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3, 1t was "in Christ;" He (the Father) chose in the merits of
His Son.

4, He chose those whom He foreknew would believe. On this
point appeal is made to Romans 8:29-30 and | Peter |:1-2.

5. It is undersfood that God graciously grants to ali men
sufficient ability to accept Christ. "This is the salvation--
bringing the grace of God that has appeared to all men. In His
foreknowledge He perceives what each one will do with this restored
ability, and elects men to salvation in harmony with His knowledge
of their choice of Him."

THE SUPPORT OF SCRIPTURE FOR MODIFIED CALVINISM

The Description of Moderate Calvinism.

Dr. Chafer gives an excellent summary of moderate Calvinism:

The men who belong to this school of interpretation defend al!
of the five points of Calvinism excepting one, namely, "Limited
Atonement," or what has been termed "the weakest point in the
Calvinistic system of doctrine." This form of moderate Calvinism
is more the belief of Bible expositors than of the theologians,
which fact is doubtless due to the truth that the Bible, taken
in its natural fterminology and apart from those strained inter-
pretations which are required to defend a theory, seems to teach
an unlimited redemption. Men of this group believe that Christ
died actually and fully for all men of this age alike, that God
has ordained that the gospe! shall be preached to all for whom
Christ died, and that through the proclamation of the gospel He
will exercise His sovereign power in saving His efect. This
group believe in the absolute depravity of man and his total
inability fo believe apart from the enabling power of the Spirit,
and that the death of Christ, being forensic, is a sufficient

- ground for any and every man to be saved, should the Spirit of
God choose to draw him. They contend that the death of Christ
of itself saves no man, either actually or potentially, but that
it does render all men savable; that satvation is wrought of
God alone, and at the time the individual believes.

The Discussion of Limited Atonement.
The present writer feels that a moderate Calvinism is a more
Biblically tenable position than the position of |imited atonement.

As Dr. Chafer points out, an important difference exists between |imited

5Charles M. Horne, Salvation (Chicago: Moody Press, 1971), pp. 15-16.

SLewis Sperry Chafer, Systematic Theoilogy (Dallas: Dallas
Seminary Press, 1947), 11!, 184-185,




and unlimited atonement:

The limited redemptionist considers the death of Christ as
actual for the elect and of no saving benefit for the nonelect,
while the untimited redemptionist considers the death of Christ
as actual for the elect and potential and provisional for the

nonelect. The notion is without foundation which assumes that
a thing is less real because its acceptance may be uncertain or

conditional.

The human estimation of the immeasurable value of Christ's
death in behalf of lost men is in no way lessened or discredited
by the belief that its value is received at the time that saving
faith is exercised, rather than at the time the Savior died. The
unlimited redemptionist is in no way forced, because of his
belief, to take a second place_in magnifying the glorious saving
work of the Lord Jesus Christ.

Strict Calvinists insist that if Christ died for all men,
then God would actually demand from those who will never be saved that
they pay the penalty for their sins again as they are consigned to hell,
even though Christ already did pay for their redemption. But, as Dr.
Chafer shows, one must make a clear distinction between that particular
aspect of the saving work of God in providing a Savior, and the saving
work of God in which the mighty transformations which constitute a
Christian what he is, are accomplished. Personal salvation is not
automatic because of Christ's death, but it is effected oniy through
saving faith. Despite the fact that strict Calvinists emphasize Christ's
death for the elect only, they do not minimize the infinite value which
accrues to men from the death of Christ in general.8

Some insist that even Calvin accepted the untimited theory of

the atonement later in life. How else, for instance, can one explain

7
Ibid., pp. 186-187.

8See the discussion in John Murray's Redemption Accomp!ished and
Applied (Grand Rapids: Grand Rapids Book Manufactures, fnc., 1970),
pp. 61-62.




his comment on | John 2:2 which reads as follows:

Christ suffered for the sins of the whole world, and in the
goodness of God offered unto all men without distinction, his
blood being shed not for a part of the world only, but for the
whole human race; for although in the world nothing is found
worthy of the favor of God, yet he holds out the propitiation
to the whole world, since without exception he summons all to
the faith of Christ, which is nothing else than the door unto

hope.9

The Defense of Unlimited Atonement.

Some passages of scripture relating to the death of Christ are
simply too universal in scope than to be explained away by the |imited

redemptionists as referring to the elect only.

Christ's death is universal. "But we see Jesus who was made a

|ittle lower than the angels for the suffering of death, crowned with
glory and honour; that he by the grace of God should faste death for

every man" (Heb. 2:9).

Christ's salvation is universal. "For therefore we both labour

and suffer reproach, because we trust in the living God, who is the

Saviour of all men, specially of those that believe" (I Tim. 4:10).

Christ's redemption is universal. "But there were false

prophets also among the people, even as there shall be false teachers
among you, who privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying
the Lord that bought them, and bring upon themselves swift destruction"
(2 Peter 2:1). It should be noted that these false teachers, who are

obviously unsaved ("damnation," v. 3), were bought by the Lord.

9A. H. Strong, Systematic Theology (Westwood, New Jersey:
Fleming H. Revell Co., 1907), p. 778.




Language cannot be plainer than this.

Christ's reconciliation is universal. "To wit, that God was

in Christ, reconciling the world unto himself not imputing their

trespasses unfo them; and hath committed unfo us the word of recon-

ciliation" (2 Cor. 5:19).

Christ's propitiation is universal. "And he is the propitia-

tion for our sins: and not for our's only, but also for the sins of
the whole world" (1 John 2:2). Advocates of the limited atonement
are very adapt in destroying the real meaning of these verses so that
they can be made to apply to the elect. And then They proceed to
challienge moderate Calvinists to show them a single verse in which
the word all must definitely mean every person on earth. This challenge

can easily be met. Thomas W. Jenkyn, in an old volume on the atonement,

has a statement worth quoting:

The word "ALL" has often been most candidiy and dishonorably
tortured and wrested, to mean a generality of kinds and degrees,
and not a universality of the mass of the human race. Prophecy,
however, supplies us with one text at least, that has bid stubborn
defiance to all theological tortures. It is lsa. 53:6, "ALL we
| ike sheep have gone astray; we have turned EVERY ONE +c his own
way, and the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all." Some
of the advocates of particular atonement have challenged their
opponents to present one single text in which the word "al|"
means indisputably every individual of the human race. Here it
is. The word "all"™ in the last part of the sentence means the
"all" mentioned in the first part; and both mean the "every one,"
in the middle portion of the verse. |f you apply to the word "ali"
in the first sentence, the torturous criticisms which are generally
emplioyed on the "all" in the last sentence, you offend equally
against sound interpretation, theological fairness, and logical
deduction.

IOThomas Jenkyn, Extent of the Atonement (Boston: Crocker and
Brewster, 1833), p. 196.




Chapter 3
THE DOCTRINE OF ELECTION
THE DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

In order to understand the doctrine of election, there are a
number of key terms with which a person needs to be familiar. (1)
Omniscience: God's knowledge of all things actual and possible.
(2) Decree: The decree of God is His one eternal purpose, according
to the counsel of His own will, whereby for His own glory He has
unconditionally foreordained whatsoever comes fto pass. Such words

in the Bible as counsel, will, and purpose refer to the divine decree.

Often the word foreordination is used theologically to speak of the

preplanning of all events. (3) Election: Election has been defined
as "God's unconditional and pretemporal choice of those individuals
whom He would save."

Election is an active word whereby God picks out certain
individuals among the mass of humanity for Himself according to the
good pleasure of His will. Election comes from the Greek eklego
(éxxéyw) which means to choose or fto call out of. The word is always
middle in the New Testament, indicating that God chose for Himself.
in Ephesians |:4, the word is in the aorist and it thus looks at an
event rather than a process.

a. Different Elections Mentioned in Scripture

1) Election of Christ; | Pet. 2:6
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2) Election of lsrael; lIsa. 45:4

3) Election of the Apostle Paul; Acts 9:15

4) Election of certain individuals; Eph. [:4; Rom. 8:28-30;
2 Thess. 2:13,14.

5) Election that is negative; John 6:70

b. Different Terminology Having the Same Meaning as Election
1) Appointed; John [5:16
2) Ordained; Acts 13:48
3) Choose; Eph. [1:4

c. Different Views of Election

Thiessen's view. Thiessen bases election on God's foreknowledge

of what man would do instead of on God's eternal counsel. Thus, he
defines election to "mean that sovereign act of God in grace whereby He
chose in Christ Jesus for salvation all those whom He foreknew would
accept Him."l How unbiblical such a view is will be demonstrated shortly.

Thieme's view. Robert Thieme, pastor of Berachah Bible Church

in Houston, Texas, offers a rather novel inferpreTaTion of the Biblical
concept of election. According to him, and some pastors in the lowa

area, individuals are not elected, only Christ (lsa. 42:1). This
completely contradicts the teaching of 2 Thessalonians 2:13, "God hath
from the beginning chosen you to salvation through sanctification of the
Spirit and belief of the truth." According to Thieme, an individﬁal is
elect because hé is in Christ and this happens at the moment of salvation.

(4) Predestination: An active word which indicates a predeter-

mining of the destiny of the elect and looks to the end of God's choices,
the glorification of the saint (Eph. [:5, Il; Rom. 8:29, 30). The word

predestination is used only of the destiny of the elect.

‘Henry Clarence Thiessen, Lectures in Systematic Theology
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdman's Publishing Co., 1949), p. 344,
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Predestination comes from the Greek word prooritzo (mwpoopizw),
which means literally "to mark a boundary." God, therefore, marks off
certain individuals out of the mass of humanity for a certain end which
is, according to Ephesians {:5, that of adoption which involves certain
privileges. Another end is that God might bring glory to Himself.

(5) Foreknowledge: An active word To indicate a loving relationship,

based on the deliberate judgment of God in the eternal plan, which God
sustains with certain individuals which results in His choice of them

for salvation. Foreknowledge is only used of persons, not events.

Definition. Defined Biblically, foreknowledge refers to a
loving relationship which God sustains to certain individuals by
choosing them. Theologically, it indicates prior knowledge of actual

things, involving conscious relationship and certainty.

Usage. As to usage, the verb "to foreknow" is employed five
times in the New Testament (Rom. 8:29; 11:2; Acts 26:5; 2 Pet. 3:17;

| Pet. 1:20). The noun foreknowledge occurs twice (| Pet. |:2; Acts 2:23).

The Arminian interprets these passages relating to salvation
as God's foreknowledge or prescience of what man would do and on which
basis God could elect or predestine the person to salvation. But here is
one of the basic errors of Arminianism: a failure fo do justice to the
Greek word. Arminians say that because God knows all things, He léoked
down to the corridors of time and saw how men would believe and then
elected and predestined them on that basis (i.e. He saved those who would
of their own free will repent of their sins and believe the gospel) and

thus elected these.

