
volu me 16 number 101 December 1966 

devoted to the exposition and defen.se of the Reformed faith 

IN THIS ISSUE 

UNOFFENSIVEl Y OFFENSIVE 

SCRIPTURAL REVELATION AND THE EVOLUTIONARY WORLD VIEW 

THE PERSON AND WORK OF SATAN 

GOD DOES NOT LOVE EVERYONE 

REFORMATION IS MORE NEEDFUL THAN ORGANIZATION 



t Henry J. Kuiper, Mln~ing Editor, 1957-1962 

IDIJOI. - P-* Y. 01 .long 

fDIJOItAL BOAItD - Ronilid Brown, Gordon Girod, Rein "-IfNI, 
Nlchole. J . Man ....., Edwin H. Pel"*,, John H. Pi.,...,e. 

BOARD OF TlUSTHS - MeNin Muller, president; Gordon Girod, vic.
P'""icMnl; Richard J. VerMme, IKret..-y; Leonerd 1C1oet, trn ...r., ..-cI 
busi...... mllntg.,; Pe'., Wobbeme Jr., us·, ' reMUrerJ Perry 8umhem; 
Edw...d H••reme; J.eforne Jut ien; Willi ..... Ko...; R. in '--'me; Nichol.. 
J . ~J John H. Pi$"sme; Betton s.v-mt; ~ V,nden tfeQveI; 

Henry Vend.r ICem. 

Thi, pe<iodical ;, ow.....d and I)Vbl ishfl! by R.l orm.d F, llow,hip, Inc 
o ,."Oiou, and .tric'l~ non·p.of,t Otoani%otion compcrMd of a "tOUp 01 
Ch. i,lion belt.v~r, ....ho hold to the lelonned "" ill\ 110 IlUJPOM is to g ,,.. 
,ho.pel'lltd expreu'on to th., foi!h. 10 ."m..lo.. ,he doct. inot ....." ivili •• 01 
,''''''' who Plole.. ,hi. Fo,th. to p.omot. ,he .p" ilual ....... 110•• and lhe P""'y
of Relotmeet Chu.ct\e . eyerywher.. a"'" 10 I .. rthe. I.... Inle •••1S 01 all 
Chr II o n ,...Ilt..""". 01 R~o<-d ~ol,be. 

T .... publi· ..... of th •• i",,'not "~Ple" ,h ... ad..... .-..;. 10 lhe Colvini"" 
c.,HI. o. fo<mulOltld in Ih. IIfoIOic Conl.... ,o<>. lhe Heldelbetg COllKlli,m, 
the Conan, of Oort , oMl the W.,'m not" Conl""on aMI Cote.;h i,m•. 

All ~on"lb.,o"on...ore.ent 'h~ penonot vi_. of ,... w"le.. oMl do no' 
MC"<orily ••AKt ,... apin,o." 01 , ... membe" of R. fom>ed F. llow, hip, Inc. 

December 1966, Vol. XVI, No. 10 

Contents: 
UNOffENSIVElY OffENSIVE 2 

Edwin H. 'elme. 

THE BEARING OF SCRIPTURAL REVELAliON ON THE 

EVOLUTIONARY WORLD VIEW 

Joh.nnes G. VOt 

VIEWPOINT • 
" A ..... R.volut iOlO .., ? .. 


"Reformation mo.. n.edfvl th. n Or....iI.-"ooI" 

"Whet _ chunh hes dOft." 


THE PERSON AND WORt( OF SATAN 	 , 
Rich.rd R. 0. ....... 


GOO DOES NOT l OVe EVeRYONE 
Edwin H. ,.1_. 	 " 

SURVEY: AN ANNOTATED GUIDE 

Joluo H. ' iomu 

STUDIES IN THE CANONS Of OORT 20 
Joh_.Ti.._ 

A lOOlC AT BOOKS 
Neill - A Hittory of Chlillien Mi"ionl " 
....... - Spnking wilt! T~..... 

UNOFFENSIVELY 

OFFENSIVE 


EDWI N H. PALMER 

I N COMMUNICATING the gospel, two principles 
should gUide us 1 ) We should be offensive; and 

2 ) We should be unoffensively offensive. 

I. 	 Being Offensive 

Every Christian has a duty to be offensive. If he is 
not, he is not a Christian. An ollensiveless Christian is 
as much a contradiction in terms as is saltless salt 
( Matt. 5: 13). 

To understand properl y these apparently offensive 
statements, it is necessary to define the word offense. 
For many the verb to offend means to displease or to 
affront someone. They interpret, for example, I Cor. 
8:131 to mean that a Christian should not eat meat if 
it irritates someone. Similarly, they believe that Rom. 
14:212 forbids the eating of meat or drinking of wine, 
if someo.ne is displeased by that act. 

Although the King James' use of the word offense 
may give the impression of displeasure and irritation, 
this is not the meaning in most of the cases in the 
Bible where the words offend or offense are used. 

The Greek words that are often translated as 
offend or offense are the verb skandalizo and the 
noun skafllialon. Originally, the word meant the 
tri ggerin g stick in a trap or the trap itself. F igura
tively, skandalon meant some person, thing or action 
that caused another to be entrapped in sin . It is this 
latter sense that is used almost exclusively in the Bible. 
Observe some clear cases. 

Matthew 5:29: "If your eye skandalizei you, pluck 
it out." Jesus had said that it is adulterous even to 
look on a woman who i .~ not your wife with the desire 
to have relations with her. If, then, he says, your eye 
"offends" you ( to use the King James' terminology ), 
pluck it out. Jesus does not reco,mmend this action 
because the eye is ugly to look at, but rather, because 
it is causing you to sin . 

Matthew 18 :6: "Whoso shall skaru/alisei one of 
these li ttle ones that believe on me, i t is profitable for 
him that a great millstone should be hanged about 
his neck, and that he should be sunk in the dep th of 
the sea." Surely, the King James' translation to offend 
cannot mean to displease; as if it were better if one 
were drowned than if he displeased a boy, for ex
ample, by breathing garlic in his face. Jesus meant 
that it is a tcrrible thi ng to cause a little one to sin. 

Matthew 18:8 : "And if your hand or your foot 

http:someo.ne


skandalizei you, cut it off, and cast it from you; it is 
good for you to enter into life maimed or halt, rather 
than having two hands or two fee t to be cast into 
eternal fire." Skandalizci can only be translated by 
cause to sin. Noth ing else can possibly fit. 

Mark 4:16, 17: "And these in like manner are thev 
that are sown upon the rocky places, who, when they 
have heard the word, straightway receive it with joy; 
and they have no root in themselves but end ure for 
a while: then, when tribulation or persecution ariseth 
because of the word, straightway they skandalizontai 
themselves." Jesus is not speaking of actions that dis
please or irritate themselves, but actions that cause 
them to fall into sins. 

These passages suffice to indicate the meaning of 
the Greek words skandalol! and skandalizo. They 
mean cause of sin or to cause to sin.3 

Strikingly, this term is applied to Jesus and the 
cross.4 For example, in Rom. 9:335 Paul calls Jesus 
a rock of skandalon, a rock that causes the Jews to 
fall, or shlmble, or trip. Or, to put it boldly, Jesus is 
a rock that causes people to fall into sin. He is in 
their way; he demands that they be lowly and he 
exalted ; he teaches that they are not saved by what 
they do for themselves but by what he does for 
them. The proud Jew cannot stomach such a demand 
for humility. He runs headlong into this rock in his 
path, trips over it, and falls. Christ is his rock of 
offense, the cause of his fa lling into sin, that is, the sin 
of disbelief. 

W ith this Biblica l mea ning of offense in mind, we 
may now return to the opening statement of this sec
tion; "Every Christian has a du ty to be offensive." 
That is, every Christian has the duty to present the 
offense of the cross (Gal. 5: 11) - the offense of Christ. 
Without toning down the gospel, he must presen t 
Christianity in all of its fullness6 and clari ty - even 
though it "irritates" others and is unpopu lar. He may 
not omit the doctrine of salvation by faith out of 
deference to the feelings of someone who may not like 
that doctrine. He may not silentl y pass over the doc
trines of the bondage of the will, election, reprobation, 
foreord ination of sin, hell or creation hecause they 
seem foolish to the human intell ect. To accommodate 
the gospel to people's feelings and prejudices is to 
emasculate the gospel. In sp ite of the unbeliever's 
distaste for the gospel or his r idicule or repudiation 
of it, the Christian is obliged to present the entire 
Bibl ical message wi th all the power and clarity at 
his d isposal. He is to carry the Biblical message _ the 
offense - to all people. In this sense he is to be 
offensive. 

II. Being Unoffensive 

But in p resenting the offense of the gospel, the 
Christian is obliged to p resent it unoffensively. The 
content of his speaking must be offensive; the manner, 
unoffensive. In other words, he must be unoffensively 
offensive. 

Some mistakenly confuse a full presentation of the 
truth with bluntness; they identify a bold, frank, un
compromising message with . tactlessness. This is not 
Biblical. Paul became all things to all men ( I Cor. 
9 :22). This does not mean he compromised his mes
sage, for his epistles and life show that he did not. 
But to the Jew, he became as a Jew, fo llowing their 
customs, in order to win the Jew . To the Gentiles, he 
acted as one not under the ceremonial law. To the 
weak he became weak so that he might gain the 
weak. To the strong he became strong so that he 
might gain the strong. When in Rome he did as the 
Romans did . He became all things to all men. 

In 	order to present the gospel effectively to an 
educated person, it is Pauline to adapt to his ways. 
It 	would be most offensive (as to manner ) to the 
educated , if, in trying to speak to them, someOne 
dressed slovenly, used poor English and disparaged 
the proper use of reason. 

Tact and common sense must be employed . Instead 
of 	fl inging out the q uestion "Are you saved?" wh ile 
passing someone on the street, the stranger's con
fi dence must be won by real friendship. Instead of 
arguing with hi m and in front of a crowd (where he 
could lose face) , sweetness and quietness must he 
employed. 

If 	you are a Dutchman, you may have to forget 
your D utch ways and acquire some Italian manner
isms before yOli wi ll help Giuseppe Oliviero. 

Even when reprimanding someone, the Christian 
must never lose his temper and become angry. He 
must be fi lled with love and understanding. I n other 
words, he must cut with the sharp edge of the sword 
of the Bible, but in 11 loving manner. He must be un
offensively offensive. 

If 	people are offended as you present the gospel 
to them, it can be for two reasons: 

1. 	 The message d ispleases them; or 
2. The manner of presen tation displeases them. 

If it is the fo rmer, do not worry. You have done your 
d uty. But if it is the latter, then it is your fault and 
you will be held accountable. Our task is to present 
the fu ll-orbed gospel - the offense - in an unoffensive 
manner. 

L 	 "\Vhereforc, if meat makC my bro ther to offend, I will eat 
no 	flesh while the world standeth, lest I make m y brother 
to offend"(AV). 

2. 	 " It is good neither to cat Resh. nor to drink wine, nor 
any thing whereby thy brother stumbleth, or is offended 
or is made weak" (AV). ' 

3. 	 It would he very beneficial and excit ing to lOOk up these 
words or the word uUem/ in a concordance, and to read the 
Biblical passage with this meaning in mind. There arc 
close to 50 stich references in the New Testament. The 
reading of the ~ame passage in diffe rent versions would also 
increase one's pleasure and insight into the Biblical mean
ing. Such a project would enhance onc's appreciation for 
the Word of God. 

4. 	 Gal. 5: 11, the skandalon of the cross. 
5. 	 Cf. T Peter 2:8. 
6. 	 The cross symbolizes not only the death of Christ, but 

every tIling tha t centers on Christ and his revelation. The 
offense of the cross is everything that God has revealed in 
hi.'l Word. 
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WHAT IS THE EVOLUTIONARY WORLD VIEW? 

A. It is II Non -Theistic Conception of Reality. 
Classic evolutionism is essen tially atheistic or 

panthei§ti.c. The postulate of Biblical Theism is in
herently foreign to evolutionistic thought. This is not 
to say that all evolutionists are atheists or pantheist~, 
or that no evolutionist sincerely professes the Christian 
Faith. People are very inconsistent and harbor the 
most incompatible ideas in their minds. But evolution 
ism as a self-consistent system of thought i .~ inherently 
incompati ble with Biblical Theism. 

A popular writer on science has sa id that psychol
ogists do not believe in God except on Sund ays. This 
is not true of all psychologists, of course, but it is true 
of many. And the same could be said about the great 
majority of evolutionists. Indeed , it is difficult to avoid 
concludin g that much of the appeal and popularity of 
evolutionary thought has been its seeming effective
ness in eliminating Cod from man's understanding of 
his world. 

It is rC<.'Orded that the entire first printing of 
Darwin's Origin of Species was sold on the day of 
publication. Darw in seemed to the public of his tim ~ 
to have found a way to explain living organisms with
out needing belief in Cod. 

Cregor Mendel lived at the same time as Darwin, 
and published his epoch-making discoveries in the 
field of Genetics in LB65, six years after Darwin's book 
appeared. Unlike D arwin, Mendel was ignored by 
the scientific, scholarly and popular world of his time. 
Mendel was a Theist and a Christian believer, and 
his work has stood the test of t ime and research far 

better than D arwin's, but D arwin was applauded and 
Mendel was ignored. As a matter of fact Mendel's 
work, although duly published in a scientific journal 
at the time, wa.~ simply ignored - indeed, was vi r
tually unknown - until 35 years later, when h is prin
ciples were independently re-discovered by three other 
investigators. 

Who can believe that pure zeal for scientific t ruth 
has been the chief motivating force which has made 
evolut ionary thought the dominant world view today? 
A truer explanation may be suggested by Romans 
1:28: "And even as they did not like to retain God in 
their knowledge, Cod gave them over to a reprobate 
mind ...." 

