prayed and still intercedes a t God's right hand as the 
Advocate with the Father and the Holy Spirit makes inter
cession fo r the sainte; ( Rom. 8:26, 27 ). But there is an obvious 
incongruity in predicating prayer of Cod the Father. Other 
expressions could also be pleaded to give apparent support 
to the thesis that for all the injunctions we must not seek an 
analogy in the disposition and action of Cod the Father
"to him that smiteth thee on the one cheek, offer also the 
other; and from him that taketh away thy cloak withhold not 
thy coat also" ( Luke 6:29; cf. vs. 30 and Matt. 5:47 ). 

Into all the questions that arise in connection with sllch 
arguments or objections it would be distracting to enter. 
Suffice it to say that what underlies prayer for our enemies 
is benevolence and what underlies the other exhortations 
quoted and cited is the same disposition and comp.'l.nion 
virtues. This disposition must be exercised in ways that are 
relevant to our life in this world. But it has its analogue in 
Cod and comes to e.'I(pression in his case in ways relevant to 
his providence of which concrete examples are givcn in 
Matthew 5:45 (cf. Acts 14 : 17). Obviously there is difference 
between the sphere of our life and that of Cod's government. 
Yet our virtues are patterned after Cod's own perfections. 
And tltis is surely hlJe of the preeminent virtue, love. It 
would be impossible to make sueh a disjunction between 
God's kindness and mercy, on the one hand , which arc ex
pressly stated to be the pattern of our conduct, and love, on 

........... 


the other, with the result that, while kindness and mercy to 
the ungodly are predicated of God, yet love is not. In both 
passages love has the priority in exhortation and the character 
of Cod has primacy as the pattern by which we are to be di
rected. Are we to say that the love of Cod is to be excluded 
from the divine pattern while kindness and mercy are to be 
included? This would be exegetical violence amounting to 
monstrosity. We need but read the passages to see the im
possibility of such interpretation. "Love your enemies .. . 
that ye may be sons of your Father who is in heaven" (Matt. 
5:44, 45). "Love your enemies ... and ye shall be sons of the 
Most High" (Luke 6:35). H anything exhibits this sonship it 
is love. But it is so because of its confonnity to the character 
of God and therefore his character in respect of love. Con
sequently the love of God, speci6caUy the love of the Father 
as the person who is the Father of the disciples, must be 
brought within the scope of the dispositions which 6nd ex
pression in the benefits dispensed indiscriminately to man
kind and of which even the non-elect are participants in this 
life. H this is so with reference to the gifts of ordinary provi
dence, how much more certainly must this be the case in 
the bestowments of an immensely higher order, namely, those 
that accrue from the gospel and its world-wide proclamation. 

There are many biblical passages bearing upon Cod's 
overtures of grace to men that carry this implicatioo.5 It is 
not necessary to expand this study in order to adduce this 
evidence. The foregoing exposition is sufficient to show that 
there is a love in Cod that goes forth to lost men and is mani
fested in the manifold blesSings which all men without 
distinction enjoy, a love in which non-elect persons are em
braced, and a love that comes to its highest expression in the 
entreaties, overtures, and demands of gospel proclamation. 

We have found that there are included in the design of 
the atonement benefits which accrue to the non-elect. The 
fruits of the atonement enjoyed by some non-elect persons 
are de6ned in very lofty tenns. Non-elect are said to have 
been sanctified in the blood of Christ, to have tasted the 
good word of God and the powers of the age to come, to 
have escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowl
edge of the Lord and Saviour, and to have known the way 
of righteousness (ct. Reb. 6:4, 5; 10:29; II Pet. 2:20, 21). In 
this sense, therefore, we may say that Christ died for oon
elect persons. It must, however, be marked with equal em
phasis tlmt these fruits or benefi ts all fall short of salvation, 
even though in some cases the ternlS used to characterize 
them are such as could properly be used to describe a true 
state of salvation. These non-elect persons, however refonn
ing may have been the in8uences cxerted upon them and 
however uplifting their experiences, come short of the bene
fits accruing from the atonement, which the truly and finally 
saved enjoy. It is, therefore, apparent that the atonement has 
an entirely different rcference to the elect from that which 
it sustai ns to the non-elect on the highest level of their ex
perience. It is this radical differentiation that must be fully 
appreciated and guarded; it belongs to the crux of the ques
tion respecting the extent of the atonement. The difference 
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can be stated bluntly to be that the non-elect do not par
ticipate in the benefits of the atonement and the elect do. 
The non-elect enjoy many benefits that accrue tram the 
atonement but they do not partake of the atonement. 