The Greek verb form of foreknowledge is proginosko (mpoyivdokw )
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and the noun form is prognosis (mpdéyvwois). Pro (mpé) means "before"

and ginosko (yivgoke ) means "an active or experimental knowledge."
Proginosko denotes a selective knowledge beforehand. |+ is not

equivalent to omniscience. Prognosis acknow ledges a special relationship

beforehand (cf. Acts 2:23; 26:5; Rom. 8:29; [1:2; | Pet. 1:2; 1:20),

While | Peter 1:2, in the KJV, speaks of believers as "elect according

to the foreknowledge of God," the same word is used in verse 20 in

reference to Christ, but with this more correct rendering: 'Who verily

was foreordained before the foundation of the world." It would be

totally meaningless to say that God simply foreknew Christ, since the

two coexisted eternally. Foreknowledge must Therefore mean more than
just knowing beforehand.

The Hebrew verb ﬁggy_(zgggﬁ,.yjfi ) has likewise a much deeper
meaning than the English word. In Amos 3:2, God speaks to lsrael, saying:
"You only have | known of all the families of the earth; therefore | will
punish you for all your iniquities." The Lord certainly knew about all
the families of the earth, but He knew lsrael in a special way. His
knowledge is one of a special loving relationship. This is disclosed
explicitly fo Israel through the prophet Jeremiah. Yahweh speaks:

"Yea, | have loved thee with an everlasting love: therefore with loving-
kindness have | drawn thee" (Jer. 31:3).

God, in speaking fo Jeremiah, said: "Before | formed you in the

womb, | knew you" (Jer. 1:5). The meaning here is not that God knew

about Jeremiah but that He had special regard for the prophet before

He formed him in his mother's womb.

The Relationship Between Election, Predestination, and Fore-

knowledge. While the three concepfs are definitely related to each
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other, they nevertheless emphasize different aspects of God's redemp-

tive program. Election deals with The method or process, the choice

from a mass. Predestination, or foreordination has in view the goal

in salvation. The immediate goal is that of salvation (2 Thess. 2:13);
the intermediate goal is holiness in the sight of God and adoption

(Eph. 1:4,5); and the ultimate goal is that it brings glory to God

(Eph. 1:6). Foreknowledge looks at the relationship which God is

establishing. It is the love of God toward those whom He predestines

to be saved.

The Defense of Our Meaning of Foreknowledge. It is a basic

rule of hermeneutics that the first mentioning of a word or concept
must always receive careful consideration. And so it is with the word
"foreknowledge," first mentioned in the New Testament in Acts 2:23:
"Him, being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of
God, ye have taken, and by wicked hands have crucified and slain."
Wuest demonstrates that foreknowledge here is closely connected to
God's counsel, it is causative. Through foreknowledge God does not
simply know something but He effects something. An exftended quote from
Wuest will clear up any misconceived ideas the reader might still have

concerning this crucial term:

There is a rule in Greek syntax that is connected with the
presence and absence of the article, called Granville Sharp's
rule. It is as follows: '"When the copulative xal connects
two nouns of the same case, if the article S or any of its cases
precedes the first of the said nouns or participles, and it is not
repeated before the second noun or participle, the latter always
relates to the same person that is expressed or described by the
first noun or participle, denoting a further description of the
first-named person." In other words, when two nouns in the same
case are connected by xail, and the first noun is articular,
and the second is anarthrous, The secound noun refers, and is a

further description of it.
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This rule is of invaluable assistance to the exegete. For
instance, the word "foreknowledge" occurs first in the New
Testament, in Acts 2:23. |Its usage here should throw a flood
of light upon the n<age of the word in other places where it is
found. The word wpdéyvwors in classical Greek meant merely
previous knowledge. But here it means more than that, as our
rule of syntax brings out. The words, "Him, being delivered
by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God," in the
Greek text ToOTOV Tﬁ wp1ouévp Boukﬁ Kol mpoyvidoel ToD Beol.
Boudfi is articular, mpoyvioer anarthrous. The latter word
refers to the same act that the former refers to. This will
give us our clue to the New Testament usage of mpéyvwois When
it is used in connection with God. BouvAll refers to the counsel
which is the result of the deliberations of a council; here, a
council composed of the +hree members of the Triune God. The
participle describing BouAli is perfect in tense, indicating
that the deliberations of the council had been concluded and
the members had come to a decision. The verb Spfcw , means
"to fix limits upon, to mark out the boundaries of, to determine,
appoint." Thus, the purpose of the council was to appoint the
member of the Triune God who would become the Lamb to be slain.
mpéyvwols in classical Greek, we noted, meant merely "fore-
knowledge." But here it partakes of the nature of the noun
with which it is grammatically connected, Boulf, and is a
furiher description of itf. The BouAR was one in which the
Lord Jesus was appointed to a certain destiny. That act is
also referred to by the word mpoyvdoer , which by this associa-
tion has added to itself in tThe New Testament, the idea of fore-
ordination, where it is used in connection with an act of God.
Thus, a rule of Greek syntax has opened up to us the New Testa-
ment content of the meaning of this word.4

Another crucial passage in the discussion of foreknowledge is
Romans 8:29: "For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to
be conformed to the image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn
among many brethren.'" |+ does not say "what" but "who." In fact,

foreknowledge is never used in Scripture in connection with events or

actions; instead, it always has reference to persons. 1t is persons
God is said to "foreknow," not the actions of those persons. For
example, Scripture never speaks of repentance and faith as being

foreseen or foreknown by God. Truly, He did know from all eternity

2Kennefh S. Wuest, The Practical Use of the Greek New Testament
(Chicago: Moody Press, 1946), pp. 22-24.
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. that certain ones would repent and believe because of His decree, yet
this is not what Scripture refers 1o as the object of God's foreknow-
ledge. The word uniformly refers to God's foreknowing persons. From
all eternity the Father foreknew the Christian as a person, and based
on that foving, deliberate, personal foreknowledge He chose, and pre-
destined the Christian. [t must be concluded, then, that faith cannot
be the cause of foreknowledge, because foreknowledge is before predes-
tination, and faith is the effect of predestination. "As many as were

ordained to eternal life believed" (Acts [3:48).

Murray, in rejecting the view that foreknew in Romans 8:29
refers to the foresight of faith, is certainly correct in stating

that:

|+ needs to be emphasized that the rejection of this inter-

. pretation is not dictated by a predestinarian interest. Even

if it were granted that "foreknew'" means the foresight of faith,

the biblical doctrine of sovereign election is not thereby elim-

inated or disproven. For it is certainly true that God foresees

faith; he foresees all that come to pass. The question would

then simply be: whence proceeds this faith which God foresees?

The only Biblical answer is that the faith which God foresees

is the faith he himself creates (cf. Jn. 3:3-8; 6:44,45,65;

Eph. 2:8; Phil. 1:29; 2 Pet. 1:2). Hence His eternal foresight

of faith is preconditioned by His decree to generate this faith

in those whom he foresees as believing, and we are thrown back

upon the differentiation which proceeds from God's own eternal

and sovereign election to faith and its consequents. The interest,

therefore, is simply one of interpretation as it should be applied

to this passage. On exegetical grounds we shall have to reject

the view that 'foreknew' refers to the foresight of faith.>

Spurgeon, in his superb sermon on election, has an interesting

observation on the same problem:

'But; say others, 'God elected them on the foresight of their
faith.' Now, God gives faith, therefore He could not have elected

. 3John Murray, The Epistie to the Romans (Grand Rapids: Wm.
B. Eerdman's Publishing Co., 1968), 1, p. 3i6.
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them on account of faith, which He foresaw. There shall be
twenty beggars in the street, and | determine to give one of
them a shilling; but will any one say that | deftermined to give
that one a shilling, that | elected him to have the shilling,
because | foresaw that he would have it? That would be talk-
ing nonsense. In like manner, to say that God elected men
because He foresaw they would have faith, which is salvation

in the germ, would be too absurd for us fto listen to for a
moment. Faith is the gift of God. Every virtue comes from
Him. Therefore it cannot have caused Him to elect men, because
it is His gift.4

Ultimately, the meaning of foreknowledge cannot be ascertained
through dogmatic or theological considerations, but only through
grammatical and exegetical study of the language. Rudolf Bultmann,
whose theology is as bad as his knowledge of Greek is good, should
not be ignored in this important discussion. He writes the article

on ywvidokw in Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New Testament.

As a superlative Greek scholar, his conclusions should be given care-
ful consideration:

Thus knowledge [in the Old Testament] has an element of
acknowledgement. . . .Finally, the element of will in y7T°
[yadah] emerges with particular emphasis when it is used
of God, whose knowing established the significance of what
is known. In this connection,¥YT’[yadah] can mean "to elect,"
i.e., to make an object of concern and acknowledgement. Gen.
18:19; Ex. 33:12; Amos 3:2; Hosea 13:5; Jer. 1:5.

. . . . . - . . . . . . . . . .

In the New Testament mpoyividockeiv [proginoskein] is referred
to God. His foreknowledge, however, is an election or fore-
ordination of His people (Rom. 8:29; 1|1:2) or Christ (|l Pet. [:20)

. . . . . - . . . . . . . . . . . © . . . . . . . . . . . - -

4Charles H. Spurgeon, Election (Philadelphia: Great Commission
Publications, 1964), p. 13. Other detailed discussions of the true
meaning of foreknowledge can be found in the following sources:
J. Dwight Pentecost, Things Which Become Sound Doctrine pp. [38-139;
David N. Steele, The Five Points of Calvinism, pp. 85-91; Bibliotheca
Sacra, July, 1965, p. 215-219, "lIs Foreknowledge Equivalent to
Forecrdination?"
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The corresponding use for knowledge on God's part in the sense
of election, which is so characteristic of the 0Old Testament, is
occasionally found most clearly in 2 Tim. 2:19. . .but also | Cor,
18:3; 13:12; Gal. 4:19.°

Lexical evidence of this meaning of foreknowledge could be

multiplied. One other quote must suffice to demonstrate that God's

foreknowledge is more than just a knowing beforehand of something.

Cremer writes:

one

the

It is simplest To take mpoyiv. . . .as denoting a knowing
.equivalent to "unite oneself before with someone."

. . . - . . . . . . . . .

Tpoyivdokelv , [ to foreknow] denotes the divine yivdokeiv

[to know] as already present in the divine decree before its
manifestation in history, i.e. the union between God and the
objects of His sovereign grace implied in His decree of salva-
tion, and accordingly already in existence before its accomplish-
ment;. . .[it] essentially includes a self-determining on God's
part to this feilowship (Rom. 8:29, whom God had beforehand
entered into fellowship with).