That the much-ooasted zeal for pure truth is not 
the rcal or main motive wh ich actuates cvolutionist~ 

is demonstrated by the way they act when someone 
dares to challenge the validity of the evolutionary 
scheme. In the science departments of univers ity 
faculties it is considered virtually academic suicide to 
be known as a non-evolution ist. There are many bi
ologists and other scientists who do not accept evolu
tion, but nearly all of them, in the fields of biology 
and geology at any rate, are employed by the govern
ment or by private business (.'Orporations. So complete 
is the dominance of the evolutionary world view that 
it is often difficult for a non-evolutionist to obtain n 
position as a high school teacher of science. Academic 
freedom and tolerance are ideals which vanish when 
a scient ifl c scholar is critical of evolution . Evolution is 
a loaded world view. It involves a built-in emot ional 
and popularity appeal. 

The late Samuel C. Craig in his book Jesus of 
)'eslerday and Today raised the quest ion of wherein 
the offense of the miraculous lies. In answering this 
question he wrote: " \Ve are sure that the real offense 
of the miraele lies ill the fact that it is an event that 
posits Cod as its only adequate explanation, and so 
an event that thrusts God, as it were, d irectly on the 
attention of men. Jt may seem strange, that men do 
not like to retain God in their knowledge. They do not 
object to admitting that Cod exists as long as it is con
fessed that He acts always and only through general 
laws; for in that case these 'general laws' stand be
tween the indi vidual and Cod and more or less 
effectively blunt their consciousness of Cod as a li ving 
real ity to whom they are personally responsible. They 
do object, however, to admitt ing that God acts in a 
miraculous manner; and that because a miracle, bei ng 
an event that posits the direct activity of God as its 
only adequate explanation , obtrudes God, directly and 
immediately, upon their att ention" ( p. 142 ). 

The offense of the Bi blical doctrine of Creation is 
of course equally re.'l. l, and for precisely the same 
reason. Direct creationism explains origins in terms 
of acts of Cod, and this is deeply offensive to the sin
darkened and rebellious human mind. A scheme of 
things which purports to remove God from di rect 
action in origins and to place Him far in the shadows 



of the background, or to eliminate H im entirely, is 
welcomed by the fallen human intellect as a relief 
from the intellectual and spiritual discomfort which 
direct facing of God causes. It was not without reason 
that Adam and Eve'1lid themselves from the presencc 
of the Lord God amongst the trees of the garden" 
(Gen. 308). 

B. It is an Irrational Conception of Reality. 
Belief in the ultimacy of what men call "chance" 

is essentially ·irrationai. It stands opposed to the view 
that the univcrse is rational because it is based on 
mind - the infinite, absolute mind of God. Evolu
tionistic science regards the term teleology as a sort 
of scientific blasphemy. A recent writer on the philos
ophy of science, Ernest Nagel, rejecls traditional ideas 
of teleology and coolly informs us that any apparently 
teleological functions in nature can be re-formulated 
in terms of non-teleological explanations ( The Struc
ture of Science, pp. 402-3 ). 

To hold that nature or the universe embodies a 
plan and manifests design Or purpose implies, of 
course, that there must be a Planner, Designer or 
Purposer, and this can be no other than God. But this 
is regarded as a very objectionable concept from the 
scientific point of view, so teleology is dismissed as a 
pre-scientific concept, or re-defined in non-teleological 
terms. Any apparent design in nature is regarded as 
merely the fortunate result of chance. Martin Gardner 
in The Ambidextrous Universe says: 

"Given a billion years of time, a chemical mixture 
as large as the earth's seas and atmosphere, and 
various energy sources more intense than today, and 
who can say that no self-replicating molecules can 
have formed fortuitous ly? FOr all we know they may 
have formed by the billions .... In a few thousand 
million years (all of this is shcer guesswork ) the 
primordial soup may have swarmed with these prim
itive, half-living organisms. The great epic of evolu
tion would then have been under way" (pp. 152-3).' 

This same author says: "Evolution is simply the 
process by which chance ( the random mutations) co
operates with natural law to create living forms better 
and bctter adapt£.>d to survive" (Tile Ambidextrous 
Unioorse, p. 145 ). 

This author who frankly admits that what he is 
setting forth here is «sheer guesswork," nevertheless 
lampoons the Biblical doctrine of direct creation by 
referring to it as "a series of stupendous magic tricks" 
(ibid., p. 144). 

One evolutionist has said that the chances were 
two billion to one against the original primal cells 
ever evolVing to mankind, but the human race was 
amazingly lucky, so here we arc! 

The evolutionary world view holds that chance, 
not mind, is the ultimate basic principle of explana-

I. 	 This and the following quotations are used by pennission 
from The Amb1datrous Unioern, by Martin Gardner, Basic 
Books, Inc., Publishers, New York, 1964. 

tion . Belief in chance, I would repeat, is essentially 
irrationaL To say that someth ing is caused by chance 
is to say that it has no cause. Chance is the denial 
of a cause, it is the negation of all causation. It is the 
opposite of law, it is the enthronement of utter chaos. 
So nature becomes a book without an Author, a com
position without a Composer, a bUilding ' without an 
Architect. It was not planned - it just happened. 

Billions and billions of years of time, plus oceans 
ana oceans of chance, are supposed to account ade
quately for the existence of such unfathomable ex
amples of complexity as the human brain. Time plus 
chance equals organism, is the equation involved. A 
popular newspaper commentator recently dismissed 
some of this nonsense with the terse comment: "Go 
make a seed!" 

C. It is an Immoral COJlceplion of Reality. 
1t is no wonder that we face unprecedented moral 

evil today. The only real basis for any morality worthy 
of t~ name is belief in Cod. When God is removed 
from people's understanding of themselves and their 
world, they will inevitably lose their sense of moral 
responsibility, with the result that selfish, criminal and 
anti-social tendencies will reign unchecked . 

Adolf Hitler was an enthusiastic evolutionist, and 
the horribly evil practices of German National Social
ism under the Trurd Reich were theoretically 
grounded in evolutionary ideology which had, sup
posedly, cut the ground out from under the Biblical 
view of a moral law and Lawgiver. Let the fittest 
survive; let the defenseless and weak perish in con
centration camps and gas chambers. 

Here in America our public educational system, 
from kin~ergarten to university, is deliberately being 
made more and mIKe rigidly secular. At the same 
time our sages and experts stand aghast at the bold
ness and increase of evil . These men pontifically tell 
uS that mankind's moral or ethical sense has not kept 
pace in development with his technological achieve
ments. Of course they never suggest a return to the 
God of the Bible and the moral absolutes of the Dec
alogue. Rather, the new religion of scientific research 

At tlte last Annual Meeting of REFOR1\.lEO Fa
LQwsmp INC. this material was presented by the 
Rev. Johannes C. Vos, minister in the Reformed 
Presbyterum Church, JJrofessor at Geneoo Col
lege in Beaver Falls, Po., and editor of BLUE 
BANNEll FAtTn AND Ln'''' The salient features of 
both Creationism and Evolutionislll- each rec
ognized in its own way as an ideoldgy or basic 
life-a,ul-worlcl view - are clearly contrasted for 
the reader. Undoubtedly this article will receive 
fully as W(lrm. a welcome among our readers as 
last year's contribution by Prof. Vos entitled 
"Surrender to Eoolution: Inevitable Of" Inexcus
able?" of which several thousands of copies have 
been c/istrim,ted. 



is supposed, by emphasis on the need for ethical devel
opment, to come up with the answers. Alas, it is a 
vain hope, and doomed to disi.llusionment and failure. 
When men have cut themselves off from the Source 
of all righteousness, they are certain to live in violence, 
selfishness and hatred. 

Just because evolutionism is more than a biological 
theory ~ just because it is a comprehensive world view 
~ its general and uncritical acceptance by the public, 
and the utter pervasiveness of its penetration through 
our educational system, from the university level down 
to the elementary grades, is bound to bring an in
creasing harvest of crime, lawlessness and moral evil 
of all kinds. There is nothing in this world view which 
can provide a corrective. 

Our public educational system is in an intolerable 
predicament. Supposed to turn out a product which 
wi1l be honest, law-abiding, mutually helpful citizens, 
the educational system is on the one hand rigidly 
prevented from inculcating the Biblical world view 
which is the only real ground for morality, and on the 
other hand it is given over almost universally to the 
anti-theistic, idolatrous, man-centered false world view 
of evolutionism. 

Public and private morality will never thrive again 
until the Biblical world view once again becomes 
dominant and the evolutionary world view is rejected 
fo r what it really is ~ a mere hypothesis, resting on 
unproved assumptions, which all too effectively re
moves God from a relevant place in people's thinking 
about the world and human society. 

The evolu tionary world view is no mere harmless 
technicality of academic biological theory. It is a com
prehensive philosophy of life which is at the crucial 
points antithetic to the Biblical and Christian world 
view. 

With God all things are possible, but it seems un
likely that the Christian believers of the world, divided 
and confused as they are, can in the foreseeable future 
reverse this all-but-universal trend of human thinking. 
Martin Gardner says: II'Today it is hard to fi nd a single 
biochemist or geologist, even among the most devoutly 
religiolls, who has the slightest doubt about the es
sential soundness of the theory of evolution" (The 
Ambidextrous Universe, pp. 144-5). In this state of 
affairs, it becomes our solemn duty to witness for the 
truth and against the dominant lie. And especially it 
becomes our duty to guard earnestly and jealously all 
Christian educationa l instituti{)ns lest the tares be 
planted while men sleep, and Christian education be
come hospitable to, and tolerant of, this anti-biblical 
system. 

WHAT IS THE RELATION OF THEISTIC EVOLUTION TO 

THE EVOLUTIONARY WORLD VIEW? 

Theistic evolution, as a matter of fact , is held by 
only a very small minority of evolutionistic scientists. 

It is a view held and promoted chiefly by religious 
scholars. Scientists and philosophers who accept evolu
tion and at the same time profess belief in God are 
frequently found, upon closer examination of their 
positions, to hold a non-theistic view of God - either 
a Deistic or a Pantheistic view. 

Theistic evolution is essentially a compromise view. 
It did not originate with the scientists, most of whom 
have little use for it. Classic evolutionary science came 
first, then afterwards came the attempt to adjust Chris
tian belief to the evolutionary scheme of things. 
Religious scholars who have been impressed, not to 
say frightened, by the confident assertions of scientists 
about evolution being not a theory but "proved fact" 
have reacted to their embarrassment by the attempt 
to adjust their interpretation of Scripture to the 
evolutionary scheme. 

Theistic evolutionism has been and is embarrassed 
by attempting ad jushnent of Christian belief to a 
scientific variable. Evolutionary thought has been and 
is fl uid . It has moved from phase to phase. Darwin, 
Lamarck, DeVries, Spencer - they have aU had their 
day and been passed by. Christianity call be ad justed 
to such a scheme only with serious sacrifice and loss. 

The common disjunction between the Who ond 
why? and the When and how? of origins, as set forth 
by theistic evolutionists, is false and illusory. We are 
told that evolutionary science can tell us the "when" 
and the "how" of creation, or of origins, while only 
Scripture can reveal to us the "Who" and the "Why." 
Th is disjunctive formula is often presented in a very 
plausible manner. Yet it is basically misleading and 
false. 

When we begin to speak of God's "method" or 
"how" in His work of creation, we have already as
sumed that it was not re.."1lly a work of creation at 
all. When we say "method" or "how" we say process. 
By any sound definition of creation it is not a process 
but an act and docs .not involve the use of methods or 
means. "By faith we understand that the worlds were 
framed by the word of God, so that things which are 
seen were not made of things which do .appear" 
( Hebrews 11 :3). Like miracle, creation is an act of 
God's direct supernatural power. It is an act of omnip
otence. It is an event with no cause except the will 
of God. "For he spake, and it was done; he com
manded, and it stood fast" (Psalm 33:9). Shall we 
interpret this last text as really mean ing, "For he 
spake, and a chain reaction began which ultimately 
produced what we see in nature today" ...? 

The tendency to speak of God's method of creation 
betrays an unconscious but real denial of the reality 
of creation ~ it reduces all creation to the category of 
a providential process. Creation means God's act of 
producing the truly new - new as to matter, new 
as to form, or new as to both form and matter. God 
used dust to create Adam's body, but the creative act 
did not involve process. It was an act of the divine 



will, a "fiat.'" Some philosopher once said, "What is 
mind? No matter. What is matter? Never mind." In 
like vein we may truly say, 'What is creation? No 
process. What is process? Never creation." 

SCRIPTURE AND NATURE ARE NOT CO-ORDINATE 

REVELATIONS OF GOD 

According to Scriptural teaching, natural revelation 
serves as a witness to Cod. It is chiefl y significant for 
the heathen, who are without the light of Scripture. 
From natural or general revelation those without the 
light of Scripture can learn that Cod exists, tha~ He 
is very great and that mankind ought to glorify and 
worship Him. Natural revelation also conveys some 
basic but limited knowledge about morality. "For 
when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by 
nature the things contained in the law, these, having 
not the law, arc a law unto themselves: which show 
the work of the law written in their hearts, their con
science also bearing witness and their thoughts the 
meanwhile accusing or else excusing one another" 
(Romans 2:14, 15 ). 

While general or natural revelation bears a true, 
though limited, witness to God and morality, its ef
fectiveness in this function has been diminished by the 
faJl of the human race into sin. Men ''became vain 
in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was 
darkened" ( Romans 1: 21 ). The fall of man had a 
damaging effect both on humanity's moral sense and 
also on the human intellect. The result is that the 
revelation of God in nature, including that in human 
nature Or the human consciousness, being apprehended 
by a darkened mind and a corrupted conscience, is 
inevitably misinterpreted and distorted, so that only a 
very limited and obscured knowledge is derived there
from. The religious systems of the heathen world 
amply demonstrate how far fallen mankind, when 
without the special revelation of God and without 
regeneration by the Holy Spiri t, inevitably wanders 
from the pathway of truth and righteousness. 

The notion that nature and Scripture are co
ordinate revelations of God, each equally valid and 
sufficient in its own field, is one of the most harmful 
errors of our t ime. Nature, whether internal or ex
ternal to the human personality, is in no sense co
ordinate with Scripture. Both as witness and as rev
elation nature apart from Scripture is inadequate and, 
because of man's sin-darkened mind and heart, mis
leading. The most that can be said for natural revela
tion is that it leaves mankind without excwe before 
God ( Romans 1:20); it does not of itself impart an 
adequate knowledge of God nor a sufficient standard 
of ethics. 