It is here that the precise meaning of the categories is 
bound up strictly with the extent. The non-elect are not 
partakers of the obedience of Christ, nor of the expiation 
Christ accomplished by his sacrifice, nor of the propitiation, 
reconciliation, and redemption Christ wrought. If they are 
not the partakers, they were not designed by God to be the 
parta1c:ers and, consequently, they arc not included among 
those for whom the atonement, in its specific character as 
defined by the categories, was designed. This is but to say 
that it is limited in its extent. The atonement was designed 
for those and for those only who are ultimately the benefici
aries of what it is in its proper connotation. And likewise, 
when we think of Christ's "dying for" in the substitutionary 
tenns which are its proper import. we must say that he did 
not die for those who never become the beneficiaries of that 
substitution; he did not "die for" the non-elect. For it is one 
thing to say that the non-elect are the recipients of many 
benefi ts that accrue from Christ's death, it is something en
tirely different to say that they are the partakers or were 
intended to be the partakers of the vicarious substitution 
which "'died for" properly oonnotes. To sum up, there is 
radical differentiation between the benefits aa::ruing from 
Christ's death for the non-elect and the benefits accruing for 
the elect, and it is the latter that belong to the atonement in 
its biblical definition. 

We also found that the love of God is exercised towards 
and is manifested to men indiscriminately, that the non-elect 
come within the ambit not only of God's beneficence but of 
the love, kindness, and mercy expressed in that beneficence. 
But here again we must take account of differentiation within 
the love of God no less than the differentiation within the 
benefits accruing from the death of Christ. It must be said 
from the outset that there is differentiation in the love of 
God.6 

It is not necessary now to summon all the evidence 
establishing the pregnant import of "foreknew" in Romans 
8:29.7 "Foreknew" has undoubtedly cognitive and volitive 
ingredients. But it is impossible to suppress the emotive 
quality and , therefore, the ingredient of love belongs to 
the definition of what is denoted . That this Jove is d iffer
entiating lies on the face of the text. It is coextensive with 
predestination: "for whom he foreknew, he also predesti
nated to be confonned to the image of his Son." And pre
destination is coextensive with calling. justification. and 
glorification (vs. 30 ). The restrictive scope is indicated also 
by the appeal to election in verse 33: "Who shall lay any
thing to the charge of God's elect?" The apostle in verse 
29 is analysing the purpose spoken of in verse 28 and is, 
therefore, enunciating in the use of the word "foreknew" 
what is ultimate in God's saving counsel. The differentiation 
is incontestable. The love which is embraced in "foreknew" 

is exercised towards those and those only who are the beirs 
of a salvation measuring to no lower dimensions than con
formity to the image of Cod's Son and glorification. It is 
love with such character that it issues in the salvation of 
its objects and could not be universalized without positing 
the restoration of all. 

Ephesians 1:5 is parallel to Romans 8:29. But here is 
explicitly expressed the fact that predestination is impelled 
by love: "in love having predestinated us unto adoption." 
It is because God loved that he predestinated. So, again, it 
is impossible to think of this love as exercised toward those 
not predestinated to adoption. The love impelling to pre
destination is of such a character that the detenninate issue 
in adoption flows from it; everything hangs on the qualita
tive distinctiveness of the love involved. The parallelism in 
verses 4 and 5 adds force to the particularism of both the 
love and its issue. Verse 4 speaks of election in Christ before 
the foundation of the world as directed to the end that the 
elect shou ld be holy and without blemish, verse 5 of love 
as directed to adoption. The distinguishing quality of the 
love corresponds to the distinguishing quality of the elec
tion. 