- . . . . ° . . . . . . . . . . ° - . . -

Mpéyvwoils, n, [noun, foreknowledge]...denotes the foreordained
relation of fellowship of God with the objects of His saving
counsel; God's self-determining towards fellowship with the
objects of His sovereign counsel preceding the realization
thereof. . . .a resolution formed beforehand. . . .or, quite
generally, as foreknowledge.

In the light of these grammatical and exegetical considerations,
can understand Dr. H. O. Van Gilder's righteous indignation over
Arminian view of foreknowledge:

Let me repeat that statement: 'Scripture nowhere declares

what it is in the divine foreknowtedge which determines the
divine election and predestination.'! Therefore, it is the

5Rudo!f Kittel and Gerhard Friedrick (eds.), Theological

Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub-

lishing Co., 1964) trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, i, 689-715.

6Hermann Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of New Testament

Greek. (Edinburgh: T. and T. Clark, 1880) trans. William Urwick,

pp.

[61-162.
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height of precsunption for any man to say what it is in the divine
foreknowledge which determines the election. The Arminian who
savys that God foresaw who would believe, and, on that basis,
elected them to salvation, is reading beyond what is written,

and is guilty of as great presumption as ever the infra-super-
hypo-ultra Calvinist was guilty of, for God has not said what

it was in His divine foreknowledge which determined His election.

THE DEFENSE OF MODIFIED CALVINISM

Divine Sovereignty.

Both the Calvinist and Arminian subscribe fo the sovereignty
of God and yet when sovereignty is applied to specific situations, the
di fference between the two systems becomes very pronounced. J. K. S.

Reid, in his inftroduction to Calvin's treatise, Concerning the Eternal

Predestination of God, rightly observes:

The point at issue between Calvin and his opponents is thus
simple, but it is of course fundamental. Substantially what they
do is to wrest the ground of salvation out of God's own hand where
alone, Calvin holds, it rightly belongs, and to deposit it within
the contingent realm of human volition and freewill. Clearly this
is to derogate from the sovereignty of God.

Arminians vehemently deny this, of course, but it is frue
nonetheless. The Scripiure fteaches that the ultimate destiny of every
individual is decided by the will of God. Arminians assert that God
permits man to exercise his own freewill in the matter of salvation.

Two passages of Scripture especially emphasize God's sovereignty

in salvation and as long as they remain part of the inspired canon, God's

absolute sovereignty must be maintained. The passages are Romans 9 and

Ephesians |I.

7H. 0. Van Gilder, "Election and. . ." p. 3. (This unpublished
paper is an excellent brief statement of the historic Baptist position

on election.)

8John Calvin, Concerning the Eternal Predestination of God
(London: Camelot Press Ltd., 1961), p. II.
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in Romans 9, Paul points out that God's selection for salvation
is not according to natural generation (9:7-9) or human merit (9:10-13)
but rather according to His mercy (9:14-18) and power (9:19-24),
Election is never related to man's wish or desire but to God's omnipo-
tence. Two individuals, Jacob and Esau, experienced God's sovereign
activity. Jacob is loved by God, but Esau is hated by Him (Rom. 9:14),
Paul anticipates immediately fthe charge against his assertion, that
therefore God is unrighteous. I|f is interesting to note that Paul
does not reply as the Arminians would have him reply, that God simply
foreknew what they would do, and therefore the charge of unrighteous-
ness is false, but rather he answers with a strong expletive, "God

forbid," and then continues to anchor God's elective decree in His

sovereignty, not man's free choice: "For He saith to Moses, | will
have mercy on whom | will have mercy, and | will have compassion on
whom | will have compassion." Paul introduces this objection to God's

election with good reason. Were election based on the foreknowledge
as to which man would believe once the gospel was presented, then such
an objection of unrighteousness would be totalily inane. And it cannot
be too strongly emphasized that uniess the Bible student today gets a
similar response to his preaching, he is not preaching the true Biblical
doctrine of election. The Arminians, unlike the Apostle Paul, would
never be charged with preaching that God is unrighteous, for if God
simply foresees what man would do and acts in accordance to this fore-
knowledge, then of course God is not acting unrighteously.

A second important objection that Paul anticipates is that God

cannot find fault with those whom He bypassed with His elective decree,



29

those who are reprobate. The objection is formulated thus: "Thou wilt
say then unto me, Why doth He yet find fault? For who hath resisted

His will?" (Rom. 9:19). Paul answers very simply but firmly, '"Nay, but,
O man, who art thou that repliest against God? Shall the thing formed
say to him that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus? Hath not the
potter power over the clay, of the same fump To make one vessel unto
honour, and another unto dishonour?" (Rom. 9:20,21). To paraphrase

1"

verse 20, Paul is saying, "It is none of your business. Creatures

do not have the right to ask why their Creator has elected some and
bypassed others any more than a symphony by Beethoven has the right to

ask, "Why have you written me thus?" Charles Hodge has some pertinent

comments on Romans 9:19:

I f the fact that one believes and is saved, and another
remains impenitent and is lost, depends on God, how can we be
biamed? Can we resist his will? |t will at once be perceived
that +his plausible and formidable objection to the apostie's
doctrine is precisely the one which is commonly and confidently
urged against the doctrine of election. There would be no room
either for this objection, or for that contained in the (4+th
verse, if Paul had merely said that God chooses those whom he
foresees would repent and believe; or that the ground of dis-
tinction was in the different conduct of men. |t is very
evident, therefore, that he taught no such doctrine.

A second major passage dealing with God's sovereignty in
election is Ephesians chapter |. The basis of election, the reason
why God chose some to eternal bliss, is shrouded in eternal mystery.
But Paul relates it to God's will, purpose, and good pleasure (Eph. 1:5,11).
He works all things after the counsel of His own will. He does nothing

arbitrary. |f the believer asks about the motive behind his election,

Charles Hodge, Commentary on the Epistle fo the Romans
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1968), p. 317.
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then he is brought to the goodness and love of God, the good pleasure
or the kind intention of His will. But why God foreloved some and gave
others over to their just punishment is not revealed. We know from
Ephesians | that the source of our election is the Father (1:4), that
the sphere of election is Christ, and that the time of election is

before the foundations of the world (cf. 2 Thess. 2:3).

Human Effort.

A. W. Pink, in his significant volume, The Sovereignty of God,

has correctly placed the emphasis where it belongs. God makes the
effort to save man. Man never decides on his own to come to God.

Why is it that all are not saved, particularly all who hear
the Gospel? Do you still answer, because the majority refuse to
believe? Well, that is ftrue, but it is only a part of the truth.
It is the fruth from the human side. But there is a Divine side
too, and this side of the ftruth needs to be stressed or God wil]
be robbed of His glory. The unsaved are lost because they refuse
to believe; The ofthers are saved because they believe. But why
do these others believe? What is it that causes them to put their
Trust in Christ? |Is is because they are more intelligent than
their fellows, and quicker to discern their need of salvation?
Perish the thought, 'Who maketh thee to differ from another?'

And what hast thou that thou didst not receive? Now if thou
didst receive it, why dost thou glory, as if thou hadst not
received it?' (I Cor. 4:7). 1t is God himself who makes the
difference between the elect and the non-elect, for of His own

it is written, 'And we know that the Son of God is come, and hath
given us an understanding, that we may know Him that is true!

(1 John 5:20).1V

Two passages of Scripture which completely refute the Arminian
assertion that each man has been given sufficient grace to believe and

that therefore man on his own makes an effort to come to God are John |:13

and Romans 9:16.

l0A, W. Pink, The Sovereignty of God (London: Banner of Truth
Trust, 1961), p. 46.
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John writes that those who are the sons of God "were bern, not
of blood, nor of the will of flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God"
(John 1:13). This verse refutes Arminianism once and for all, because
here, in unmistakable language, is told what is excluded in man's sal-
vation: (1) human means--"of blood", i.e., salvation is not a physical
process; (2) human urge--"of the will of the flesh'"--not an emotional
response; (3) human decision-="of the will of man"--salvation is not
due to man's mental activity. Man is not saved because he decides to
be saved, because he wanfs to be saved, but because of the effort on
God's part on his behalf.

in the well-known passage of Romans 9:16, Paul shows that
salvation is not by the will of man: "So then it is not of him that
willeth, nor of him that runneth, but of God that hath mercy.'" Man
is saved because God shows mercy, not because man decided to be saved
or wanted to be saved. The verse exclutdes any human volition or active
assertion for salvation.

If the two verses prove anything, it is that man does not have
a free will when it comes to the matter of salvation. Man is so totally
depraved and so dead in trespasses and sins (Eph. 2:1-5) that he is a
spiritual corpse. This state, as any concept of death, includes the
two ideas of separation and inability. Every man born into the world
is separated from God and eternal life and is unable to respond in the
area of the spiritual. And so Jonah was correct when he prayed from
the belly of the fish: "Salvation is of the Lord" (Jonah 2:9). Total
depravity makes human efforfs impossiblie in salvation, as Spurgeon has

so well illustrated:
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Now, the reason why man cannot come to Christ, is not because
he can not come, so far as his body or his mere power of mind is
concerned; but because his nature is so corrupt that he has neither
the will nor the power to come to Christ unless drawn by the Spirit.

But let me give you a better illustration. You see a mother
with a babe in her arms. You put a knife into her hand, and tell
her to stab that babe in the heart. She replies, and very truth-
fully, "l can not." Now, as far as her bodily power is concerned,
she can, if she pleases; there is the knife, and there is the child.
The child can not resist, and she has quite sufficient strength
in her hand immediately to stab it to ifs heart. But she is quite
correct when she says she can not do it. As a mere act of the mind,
it is quite possible she might think of such a thing as killing the
child, and yet she says she can not think of such a thing; and she
does not say falsely, for her natureas a mother forbids her doing
a thing from which her soul revolts. Simply because she is that
child's parent she feels she can not kill it,.

It is even so with a sinner. Coming to Christ is so obnoxi-
ous to human nature that, although, so far as physical and mental
forces are concerned (and these have butf a very narrow sphere in
salvation) men could come if they would: it is strictly correct to
say that they can not and wili not untess the Father who hath sent
Christ doth draw them. Let us enfer a little more deeply into the
subject, and try to show you wherein this inability of man consists,
in its more minute particulars.

(1), First, it lies in the obstinacy of the human will. "Oh!t"
saith the Arminian, '"men may be saved if they will." We reply,
"My dear sir, we all believe that; but it is just the if they will
that is the difficulty. We assert that no man will come to Christ
unless he is drawn; nay, we do not assert it, but Christ Himself
declares it--'Ye will not come unto me that ye might have life;!
and as long as that 'ye will not come' stands on record in Holy
Scripture, we shall not be brought to believe in any doctrine of
the freedom of the human wifl."