The idea that Scripture and nature are co-ordinate 
revelations of God, each adequate and definitive in its 
own Geld, sometimes called the "double revelation 
theory," has been very well exposed as untenable by 

Dr. John C. Whitcomb in his monograph on The 
Origin of the Solar System. As revelation nature con
veys absolutely no knowledge that is not already con
veyed in fu ller and clearer fonn in Holy Scripture. 
To place nature on a par with Scripture as divine 
revelation betrays a basic misconception /of the char
acter, functions and limitations of the revelation of 
God in nature. 

Nature is, of course, the proper object of scientific 
st udy. Legitimate science is the study of the phenom
ena of nature, This is properly regarded as included 
in the cultural mandate of Genesis 1:28 - the com
mand of God to mankind to subdue the earth and have 
dominion over its contents. Bu t a recognition of the 
God-given cultural mandate and the proper inclusion 
of natural science within the scope of that mandate, 
does not amount to making nature co-ordinate with 
Scripture as a revelation of truth and duty. 

Those who regard nature and Scripture as co
ordinate revelations of God commonly make the mis
take of disregarding the necessity of spiritual regen
eration for an ult imately valid knowledge of truth in 
any field, including both theology and the natural 
sciences. The scientist whose foolish heart is darkened 
by sin and who lacks the opening of the eyes of his 
understanding by the regenerating work of the Holy 
Spiri t will inevitably misinterpret what he observes 
in nature. 

The unregenerate scientist always implicitly denies 
the truths of creation and providence. He always 
believes in brute facts - what Dr. Van T il has called 
the "just-thereness" of facts, that is, their non-created 
character. Those who place the "findings" of science 
(or rather, of certain scientists) on a par with theolog
ical doctrines derived from Holy Scripture, as state
ments of truth, almost invariably fail to make any 
d'istinction between the regenerate and the unregen
erate intellect. The fall of mankind and its effects on 
the hu man in tellect is the great blind spot of those 
who desire to regard nature as a co-ordinate revela
tion with Scripture. 

But even in the case of regenerate scientists, the 
products of scientific research cannot be equated in 
validity with theological truth derived from Scripture. 
The two are not parallel. In the case of Scripture we 
have, fi rst, the revelation of Cod in His acts or deeds: 
secondly, we have an infallibly revealed and inspired 
interpretation of the meaning and significance of God's 
deeds, given to us in propositional fonn in the Bible; 
and thirdly, we have systematic formulations of the 
truth embodied in this propositional revelation, in the 
historic creeds and confessions of the Church and in 
the works of believing, regenerate systematic theo
logians. Thus between the basic data (Cod's acts or 
deeds) and man's fonnu lations of systematic truth 
(creeds, theology), there is the middle stage, namely 
divinely revealed and inspired propositional state
ments of the meaning of the divine acts. 

(Continued on. page 17) 
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ANTI·REVOLUTIONARY? 

D R. A. KUYPER, founder of the "Free University, 
called his iXIlitical party the Antirevolu"tionair 

Partij. With this indication, he meant to say, that he 
was strongly against radjcal changes in the social and 
political structure of society. Even though his pro
gram was principled by the Word of Cod, yet he was 
determined to introduce it only within the framework 
of duly constituted authority. In working for the im
provement of society, the fundamental principles of 
Kuyper's program were diametricaliy opposed to rad
ical humanism which ran riot during the French Revo
lution. 

Recently the Free University bestowed an honor
ary doctorate upon the Hev. Martin Luther King. This 
leader of the Southern Christian Leadership Confer
ence believes in changing the present order socially 
by extra-legal procedures. He believes that he has 
the right to determine which laws are just and which 
are not just and feels one is obligated on ly to keep 
those which he considers to be just. In accordal\ce 
with these views, he recently seizt.-d a piece of private 
property, proceded to make improvements and to 
collect the rent. This is the spirit of revolution. In 
bestowing the doctorate on the Rev. Martin Luther 
King, it seems to me, that the Free University has 
violated one of the great principles advocated by its 
founding father, Dr. Abraham Kuyper. Tn this action 
the Free University was not antirevolutionair but 
revolutionair. C. VAN ScHOUWEN 

REFORMATION MORE NEEDFUL THAN 

ORGANIZATION 

R EPORTEDLY many ministers of the Reformed 
Churches in the Netherlands (Gereformeerde) 

favor joining the World Council of Churches. Presum
ably they feel that they can exert a wholesome effect 
upon the direction of the Council. With the pre
ponderance of weight on the ultra liberal Side, this 
is extremely doubtful. Church history seems to teach 
that the only way the church can purify itself is 
through secession - not amalgamation. The great need 
of the church today is purification and not unification ; 
not organization but reformation. "Not by might, nor 
by powcr, but by my spirit, saith the Lord of hosts." 
Zechariah 4:6. The Reformed Churches of the Neth~r
lands are historically secessionist churches. If this 
dcnomination should decide to join the World Council, 
it would disregard the sufferings, the persecutions, the 
hardships endured by the founding fathers and the 
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principles which b rought about the secession. In 
joining the World Council, De Cereformcerde Kerken 
must give moral support to an ultra liberal organiza
tion and it will become co-responsible for the activities 
of the Council . Some of the strongest warnings in Old 
Testament history were given against the Shepherds 
of Israel. Before takin g this final step; 1 would suggest 
that such ministers favoring the Council take time out 
to read Ezekiel 34. C. VAN SCHOUWEN 

WHAT ONE CHURCH HAS DONE 

R EPEATEDLY CHURCHES which are whole
heartedly committed to the Scriptures and creedal 

standards experiencc pain and perplexity when the 
denomination by majority vote at one of its broadest 
assemblies commits all the congregations to entangling 
alliances inimical to the faith once-for-all delivered to 
the saints. 

Often these congregations through their leadership 
petition for breaking such ties. In the United States, 
however, these attempts have almost always failed. 

What should a Bible-believing and creeda lly-com
mitted church do in this situation? The following testi
mony was prepared and 'publicized by one congrega
tion which desired that all should know its strong 
disapproval of and distantiation from the officially
adopted position of its denomination . 

Tile Consistory of Beverly Reformed Church has tman
imously adopted the followillg statemellt, making 
plain where our Church stallds in a day of theolog. 
ical and ecclesiastical confusion: 

WE BELll!."VE that the Bible is the verbally inspired, 
inerrant Word of God, our only infallible rule of 
faith and 11ractice. 

WE SUBSCRIBE, without reservation, to the historic 
Reformed Faith as it is expressed in the lJeidelberg 
Catechism, tile Belgic Confession, and the Canons 
of the Synod of Dort. 

WE AFFIRM, in fellowship with faithful Churches 
around the world, that the one mission of the 
Church is to declare the Gospel of solV(ltion through 
the shed blood of Jesus Christ. and to call all mell 
to repentance alld faith in Christ crucified. 

WE CONSIDER fait hfulness to the Christ of the 
Scriptures and the truth of the Gospel to be the 
minimal criterion in the distribution of such benev
oietlt funds as God provides through the titlles and 
offeri ngs of His people. 

WE ARE GOVER NED only by the Consistory of this 
local congregation in accordance with the Constitu
tion of the Refonlled Church in America. 

WE DISCLAIM any and all affiliation with tile Ec
umetlical Movement as represented by the World 
Council of Churches, the National Council of 
Churches and local COWleils of churches. 

WE RECOMMEND this stance to the earnest con
sideration of our brethrC1} in other Reformed and 
evangelical churches. 



CHRIST, THE CHRISTIAN AND SATAN ... 


THE PERSON AND WORK 


OF SATAN 

RICHARD R. 

In these pages the Rev. R. R. De Ridder, pastor 
of the First Christian Reformed Church of Sioux 
Center, 10., continues his senes on CHRIST, THE 

CHRISTIAN AND SATAN which was begun a few 
issue, ago. This material, as many will remem
ber, tva, first presented in lecture form to the 
faculty and students of Juan Calvino Theological 
Seminary of Mexico City, Mexico . How Christ 
vanquished the power of satan over the sons of 
men by his perfect obedience is stressed here. 

THE BIBLE DOES NOT contain the full history 
of Satan. It gives no information of his beginning, 

no description of his creation. The Bible is concerned 
with Satan (and the demons) only in so far as he has 
a part in the life of man, society, the Church , and 
opposes the work of Messiah. It gives us, therefore, 
only occasional glimpses of his activi ties and opposi
tion to the work of God. 

Nevertheless, it is to the Word of Cod that we must 
go in order to trace his person and working, for there 
is no other reliable source of in formation concerning 
him. 

His Original State and Fall 

What Cod has revealed to us concerning himself 
and his creation makes it impossible for us to conceive 
of Satan as being originally created evil by Cod. "Cod 
saw all that He had made and behold it was very 
good" (Genesis 1:31). And it actually comes as some
thing of a surprise when suddenly, without introduc
tion or ceremony, the Devil appears in fu ll dress on 
the scene of human history. When he appears, he 
comes as a wicked angel, seeking to seduce man into 
rebellion against Cod and to destroy the creatcd har
mony of this world. After he appears on the divine 
page, the chapters of man's history run parallcl to 
his demon ic, destructive efforts. 

Satan is revealed, first of all, very clearly as a 
person. H e is of course a spiritual being, and it ap
pears certain th at he was created by Cod as a very 
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great, holy angel. It is certain that he was a great 
archangel included among those angels who did not 
keep their first estate as described by Peter: "Cod did 
not spare the angels when they sinned" ( II Peter 2:4), 
and also by Jude who speaks of "the angels that did 
not keep their own position but left their proper 
dwelling" (Jude 6). Of these spirits Paul says that 
Satan is the "prince" (Ephesians 2:2). In the Revela
tion John tells us of the warfare in heaven and 
describes what happened in this way ( Revelation 
12:7 ), "Now war arose in heaven, Michael and his 
angels lighting against the dragon: and the dragon 
and his angels fought, but they were defeated and 
there was no longer any place for them in heaven." 
Jesus spoke very explicitly about this fall of Satan 
when he told his disciples, "I saw Satan fall like light
ning from heaven" ( Luke 10:18). 

There has been much conjecture about the nature 
of the transgression of Satan and the angels who fell 
from their holy state with him. The Bible tells us 
little about this rebellion of the angels. It appears 
suffiCient in the divine purpose that we should know 
this : that Satan and h is angels fell, were cast from 
heaven, and in their ruin they seek to ruin others even 
as they have ru ined themselves. We do not know the 
cause of their fall. 

One writer has observed that Satan and his angels 
arc the only beings who know by sad experience 
heaven, earth , and hell. '"'He has walked the streets 
of heaven side by side with its purest and best. H e 
has felt the thrill of its purest joys. He knows the 
bitterest anguish of hell, and has felt its keenest 
flames." 

His Character and Power 
The devil is a created being: this is our starting

point in relation to our study. But he was created 
good, without sin, and fell through some sin or rebel
lion for wh ich he was personally responsible to God. 
He is reserved for judgment. And because he is a 
created being, he does not possess the attributes of 
God (though he may imitate them ). 

The devil is a spirit, i.e., he does not possess ma
terial form. He is therefore invisible to the human 
eye. Perhaps this is the reason why many deny his 
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existence because they refuse to accept the reality of 
anything they cannot see. It is my opinion that the 
existence of Satan and evil spirits is more readily 
grasped in pagan cultures than in the modern, scien
tiScally advanced societies. 

Satan's invisibility (being a spirit) is one of h is 
great advantages. He works secretly, with camouflage 
without revealing his identity. His purpose is to 
destroy the soul of man. He has the ability to enter 
i.nto and influence our minds d irectly. A spiritual 
being can work through other agents or directly. 
Satan infuses thoughts, makes suggestions, and can do 
this so cleverly that we do. not recognize their source. 
He tempted Eve to take the forbidden fruit, and 
prompted her to ally herself with him and to give 
some to Adam also so that he ate. H e put it into 
David's heart to number the people of Israel. He 
entered the hearts of Ananias and Sapphira so that 
they lied to the Holy Spirit. Judas betrayed the Lord 
Jesus because of Satan's working in his heart. Satan's 
greatest masterpiece of deceit is the temptation of 
Jesus in the wilderness where he sought to seduce our 
Lord. He slanders God to men, and puts rebellious 
thoughts against God into their hearts. He is present 
when the seed of the Word is sown to hinder the 
sower, impoverish the soil, or to pluck up the seed. 

Because he is a created being, he is not omniscient. 
He was a very great angel, and possesses great knowl
edge and great power. But he does not know every
thing. Only Cod knows all things. 

Satan is also not omnipotent (all powerful ). Only 
to Jesus Christ has God given all power in heaven and 
on earth. Satan has great power.. When we read the 
opening chapters of Job, we discover that Satan was 
permitted to have control over the weather, Job's 
health, the lives of Job's children, and the thoughts of 
Job's wife and friends. But he is nevertheless clearly 
revealed as always being under the control of God and 
able to proceed on ly so far as God permits him to go. 

Satan is not omnipresent (everywhere present ). 
Because he has such a host of confederates ( the 
demons ) associated with him in his work it may ap
pear this way. But only God can be everywhere at 
one time. Satan has definite limitations, great as his 
powers and abilities may be. The devil is indeed a 
very busy person, and does his evil WOrk well and 
without ceasing. He has had long experience and is 
allied with great and powerful forces. All his im
mense resources and powers are laid out for evil. 

We must exercise care in our thinking about Satan. 
We may not ascribe to him a greatness which is like 
God's or which he does not actua lly possess. Satan is 
not God, even though he poses as the "god of this 
world." 

His Activity 
To understand what is the method of his operation 

and the manner of his activity we must turn to Scrip; 
ture and take note of what the Word tells us. 

It is important to remember that the fa llen, sinful 

nature which now characterizes the devil does not 
permit his works to be motivated from any other 
purpose than evil. AU the immense resources which 
Cod permits him to employ are directed to doing 
what is evil. In the midst of his clever devices and 
disguises he may appear as an angel of light (II 
Corinthians 11:14 ) but his purpose is never to do 
good or to bless. 