In Ephesians 2:4 Cod's "great love" is set forth as the 
reason for quickening together with Christ and raising up 
with him. These tenns in themselves refee to what is effi 
caciously saving and the context allows for no other refer
ence. The "great love" cannot be universalized; it is that 
which impels to the efficacious actions and cannot have an 
extent broader than those embraced in the actions specified . 
The same kind of relationship obtains between the "great 
love" and the saving actions as obtains between love and 
predestination in Ephesians 1:5 and, again, the quality of 
the love 101ist be as distinctive as the saving acts which 
are its result. 

Other passages are corroborative of the foregOing con
clusions. In Colossians 3: 12 - "elect of Cod, holy and be
loved" - it is apparent that "'beloved" stands in apposition 
to "'elect oC God" and cannot be given wider denotation. 
Likewise, in 1 Thessalonians 1:4 ''beloved of God" is within 
the orbi t of "election." In II Thessalonians 2:13 ''beloved 
of the Lord" cannot be given broader scope than those 
identi6ed as those whom "Cod chose from tile beginning 
unto salvation in sanctification of the Spirit and belief of 
the truth" (cf. II Thess. 2:16) . In Jude I the ''beloved in 
God the Father" are those "kept fo r Jesus Christ." And in 
Hebrews 12:6 we are given the assurance that "whom the 
Lord loves he chastens, and scourges evCIy son whom he 
receives," a chastening directed to life and righteousness 
(C/. vss. 9. ll ). In I John 3:1 we have another reference 
to the greatness of God's love (cf. Eph. 2:4 ). I'fere it is not 
a love indiscriminately exercised; it is the love of the 
Father bestowed in being called children of God and is, 
therefore, defined or, at least, characterized by that gift. 
The marvel consists in the status it constitutes and its 
specificity is cert:i1ied by the apex of privilege the starus in
volves. The differentiation is illustrated by what John adds : 
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"For this cause the world knoweth us not because it knew' 
him not." 

, 
Th~ dis?..!lgJ~S~!ng charfcter of this love of God, espe

cially'ln thtearHer paSsages dealt with, is borne out by the 
perffiarlenc~r ':iri"d' WCtiiity Correlative with it. The bond 
which Paul unfolds for us ip its various aspects in Romans 
8~"'i"s one that' Snds "'its' focus, as also its origin, in "the 
love of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord" (vs. 39 ). 
And so he gives the challenge: "Who shall separate us from 
the love of Christ?" (vs .. 35 ) and concludes that nothing 
"shall be able to separate us from the love of God.." The 
embrace of this love is the guarantee of gl0ri.6cation, COD

fonnity to the image of God's Son. It is love so potent, so 
irresistible, so enduring that nothing can dissolve its grasp 
noc. defeat its redeeming, preserving, and glorifying pur
pose.. s 

We must distinguish between the love of pure benevo
lence and that of complacency. The fanner is the love of 
sovereign good pleasure constrained not by virtuous quali
ties in the object but by sovereign grace .. The latter is the 
Jove drawn out by commendable character. Since we are 
now dealing with differentiation in the love of God, it is 
not out of place to make mention of Cod's love of com
placency and adduce a few passages that reRect upon it. 
Our Lord said to his disciples: "He that hath my command
ments and keepeth them, he it is that loveth me; and he 
that loveth me shall be loved of my Father, and I will love 
him and will manifest myself to him ...... If anyone love 
me, he will keep my word, and my Father will love him" 
(John 14:21, 23; ct.. 16:26, <J:l) ..'J Here is love that is pre
mised upon love to Christ on the part of men and the keep
ing of Christ's commandments .. It is a love drawn out and 
circumscribed by this condition in men and thus exists only 
where this condition is present. it is n love constrained by 
that which reflects God's own perfection .. It has this distinct 
quality and we might venture to describe it to this extent 
thnt it is the love of approbation and responsive delight.. 
I t is love that reciprocates .. The love in men that elicits it is 
the frui t of God's grace and a transcript of his glory. 