It is strange how people, when talking about free-will, talk
of things which they do not at all understand. "Now," says one,
"l believe men can be saved if they will." My dear sir, that is
not the question at all. The question is, are men ever found
naturally willing to submit to the humbling terms of the gospel of
Christ? We declare, upon Scriptural authority, that the human wiltl
is so desperately set on mischief, so depraved, and so inclined to
everything that is evil and so disinclined to everything that is
good, that without the powerful supernatural, irresistible influence
of the Holy Spirit, no human will ever be constrained toward Christ.!!

Hehartes H. Spurgeon, Spurgeon's Sermons on Sovereignty

(Ashtand, Ky.: Baptist Examiner Book Shop, 1959}, pp. 123, 124.
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. Human Responsibility.

In discussing the doctrine of election, theologians freguently

fall into the logical error of assuming that man cannot be held respon-

sible unless he has a free will. But while the Bible plainly teaches

that man does not have a free will in salvation, it feaches just as
plainly that man is a free moral agent. Free agency and free will are

not the same, as Hodge points out. He writes.

The doctrine of man's inability, therefore, does not assume
that man has ceased to be a free moral agent. He is free because
he determines his own acts. Every volition is an act of free
sel f-determination. He is a moral agent because he has the con-
sciousness of moral obligation, and whenever he sins he acts
freely against the convictions of conscience or the precepts of
the moral law. That a man is in such a state that he uniformly
prefers and chooses evil instead of good, as do the fallen angels,
is no more inconsistent with his free moral agency than his being
in such a state as that he prefers and chooses good with the same

. uniformity that the holy angels do.!

It is commonly assumed that responsibility implies ability.
The fallacy of this has been shown repeatedly, but the error seems

to live on. Pink has well written:

The assumption that responsibility implies ability is a
philosophical argument and not a biblical one. It was neverthe-
less popularized in the last century by such evangelists as C. G.
Finney and has become almost universally accepted. Reviewing
Finney's position, Charles Hodge wrote:

'"With him it is a '"first truth' that freedom of the will is
essential to moral obligation, and that no man is bound to do
what is not in his own power.'

The fallacy of which he is guilty is very obvious. He
transfers a maxim which is an axiom in one depariment, to another
in which it has no legitimate force. It is a first ftruth that a
man without eyes cannot be under an obligation to see, or a man
without ears to hear. Within the sphere therefore of physical
impossibilities, the maxim that obligation is Iimited by ability,

. 2Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology (New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1891), 11, 260-261,
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is undoubtedly true. But it is no less obviously true that an
inability which has its origin in sin, which consists in what is
sinful, and relates to moral action, is perfectly consistent with
continued obligation. It is one of the most familiar facts of
consciousness, that a sense of obligation'is consistent with a
conviction of entire inability. It is a dictum of philosophers,
'| ought, therefore, | can.' To which every heart burdened with
a sense of sin replies, 'l ought fo be able, but | am not.'

Such is the testimony of conscience and such is the plain doctrine
of the Bible. . . .11 was, says Neander, the radical principle

of Pelagius' system that he assumed moral Iib?gfy to consist in
the ability to choose between good and evil.'

The publishers of Pink's book have also shown how man can be

heid responsible although he is incapable of choosing Christ. n a

footnote they declare:

I+ may be asked why, if this is the true condition of man,

do the Scriptures address themselves 1o man's will? Is it not
written, 'And whosoever will, let him take of the water of |ife
freely?' (Rev. 22:17) This fact is readily acknowledged. Such
exhortations show that man is responsible to repent, believe and
receive Christ, and all these duties involve a response of the
will, but, as other Scriptfures show, whether or not men do thus
respond depends on the state of the nature of which the will is
the expression. The will is the immediate cause of man's actions,

not the primary cause.

It is often assumed that man cannot be held responsible for
his response to the Gospel unless he is capable of choosing
Christ; thus it is generally taken for granted that 'freewill'
and human responsibility are synonymous and that you cannot deny
one without denying the other. On the basis of this confusion
and Reformed Faith is frequently charged with not doing justice
to man's responsibility because it denies his 'freewill.'

The Biblical and Reformed view of man's responsibility is
in fact much more profound than the popular Arminian conception,
Man is responsible not merely for his will, but for his whole
nature, and as fong as his nature remains what sin (not God)
has made it, he 'receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God!
(1 Cor. 2:14) and he 'will not come' to Christ that he might have

life (John 5:40).

Pa. w. Pink, The Sovereignty of God (London: Banner of Truth

Trust, 1961), p. 108.

'4{bid., p. 99.
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Saving Faith.

The faith which leads to salvation is God's gift to man. Man
never cooperates with God in salvation, in the Arminian sense, because
no man ever has the desire or willingness to come to God unless God
draws him and then gives him the faith to believe. No one was more
emphatic on this "Calvinistic" doctrine than Christ. "All that the
Father giveth me shall come unto me; and him that cometh to me | will
in no wise cast out" (John 6:37). '"No man can come to me, except the
Father which hath sent me draw him; and | will raise him up at the
last day" (John 6:44). "And he said, Therefore said | unto you, that
no man can come unto me, except it were given unto him of my Father"
(John 6:65). Leon Morris has well stafed the matter in his new

commentary:

People do not come to Christ because it seems to them a good
idea. 1t never does seem a good idea to natural man. Apart from
a divine work in their souls. . .men remain contentedly in their
sins. Before men can COT% to Christ it is necessary that the
Father give them to Him.

Faith is God's gift, and "all men have not faith" (2 Thess.
3:2) to come to Christ; therefore, it is seen that God does not
bestow this gift upon all. AUpon whom then does He bestow this saving
favor? The clear Biblical answer is: '"Upon His own elect." The
reason some people do not believe is because they are not elect.
"But ye believe not, because ye are not of my sheep, as | said untfo
you" (John 10:26). It is not that they are not Christ's sheep because

they do not believe. Rather, they do not believe because they are not

15Leon Morris, Commentary on the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1971), p. 367/.
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His sheep. It is imperative that the Bible student note the divine

order. '"As many as were ordained to eternal life believed" (Acts. 13:48),
Paul does not say: "As many as God foresaw would believe he ordained to
eternal life." God first ordains certain individuals fo be the special

objects of His favor. Then He draws them to Himself and enables them
to believe. '"For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that not of

yourseives; it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man should

boast" (Eph. 2:8,9). What is the gift of God? Salvation, which includes
faith. "For unto you it is given in behalf of Christ, not only to
believe on Him, but also to suffer for his sake" (Phil. 1:29). "For

it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do of his good

pleasure" (Phil. 2:13).

The Biblical approach, therefore, is that God so works in the
person, drawing him to the Savior and giving him faith, that man desires
this gift of salvation. Man's enabled will responds because God willed
to bring this person to salvation. The correct view is this: "Faith

is worked by God then willed by man."

THE DENIALS OF UNCONDITIONAL ELECTION

Even the Apostle Paul expected opposition to such a doctrine
from men who were deceived by the impulses of their depraved minds.
Both the natural man and the old nature in believers have no regard
for divine things and ever oppose God and His plan. Thus it should

not come as a surprise that the Biblical doctrine of election is

assailed on every hand.

Ness'!' words are not too strong when he asserts:
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The Arminians deal with this doctrine as the heathen Emperors
did with the primitive Christians in the ten first persecutions,
who wrapped them up in the skins of beasts, and then exposed them
to be torn to pieces by their fierce ban-dogs; so do the Arminians
with this great truth. They first dress it up in an ugly shape,
with their own false glosses upon it, and then they fet fly at it
one cynical sarcasm after another, saying, 'This doctrine of
absolute predestination goes to accuse and charge God with injustice,

dissimulation, hypocrisy," etc., etfc.

God is Unjust.

This objection has already been partially answered under the

section of Romans 9. Ness observes:

God's decree is not an act of justice, but of lordship and
sovereignty. Justice always presupposes debt; but God (who was
perfect in Himself from all eternity) could not be a debtor to
man, who had his all from God; the decree is not a matter of
right and wrong, but of free favour: grace is God's own, He
may do what He will with it. 'is it not lawful for Me to do
what | will with Mine own? is thine eye evil, because | am
good?' (Matt. 20:15). |f He gives grace to some and not to
others, it is no wrong in Him that is not bound to give it to any.l7

While election secures the salvation of some, preterition or

the bypassing of the non-elect does not procure the damnation of others.
Sin is the cause of damnation, but reprobation is not the cause of sin.
God, as the sovereign of the universe, does as He pleases. Supposing
there are 100 women equally suitable for marriage. |Is it unjust to

marry one unless a man marries all? Does Christ have the right tfo

choose His bride from the larger mass? The poet has well expressed

l6Chris+opher Ness, An Antidote to Arminianism (Millersville,
Pa.: Classic-A-Month Books, 1964), p. 34, (Ness proceeds to answer
some of the questions and charges concerning unconditional election.
Various other works deal in deftail with the problems of election. One
of the most thorough is Loraine Boettner's The Reformed Doctrine of
Predestination. The interested reader is urged to consult works like
Ness or Boettner. The bounds of this paper allow only brief attention
to the major objections against God's sovereign predestination.)

7ibid., p. 36.
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this Fruth:

God's ways are just, His counsels wise,
No darkness can prevent His eyes;

No thought can fly, nor thing can move,
Unknown to Him that sits above.

He in the thickest darkness dwells,
Performs His works, the cause conceals,
But though His methods are unknown,
Judgment and Truth support His throne.

In heaven, and earth, and air, and seas,
He executes His firm decrees;

And by His saints it stands confess'd,
That what he does is ever best.

Wait then, my soul, submissive wait,
Prostrate before His awful seat,
And, midst the terrors of His rod,
Trust in a wise and gracious God.

God is Arbitrary.

It is true that we do not know the reason why God selected some
and bypassed others. But fto charge God with arbitrariness is to do Him
an enormous injustice. Does not God say of Himself, '"Shall not the Judge
of all the earth do right?" (Gen. 18:25). God "worketh all things after
the counsel of his own will" (Eph. [:11). His is a well-thoughtout,
wonderful plan rather than an arbifrary act of will.

May not the Sov'reign Lord on high
Dispense His favours as He will;
Choose some to life, while others die,
And yet be just and gracious still?

Shali man reply against the lLord,
And call his Maker's ways unjust?
The thunder of whose dreadful word
Can crush a thousand worlds to dust.