We must take a brief look at the activities ascribed 
to Satan in the Scriptures. Any review of his works 
leaves one with the strong impression of his great 
power and influence. It soon appears that there is no 
area which he leaves untouched, nor any sphere of 
influence which he does not employ. His methods are 
diverse and he is able to usc men, nature, and spiritual 
forces with equal ability and seeming success. 

His power, however, is limited . He can only prO
ceed so far as God permits him to work. This is 
suggested and stated in Job's experience. Whereas 
God permitted Satan to test Job, the Devil was limited 
to the boundaries God set to his activity. In Job 1:12 
God says to Satan, "Behold, all that he has is in your 
power; only upon himself do not put forth your 
hand ." When later Satan challenges God and declares 
that Job would curse God if his health were affected, 
the Lord again set limits which Satan had to observe: 
"Behold, he is in your power; only spare his life." 

In studying the exercise of his powers we must note 
that the Scriptu re gives us two aspects of the workings 
of Satan. 

( 1 ) The sinful, unregenerate world is in his power. 
He is the prince of this world, and keeps men in dark· 
ness. He has the power of death ( H ebrews 2:14 ), 
and employs men for his purposes. In Revelation 2 :10 
it is prophesied that he will cast some into prison. 
Although the New Testament docs not give great 
prominence to the fact, it is clearly stated a number 
of times by the Lord Jesus that there is a real, existent 
realm called a Kingdom which is the sphere of Satan's 
rule and reign ( Matthew 12:26, Mark 3:24, Luke 
IUS ). 

The activities of Satan in his kingdom toward his 
subjects are related in various terms. In Acts 10:38 
we read of those "who were oppressed of the devil." 
In Luke 13:16 of a woman "whom Satan hath bound 
these 113 years," evidencing his power over the physica l 
welfare of men. Revelation 12:9 speaks of him as the 
one "who deceives the whole world." In the book of 
Daniel we are g iven a glance into that world that lies 
alongside of our own. Though it remains unseen and 
spiritual, it has much to do with our spiritual victories 
and the fortunes of God's Kingdom. The angel who 
brought God's answer to Daniel's prayer said, "Fear 
not, Daniel, for from the first day that you set your 
mind to understand and humbled yourself before your 
God, yOur words have been heard, and I have come 
because of your words. The prince of the Kingdom 
of Persi~ withstood me twenty-one days, but Michael. 
one of the chief princes, came to help me, so I left 



him there with the prince of the Kingdom of Persia." 
From this we see how he plots, and, although he can
not prevent us from praying, he can delay the answer. 

(2) The Biblical revelation is especially concerned 
with the activities of Satan overagainst the Church of 
Christ and the people of God. On this point the Scrip
tures have much to say. We see, for example, the 
tremendous opposition of Satan to the Church in 
Revelation 2:9-10, and Hevelation 2: 13 ("I know your 
tribulation a'nd your poverty .. and the slander of 
those who say they are Jews and are not, but are a 
synagogue of Satan .. I know where you dweU, 
where Satan's throne is; you hold fast my name and 
you did not deny my faith even in the days of Antipas 
my witness, my faithful one, who was killed among 
you, where Satan dwells"). 

Paul knew first hand the power of Satan. He had 
once been included among those who were in dark
ness. To young pastor Timothy he wrote frequently 
about Satan, reminding him of the "reproaches and 
snares of the devil" ( I Timothy 3:7) into which recent 
converts can easily fall. Again, he stipulates as one 
of the duties which God's servants owe to their op
ponents: to correct them with gentleness, not in a 
quarrelsome way, so that "God may perhaps gant 
that they will come to know the truth, and they may 
escape from the snare of the devil, after being cap
tured by him to do his will" ( 11 Timothy 2:24-26). 

Peter warns, "Your adversary the devil prowls 
around like a roaring lion, seeking someone to devour. 
Resist him, firm in your faith" ( I Peter 5:8, 9) . This 
same picture of his activities is given in Revelation 
12: 12, 'Woe to you, 0 earth and sea, for the devil 
has come down to you in great wrath, because he 
knows that his time is short." This is the devil de
scribed as "the deceiver of the whole world" ( Revela
tion 12:9). 

When we are saved, we arc certainly not free from 
his attacks. We must resist him, and we are warned 
that in our struggle we are not wrestling "against flesh 
and blood, but against the principalities, against the 
powers, against the world rulers of this present dark
ness, against the spiritual hosts of darkness in the 
heavenly places" (Ephesians 6:12). 

He even entered into the circle of the chosen 
twelve disciples of Jesus. He seduced and entered 
into the heart of Judas Iscariot and prompted him 
to carry out his hypocritical and false design (John 
13:27). He bid unsuccessfully for power over Peter, 
who appears to have been totally unaware of what 
Jesus revealed to him ( Luke 22:31, 32) concerning 
Satan's request and Jesus' prayer for his disciple, 
"Simon, Satan demanded to have you, that he might 
sift you like wheat, but I have prayed for you that 
your faith may not fail ; and when you have turned 
again, strengthen your brethren." 

He did not 'Ieave the early ehurch alone either, 
for Peter speaking to Ananias reveals the insight the 
Holy Spirit gave concerning Ananias and Sapphira's 

deceit, "Why has Satan fill ed your heart to lie to the 
Holy Spirit and to keep back part of the proceeds of 
the land?" ( Acts 5:3). We have already observed 
the troubles of the Church of Smyrna, because while 
Satan could not alienate their affections and loyalty, 
he could use the civil power against them ( Revela
tion 2). 

The Temptations of Jesus 
The above illustrations of Satan's powerful working 

are but some of the things that are told us in Scrip
ture. 1 wish to spend just a little time before we 
conclude this lecture to make a brief reference to the 
temptations with which Satan tried our Lord Jesus 
in the wilderness. We shaH follow the record of these 
temptations as they are recorded in Matthew 4: 1-11. 
Christ fought several encounters with the devil: the 
battle of the wilderness, the battle of Gethsemane, 
and the battle of Calvary. In every one of these and 
other encounters the Devil was defeated. The wilder
ness temptations come closer to our experience, and 
therefore I have decided to deal with them at some 
length. 

There are a few general observations we must 
make, first of all . We observe that the sacred record 
states that Jesus was "led by (driven by) the Spirit 
into the wilderness to be tempted by the devil." This 
encounter was deliberate and purposefully sought. 
The Spirit which was seen descending upon Jesus in 
His baptism deliberately created the circumstances 
of the confrontation. Then too, there is a hint in the 
record that the three recorded temptations are but 
a partial record of the total experiences of Jesus in 
the wilderness ( Luke 4: 1, 2). 

We should also observe that Jesus is not able to 
be tempted in exactly the same way as we are. We 
can be tempted both from within and from without. 
James ( 1:14, 15) tells us "each person is tempted 
when he is lured and enticed by his own desires. 
Then the desire when it has conceived gives birth to 
sin; and sin when it is fu ll-grown brings forth death." 
In this sense Jesus could not be tempted, that is, by 
His own desires. His temptation consisted of direct 
confrontations by the Devil to become a law unto 
Himself and ignore what God has said. This does 
not mean that His temptation is less real or violent, 
however. 

The question how it was possible for the sinless 
Son of God to be tempted remains a mystery, although 
no more SO than the question how Adam, God's per
fect creation, could sin. This is also a mystery to us. 

There arc likewise interesting parallels and dif
ferences between Adam and Christ. Some of the 
similarities are these: 

( 1 ) Both Adam and Christ were heads of the 
covenant and represented others in their deeds: Adam 
represented all men in the covenant of works, and 
Christ defeated Satan as the representative of His 
Church in the covenant of grace. Christ is called 
"the last Adam." 



(2) Both Adam and Christ faced Satan in the 
perfection of God's creation. The successful resistance 
of Christ proved, that the fall of man was not due to 
anything God had failed to supply man (Adam) in 
the beginning. 

(3) Both instances concerned food, the reliability 
of Cod's Word, and obedience to God's will. Christ, 
though in different circumstances than Adam, faced 
basically the same temptations. 

There are also important diHerences: 
(1 ) Adam exchanged life for death; Christ brought 

life and immortality to light. 
(2) Adam made Paradise into a wilderness; Christ 

made the wilderness become a glimpse and foretaste 
of Paradise restored (Matthew 4: 11 ). 

(3) Adam was seduced and defeated ; Christ ful
fi lled all the righteousness of the law (Matthew 3: 15). 

(4) Adam was tempted in the midst of plenty; 
Christ in extreme want ( Matthew 4:2). 

The temptations are significant, and their progress 
must be carefully observed, for they give us a clear 
insight into the methods of Satan. 

A. The first temptation: to turn stones into bread. 
Satan spoke to Christ at a point of great need. Jesus 
was hungry after the 40 days of fasting. Satan rec
ognized also the power of Christ. Jesus was able, as 
the Son of God, to turn stones into bread. Satan also 
shows that he had been present at Jesus' baptism, 
for he alludes to this in his suggestion, "If you are 
the Son of God, command ..." At his baptism the 
Father's voice had sounded from heaven, ihis is my 
beloved Son, with whom I am well pleased." Would 
God leave a beloved Son to starve in the wilderness? 
Docs not the Creator's Son have it in his power to save 
himself? Help yourself; you have a right to take things 
into your own hands. Cod would not want you to 
perishl 

To this there is only one answer: "Man shall not 
live by bread alone, but by every word that proceeds 
from the mouth of God." Once before sons of Cod 
had been hungry in the wilderness and Cod had a 
purpose even in causing them to hunger, says Jesus. 
"And he humbled you and let you hunger and fed 
you with manna ... that he might make you know 
that man does not live by bread alone, but that man 
lives by everything that proceeds out of the mouth of 
the Lord" ( Deuteronomy 8:3). Man is not a law to 
himself; God has a purpose for everything in his life, 
even hunger. We may not in any circumstances take 
things into our own hands. 

B. The second temptation: to cast Himself down 
from the Temple. The 6rst temptation clearly re
vealed that Christ firmly resolved to live by the 
Word of God. Satan does not say as before, " If you 
arc thc Son of God, ..." Now he assumes this, and 
confronts Christ with a word God has spoken: Psalm 
91: 11. Cast yourself down from this high point of the 
Temple. You won't get hurt! God said he would 

send his ange1s to take charge of you, and they will 
bear you upl 

It is a serious challenge, especially to one who 
was determined to live by every word of God. We 
can hardly appreciate the tension this challenge 
would create in the heart of one who was determined 
to live by every word of God. But the God who 
created the word (Scripture) has something to say. 
" [ t is also written, you shall not tempt (make trial of ) 
the Lord your God" (Deuteronomy 6: 16). Twice in 
the wilderness ( Exodus 17:1 and Numbers 20:1-13) 
the sons of God had called Cod to the proof, and 
doubted his word to save and his powcr to bring 
them safely through. "No," says Jesus, "we may not 
put God on trial." 

C. The third teml)tation: to bow down and wor
ship Satan. The second victory becomes the setting 
of the third enCOunter. "You will not tempt God? Are 
you ready to accept all that he promises? I know the 
kingdoms of the earth will be taken from me and 
given you. I am ready to surrender. Take them for 
yourself without a struggle, without suffering, with
out Gethsemane or Cabbatha or Golgotha. Bow yOur
self down. Worship me. I'll give them to you," says 
Satan. 

There is no need to dispute whether Satan had 
the right to give them or not. They were under his 
control. Cleverly, hc showed Christ only the glory of 
them! The power, the prestige, the riches and wealth 
and comforts - all the things with which he still en
tices men to believe him. Always he offers a short-cut 
to Cod's appointed ends. '1Jid God say you would 
d ie? Didn't he tell you that you would become like 
him? I know how you can get th is: eat the forbidden 
fruit. " 

But Christ will Jive by walking God's road, not by 
detours and short-cuts. "It is wTitten, You shall wor
ship the Lord you r God and him only shall you 
serve." Once before the sons of God had been in the 
wilderness. Then God told them of the glories of 
the land of promise ( Deuteronomy 6:10, 11 ), and 
had said, "God alone." There is a people's strength! 
And there is power over the Devil. "Begone, Satan!" 
And the Devil left him. 

In closing, I must point out from this incident 
that by the way of obed ience to God and refUSing to 
listen to Satan, Jesus kept everythin g He had, and 
gained all that Satan had offered. Was he hungry? 
Cod provided food. Was he alone? God sent the 
angels to minister to him. Was he destined to rule? 
The kingdoms of th is world have become the kingdoms 
of our God and or his Christ, and he shall reign for
ever and cver. 

In another article we shall deal with the meaning 
of worship of Satan. Are we obedient in everything? 
We must work and live "in the presence of Christ to 
keep Satan from gaini ng the advantage over us; for 
we are not ignorant of his designs" ( n Corinthians 
H,I1). 
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BELIEVE IT OR NOT . .. 

GOD DOES NOT 


LOVE EVERYONE 


EDW IN H. PALMER 

O H. YES. God does love everyone - in one sense. 
that is. Cod loves the bad as well as the good; 

the evil as well as the righteous; the unbeliever as 
well as the believer; the reprobate as well as the elect. 
Christ commanded h is fo llowers to love all men and 
not only their friends. "Love your enemies, and pray 
for them that persecute you" (Matt. 5:44). The groun d 
for this command, he said, is the Christian's relation
ship to God. Since the Christian is a son of Cod, he 
should be like him. And since the Father loves his 
enemies. the sons of God should do the same. In thus 
reasoning, Jesus declared that the Father has enemie.... 
and yet he loves them. He shows this love, said Jesus. 
by giving them rain and sunshine. Thus. the Bible 
teaches that God loves everyone and that he shows it 
by giving them certain non-sa lvational blessings, such 
as rain and sunshine. 

But in another sense, Cod does not love everyone. 
Rom. 8:29 is clear on this: "For those whom he fore
knew he foreordained to be conformed to the image 
of his Son ...." 

In order to understand this verse, remember that 
foreknow cannot mean si mply knowing ahead of time, 
intellectual foreknowledge. If it meant that, then 
Paul wou ld be teaching here that God has fore
ordained everybody to eternal life, for God certain ly 
knows everybody intellectually. But the foreordina
tion of everyone to eternal life contradicts the rest of 
the Bible. 