\Ve must now return to the question: how does tlus 
differentiation in the love of Cod apply to the love of 
which the atonement is the expression? Earlier in the dis
cussion we found that the blessings of which even the non
elect are participants come within the design of the atoning 
work of ChristlO and that these benefits arc an expression 
of the love, kindness, and mercy of God .. We cannot avoid 
the inference that the atonement is the expression of this 
kind of love. In other words, we may not exclude from that 
Jove of which the atonement is the prOvision this general 
love of God to lost mankind. And in the proclamation of 
the gospel and the presentation of the free overtures of 
grace to men indiscriminately it would not be proper to 

withhold the implications .. No b'uth may be suppressed. So 
neither may this one. In the gospel offer far more is en
tailed than the disclosure of this love with which we are 

now dealing.II But it is not unimportant that this love 
should be brought to bear upon the . ap~ to '!len .. Rej~ 
tion of the gospel offers insult to the love, kindness, and 
mercy that the overture of grace necess:iri.lY~betOkens and 
the wooing appeals of that love should be pressed home 
upon lost and perishing men. 

But, again, as in the differentiation that must be main
tained in the reference of the atonement, so here likev"ise 
we must recognize the diHerentiation in respect of the love 
expressed in the atonement .. The elect, as shown above, are 
the objects of a love that is not exercised to the non-elect.. 
The elect are partakers oj the atonement; the non-elect are 
not. The differentiating love is that which insures for the 
elect that they will be partakers of the atonement. The 
atonement expresses that Jove and is the provision for the 
realization of the purpose that flows from it. Once we recog
nize the differentiating love and the whole gamut of con
sequences emanating from it, then this love is the only 
love adequate to explain the atonement and apart from this 
love the atonement in its specific character cannot be 
properly construed .. We cannot interpret the atonement out
side the intertrinitarian counsel of salvation .. 12 Jeslls said : 
"For I am come down from heaven, not to do mine own 
will, but the will of him that sent me. And this is the will 
of him that sent me, that of all that which he hath given 
me I should lose nothing, but should raise it up at the last 
day" (John 6, 38, 39 ). 

(to be continued) 

FOOTNOTES 

1. 	 That the suffering is viewed as that unto death is implied in the 
rising from the dead on the third day. 

2. 	 We find the same conjunction in John 12;24, 31-33, words of 
Jesus spoken on the occasion of his being informed of the request 
of certain Greeks who came to worsh.i12 at the feast.. 

3. 	 It is to be observed that tho Fatherhood of God referred to in these 
passages is not extended beyond the disciples .. There is no warmnt 
for the inference that tho Fatherhood i~ as general and inclusivc 
as the gifts bestowed. It is, however, the person who sustains to 
the disciples the fatherly relntion who dispenses hi~ favours to 
mcn indiscrim inately. 

4. 	 The term rendered "merciful" has in it the note of compassion. 
5. 	 Cf. Th e Free Offer of the Cospel by John Murray and Ned n. 

Stonehouse, Phillipsburg, n.d .. , pp .. 5-25; R .. B. Kuiper: For Whom 
Did Chri4t Die?, Grand Rapids 1959, pp.. 89-100. 

6.. 	 "But this univcrsallove should ~ a lways so conceived as to i('ave 
room for Ule fact that God, for sovereign reasons, has not chosen 
to bestow upon its objects that higher love which not merely de
sires, but purposes and works out the salvation of some .. .. Neither 
this indi.~criminatl' goodness in the sphere of nature, howevcr, nor 
the collective love which embraces the world as an organism, nor 
the love of compassion which Cod rctaiIL~ for every lost sinner, 
should be confounded with that fourth and highest form of the 
divine a ffection which the Saviour everywhere .appropriates to the 
disciple.~'" (Geerha.rdus Vos: "T he Scriptural Doctrine of the Love 
of God" in The Pre3byteri(ln Qrl{J Rcfonned Review, January, 1902, 
pp. 22f.; cf. also R.. B. Kuiper; op. cil., pp. 68f. 

7.. 	 C/., by the writer, Tile EII~tle to the Romaru, Vol. I, Grand 
Rapids, 1959, ad loe.. 