But, O my soul, if fruths so bright
Should dazzle and confound thy sight,
Yet still His written will obey,

And wait the great decisive day!
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God Wishes All Men to be Saved.

in | Timothy 2:3,4 Paul refers to "God our Saviour, who would
have all men to be saved, and to come to the knowledge of the truth."
And Peter informs the Christian that God is '"not willing that any should
perish, but that all should come to repentance" (2 Pet. 3:9).

The word for ELLL used in the first passage (8&\w, iifibz) is
to be understood as God's wish or desire, not His decretive will
(boulomai, BoGlouar), which is that will which invaribly comes to
pass. The fact is that God includes some things in His plan which
are not His desire. God specifically planned the crucifixion of His
own Son by His "determinate counsel and foreknowledge" (Acts 2:23),
Yet did He want Him slain by these "wicked hands"? God's plan in-
cluded the fall of His creatures and their ulfimate salvation. Yet
did He want Eve to willfully disobey Him? The obvious answer is a
resounding, "NO!" God is never the author of sin, nor can any creature
ever blame Him for his own sin. 1f any man had the right, it would have
been Judas, the predetermined Son of Perdition. And yet what were

Judas! words?" | have betrayed innocent blood" (Matt.27:4).

In 2 Peter 3:9 the strong word, bulomai, is used. In the
context here the any have to be the elect. God is holding back His
eschatological judgment until that time when everyone on the earth,
written in the Lamb's book of {ife from before the foundation of the
world, will be saved. It is not God's will that any of His own should
perish. This is why Christ has not yet returned for judgment.

Implied here is also the fact that God does not directly decree

the damnation of the lost. They are responsible for their own destiny.
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God does not bulomai that any should be damned. Double predestination
is a Biblically untenable view. While God exercises His decretive will
to accomplish the salvation of some, He thereby does not predestine the
others to hell. The unsaved are simply left to go to their justly deserved
eternal destiny. This is preterition, the bypassing of the non-elect.
Boettner, in summarizing passages |like the two above, comments:
These verses simply teach that God is benevolent, and that
He does not delight in the sufferings of His creatures any more
than a human father delights in the punishment which he must in-
flict upon his son. God does not decretively will the salvation
of all men, no matter how much He may desire it; and if any verses
taught that He decretively willed or intended the salvation of all
men, they would contradict those other parts of the Scripture which

teach that God sovereignly rules and that it is His purposes to
leave some to be punished.!8

The Gospe!l Cannot be Offered Sincerely to All.

The Arminians, foo, should have a problem with this. According

to fthem God foreknows who will believe. How can The offer of salvation
be sincerely made fo those who God foreknows will despise and reject
it, especially when their guilt and condemnation will only be increased

by their refusal? But Arminians also know themselves to be under a divine
command to preach to all men, and they do not feel that they act insincere-
ly in doing so.
Several lengthy quotations from Boettner answer this charge very
ably:
God commanded Moses to gather together the elders of lIsrael,
to go to Pharaoh and demand that they be allowed to go three days'
journey info the wilderness to hold a feast and offer sacrifices.

Yet in the very next verse God Himself says, "! know that the
king of Egypt will not give you leave to go, no, not by a mighty

I8Loraine Boettner, The Reformed Doctrine of Predestination
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1954), p. 287.
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hand," (Ex. 3:18,19). If it is not inconsistent with God's
sincerity for Him to command all men to love Him, or to be
perfect (Luke 10:27; Matt. 5:48), it is not inconsistent with
His sincerity for Him to command them to repent and believe
the Gospel. A man may be altogether sincere in giving an
invitation which he knows will be refused. A father who
knows that his boys are going to do wrong feels constrained
to tell them what is right. His warnings and pleadings are
sincere; the trouble is in the boys.

Will any one contend that God cannot sincerely offer salvation
to a free moral agent unless in addition to the invitation He
exerts a special influence which will induce the person to accept

it? After a civil war in a country it often happens that the
victorious general offers free pardon to all those in the opposing
army, provided they will lay down their arms, through pride or
malice many will refuse. He makes the offer in good faith even
though for wise reason he determines not to constrain their assent,
supposing him possessed of such power.

We may imagine the case of a ship with many passengers on
board sinking some distance from shore. A man hires a boat
from a near-by port and goes to rescue his family. Incidentaltly
it happens that the boat which he takes is large enough to carry
all the passengers, so he invites all those on the sinking vessel
to come on board, although he knows that many of them, either
through lack of appreciation of their danger, or because of
personal spite toward him, or for other reasons, will not accept.
Yet does that make his offer any less sincere?

- . . . . . . . . - . . -

Arminians object that God could not offer the Gospel to those
who in His secret counsel were not designed fto accept it; yet we
find the Scriptures declaring that He does this very thing. His
commands to Pharaoh have already been referred to. Isaiah was
commissioned to preach to the Jews, and in 1:18, 19, we find that
he extended a gracious offer of pardon and cleansing. But in
6:9-13, immediately foilowing his glorious vision and official
appointment, he is informed that this preaching is destined to
harden his countrymen to their almost universal destruction.
Ezekiel was sent to speak to the house of lsrael, but was told
beforehand that they would not hear, Ezek. 3:4-11. Matt. 23:33-37
presents the same teaching. In these passages God declares that
He does the very thing which Arminians say He must not do. Hence
the objection now under consideration has arisen not because of
any Calvinistic misstatement of the divine plan, but through
erroneous assumptions made by Arminians themselves.!

19\bid., pp. 283-285.
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Boettner continues, and his words should be given utmost

attention by those who are puzzled by the '"whosoever will" passages:

The decree of election is a secret decree. And since no
revelation has been given to the preacher as to which ones among
his hearers are elect and which are non-elect, it is noi possible
for him to present the Gospel o the elect only. |t is his duty
to look with hope on all those to whom he is preaching, and to
pray for them that they may each be among the elect. |In order
to offer the message to the elect, he must offer it to all; and
the Scripture command is plain to the effect that it should be
offered to all. Even the elect must hear before they can believe
and accept, Rom. [0:13~17. The attentive reader, however, will
perceive that the invitations are not, in the strict sense,
general, but that they are addressed to 'weary," the "thirsty,"
the "hungry," the "willing," those who "labor and are heavy laden,"
and not to those who are unconscious of any need and unwilling to
be reformed. While the message is preached to all, it is God who
chooses among the hearers those to whom He is speaking, and He
makes the selection known to them through the inward testimony of
the Holy Spirit. The elect thus receive the message as the
promise of salvation, but to fthe non-elect it appears only as
foolishness, or if their conscience is aroused, as a judgment to

condemnation.

Calvinism Quenches Missionary Zeal.

This objection to predestination is the least substantial of
them all. No one was a stronger believer in election than the Apostle
Paul. And no one was engaged in more zealous missionary activities
than Pautl. The Calvinism of Spurgeon and Whitfield certainly did not
quench their zeal for the salvation of the fost. The Calvinist knows

that while not all will be saved, at least some will come to the Savior.

The Arminian really has no assurance that any will be saved, for all
may actively resist the will of the Lord. A Calvinist will not fall
into despair when he preaches his heart out and none will respond. An

Arminian will blame himself and his message for the fack of response.

20Loc. cit.
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"|1f God wishes to save every person on earth, then it is up to us to
see that they are converted. When they do not come to Christ it is our
fault," says the Arminian. '"Some person may be eternally lost because
| have failed." The Calvinist, on the other hand, realizes that while
he is commanded to preach the gospel to every creature, no one will be

lost because of his personal failure. '"All that the Father hath given

me will come unto me" (John 6:37). Election gives purpose and direction
to one's ministry. A Calvinist will not use gimmicks or tricks to coax
men to Christ. He realizes that the Holy Spirit will effectively draw

those to the Savior whose names are written in heaven.

It should be perfectly plain by now that one's view of election
determines one's method of evangelism. The latter is a direct result
of the former. Sound practice is always based on sound doctrine.

Orthodoxy precedes orthopraxy, even in Soteriology.



Chapter 4

THE DEMARCATION OF MODIFIED CALVINISM
AND HISTORIC BAPTIST BELIEFS

THE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN MODIFIED CALVINISM
AND MODIFIED ARMINIAN{SM
In any discussion or debate it is helpful to see just where
the two positions coincide or disagree. Problems and disagreements,
whether doctrinal or otherwise, will never be resolved when very real
differences are ignored or brushed under the proverbial carpet. Below

are the writer's basic disagreements with Thiessen's modified Arminianism.

Election and Faith.

The Arminian, whether strict, or moderate like Thiessen, will
say that man is eieCT because he believes. The Calvinist asserts that
man believes because he is elect. As long as Acts 13:48 and John 10:26
are part of the Bible, the Arminian definition of election which bases

that election upon God's foreknowledge of faith can never be maintained.

Salvation and Mankind.

The Arminian insists that all men can be saved. The Calvinist

holds that not all men can be saved. This is the fundamental difference

between Arminianism and Calvinism. Ask a person what he believes about
the salvation of mankind. Immediately it will be evident to which of
the two categories he belongs. |f election (calling out of) and

predestination (marking beforehand, '"pre-horizoning") mean anything,

44
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it is that in eternity past God seiected some, and only some, to be the

special objects of His divine favor,

Freedom and Sovereignty.

The Arminian teaches that man has a free will to come to Christ
or to reject the grace of God. The Calvinist mainfains that man, while
not possessing a free will, is nevertheless a free moral agent. None of
the elect can ever ultimately reject efficacious grace. God so works
through the faculties of man that he is drawn insensibly to God. The

words of a song in the Intervarsity Christian Fellowship Hymnal (#78)

beautifully express this fact:

| sought the Lord, and afterward | knew

He moved my soul to seek Him, seeking me;
I+ was not that | found, O Savior true;

No, | was found of Thee.

Thou didst reach forth Thy hand and mine enfolid;
I walked and sank not on The storm-vexed sea;
'"Twas not so much that | on Thee took hoid,
As Thou, dear Lord, on me.

| find, | walk, | love; but O the whole
0Of love is but my answer, Lord fo Thee;

For Thou wert ‘ong beforehand with my soul;
Always Thou lovedst me.

THE DISTINCTIVES OF BAPTISTS

The Concept of Sovereignty.

Historically the Baptists have been divided into two groups.
Schaff, the famous church historian, describes them:

The great body of Baptists are called REGULAR or PARTICULAR
or CALVINISTIC BAPTISTS, in distinction from the smaller body
of General or Arminian or Free-Will Baptists. They are Calvinists
in doctrine and Independents in Church polity.
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The GENERAL or ARMINIAN BAPTISTS differ from the Particular
or Calvinistic Baptists in rejecting unconditional election and
the perseverance of saints, and in maintaining the freedom of will
and the possibility of falling from grace. So far they followed

the Mennonites.