Bather, "foreknow" should be taken in the common 
Biblical sense of love. Considcr some examples: 

1. 	 Gen. 4: 1: "Adam knew his wife Eve, and she 
conceived and bore Cain ." 

2. 	 Psalm 1:6: "For the Lord knows the way of 
the righteous, but the way of the wicked will 
perish." 

3. 	 Hosea 13:5: "It was I who knew you in the 
wilderness, in the land of drought." 

- - , ...., , .. ... 

4. 	 Amos 3: 2: "You only have I known of all the 
families of the earth." 

5. 	 Matt. 7:23: In the day of judgment Jesus will 
say to hypocrites: "1 never knew you; depart 
from me, you evil-doers." 

6. 	 Rom. 11 :2: "Cod did not cast off / his people 
whom he foreknew." 

7. 	 1 Cor. 8:3: "But if one loves God, one is known 
by him." 

8. 	 Gal. 4:9: "But now that you have come to know 
God, or rather to be known by Cod." 

9. 	 II Tim. 2:19: "The Lord knows them that are 
his." 

When we recognize that foreknow has this full er 
sense of forelove, Paul's meanin g becomes clear and 
be.:'lutiful. Paul teaches the golden chain of salvation : 
From eternity Cod Joved some with a special love; 
these he ordained to life eternal; these whom he 
ordained he called efficaciously with his H oly Spirit; 
because he called them so that they believed, he 
justi fied them, i.e., declared them to be holy and 
perfect for the sake of Christ; and these whom he 
justified he will certainly glorify completely. Thus, 
there is a golden, unbreakable chain from God's love 
to the final glorification of the believer. 

It should be clear that those whom Cod loves are 
not all people, but arc only the Christians - past, 
present and future. We say this for two reasons: 

1. There is an unbroken series of consequences 
running from the love of God to the glorification of 
those loved. Only those w ho are loved are glOrified. 
Unless someone is a universalist, teaching that every
one is glorified, it is necessary to restrict God's love 
to only some people. No other interp retation is pos
sible. 

2. The definition of the loved ones is restricted by 
the context. The p reviolls verse (8:28 ) states that all 
things work together for good only for those who love 
God - not for everybody, not for the unbeliever as 
well as the believer. Then to give a reason for this, 
Paul says in 8:29, "For whom he foreknew (or fore
loved), he also foreordained ... and glorified ." The 
objects of God's love in verse 29 are exactly the same 
as the objects of God's favor in verse 28, for 8:29 is 
only giving a reason for 8:28. God's favor (v. 28) and 
love (v. 29) are restricted to only those who love him.' 

Thus it is possible to say that God loves all to the 
extent of giving them, for exa mple. rain and sunshine 
( Matt . 5). On the other hand , it is equally Bib lical 
to say that Cod does not love all in the sense or being 
willing to ordain them unto life eternal. Rom. 8:29 
plai nly leaves most people out~ide of that love of Cod 
which ordains people to glori fication. In other words, 
in one Biblical sense God does not love everybody. 

1. 	 If anyone loves God, it is God who first loved them and 
caused them to love him. 

.1' 	, 
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REflECTOR August 
Americ~1l Reformed Church, P.O. 80~ 7321, Grand Rapids, Mich. 
SUb$Cfiplion Price: not mentioned 

This is the least impressive typographically of any 
Reformed periodical known to us (stencilled ). We 
welcome its fe-appearance, however, after some 
months of absence from the journalistic scene. Rev. 
A. B. Roukema, pastor of the Grand Rapids' American 
Reformed Church, R Faber and n. Postma comprise 
the Editorial Board. The editorial viewpoint is that 
of the Gereformeerde Kerken a.h. Arl. 31 D.K.O. ("Re
formed Churches upholding Article 31 of the Church 
Order of Dordt") in The Netherlands, whose counter
part( s) on this con tinent are known as Canadian or 
American Reformed churches. TORCH AND TRUMPfo;:!' 

is sincerely glad to see this publication again , having 
enjoyed a congenial and profitable contact with the 
former editor, Rev. H. Van Tongeren, now returned to 
The Netherlands. 

The intention of this issue is frankly controversial. 
Its tone, however, is not unbrotherly, and, I believe, 
its motivation obviously sincere and well-meant. This 
issue purposes "to show that the C hristian Reformed 
Churches have been misled aoout the real church
struggle in The Netherlands." The struggle referred to 
is the one usually identified with the late Prof. K. 
Schilder, which included a major split within the 
Gerefonneerde Kerken. 

It would be very difficult to summarize fairly the 
material presented here to validate this thesis. I would 
suggest that we read it carefully, that our AmeriCan 
Reformed and Canadian Reformed brethren continue 
to explain carefully and patiently, and that we ask our
selves if we as Christian Reformed people ought not to 
give heed to the points made. After all, we are being 
advised nowadays to give careful attention to Chris
tians considerably more distant from us traditionally 
and doctrinally than these! 

STANDARD BEARER August, Se ptember 1, 15, 
October 1 

1326 W. Butler, S. E., Grand Rapids, Michigan $5.00 per year 

These four issues of the Staruklrd Bearer include 
comments by Editor H. C. Hoeksema on the "so-called 

An Annotated Guide to Certain Magazines Current 


Among the Presbyterian and Reformed Churches 


Dekker Case in the Christian Reformed Church." In 
August Hoeksema opined that the matter has been 
rendered even more dangerous by virtue of its post
ponement by the 1966 Synod. Here is the way Prof. 
Hoeksema sees it: 

Any kind of decision in this crucial matter . . . 
has simply been postponed until 1967. Moreover, 
there is no guarantee whatsoever that there will 
be a satisfactory decision at that time; in fact; 
the possibility is very real that there will either 
be further reasons for postponement or an in
definite postponement (as the Reformed Journal 
has proposed), or even a turning of the tide in 
favor of Professor Dekker's position. For : 1 ) If 
the Study Committee could not produce a satis
factory report in two years, what reason is there 
to believe that they can do so in one more year? 
2) Additional problems have been assigned to 
this Committee, some of them, as for instance, 
the one concerning election and the sincere (why 
not "well-meant?") offer of the Gospel, knotty 
problems. It is indeed likely that when this 
Committee reports on these . there will be 
more problems and further disagreement, with 
the attendant necessity of postponing a decision 
for another year. 3) There is a very vocal seg
ment of the C hristian Reformed Church that has 
alread y expressed itself as in favor of the 
propositions of D ekker . . . In other words, 
there is radical disagreement as to the recom
mendations themselves. If this is true. . then 
no amount of clarification and reformulation will 
avoid the necessity of a showdown decision. Such 
a showdown decision, if its consequences are ac
cepted, will require either cleavage or a complete 
retraction on the part of Dekker and those who 
agree with him. Neither of the two can I en
vision in the Christian Reformed C hurch. The 
alternative is the course followed up to the 
present time : postponement ... 

In the September 1 issue Hoeksema begins an 
article printed in installments under the heading, ''The 
Nature of the Atonement, Limited or General?" A few 
quotations: "To spcak of an atonement that is not 
efficacious is a contradiction in terms: an atonement 
that does not actually atone is no atonement" (p. 464); 
"... it is very evident that this element of substitution 
forms a distinct element in the nature of the atone
ment" (Sept. 15, p . 489). 

Prof. Hoeksema does not do all the writing in the 
Standard Bearer. H ere is a list of articles appearing in 

• 



these issues: "The Divine Calling in the Preaching" 
by Cornelius Hanko; "Billy Graham's Methods and 
Doctrine" by R. C. Harbach; "Barth's Doctrine of 
Scripture - The Scriptural Basis" by D. J. Engelsma; 
"-Ecclesiastical Censure" by Gerald Vanden Berg; "The 
Growth of Lawlessness" by Herman Hanko; "Holiday 
or Holy Day?" by John A. Heys; "The RES Ecumen ical 
Conference" by Gise Van Baren; "The Providence of 
God ( Preservation )" by Herman Veldman. 

An announcement of interest to many readers is the 
forthcoming appearance in print of the late I·Jerman 
Hoeksema's Reformed Dognwtics. It can be ordered 
S12.95 un til Nov. 15; $14.95 after that date ) from 

Refonned Free Press Association, P.O. Box 2006, 
Grand Rapids, Michigan 4950L 

In the October 1 issue Prof. Hoeksema continues 
his series of editorials on "The Nature of the Atone
:nent, Limited or General?" This contribution dcals 
....;th the -third elemcnt: defi nite and personal." Here 
sharp issue is taken with Prof. Harold Dekker: 

In fact, it may safely be said that if Prof. Dekker's 
position is the correct one, the entire position of 
the church and the entire attitude of the church 
on these matters must be radically revamped. 
.-\nd I sometimes get the distinct impression that 
this is exactly the intention of Prof. Dekker and 
those who hold with him .. . 

Hoeksema's conclusion is clear : "the atonement of 
Christ in its very nature is fo r the elect alone." 

.-\n interesting contribution is that of Prof. Hoek
sema under the title, "That Bothersome A.C.R. L.!" 
-.\...c.R.L." is the Association of Christian Reformed 
Laymen. This Association circulated a letter to Chris
tian Reformed consistories in which they urged that 
(".&I'eful scrutiny of the books for catcchctical instruc
':io.)I) prepared by the denomination's Committee on 
Education. This seemed to irritate the editor of the 
Ou"istian Reformed Church Dutch weekly, De 
"'oehler, Rev. William Haverkamp. Hoeksema chides 
H,i;verkamp, 

Wby is the Rev. Haverkamp apparently partic
ularly bothered by the A.C.R.L.? And why does 
he limit his criticism to them? , .. For example, 
1 recall that recently in The Banner someone 
made mention of instances of violation of the 
Formula of Subscription without having himself 
Sled a protest. Then I read no criticism from the 
pen of De Wachter editor, Not long ago the 
Formula of Subscription itself came under public 
attack, and then I read no criticism from the Rev. 
Haverkamp. Others can spout open heresy, as in 
the Reformed j ouTfUJl, or may strongly suggest 
something that sounds very much like doctrinal 
freedom; and in such cases the editor does not 
seem very eager to take up the editorial pen .... 

! UE BANNER' FAITH AND LIFE April-June 
J. G. Vcn, Edilor and M, nager, 3408 7.h Ave., Beftver F~lI" Penni. 
S1.50 per year 

The lead article is "Surrender to Evolution: In
'1table or Inexcusable?" by the editor, Prof. J. G. Vos 

(which appeared earlier in T ORCH AND TRUMPET, of 
which several thousands of copies have been distrib
uted in pamphlet form ). "Instrumental Music in 
Public Worship" by John L. Girardeau is the conclud
ing installment in a lengthy defense of the Reformed 
Presbyterian Church's stand against the use of instru
mental music in church worship. The root principle 
in this argumentation is, "Whatsoever, in connection 
with the public worship of the church, is not com
manded by Christ, either expressly or by good and 
necessary consequence, in His Word, is forbidden." 
'W hat does it mean to abstain from all appearance of 
evil?" is a question answered in another J. G. Vos con
tribution. It concludes (after an excellent exposition 
of I Thess. 5:21 ): "Criticism of fellow Christians for 
doing something which is not really evil, and con
cerning which they are acting in good conscience, is 
really a grievous wrong." 

CHRISTIAN HOME AND SCHOOL September, 1966 
865 Twenly~ighlh 51., S. E., Gr.nd Rftpidl, Mich igln 

$2.50 per ye~ r 


"Sex Education - Whose Responsibility?" by Wil
liam C. Hendricks argues that the school can assist 
and support the home in this very important task. 
loday's goals and ideals for sex education can best 
be attained in the Christian school, a school operated 
through the joint efforts of Christian parents to provide 
for the education of their children." Dr. Clarence J. De 
Boer, prominent Grand Rapids area surgeon and 
active supporter of the Christian day school move
ment, writes a thought·provoking article under the 
title, "Football and the Evolutionary Concept of Man." 
Football has just begun to make its way into Christian 
schools of the kind erected by Christian Reformed 
people, and Dr. De Boer has the courage and stamina 
to hold out against this most-popular American "sport" 
with vigorl Dr. De Boer's article is a reply to an 
earlier contribution by a fellow physician, Dr. Roy A. 
Davis. Apparently the thesis of Dr. Davis' article was 
that football was desirable to satisfy the desire and 
need of students for "man-to-man contact," and as "a 
symbol of masculinity." Over against this De Boer 
states: 

To say that the violence of man-to-man contact 
is necessary to demonstrate manhood we have to 
switch from thinking of man as being created by 
God and in His image to an evolutionary concept 
of man, where aggresSion and exhibitionism are 
nonnal expressions of man's relationship to the 
animal kingdom. 

Dr. De Boer sees a basic difference betwccn a non
Christian and Christian view of recreation and play. 
Instead of something carried over from our "ancient 
past," from our animal heritage, play for children is 
an expression of imitation and creativity, and for 
adults a re-creating force to enable greater service of 
our Lord. He concludes: 

\ ,
\ 
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The fact that we have spent a great deal of time 
rationalizing our desires for the rugged physical 
contact of football , and using our brains to kill 
our conscience, does not change the basic con
cept of the game. You cannot give a Christian 
witness to a community by sinning with them. 
Even if you try to do it in a gentlemanly way. 

THE CHRISTIAN VANGUARD August, September 
11914 - 50Th Street, Edmonton, Alber!a, Canadll $2.00 per yur 

This "little journal" (5Y.t- x 8") continues to demon
strate vigorous writing from a position of commitment 
to the Biblical vision of Christian action in all spheres 
of life. John A. Olthuis, Canadian barrister, asks "By 
What Standards?" His answer, in part : 

Can anyone who is sincere in confessing the 
name of Christ deny that the Christian life should 
be earmarked by the spontaneous response of 
God's people to the commands of His Word, to 
His command that we are created to walk before 
His face as obedient servants? Christian life is 
not composed of a series of optional, take or 
leave services. There are no minimum standards 
in the Christian life. The only standard, the 
maximum standard, is complete service to God. 
There is no place in the Christian life for the 
arbitrary setting of standards, standards w hich 
the individual feels will be high enough so that 
we will escape punishment on the day of Judg
ment. God demands nothing less than that we 
give our bodies a living sacrifice. The questioJl 
is not whether people who are unfaithful in 
church attendance, who do not support Christian 
education, Christian labour, and Christian po
litical action are as good as those who do. The 
question is whether obedient living means ap
athetic or faithful church attendance, the support 
of schools where man is King or the support of 
schools where God is King, the support of labour 
unions and other organizations which demand 
allegiance to fa lse gods or the support of Chris
tian labour unions and other organizations where 
the Kingship of Christ is the gu iding principle, 
the support of polit ical parties where man is sov
ereign or the support of Christian political action 
where the basic commitment of the sovereignty 
of Cod is confessed. 