8.. 	 It is not necessary to e.-.:pand this study by adducin& the copioUJI 
evidence of Cod's discriminatillg love in the Old Testament. The 
following pass."lges in respect orthe word '"know'" hear on the face 
of them the differentiation which is involved: Cen. 18;19: Exo(t 
2:25; Psalm 1:6 ; Jee. 1:5; I-Ios. 13:5; Amos 3:2 and in respect of 
the word '"love": Deut. 4 :37; 7:8, 13; 10:15; 23:5; I Kings 10:9; 
II ehron. 9:8; Jer. 31:3; Hos. 11 :1; 14:4; Mal. 1:2. For treatment 
of this subject cf. Ceerhardus Vos: all. cit., pp. 6lF. 

9. 	 T Cor. 8:3 may be in the same clLlcgory. 
10. Ct. R B. Kuiper: op.. cit., pp. 76f. 

1 L T lis will be dealt with late r on in these studies. 

12.. I have used this designation to denote what h.-ls oft en been C:II1!.'d 


the covenant of redemption .. 
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DOES SCIENCE CONTRADICT THE SCRIPTURES? 
(Continued from. Page 10) 

be sure man has discovered much scientific truth in spite of 
his rejection of God and because of the common grace of 
God. But as a corrupt creature man has produced a cor
rupted science. Indeed science basically is grounded on 
false premises and hence leads to false conclusions. 

The non-Christian scientist's objection that the reasoning 
of the Cluistian physical scientist is circular is indeed correct. 
The Christian does presuppose the existence of the God of 
the Bible and does base his scientific philosophy upon the 
principles of His Word. He does assume the createdness of all 
the facts and laws of the universe. But we must recognize for 
ourselves and stress to Cluistians of college age that non
Christian thinking is every bit as circular. Christian thought 
begins with God and ends with Him, but unbelieving thought 
begins with man and ends with man. It presupposes a non
created universe of pure chance. It assumes the ultimate 
ability of man's mind to know the truth, despite claims to 
"open-mindedness". Neutrality is nothing other than a denial 
of the truth of Christianity. He that is not for Christ is 
against Him. 

Let us stress to our children that they can believe Chris
tianity and trust in the Christ of the Bible on the authority 
of God as He speaks in the Bible, Such authority is not 
simply that of an expert or great genius, God is not just 
giving us excellent advice because He knows a lot more than 
we do. He is commanding us to follow Him and believe His 
Word because He has created all things and knows every
thing exhaustively, He therefore speaks with absolute author
ity, and this He does in the Bible, 

If our children do not want to listen to the voice of God, 
they will listen to the voice of finite, sinful experts. And then 
they should ask themselves how they know that the assump
tions of the non-Christian are right. How do we know that the 
universe is a universe of chance? How do we know it has not 
been created? How do we know that anything can happen 
in the universe? How do we know that there is no Being 
who can speak to us with absolute authority? How do we 
know truth, fact, and law when we see it? How do we know 
that our minds are virtually self-sufficient? How do we know 

that the God of the Bible docs not exist? How do we know 
the universe is not what God says it is? 

The choice is clear. There can be no intellectual reason 
fo r rejecting the record of the Bible. The matter is basically 
spiritual. One can humbly bow before God and place faith in 
Him who created the universe and is absolutely quuli6ed to 
give us the answers, or one can sinfully resist Him and place 
faith in man by listening to those who are unregenerate sin
ners, who hate God, and who will refuse to give Him place 
in their scientific methodology and therefore have no foot
hold but their own prejudiced minds, One can believe and 
trust with all his heart the Christ in whom are hid all the 
treasures of knowledge and wisdom, or one can blindly 
follow the man-made assumptions which lead to a totally 
meaningless view of the universe, 

And for physical science, as ror every other field of human 
endeavor, there is no hope apart from its redemption through 
Christ. When this truth is understood by faith , men who have 
themselves bcen redeemed by Christ will seek to make 
Scripture their rule of faith and practice in science as well as 
in the more personal dimensions of their religious life. As 
Christians, perhaps it is time that we started to listen to God 
in earnest. 
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