There is thus no uniformity among Baptists. However, the
majority of Baptists have historically been Calvinistic, especially
those in the United States. Hiscox, in his authoritative work on
Baptist polity, lists eight historic distinctives of Baptists. One
of these is their Calvinistic view of salvation. He wrifes:

In doctrine, Baptists agree very nearly with other evangelical
Christians. They are what is usually called Calvinistic, as opposed
to Arminian views of free-will and the sovereignty of grace. They
hold. . .the Holy Spirit and the author and finisher of saving faith

and sanctification; the personal election of believers; the persever-
ance of the saints by upholding grace.

The Creeds of the Baptisfts.

Dr. Osgood writes that among Baptists confessions of faith
have never been held as tests of orthodoxy, as of any authoritative
or binding force; they merely reflect the existing harmony of the
views and the scriptural interpretations cof the churches assenting
to fhem.3 I+t should not be forgotten, however, that Baptists in the
General Association of Regular Baptist Churches have a heritage to guard.
It is never safe nor wise to suddenly overturn hundreds of years of
tradition. As can be seen from the appended paper,4 the GARBC has

historic ties to the great Calvinistic confessions of days gone by.

'Phitip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom (Grand Rapids: Wm.
B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1948), 1, 845, 857.

2Edward T. Hiscox, The New Directory for Baptist Churches
(Philadelphia: The Judson Press, 1954), p. 19.

3Schaff, op. cit. p. 853.

4see Appendix |
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s it safe to sever those ties and to turn our backs on our rich heritage?
The GARBC church bulletfin announcing the Fortieth Annual Conference on
June 27-July 2, 1971, at Winona lLake, Indiana, relates on the back cover
that the following objectives listed here characterized the founding of
t+he GARBC and are still at the heart of the reason for its existence.
And one of these original purposes of the GARBC is the following:
We purposed to reaffirm the truths of Scripture historically
believed by Baptists and expressed through the Baptist Confessions
of Faith of London 1689, the New Hampshire, Philadelphia or the
Baptist Bible Union Confessions of faith, or any such which
enunciates the same truth though in other words.
The GARBC has therefore from its inception subscribed to

various biblical creeds. |t should be noted what, for exampie, The

Phitadelphia Confession of Faith, one of the creeds to which the

GARBC subscribes, says relative to effectual calling and foreknowledge.

Chapter X, "Of Effectual Calling,”" begins thus:

(1) Those whom God hath predestined unto life he is pleased,
in his appointed and accepted time, effectualiy to cali (Rom. 8:30;

Rom. 11:7; Eph. 1:10,11; 2 Thess. 2:13,14) by his word and Spirit,
out of the state of sin and death in which they are by nature, to
grace and salvation (Eph. I:1-6) by Jesus Christ; enlightening

their minds, spiritually and savingly, to (Acts 26:18; Eph. {:17,18)
understand the things of God; taking away their (Ezek. 36:26) heart
of stone, and giving unto them a heart of flesh; renewing their wills,
and by his almighty power defermining them (Deut. 30:6; Ezek. 36:27;
Eph. 1:19) to that which is good, and effectually drawing them to

Jesus Christ; yet so as they come (Ps. [10:3; Cant. 1:4) most freely,
being made willing by his grace.
(2) This effectual call is of God's free and special grace

alone (2 Tim. 1:9; Eph. 2:8), not from anything at all foreseen in
man, nor from any power or agency in the creature, co-working with
his special grace (I Cor. 2:14; Eph. 2:5; John 5:25), the creature
being wholly passive therein, being quickened and renewed by the
Holy Spirit, he is thereby enabled to answer this call, and to
embrace the grace offered and conveyed in it, and that by no less
(Eph. 1:19,20) power than that which raised up Christ from the

dead.” [Emphasis added.]

5The Philadelphia Confessions of Faith with Catechism (Marshallton,
Del.: The National Foundation for Christian Education, n.d.), pp. 29-30.
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The old London Confession is even more explicit in defining

Baptist beliefs on election:

'3d Article: By the decree of God, for the manifestation of
his glory, some men and angels are predestinated, or foreordained
to eternal life through Jesus Christ, to the praise of his glorious
grace; others being left to act in their sins to their just con-
demnation, to the praise of his glorious justice. These angels and
men thus predestinated and foreordained, are particulariy and
unchangeably designed, and their number so certain and definite,
that it can not be either increased or diminished. Those of man-
kind that are predestinated to life, God, before the foundation of
the world was laid, according to his eternal and immutable purpose,
and the secret counsel and good pleasure of his will, hath chosen
in Christ unto everlasting glory, out of his mere free grace and
love, without any other fhing in the creature as a condition or
cause moving him thereunto.'

While these human authorities do not determine the rightness

or wrongness of a doctrine, they do, however, confirm that view of

election which this paper defends. Moreover, it is that position to

which the GARBC has historically subscribed. Is it wise to ignore this

fact in discussing the doctrine of election?

6Charles H. Spurgeon, Election (Philadelphia: Great Commission

Publications, 1964), p. 6.



Chapter 5

THE DEMAND UPON THE EXPOSI1TOR

This paper opened with the duty of the ftheologian and it closes
with an exhortation to the expositor of God's Word. What is the exposi-

tor's task in light of this awesome doctrine?

A FAITHFUL EXPOSITION OF GOD'S WORD

It is true that God's judgments are unsearchable and His ways
past finding out (Rom. |1:33). But some things are revealed about His
plan. The expositor is obligated to expound these thruths, nct to
appeal! to human emotions, as Thiessen has done, for example, in his
doctrine of election.

In the minds of some people, election is a choice that God
makes for which we can see no reason and which we can hardly
harmonize with His justice. . . . We are asked to accept the

~theory . . . which does (not) commend itself to our sense ot
justice.
Nothing is served by saying, as Thiessen does, that because of the
"demands of the heart'" we believe such and such. Thiessen and others
reject the biblical doctrine of election in general and lexical meaning
of foreknowledge in particular not because they are convinced by the

festimony of Scripture but swayed by their own emotions. At least

Thiessen is frank enough to admit that his theology is determined by

IHenry Clarence Thiessen, Lectures in Systematic Theology
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1949), p. 345,

49
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the "demands of the heart." With him, as with others, this subjective
approach has led to a misunderstanding of God's sovereignty in uncondi-

tional election to a misconception of the human role in salvation and

to a misinferpretation of basic theological terms such as foreknowledge.
These men are actually gquilty of adding to the Scriptures. God's Word
nowhere discloses on what this predestining foreknowledge is based.
"Whom he did foreknow he also did predestinate'" (Rom. 8:29) is changed

by the Arminians to "Of whom he did foreknow that they would believe,

he also did predestinate." God declares that He foreknew certain

persons, that is, that He established a loving relationship with a special
few. Arminian theologians deny this. They know better. They assert
that God foresaw something about the person, not the person himself.

This difference might seem minor but is actually of momentous importance.
A FAIR PRESENTATION OF THE OPPONENT'S V!EW

It is never right fo misrepresent an opposing view in order that
a person's position may be enhanced. The God of the Calvinist is not an
arbitrary God but one who in His infinite wisdom plans every detail of the
universe. Neither is the God of the Calvinist a hard God. The Calvinist

is quite convinced that a merciful God will redeem as many sinners as

possible without violating His justice and righteousness. The Calvinist
is not trying to keep people out of heaven. Election is not a matter
of what he wished God would do but rather, what He has revealed He would
do.

God said that He is sovereign in the dispensing of efficacious
grace. It will not do to claim that God is sovereign in salvation, but

that, on the other hand, man is free to accept or reject salvation. This



so-calied PARALLEL VIEW, espoused in Fitzwater's Christian

51

Theology,2

which sees man's freedom and sovereignty meeting somewhere
of God but appearing contradictory to man, simply will not
close scrutiny. This position not only violates the clear
of Scripture but also the most basic laws of fogic. A can

if the laws of identity and contfradiction means anything.

in the mind
hold up under
assertions
never be B,

A is not B,

neither on earth nor in heaven. Even Spurgeon is sometimes cited in

support of the PARALLEL VIEW, but while this great Baptist

preacher

asserted the free moral agency of man on the one hand and God's

sovereignty on the other, he does not subscribe to the Arminian notion

that fallen man has a free will. Spurgeon writes for example:

Free-will somebody believes in. Free-wil. many dream of.
free-will! Wherever is that to be found? Once there was
Free-will in Paradise, and a terrible mess Free-will made there;

for it spoited all Paradise and turned Adam out of the

garden.

Free-will was once in Heaven; but it turned the glorious arch-

angel! out, and a third part of the stars of Heaven feil

into the

abyss. | want nothing to do with Free-will, but | will try to

see whether | have got a Free-will within.
And | find | have. Very free will fo evil but very poor will
to that which is good. Free-will enough when | sin, but when |

Zperry Fitzwater, Christian Theology (Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1948).

Wm. B.

In the preface of his book (p. 7) Fitzwater gives this

description of the popular parallel view:

Divine sovereignty and human freedom are given their proper

recognition. A system of theology should maintain the

same balance

as do the Scriptures. Divine sovereignty and human freedom are
clearly set forth therein, but never explained. |t will be the
inflexible policy of this book to recognize this principle. When
dealing with man's freedom, its factuality will be given the same
emphasis as it is given in the Scriptures. The truths of Calvinism
and Arminianism will be maintained, and their errors will be avoided.
The truths concerning these matters cannot be found in the middle,
but in the extremes. There is no mediating position between

Calvinism and Arminianism. We shall not vaciliate but oscillate

between them. Sometimes the viewpoint will be that of

a high

Calvinist and sometimes that of a low Arminian. [Emphasis added. ]
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‘ would do good, evil is present with me, and how to do that which
| would | find not. Yet some boast of Free-will.3

A FORCEFUL PROCLAMATION OF BIBLE DOCTRINE
Unfortunately, many pastors shy away from the doctrine of
election, so that most Christians have never been clearly instructed

in this precious fruth. Should such a difficult and deep doctrine be

proclaimed from the pulpit? Is it not better to skirt such controversial

doctrines? In regard to preaching election, it is impossible to improve

on C. H. Spurgeon's comments. In preaching from | Thessalonians |:4, he

said:

At the very announcement of the text, some will be ready to say,
"why preach upon so profound a doctrine as election?' | answer,
because it is in God's Word, and whatever is in God's Word is to
be preached. 'But,' says the objector, 'some truths should be

kept back from the people lest they make an ill use thereof.'