The standard is complete service, nothing less. 
The question must always be how may I better 
serve my King, not is it necessary to do this also. 
Christ not on ry died for us he arose for liS, arose 
victoriously, arose so that we might lead a life 
of service. Is your life a life of service, service 
that is worthy of the name of Christian? 

"The A.R.S.S. and the Death of God" is a two-part 
article written by James Van Oosterom as review and 
commentary of an address by Dr. H. Evan Runner of 
Calvin College to the Michigan Chapter of the As
sociation. It is not possible to give a fair ind ication or 
summary of this profound and thorough study, and we 
urge readers to write to the Christian Vanguard for a 
copy of these issues! Van Oosterom appears to do a 
commendable job of reproducing in brief this address. 
Just to illustrate that this lecture and its Vanguard 
report "packs a wallop," take note of this sentence: 

"We may have academic or functional excellence, we 
may gain recognition, but we are not forming a Chris
tian mind in our Current educational institutions." 

THE GUIDE August/September 

l058A Albion Ro,d, lI exdale, Onlario, Canada $2.00 per yea r 

"Christ or C(l iture: must we choose?" is contributed 
by James H . Olthuis, a Free University, Amsterdam, 
student. lts thesis: "The Kingdom of God may not 
in any sense be limited to the institutional church, nor 
may it be confused with it. The Kingdom of God is 
to embrace - and will in the End - the entire cosmos, 
whereas the institutional church is but one of the 
spheres which reveals the Kingdom." By church here 
Olthuis means "the institution ordained by Christ to 
proclaim the Gospel on earth." 

This is a very lengthy article packed with insight 
and instruction . It ought to be read widely, and dis. 
cussed carefullyl It appears that in young Mr. Olthuis 
(and h is brother whose Vanguard article is referred to 
above) we might see emerging a new group of Chris· 
tian scholars dedicated to the propagat ion and defense 
of a radically reformational Christian commitment! 
That is good news! 

The rest of the issue is worthwhile. The Christian 
Labour Association of Canada's forceful leader, Gerald 
Vandezande, offers a sharp, stirring editorial, "Labour 
Day 1966: The Beginning of a New and Promising 
Era?" He writes, "We had better recognize it, every 
labour problem is a human problem and every human 
problem is a religious problem." 'The Seductive Ap
peal of Contemporary Communism" is begun in this 
Tssue as contribution by Bob Goudzwaard, a grad uate 
of the Rotterdam University of Economics. Commu
nism is described in this lirst installment as "a Cospel 
after the Flesh," "a substitute religion," and "a religion 
of THIS world." 

THE PRESBYTERIAN JOURNAL August 31 , 
September 7, 14 

Soulhern P'e,byler;ln Journ~1 Co., 
Weaverville, N.C. 28787 

Inc. 
$3.00 per year 

This 35,000 subscriber periodical concerns itself 
with problems of sp ir itual decline and apostasy as 
seen in the Southern Presbyterian Church. This ma.kes 
the ecumenical problem something of first rank, and 
it is discussed in season and out of season by the 
Journal. To trace the d iscussion of this matter through 
these issues we list the following: In the August 31 
issue Rev. Robert Strong's letter is published in which 
he states tha t participation in Consultation on Church 
Union (called COCU) is by implication a betrayal 
of ordination vows. Strong offers: 

Did our ministers and elders really mean it - do 
they still mean it , that they are Reformed (Cal
vinistic) in doctrine and Presbyterian as to order 



and government? How can they then urge that 
we become part of an episcopal body as COCU 
already is committed to be? H ow can they give 
up the Confession of Faith as COCU will certain
ly require? Where has integrity fled? Are we 
Presbyterian in fact or just wearing a mask? 

G. Aiken Taylor, the editor, writes on the same 
issue under the title, "Can the Gulf be Bridged?" That 
gulf is the difference in viewpoint between those who 

, arc Reformed in doctrine and principle and believe 
that they must live accordingly as demanded, say, by 
ordination vows, and those who see a higher loyalty, 
a greater devotion to some kind of universal "Cospel" 
rather than to onc's denomination. Taylor sees an un
bridgeable gap here. 

In the September 7 issue the editor suggests that 
the National Council of Churches Labor Sunday Mes
sage advances the cause of radical socialism. In the 
same vein he calls attention to the depression one feels 
when reading such things as Dr. Tobert Theobald's 
address to the annual assembly of the Division of 
Christian Ed ucation of the National Council of 
Churches, in which he describes the forthcoming Creat 
Society in which no man will need to work in order to 
receive resources for living cost. Man will then be free 
to do whatever is considered important without eco
nomic restraint and to "develope a totally different 
form of town, city or village ..." Under -rhe Need 
for Revival" Taylor declares that the real problem 
today is that we are out of touch with spiritual con
siderations. Here is an interesting observation: 

In a General Assembly meeting someone can 
raise a purely theological issue and the commis
sioners sleep on. But mention civil disobedience 
or Section 14 of the Taft-Hartley Act, and every
body comes alive. 

We believe the vitality of religion is measured 
in spiritual terms. When spiritual ( theologica l, 
doctrinal ) considerations take a back .~eat in 
church, that church is in desperate need of re
vival. 

Related to this general area of concern is an in
teresting report by "Clydie" in the September 14 issue. 
Its title is "Clydie's Not for 'Action'." It is an account 
of the 1966 Montreat Christian Action Conference of 
the Board of Christian Education (of the Presbyterian 
Church, U.S. presumably). Evidently this Conference 
was pretty much under the inBuence of the kind of 
people one has learned to recognize easily ( the in
evitable beard, sloppy garb, 'protest" attitude, etc.
"Clydie" tells us that one of the principal speakers 
addressed the gathering clothed in "madras shorts, no 
coat or necktie, and a wilted dress ( not sport ) shirt 
with the shirt tails hanging out," and that "because of 
his attire he was refused admittance to the dining 
room of the I nn at lunch time" ). The authoress was 
sickened by the now very "traditional line" of current 
criticism for "the institutionalized church" and every
thing else that has been around for enough time to be 
recognized. 

The Church in turmoil! 

THE BEARING OF SCRIPTURAL REVELATION . ... 

(CQ1ltinued from vage 7) 

Admittedly the Church councils which formulated 
the creeds, and the theologians who have produced 
systematic treatments of theology, were not infallibly 
inspired, though they were, indeed, illuminated by 
the Holy Spirit and providentially guided in their 
work. Still, we must admit that they were fallible men. 
But these fallible men were not dealing with the raw 
data or unprocessed factuality of God's work ; they 
were studying and systematizing a body of proposi. 
tional truth given by infallible revelation and inspira
tion. 

The scientist who deals with the phenomena of 
nature, on the other hand, is working with the raw 
data, the unprocessed factua lity of nature. 1£ he is un
regenerate he is bound, inevitably, to misinterpret this 
factuality as to its ultimate Significance. In matters of 
detail, of course, the unregenerate scientist may dis
cover valid truth; the number of chromosomes in a 
cell of a plant or animal can be determined equally 
well by a Christian researcher or One who is an 
atheist, provided he possesses the requisite technical 
qualifications. But as to all ultimate matters of signif
icance and value, the unregenerate worker can only 
go astray. No matter how sincere he may be, and 
how hard he may try to attain a scholarly scientific 
objectivity, in spite of himself he is powerfully biassed 
against the reality of God, creation and providence. 
And lacking the middle stage of infa llible proposi
tional truth which the Christian theologian has, the 
scientist - even the regenerate scientist - has no in· 
loUibly sure corrective of mistaken interpretations, 
unless, of course, he is willing to accept Holy Scrip
ture as such a corrective. 

The unregenerate scientist is bound to go astray 
from ultimate truth. The regenerate scientist may go 
astray from ultimate truth. This is not to say that the 
regenerate scientist cannot discover truth from nature; 
it is on ly to affirm that the truth which he discovers 
from nature is relative and provisional, lacking the 
absolute and final character of truth derived from 
Scripture. 

That the products of scientific research cannot 
properly be placed on a par with formulations of 
truth derived from Scripture, is further manifested 
by the fluid , constantly changing character of scien
tific thought. As Tennyson wrote, "Science moves, but 
slowly, slowly, creeping on from point to point." 
Though we readily concede that there has been real 
progress in the discovery of truth by science, still 
ultimate truth is never reached, and whole blocks of 
scientific lheory, once accepted as truth, have had to 
be given up or changed because they were suspended 
upon assumptions which further discovery proved to 
be untenable. The attempt to adjust theology and 
Christian belief to the "conclusions" or "findings" of 
science is wrong and futile because science itseH is 



constantly moving on and changing its conclusions. 
A theology adjusted to the science of ISO years ago 
would be badly out of adjustment to the science of 
the present day. Theology based on the granite rock 
of infallible propositional truth given in Holy Scrip
ture does not have to be changed or adjusted with 
every new development in the natural sciences. But 
there have heen cases of theology after painfully 
getting adjusted to the science of the day, becoming 
embarrassed by the fact of the scientific world chang
ing or abandoning the "findings" which the theological 
scholars felt they must at all costs get adjusted to. 

Nobody today believes in the notorious Piltdown 
Man - the fossils have been conclusively proved to 
be fraudulent - but there was a time not many years 
ago when a large number of eminent biologists and 
palaeontologists held that the Piltdown Man was 
a genuine ape-like ancestor of modern man. He was 
given a scientific name, Eoanthropus Dawsoni - Daw
son's Dawn Man - and high school textbooks on 
science confidently presented him, and even pictured 
him, complete with whiskers, as incontrovertibly real 
and important. 

A dozen years ago astrophysicists confidently set 
forth two billion years - two with nine zeroes after it 
-as the age of the earth . This has been successively 
modified to three billion, four billion and now four 
and a half billion years. Yet George Gamow in his 
Biography of the Earth ( first published in 1941; re
printed 1948 and 1949) set forth the age of the earth 
as "about two billion years" and supported this figure 
by three lines of evidence (astronomy, radioactivity 
of rocks, salinity of oceans). Garnow no longer ad
heres to the two billion figure. But before I commit 
myself to any of these figures as unquestionable truth, 
1 want the astrophysicists to come to fina l agreement 
among themselves as to the age of the earth, and 
promise me that they will not drastically revise their 
figures in a few years' timel 

THE BEARING OF SCRIPTURE ON THE AGE OF THE 

EARTH AND OF THE HUMAN RACE 

One point at which the evolutionary world view 
presses upon us concerns the interpretation of the six 
creation days of Genes is. Related to this are the two 
questions of the age of the earth and the antiquity of 
the human race. 

We should realize that it is possible for a person 
to believe in an old earth, and to believe that man
kind is much older than Ussher allowed for, without 
being an evolutionist. Age and origin are not the 
same question. No doubt most of those who hold 
that the earth is very old are evolutionists, but still it 
is quite possible to hold this opinion without being 
an evolutionist. 

Ussher's figure of 4004 B.C. for the creation has 
been generally abandoned, even by scholars who are 
strict believers in Biblical inerrancy. Ussher's scheme 

rests upon unwarranted assumptions. I once accepted 
Ussher's chronology, but later gave it up. A brief, 
popular type but very cogent treatment of this subject 
is found in Before Abraham, by Byron C. Nelson
unfortunately now out of print. This book convinced 
me that Usshcr's figure cannot stand. , 

Among strictly orthodox Reformed theologians, Dr. 
Benjamin B. Warfield was quite tolerant of views of 
the age of the earth and the antiquity of man far in 
excess of Ussher's figures. ( Reference: On the An
tiquity and the Unity of the Human Race, in The 
Princeton Theological Review, ix. 1911, pp. 1-25; reo 
printed in Studies in Theology, Oxford University 
Press, New York, 1932, pp. 235-258). 

As to the nature of the six creation days, three 
generic views have bcen held by orthodox theologians. 
These may be called the Literal View, the Figurative 
View and the Literary Framework View. The literal 
view maintains that the six days are ordinary 24-hoUT 
days. The figurative view holds that they are long 
periods of time, of indeterminate length. The frame
work view holds that the six day schematism is merely 
a literary device and really has nothing to do with 
time. No less a theologian than St. Augustine held this 
literary framework view (cited in Bavinck, Our Rea
sonable Faith, p. 172 ). Augustine held that the whole 
creation was complete in an instant of time, and that 
it is only described under the six-day scheme to make 
it humanly apprehens ible. Dr. Bavinck himself was 
reluctant to affirm the literal view of the six days. He 
wrote: 

"Scripture speaks very definitely of days which are 
reckoned by the measurement of night and morning 
and which lie at the basis of the distribution of the 
Qays of the week in Israel and its festive ca lendar. 
Nevertheless Scripture itself contains data which 
oblige us to think of these days in Genesis as different 
from our ordinary units as determined by the revolu
tions of the earth" (Our Reasonable Faith, p. 172). 

Each of the three generic views has something in 
its favor and each is involved in some problems or 
difficulties. On the whole, the literal interpretation 
deserves the preference. The arguments brought 
against it are not really conclusive. Remember, we 
are here dealing not with how nature functions today, 
but with God's actions in setting nature to functioning 
in the beginning. 