‘ That is popish doctrine! |t was upon that very theory that priests
kept back the Bible from the people. They did not give it to them
lest they should misuse it. 'But,' says the objector, 'are not some

doctrines dangercus?' Not if they are true and rightly handled.
Truth is never dangerous, it is error and reticence, that are
fraught with perii! 'But,' says the objector, 'do not men abuse
the doctrines of grace?' | grant you that they do, but if we
destroy everything that men abuse, we shouid have nothing left.
What, are there to be no ropes because some use them as weapons

of destruction? Decidedly not! And, besides all this remember
that men do read the Scriptures and think about these doctrines,
and therefore make mistakes about them. Who then shall set them
right if we who preach the Word hold our fongues about the matter?

Did not the greatest preacher of the Christian church, the
Apostle Paul, observe that he had not shunned to declare to his flock
the whole counsel of Ged (Acts 20:27)? And part of that counsel was

the forceful proclamation of God's sovereign selection in eternity past

3c. H. Spurgeon, "Free-Will," The Baptist Examiner, May 11,

. 1957, p. 3.
4 "

Cited by Van Giltder, "Election and. . .," p. 8.
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of certain individuals who through spiritual enablement and divinely
bestowed faith would become His own (2 Thess. 2:13). Were people
of fended at the doctrine? Indeed they were! Was Paul silenced by their
foolish charges against God (Rom. 9)? Of course not! Paul left a
pattern for future pastors, both in decorum and doctrine. May God give
the pastors of today grace to preach with like force the blessed doctrine

of election and with like balance the fact of human responsibility.
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40th Annual Conference
General Association of Regular Baptist Churches

This year marks the beginning of the 40th year since the foundation of the
General Association of Regular Baptist Churches was laid back in May of 1932.
The Association is holding its annual conference at Winona Lake Bible Con.
ference grounds near Warsaw, Indiana. Why not plan your vacation around
these dates and plan to attend the conference sessions.
For further information write for free literature items, GARBC, 1800 Oakton
Boulevard, Des Plaines, Illinois, 60018

TA"A“A"AYA"JA"ATAYJ;TA"A"A"JA"JATATA"JJJATAKI‘AI'JJA\'A"A\'JJJ

The experiences that make up our history are varied and exciting, but these
objectives listed here characterized the founding of the GARBC and are still at
the heart of our reason for existence.

® We became an Association of churches in order to main-
tain a testimony to the supernaturalism of Christianity
as opposed to the modernist’s antisupernaturalism.

® We determined to do our work independent of and sep-
arated from the Northern Baptist Convention and all
of its auxiliaries. Our determination has met with suc-
cess and blessing from God. ‘

® We purposed to reaffirm the truths of Scripture his-
torically believed by Baptists and expressed through the
Baptist Confessions of Faith of London 1689, the New
Hampshire, Philadelphia or the Baptist Bible Union
Confessions of Faith, or any such which enunciates the
same truth though in other words.

® We are an organization designed to promote a mission-
ary spirit among Baptist churches for the spread of the
gospel to all the world and to “contend for the faith
once for all delivered to the saints.”

® Assistance to churches in needy places and those in
search of sound and satisfactory pastors for the procla-
mation of the gospel and the work of the ministry is
still a primary objective of the Association.

144 G.A.R.B.C. Baptist Bulietin Service Litho in USA

Philadelphia Confession

CHAPTER X
Of Effectual Calling

1. Those whom God hath predestinated unto life he is
pleased, in his appointed and accepted time, effectually to
call (Rom. viii.30: Rom. xi.7; Eph. i.10,11; 2 Thess, ii.
13,14) by his word and Spirit, outof that state of sin and death
in which they are by nature, to grace and salvation (Eph.
i, 1-6) by Jesus Christ; enlightening their minds, spiritually
and savingly, to (Acts xxvi. 18; Eph, i,17,18) understand the
things of God; taking away their (Ezek. xxxvi.26) heart of
stone, and giving unto them a heart of flesh; renewing their
wills, and by his almightz power determining them (Deut,
xxx. 6; Ezek. xxxvi. 27; Eph. i. 19) to that which is good, and
effectually drawing themto Jesus Christ; yetsoas they come
(Ps. cx. 3; Cant. i.4) most freely, being made willing by his
grace.

2. This effectual call is of God's free and special grace
alone (2 Tim. i.9; Eph, ii. 8), not from anything at all fore-
seen in man, nor from any power oragency in the creature,
co-working with his special grace (1 Cor. ii. 14; Eph. ii. 5;
John v. 25), the creature being wholly passive therein, being
quickened and renewed by the Holy Spirit, he is thereby en-
abled to answer this call, and to embrace the grace offered
and conveyed in it, and that by no less (Eph. i.19,20) power
than that which raised up Christ from the dead.

3. Elect infants dying in infancy, are (John iii. 3,5,6) re-
generated and saved by Christ through the Spirit; who work-
eth when, and where, and (John iii. 8) how he pleaseth; so
also are all other elect persons, who are incapable of being
outwardly called by the ministry of the word.

4. Others not elected, although they may be called by the
ministry of the word (Matt. xxii. 14; xiii. 20,21; Heb. vi. 4,5)
and may have some common operations of the Spirit, yet not
being effectually drawn by the Father, they neither will nor
can truly (John vi. 44,45,65; 1 Johnii. 24,25)come to Christ,*
and therefore cannot be saved: much less can men that re-
ceive not the Christian religion (Actsiv. 12; Johniv. 22; John
xvii, 3) be saved;** be they never so diligent to frame their
lives according to the light of nature and the law of that re-
ligion they do profess.

98§
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11.

12.

13.

14.

DIVINE ELECTION OR HUMAN EFFORT? STUDY QUESTIONS, pps. 14-53.

by Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.

Name

How does moderate Calvinism differ from traditional Calvinism?

wWhy do some say that Calvin did not really believe in limited atonement?

What texts indicate the universality of Christ's

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

What is the best text showing that Christ died for all, i.e. every person on earth?

What

What

What

What

What

What

What

What

What

What do Amos 3:2, Jeremiah 31:3 and Jeremiah 1:5 contribute to the meaning of

death?

salvation?

redemption?

reconciliation?

propitiation?

is the difference between God's election and decree?

is the Greek word for "elect" and what does it mean?

three other biblical words mean the same as elect?

is

is

is

is

is

Bob

the

the

the

the

Thieme's strange view of election?

meaning of the Greek word for "predestinate."

Arminian definition of foreknowledge?

Calvinistic definition of foreknowledge?

difference between God's omniscience and His foreknowledge?

does the usage of foreknowledge in 1 Peter 1:20 teach us?

foreknowledge?



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

p. 2

What important rule of grammar is involved in the interpretation of Acts 2:237?

What is the only possible meaning of foreknowledge in Acts 2:237?

Wwhy can the foreknowledge of Romans 8:29 not be a reference to a person's faith?

According to Murray and Spurgeon, why is the foreknowing of Romans 8:29 not the
same as foresight?

What is the definition of foreknowledge according to standard grammatical reference
works?

a. Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the N.T.:

b. Cremer's Lexicon of N.T. Greek:

What is Dr. H.O. Van Gilder's major criticism of the Arminian definition of
foreknowledge?

What are the 4 major areas that must be covered in a balanced view of modified
Calvinism (see subheadings)?

what are the 2 major objections to Paul's doctrine of election in Romans 9, and
how does he reply to them?

Q.



23.
24,
25,

26,

27. .

28.

29'

30.

31'

32.

33.

34,

What are the 2 major chapters on election?

What is God's motive behind election?

Which 2 clear passages exclude man's free will as the source of his salvation?
What are the two ideas involved in spiritual or physical death?

According to Spurgeon, what is the condition of the human will in the unsaved?

What is the difference between free agency and free will?

How can God hold a persan responsible though the person is unable to choose Christ
aoan his own?

Where is Christ's doctrine of election found?

What does the Bible say about the origin of man's savings faith?

What are the 5 most common objections to the doctrine of unconditional election and,
briefly, what should be our reply:

a.

How would you explain Paul's statement in 1 Tim. 2:3-4 that God 'would have all men
to be saved?"

Explain the statement of 2 Peter 3:9: "God is not willing that any should perishl!"



35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

'3.

According to Dr. Boettner, how does the illustration of a sinking ship show the
sincerity of the gospel offer of all?

Name 3 individuals who taught unconditional election but were filled with missionary

zeal?

Explain the 3 major areas of disagreement between modified Calvinism and modified

Arminianism.

a.

Historically, what does the word regular stand for in the name GARBC?

The truths of what 4 basic confessions of faith were reaffirmed by the GARBC
since its founding?

Why does Thiessen reject unconditional election?

What are the Arminian misunderstandings, misconceptions and misinterpretations
concerning election?

Why did Spurgeon say that we should preach on election?
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LORDSHIP SALVATION: A FORGOTTEN TRUTH OR A FALSE DOCTRINE?

Manfred E. Kober, Th.D.
Faith Baptist Bible College and Seminary
Ankeny, lowa

INTRODUCTION

If you were Satan, which doctrine would you want to undermine? Which area of theology would
you pervert, thus preventing people from turning to Christ? An individual may be wrong about
the doctrine of the church and still be saved. A person may deny the pretribulational rapture or
Millennial Kingdom and yet be gloriously redeemed. However, if a person is wrong on the
doctrine of salvation, specifically, the prerequisites for salvation, he is-eternally lost. One would
indeed expect Satan to attack in the area of soteriology.

The Apostle Paul enjoins the Corinthians not to let Satan get an advantage over them, “For we
are not ignorant concerning his devices” (2 Cor. 2:11). Satan's device is to counterfeit the work
of God. Satan is expert in counterfeiting the Gospel of Grace with a gospel that is so close to
the real Gospel and yet is a counterfeit one leading to eternal condemnation. Whereas several
decades ago Satan used liberalism to undermine the truth, more recently Satan appears to have
penetrated evangelicalism with his false gospel.

1A. THE CONTEMPORARY PROBLEM OF LORDSHIP SALVATION
1b. The situation:

The informed and discerning believer soon realizes that there is a battle raging in
American Christendom over the matter of the prerequisites for salvation. On the one
hand, there are those who insist that salvation is God's gift and that trust in Christ is
the only requirement for salvation. On the other hand, there are respected pastors and
theologians who teach that unless an individual submits also to the Lordship of Christ
at the moment he believes, he is not really saved.

1c. The issue at stake:

A great many peripheral issues, important as they are, have clouded many times
the real issue in the discussion.

1d.  What the issue is not:
1e. The issue is not whether the recognition of Christ's Lordship in the
believer's life is important. All would agree that the matter is of crucial

significance for the Christian life.

2e. The issue is not whether Lordship is desirable at the moment of
salvation or as soon as possible after salvation. A commitment of
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obedience to Christ early in the Christian experience is most
commendable.

3e. The issue is not whether individuals claiming to be Christians but
showing no evidence of salvation were actually ever saved. This
perplexing question is important but not primary to the discussion.