Still there may be just enough uncertainty about 
this matter that perhaps the path of wisdom for us is 
to avoid an absolute and dogmatic pronouncement 
about the nature of the six days. The age of the earth, 
like the age of the solar system, is still a speculative 
problem in scientific circles, and the last word has 
certainly not yet been said on it. We have good 
reason, it may be, to discard Ussher's calculation 
good reason derived not from science but from con
siderations internal to Scripture itself. But certainly 
this does not mean that we must jump to the opposite 
extreme and begin speaking of billions of years. 
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It is one thing to say that the modem scientific 
view of the earth has motivated Biblical scholars to 
undertake a re-study of the Biblical data. It is quite 
another, and an improper thing, to say that formerly 
we believed in Scripture but now we arc going to base 
our belief on the "findings'" of science. Christian belief 
may never be based on any other standard than the 
written Word of God. 

Incidentally. even in the field of scientific research , 
the Carbon-14 Or radiocarbon method of dating an
cient organic remains has resulted in drastically scal
ing down some datings which were formerly set high 
on the basis of evolution istic geology. A striking ex
ample is cited by John Klotz in Genes, Genesis alul 
Evolution, pages 112-3. When the Ohio Turnpike was 
being constructed, a deep cut was made through a 
hill near Streetsboro, Ohio. Wood was found deep 
underground, which when tested by the radiocarbon 
method yielded an age of 8600 years plus or minus 
300 years. The scientists could hardly believe that 
this figure was correct, because the peat deposit in 
which the wood was found had been geologically 
dated as 35,000 years old. So a second sample of the 
wood was tested, and this time the figure was 8450 
years old plus or minus 250 years. In either case the 
radiocarbon method resulted in a reduction of about 
75% of the age as determined by geology. It is now 
recognized by many geologists that the melting of the 
last continental glacier in North America occurred 
about 12,000 years ago instead of 20,000 years ago as 
formerly believed (Klol:'.l , Genes, Genesis and Evolu
tion, p. 377). 

THE BEARING OF SCRIPTURE ON THE UNIQUENESS 

OF THE HUMAN RACE 

Man alone was created in the image of God. 
Biological or genetic continuity of man with any other 
form of life has never been proved and remains to this 
day a dObrmatic philosophic faith of evoiutionistic 
science. Evolutionistic scholars start by eliminating 
the idea of Cod by an exclusively naturalistic a priori 
or basic assumption. Then they decide what they 
think may have happened; then they proceed to build 
on this an immense superstructure of systematic 
thought as if it had been demonstrated that it really 
did happen. Nagel, The Structure of Science, is a 
good example of this, as is also The Ambidextrous 
Universe by Martin Gardner. On the other hand, Im
plications of Evolution by G. A. Kerkut distinguishes 
fairly and clearly between a priori assumption and 
factual data, and thus forms a good corrective to 
books of the other type. 

Adam as the first man, created in the image of 
God, is of course indispensable to Christian theology. 
A religion without the first Adam will soon become a 
religion in which the second Adam is regarded as un
necessary. Thus theological Liberalism today regards 
Jesus, not as the object of Christian faith, but merely 

as a sub;ect of faith , the Srst of the series of people 
called Christians. 

Psalm 8:4-8 teaches that Cod made man a little 
lower than the angels, and crowned him with glory 
and honor. This certainly cannot be reconciled with 
the evolutionistic notion that man at his o,rigin was at 
his lowest, barely above the brutes. Can you think of 
the Neanderthal Man, Peking Man, Java Man, etc., 
pictured in standard biology texLbooks as pitiably 
grotesque, barely human specimens - can you really 
think of these caricatures of early mankind as a little 
lower than the angels, and crowned with glory and 
honor? 

1 Corinthians 15:20, 21 states that "AU flesh is not 
the same Oesh : but there is one kind of fl esh of men, 
another flesh of beasts, another of fishes, and another 
of birds." Granted that this chapter of Paul was not 
intended to teach scientifi c knowledge, yet it does 
teach something definite, and what it does teach can
not be reconciled with the notion of a basic continuity 
between mankind and the sub·human creation. At 
least it teaches that there is a radical difference be
tween man's bodiJy organism and that of beasts, birds 
and fishes. 

In Ecclesiastes 3:20, 21 we read, "All go unto one 
place; all are of the dust, and all turn to dust again. 
Who knoweth the spirit of man that goeth upward, 
and the spirit of the beast that goeth downward to 
the earth?" H ere we are taught that man resembles 
the animals in that his bodily organism was formed 
from dust and turns to dust again. Like the animals, 
man is mortal and subject to death and decay. But 
there is a difference, and the inspired writer asks the 
question: Who gives adequate attention to this differ
ence? Who recognizes as he should that the spirit of 
man goes upward while that of the beast goes down
ward to the earth? The treatment of this passage in 
H . C. Leupold, Exposition of EcclesUJstes, pagcs 96
101, is most illuminating. 

This text in Ecclesiastes 3 should be taken along 
with Eccles. 12:7, "Then shall the dust return to the 
earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God 
who gave it." The evolutionary world view, in its 
common and prevalent fOnTI , regards man as an ad
vanced or improved animal. Nowhere is this more 
evident than in some schools of academic psychology 
where the behaviour of human beings is studied in 
the light of experiments on dogs and white rats. 
Evolution·based psychology emphasizes that man 
shares with animals the conditioned reflex; it is com
mon ly blind to the truth that man is a person made in 
the image of God with a spirit that transcends the 
material and the mechanical. This type of evolutionary 
psychology even tends to hold that human freedom is 
an illusion, and that a man's acts are detennined by 
hidden impersonal factors which he cannot control 
and is not even aware of. 

The uniqueness of humanity is absolutely essential 
to Christianity. Any teaching which tends to under



mine this, as the evolutionary world view does, is 
destructive of the Christian Faith. 

As Joshua said to Israel long ago, so we can and 
should say to the Christian Church and its institutions 
at the present day; "Choose you this day whom ye 
will serve" (Joshua 24:15). Shall we compromise w ith 
the evolutionary world view, or shall we remain faith
ful to the Theistic and Christian view as taught in 
the Word of God? 
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STUDIES IN THE CANONS OF DORT 

JOHANNA TIMMER 

Pari I 
LESSON NINE 

Art. 11. ElECTION IS UNCHANGEABLE 

What is the relation between the unchangeability 
of Cod and the character of election? 

You will agree, won't you?, that God is wise. If 
God is wise he always uses the best means to the best 
ends. If so, then election is the best means to the best 
ends, the e1aims of those who think election unfair 
notewithstanding. If Cod is unchangeable, election is 
unchangeable. If God is righteous in all his ways, then 
election is a righteous plan of his. If God is om
niscient, he chose his own, conscious of all relation
ships and of all reactions. KnOWing the end from the 
beginning, he knows what the end will be of aU his 
elective activity just because he himself determines 
the end. If Cod is omnipotent he is able to keep his 
elect from falling. There is no force outside of God 
that can hinder him from preserving his own. 

To the sophisticated Christian who argues that 
there are so many factors relevan t to the doctrine of 
election that election cannot be true, let it be said 
that nothing relevant escaped God in the matter of 
election. Let not, then, finite man, sinfu l man at that, 
no matter how highly educated, take exception to 
God's inscrutable plan. God's thoughts are higher 
than our highest thou ghts. 

Election cannot be "changed, recalled, or an
nulled." If it could be, it would be meaningless. Be
cause it cannot be "changed, recalled, or annulled," 

the child of God knows that he can never be cast 
away. "My sheep ... shall never perish, and no one 
shall snatch them out of my hands" (John 10:27-28). 
"Nor shall their number diminish." If the sheep of 
Jesus shall never perish, and if there are people who 
do perish, it must needs follow that aU are not sheep. 
If all were sheep, all would be saved. "For if pardon 
had been purchased for all then of necessity all would 
have been saved; for universal redemption means 
universal salvation" ( Boettner, The Atonement, p. 85. 
Eerdmans). On p. 87 Boettner writes, "The love which 
caused Cod to send Christ into the world to suffer 
and die was not a general and indiscriminate and 
ineffectual love of which all persons eq ually ti re the 
object, but a peculiar, mysterious, in.finite love for His 
elect, His chosen" (Ibid). 

Art. 12. ASSURANCE OF ELECTION MUST BE 

CULTIVATED 

The elect do not al1 have the same degree of as· 
surance. How can assurance be cultivated? Certainly 
not "by prying into the secret and deep things of 
God." Since this was forbidden early enough in the 
Word of God, God's people shouldn't'be guilty of this 
anymore. 1n Deuteronomy 29;29 God tells us '"'that 
the secret things belong to Jehovah our Cod, but the 
revealed things to us and our children forever ...." 



We should be satisfied with the "revealed things" even 
though some of them may baffle us. 

How, then, shou ld the elect cultivate assurance? 
They do so, say the writers of the Canons, "by ob· 
serving in themselves with spiritual joy and holy 
pleasure the infallible frui ts of election poin ted out 
in God's Word." One of these fruits is a "true faith 
in Christ ." How can we be assured our fai th is true 
faith? In a little gem of a book entitled The Assurance 
of Faith, Prof. L. Berkhof writes: "In seeking assur· 
ance, the believer then searches, not the lives of other 
Christians, but the Scriptures fo r the marks and signs 
of true faith, and finds that these consist, among 
others, in a childli ke spirit, confidcnce in God and in 
Jesus Christ, love to God and a holy desire to do his 
will, sorrow on account of sin and a longing fo r holi· 
ness, hatred of sin and of the forces of evil, and an 
earnest endeavor to battle aga inst the enemies of the 
Kingdom of God" ( p . 79, Smitter Book Co.). 

Another fruit of clection is "fil ial fear." Today we 
hear little aboUl the fear of Cod and much about the 
love of God . "Perfect love," you say, "casteth out 
fear." Very true, but whose love is perfect? Whose 
love even approaches perfection? I fear th at many of 
those who think that because Cod is love we need 
not fea r him, arc ignoring the awful holiness of Cod, 
a consideration of which fills one with wholesome fea r. 
I sincerely think that unless we fea r God we can not 
properly love him. Fear is an unpopular concept, but 
it is still the beginning of wisdom. "Oh, how I fea r 
Thee, living Cod, etc. Yet I may love Thee 100, 0 
Lord" (See New Psalter Hymnal No. 328). 

A third fruit of election is "godly sorrow." This 

is not sorrow resulting from one's sin having been 
found out by men, but a sorrow that flows from the 
realization that we have wronged Cod, that we have 
transgressed his commandments. "Against Thee, Thee 
only have 1 sinned." 

Art icle 12 mentions a fourth fruit, tha~ of "hunger· 
ing and thirsting after righteousness." Hungering and 
thirsting represent a deep yearning for and a whole· 
hearted com mitment to r ighteousness. The unregen· 
erate man may do the right for his own sake, for his 
own reputation. The regenerate man does it fo r Cod's 
sake, for God's glory. 

For the Leader 
L You should have the group sing Psalter Hymnal 

No. 328. Urge them to memorize it. 
Z. 	 You may like to consult Arthur Pink's book, 1'11e 

Sovereignty of God, especially chap ter 3. 
3. 	 Encourage the group to read Berkhofs The As· 

stlrance of Faith. It will prove a blessing. 

For Discussion 
1. 	 Can the elect be misled unto destruction? 
2. 	 Was Jud as elected unto salvation? 
3. 	 Can a reborn person be lost? See Matt. 24:24, 

John 10:28, 29, John 6:39. 
4. 	 Show that those who are called will also be glori· 

fi ed . 
5. 	 Can one be elected wilhout knowing it? Consider 

this: "It is an unspeakable privilege if we are elect. 
Bu t how glorious it is if we may know it" (The 
Rev. J. C. Feenstra, Dordtse Leerregeien, p. 51. 
Kok ). 

6. 	 Mention fruits of election not mentioned in Art. 12. 

LESSON TEN 

Art. 13. ASSURANCE OF ELECTION PROMOTES 


DILIGENCE, NOT NEGLIGENCE 


Certainty of election leads to humiliation not pride. 
That is why God's people love to sing: 

''When I survey the wondrous cross 
On which the Prince of glory died, 
My richest gain I count but loss, 
And pour contempt in all my pride." 

Certainty of election gives reason for "adoring the 
depth of Cod's mercies." So the heart of the elect 
exclaims: 

"My God, how wonderful Thou art, 
Thy majesty how bright] 
How beautiful Thy mercy seat 
In depths of burning light ]" 

Certainty of election leads to cleansing oneseli. 
God's chosen ones not only cry out w ith David, "Purge 
me with hyssop, and I shall be clean" ( Psalm 51:7) , 
but also heed the admonition of Pau l, when he says, 
"Having therefore these promises ... let us cleansc 
oursclves from all defil ement of the flesh and spirit, 
perfccting holiness in the fea r of Cod" ( lJ Cor. 7: 1 ). 
Paul here speaks of cleansing oneself. So does James 
who considers keep ing "oneseI£ unspotted from the 

world" as a mark of "truc religion and undefil ed be· 
fo re our God" (J ames 1: 27). Fighting the good fight 
of faith is a way of cleansing oneself ( 1 Tim. 6: 12). 
Separation from those who serve anyone other than 
Cod is a way of cleansing oncscU ( I I Cor. 6: 17). Also 
ponder II Peter 2:7, 8 and I John 1:3. 

Assurance of election leads one to "render grate
fu l returns of ardent love to God ." This is well ex· 
p ressed in Ilsalm 138: 

"-With grateful heart my thanks I bring 
Before the great Thy p raise I sing; 
I worship in Thy holy place 
And praise Thee for Thy truth and grace." 

Early in life I was taught to sing and to love 
Psalm 116 in the Holland lan guage: 

"God hcb ik lief wan t d ie getrollwe Heer 
Hoort miine stem, mijn smeekingen, mijn klagen; 
Hij neigt xijn oor; 'k rocp tot Hem all miin dagen; 
Hij schenkt mii hulp, Hij redt mij keer op keer." 
Yes, "returns of ardent love" expressed in ded ica. 

tion, surrender, self·denial, loyalty to Cod's Word, 
grateful devotion to the program of Cod's Kingdom. 
Cod's love in electing gains a response of ardent love 
on the part of those elected out of sheer grace. 



"What shall I render to the Lord 
For all His benefits to me?" ( Ps. 116 ) 

The psalmist responds, HI will offer Thee the sacri
fice of thanksgiving," etc. Only such response is ap
propriate to Cod's eleet. 

On the part of the regenerate the doctrine of 
election does not "encourage remissness in the ob
servance of the d ivine commands." 'We who died to 
sin, how shall we any longer live therein" ( Rom. 6:2 ). 
The reborn heart is "dead unto sin, but alive unto 
Cod in Christ Jesus" ( Rom. 6: 11 ). Such do not trifle 
with the grace of election, but marvel and marvel 
at it. 

One suffering from a sense of "carnal security" may 
well wonder whether he is actually -saved. It is rather 
a sense of covenantal security, of redemptive security 
that grips the regenerate heart. 

Those who say, "I know I am elect; so it makes 
no difference how 1 live"; or those who say, "since 
God ordained all things to come to pass, I cannot be 
held respons ible for what I do" - such may well ques
tion whether they have any ground for believing that 
they are elect. One reborn according to the election 
of Cod, rather says, 

"0 , how love I Thy law; it is my meditation day 
and night." He longs to heed the words of Jesus, " If 
ye love me, keep my commandments." 

Art. 14. THE TEACHING OF ELECTION MUST BE 
PERPETUATED 

I n this article the Synod of Oordt reminds us that 
the "doctrine of divine election" was taught by the 
O . T. prophets, by Christ, and by the apostles; there
fore it should continue to be taught in the Church of 
Jesus Christ for the glory of God and the comfort 
of the saints. 

A fulJ-orbed teaching of Cod's Word demands 
the teaching of the doctrine of elcction. To omit 
some of C od's Word is likely to d istort the rest of it. 
The Rev. J. G. Fcenstra warns that to be silent about 
the truth goes hand in hand with secret infiltration 

of error (See his Dordtse Leerregelen, p. 60 ). Neglect 
your lawn and the weeds will take over. Neglect the 
truth and the weeds of error will take over. It is not 
good to sort out fo r consideration only such truths as 
please our palates; it is our duty to cling to the whole 
truth. Yes, we may not even disturb the jots and the 
ti ttles! "Till heaven and earth pass, bne jot, or one 
tittle shaH in no wise pass from the law, till all be 
fulfi lled" ( Matt. 5:18). 

We may no more lower the curtain over any truth 
Cod has revealed, than we may expect C od to lift the 
curtain over what he has not revealed. 

Paul did not shrink from declaring unto the 
Ephesians the whole counsel of Cod ( Acts 20:27). 
W hy are some leaders of Calvinistic groups so afraid 
of teachin g the doctrine of election? We do not have 
to apologize fol' so glorious a divine truth. Let us not 
think ourselves justified in passing judgment on God'_~ 

eternal plan and purpose. 
To be sure we must teach human responsibility, 

but not at the neglect of teaching election. To be sure 
we must teach the love of Cod, but not at the neglect 
of the wrath of Cod, nor of the righteousness of Cod. 

The church does not teach election to disturb "be
lievers, but to comfort them, and to give them solid 
ground for believing in eternal security. How much 
solid comfort the Arminian misses! 

For Discussion 
1. 	 Show that Cod couldn' t make his promises to be

lievers surer than he d id. Consider Heb. 6 :17·20. 
2. 	 How w ill the neglect of .,certain Biblical doctrines 

tend to color our concept of other doctrines? 
3. 	 What are we doi ng to Cod if we condemn his plan 

of election? 
4. 	 What is yOllr fear concerning those "who trifle 

with the grace of election"? 
5. 	 What kind of effect does the doctrine of elect ion 

have on your thinking about God? on your rela
tionship to Cod? 

6. 	 Show that Job and Paul believed in election. See 
Job 19 :25, 26; Rom. 8:38, 39; II Tim. 1:12. 

LESSON ELEVEN 

Art. 15. DECREE OF REPROBATION 

As we begin the study of reprobation, let us un
conditionally accept that God doeth according to his 
will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants 
of earth ; and none can stay his hand, or say unto him. 
What doest Thou? ( Dan. 4:35). It stands to reason 
that if not all are elected to salvation, some are re
jected. Although election is unconditional , rejection is, 
in a sense, cond itional. Those who are rejected Cod 
has decreed "for the declaration of his justice, to con
demn and punish them forever, not only on account 
of the ir unbelief, but also fo r a11 their other sins:' 
Note, "on accoun t of ... but also fo r." 

Definitions 
The fo llOWing defin itions of Berkhof will prove 

very helpfu l. (See his Summary of Doctrine, pp. 46-48.) 

L Decree. "The decree of God is his eternal plan and 
purpose, in which he has foreordained all 
things to come to pass." Note! Cod has ' one 
decree. 

2. 	 Predestination. "Predestination is the plan or 
purpose of God respecting his moral creatures." 

3. 	 Election. "Election is Cod's eternal purpose to 
save some of the human race in and by Jesus 
Christ." 

4. 	 Reprobation. "Reprobation is God's cternal pur
pose to pass sOme men by with the operation of 
h is special grace, and to punish them for their 
sins." 



.............. 

Re lation of Reprobation to Election 
In an interesting f'lgure of concentric circles OS. 

J. H. Feenstra attempts to show that predestination 
is the center of the decree and election is the center 
of predestination. He further states that everything 
rotates in Cod's Counsel arou nd the election of his 
own in Christ. He then explains that reprobation is not 
coordinate with but subordinate to election. It is sub
ordinate, he believes, because it must serve to enhance 
the splendour, the luster of God's honor in election 
(Ibid, p. 62). Perhaps we can clarify this somewhat. 
Just as a Christian's visit to a genera l hospital en
hances his gratitude to God for his own physical 
health, and just as his visit to a mental hospital in
creases his gratitude to Cod for his mental health, so 
the sober realization that some people are hell-bound 
deepens and swells a Christian's des ire to magnify the 
Lord for his own salvation. Thus Cod's honor gains 
in splendour and in luster. See Rev. 11 :17-18; Rev. 
12: 10-12; Rev. 19:1-2 and 6-8. Also see Calvin's In
stitu tes, Bk. 111, chap. 24, section 14. 

No better ... butl 
No better .. bu t chosen! How blessed I am! 

Equally a sinner ... but redeem(.>d! How privileged 
I am! Equally worthy of hell . . . but heaven bound! 
How happy 1 ami Equally condemned in Adam 
but justified by faith in Christ! How free I am! 

All stand equally condemned in Adam! God could 
have condemned all eternally! Cod was pleased to 
deliver some from condemnation! That Cod saved 
some does not make the rest less worthy of con
demnation! 

Because everyone has lost his rights by nature, no 
one can condemn God for condemning him! 

Salvation for all who believe 
It isn't this way that a sinner wants to be saved 

but can't be. Sinners by nature don't want to be saved. 
Rather they reject Cod. By nature the sinner worships 
and serves the creature rather than the Creator ( Rom. 
1:25 ). Cod promises salvation to all who believe 
(John 3:J6). This is a sincere offer. How does th is 
harmonize with the fact that whom Cod wills he 
hardeneth, as well as he has mercy on whom he will? 
( Rom. 9: 18). Calvin explains that Cod's sole design 
in promising sa lvation to all who believe "is to offer 
his mercy to all who desi re and seck it, which nOlle 

do but those whom he has enlightened, and he en
lightens all whom he has predestinated to salvation" 
(Institutes, Bk. III, chap. 24, sect. 17). In section 13 
of chapt er 24 Calvin quotes Augustine to say, "Cod 
could convert to good the will of the wicked, because 
he is omnipotent. It is evident that he could. W hy, 
then, does he not? Because he would not. Why he 
would not, remains with himself." 

Doesn't this violate the truth exprC$sed in II Peter 
3:9. I do not think so. In fact I do not believe that 
the "any" in II Peter 3:9 has universal meani ng. To 
whom is Peter writing? Is he addressing his epistle 

to everybody? He is addressing his epistle "to them 
that have obtained a like precious faith with us in the 
righteousness of our Cod and Saviour Jesus Christ 
( II Peter 1:1 ). Cod is longsuffering to them whom 
he had already endowed with like precious faith or 
whom he would still endow with it. He is not willing 
that any of them should perish, but that all shou ld 
come to repentancc. If Cod willed to elect only some 
of the human race to salvation, he also willed to 
reject others even though he takes no pleasure in the 
death of the wicked ( Ezekiel 18:23 and 32). Cod's 
condemnation of the wickcd is not a manifestation of 
his pleasure, but of his wrath. Cod's destruction of 
the world with the Flood was not a manifestation of 
his love but of his wrath. A parcnl who punishes his 
child in obedience to Cod's mandate, does not take 
pleasure in punishing him, although he wills to do it . 
"What if God, willing to show His wrath, and to make 
His power known, endured with much long-suffering 
vessels of wrath fitt ed unto destruction...." ( Hom. 
9:22 ). 

That Cod leaves a sinner in the way he wan ts to 
go, does not condemn Cod! It is his sovereign right. 
Calvin ends his chapter on election, in the Institutes, 
with these words: "For, as Au gustine justly contends, 
it is acting a most perverse part, to set up the measure 
of human justice as the standard by which to measure 
the justice of Cod." 

For the Leader 
1. 	 Try to read the entire chapter 24 in Bk. III of 

Calvin's Institutes as part of your preparation for 
the meeting. 

2. 	 In connection with number 2 below call attention 
to this article (15) and article 16; and to article 16 
of the Bclgic Confcssion. See also chapter III of 
the Westminster Confession of Faith. 

3. 	 Sing such numbers as 385 and 387 from the Psalter 
Hymnal or numbers 96 and 397 from the Trin ity 
Hymnal 

For Discussion 
L 	 Show that the Bible teaches reprobation and that 

this teaching is thcrefore part of the "pure doc
trine" of the Holy Scriptures. 

2. 	 Having established thc purity of this doctrine, 
show that no office-bearer in our churches may 
teach contrary to this doctrine. (See the second 
question to which offi ce-bearers in the Chr. Ref. 
Church must give answer when ordained. ~Hn · 
isters, elders, deacons, and ordained missionaries 
are all bound by promise to be faithfu l to it.) 

3. 	 Supposing an office-bearer comes to the point 
where he consciously and conscientiollsly dis
agrees with one or more of the teachings of his 
church, what may he do? What should he do? 
What may he not do? 

4. 	 Show how an ordinary confess ing member (of the 
Gn.G, at least) violates his public profession 
vows, if he begins to teach or writ e contrary to the 
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O.T. or N.T. or to "the articles of the Christian 
faith taught in this Christian church." (See ques
tion onc of the "Form for the Public Profession of 
Faith" on p. 88 in the back of the Psalter H ymnal. 
If you belong to another denomination check your 
profession vows.) 

5. If the church public knows that an ordained man 

is teaching or writing contrary to what he pro
fessed to believe and promised to teach, may the 
official church loiter in dealing with such a person? 
How might postponement of action affect the 
purity of doctrine, the morale of the membership, 
and the respect for the importance of church dis
cipline? 

A lOOK AT BOOKS 

A HISTORY OF CHRISTIAN MISSIONS by 

Stephen Ncill. Published by Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 
1965. Price, $7.50. 

This book is the last of a six volume series called 
1'he Pelican History of the Church." Owen Chadwick 
is the general editor of this series, and the other 
volumes in it deal with the various periods of church 
history from ancient to modern times. 

1 believe that A H istory of Christinn M issions will 
be widely used as a textbook by seminaries and Chris
tian colleges. The thing that particularly recommends 
it for th is purpose is its comprehensiveness. The 
author describes extensively the mission efforts of 
every branch of Christendom, including the efforts of 
Homan Catholics, Eastern Orthodox, and l'rotestan ts. 
He considers not only the missions of the Early 
Church and of recent centuries; he also describes the 
work carried on with the pagans of Europe through
out the Middle Ages and the efforts of European 
Christians to evangelize Asia during this same time. 
These latter descriptions are especially interesting for 
they demonstrate that at least some part of the church 
has always been mission oriented. There is possibly 
one lacuna in what is otherwise a comprehensive ac
count: The Church in North Africa during Ancient 
and Medieval times receives rather hasty treatment, 
while the ancient Coptic Church of Ethiopia is fl n
ished off in one paragraph ( pp. 52, 3). 

Regarding the World Council of Churches Neill 
says, ''That body can claim to include Churches which 
have a nominal membership of about 300 million, or 
more than a third of the nominal Christians in the 
world ; but barely one sixth of the missionary work in 
the world is being done by the Churches which adhere 
to the Council" (p. 460 ). This is a tacit admission 
that the strongly evangelical churches which have 
stayed outside the World Council are, together with 
the Roman Catholics, doing the lion's share of all mis

sion work in the world today. Yet in a chapter en· 
t itled, "From Mission to Church" ( pp. 510-58) Neill 
treats the current broad ecumenical movement with 
great enthusiasm, as if it were an integral part of 
Christian missions. Nem ( as well as others who have 
written in the same vein ) has not produced stat istical 
evidence that ecumenicalism per se either promotes 
missions or stimulates convers ions. There is, no doubt, 
Biblical evidence faVO ring cooperation or union be
tween those churches which are real manifestations of 
the body of Christ. But if one is interested in results 
on the mission field, he would be well advised to 
study mission principles and practice, and then prac
tise what he has learned. 

TIMOTHY MONs1.1.A 

SPEAKING WITH TONGUES by Stuart Bergsma. 
Published by Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan. Paperback, 20 pages. Price $ .85. 

This brief treatment of a currently live issue is both 
instructive and interesting. One finds in it thought
provoking ideas expressed in delightful style. 

The author approaches his subject fTOm the point 
of view of "a Christian, a medical man, a psychiatrist, 
a common sense scientist." He deals with the biblical 
givens, demonstrates theological discernment, and then 
offers an evaluation from a predominately psycholog
ical perspective which is most enlightening. 

Dr. Bergsma insists, and rightly so, that speaking 
with tongues must glorify Cod, exalt Christ, and 
magnify the Holy Spirit. His conclusion is "Modem 
glossolalia fails to meet these conditions. God does 
not deal in trivialities, obscurities, unintelligible gib. 
berish. Hence, I still say that except for exceptiona l 
exceptions, modern glossolalia or modern speaking 
with tongues can be explained physiologically and 
psychologicall y today." 

GEORCE GnrITER 