4e. The issue is not whether repentance is part of saving faith. All admit
that the Bible clearly teaches the necessity of repentance for salvation
(Lk. 24:47), but there is a decided difference of opinion how repentance
should be defined.

5e. The issue is not simply one of semantics with individuals on both sides
of the issue really speaking about the same thing, though expressing it
differently. At stake is a deep doctrinal difference.

. What the issue is:

At stake is the essénce of the evangel. The basic question relates to the
sine qua non of saving faith. What does an individual have to believe or do
to be genuinely saved? Is faith the only. requirement for salvation or are
Lordship advocates correct when they say that a recognition of Christ’s
absolute control is necessary to salvation?

. 2c. The importance of the question:

Zondervan Publishing House, in advertising on its display rack both MacArthur’'s
The Gospel According to Jesus and Hodges' Absolutely Free!, put the matter very
succinctly by asking the following: DOES SALVATION REQUIRE MORE THAN
BELIEF IN CHRIST? MacArthur says YES. Hodges says NO.

Is MacArthur correct with his unequivocal statement?

“The call to Calvary must be recognized for what it is: a call to discipleship under
the Lordship of Jesus Christ. To respond to that call is to become a believer.
Anything less is simply unbelief* (The Gospel According to Jesus, p. 30).

MacArthur maintains: “Thus there is no salvation except 'lordship’ salvation”
~(Ibid., p. 28).

Or is Hodges correct who numbers himself “among those who believe that the
moment of simple faith in Christ for eternal life is the very point at which God and
human beings can meet. And in that moment of meeting, one's destiny is
permanently settled and the miraculous life of eternity itself is created within”
(Absolutely Freel, p. xiv).

3c. The immediacy of the problem:
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Both positions cannot be correct. Either salvation is absolutely free or it costs
everything. There is no more important question for man than the one posed by
the contemporary debate: How is an individual saved?

1d. Evangelicalism is divided on Lordship:

James Montgomery Boice advocates Lordship salvation in Moody Monthiy.
Michael Cocoris refutes it in Realife.

2d. Fundamentalism differs on Lordship salvation:

On the one hand, the Biblical Evangelist publishes articles espousing
Lordship salvation; on the other hand, the editor of the Sword of the Lord,
Curtis Hutson, rejects Lordship salvation as a false gospel.

3d. The GARBC disagrees over the matter of Lordship salvation:

John Balyo and Paul Tassell, both writing for the Baptist Bulletin, espouse
different positions. : ‘

John Balyo equates the Saviorhood of Christ with His Lordship:

“If there is no submission to the will of God and no performance of the will
of God, a person is not a genuine believer.” He holds that "saving faith
properly understood always is both trusting Christ with one’s life. . . (and)
confidence in Christ to both save and manage one’s life. Superficial faith
never saved anyone” (Baptist Bulletin, March 1987, p. 7). '

In contrast, Paul Tassell pleads that we not confuse “the instantaneous act
of salvation with the long progress of progressive sanctification. We must
not confuse our deliverance from sin with discipleship. We must not make
saviorship and lordship synonymous” (Baptist Bulletin, Feb. 1989, p. 46).

The problem is immediate. It has not just affected evangelicalism, but
fundamentalism, indeed our beloved GARBC fellowship. The question is
important. Charles Ryrie sees the issue clearly:

“Confusion about salvation means disaster, for the message of the Gospel
is a matter of eternal life or eternal death. 'What is the Gospel?' is not an
academic question. It affects the destiny of every lost sinner as well as the
activity of every witnessing Christian, every soul-winning ministry” (So Great
Salvation, p. 9).

ob. The sides:

The listing below of representatives of Lordship salvation and free grace proponents
is by no means exhaustive. Both sides can boast outstanding theologians. Their
dedication is not the issue. The total difference in their definition of the Gospel is.
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ic. Lordship salvation:

2d.

3d.

4d.

1d.

J. 1. Packer:

In his well-known volume, Evangelism and the Sovereignty of God, the British
theologian asks this concerning erroneous ways of salvation:

“Or will it leave them supposing that all they have to do is to trust Christ as
a sin-bearer, not realizing that they must also deny themselves and enthrone
Him as their Lord (the error which we might call only-believism)?” (p. 89)

Walter J. Chantry:
Chantry says that salvation without Lordship is impossible:

“Practical acknowledgement of Jesus' Lordship, yielding to His rule by
following, is the very fibre of saving faith. It is only those who 'confess with
the mouth the Lord Jesus' (Romans 10:9) that shall be saved. . . . Without
obedience, you shall not see life! Unless you bow to Christ’s scepter, you
will not receive the benefits of Christ's sacrifice” (Today’s Gospel Authentic
or Synthetic? p. 60, italics in the original).

His words concerning those who preach simple faith in Christ -are very
strong: ‘

“This heretical and soul-destroying practice is the logical conclusion of a
system that thinks little of God, preaches no law, calls for no repentance,
waters down faith to ‘accepting a gift,” and never mentions bowing to Christ's
rule or bearing a cross” (p. 68).

John R. Stott:

Stott suggests a person who does not recognize the Lordship of Christ at
salvation cannot be saved:

“| am suggesting, therefore, that it is as unbiblical as it is unrealistic to
divorce the Lordship from the Saviorhood of Jesus Christ” (“Must Christ Be
Lord to Be Savior?—Yes,” Eternity, Sept. 1959, p. 37).

James Montgomery Boice:

Boice calls the concept of salvation through faith alone “a defective theology
that has crept over us like a deadening fog. This theology separates faith
from discipleship and grace from obedience. It teaches that Jesus can be
received as one's Savior without being received as one's Lord" (“The
Meaning of Discipleship,” Moody Monthly, Feb. 1986, p. 34).
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R. C. Sproul:

Sproul speaks of a false dichotomy that threatens evangelical theology. He
is glad that “MacArthur exposes the current departure from the orthodox
Christian view of justification, which fosters a widespread epidemic of
antinomianism” (Macarthur, The Gospel. . ., back flap).

A. W. Tozer:

Tozer labels the view of salvation by grace alone “a notable heresy”: *“I
must be frank in saying that a notable heresy has permeated our evangelical
Christian circles. The widely-accepted concept that we can choose to accept
Christ only because we need Him as Savior and that we have the right to
postpone our obedience to Him as Lord as long as we want to” (“| Call It
Heresy!” Masterpiece, Fall 1988, p. 22; cf. the book by the same title, pp.
9,19).

Vance Havner:

This gifted preacher, commenting on Romans 10:9, says that Saviorhood and
Lordship are inseparable:

“When an early Christian said Jesus was Lord, he meant it. They had never
partitioned saviorhood from lordship in those days. You did not take Jesus
as Saviour and then 25 years later in a dedication meeting take Him as Lord.
They didn't know anything about that. it happened all at once” (“Jesus
Christ Is Lord,” Fundamentalist Journal, April 1987, p. 25).

D. James Kennedy:

This well-known pastor of Coral Ridge Presbyterian Church in Ft. Lauderdale,
Florida, takes a firm Lordship position. In a printed sermon entitled, “The
Lordship of Christ” he states:

*Jesus will not be the Saviour where He is not Lord. Do not be deceived.
He will not be Lord at all if He cannot be Lord of all. . . . My friends, Jesus
is not Savior where Jesus is not Lord” (pp. 4,7).

John MacArthur:

In The Gospel According to Jesus, MacArthur states very clearly that Lordship
is a requirement for salvation:

“Forsaking one's self for Christ's sake is not an optional step of discipleship

- subsequent to conversion: it is the sine qua non of saving faith” (p. 135).
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In the respected periodical, The Journal of the Evangelical Theologicai
Society, MacArthur writes on “Faith According to the Apostle James.”
Robert Saucy and Earl Radmacher give their response—both of them
documenting their disappointment over MacArthur's mishandling of Scripture.
Radmacher sadly concludes:

“| fear that some current definitions of faith and repentance are not paving
the road back to Wittenberg but, rather, paving the road back to Rome.
Justification is becoming 'to make righteous’ rather than 'to declare
righteous.’ Repentance is becoming 'penitence’ (if not 'penance’) rather than
'changing the mind.” And 'faith’ is receiving more analysis and scrutinizing
rather than the 'object of faith™ (JETS, March 1990, pp. 40-41).

10d. Billy Graham:

Attentive listeners will note that Dr. Graham concludes almost every one of
his broadcasts or telecasts with words such as these:

“Unless you make Jesus the Savior, Lord and Master of your life, you cannot
be saved. Accept Him now as your Savior and Lord, give your life over to
Him, and He will save you.”

Virtually any of Dr. Graham's sermons réproduced in Decision conclude with
an offer of the Gospel which involves submission to Christ as the necessary
prerequisite for salvation. Here is the conclusion of a typical message:

“There is also a form of hell in this life . . . that is because you are separated
from God's love. You haven't totally surrendered to him as Savior and Lord.

Many people ask me how they can know Christ and how they can be
sure that they are saved. . .. Can you say, 'l am going to heaven'? If you
have any doubt about it, you can settle it by surrendering your life to him. You
can do that right now” (“Not Drugs . . . Christ!” Decision, July-August 1990

p. 3).

2c. Salvation by faith alone:

1d. Lewis Sperry Chafer:

Chafer writes that Lordship salvation is a seemingly pious but subtle error that
in addition to believing in Christ “the unsaved must dedicate themselves to the
will of God” (Systernatic Theology, lil, 384).

2d. Zane Hodges:

Hodges clearly distinguishes between salvation and discipleship: “Eternal life
is free. Discipleship is immeasurably hard. The former is attained by faith
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3d.

6d.

4d.

5d.

alone, the latter by a faith that works” (The Hungry Inherit, p. 114, underscore
in the original).

Charles C. Ryrie:

Ryrie cautions that “To teach that Christ must be Lord of Life in order to be
Savior is to confuse certain aspects of discipleship” and confuses the gospel
of the Grace of God with the words of men. (Balancing the Christian Life,
p. 178).

J. Dwight Pentecost:

Pentecost, answering the question about how one -becomes a Christian, very
clearly states that salvation is by faith alone: “When one receives Jesus Christ
as Savior he is receiving One who is already Lord. That's why we address
Him as 'Lord Jesus Christ.” Salvation, however, is in no way dependent on
making Christ Lord in every area of one’s life and then living under that
Lordship. That would require a 'newborn babe’ (I Pet. 2:2) to assume a role

‘he is incapable of fulfilling in order to 'prove’ he qualifies for salvation. One

must make a distinction between salvation and discipleship, just as Paul did
when he wrote to young believers and encouraged them to make personal
discipleship decisions based an the salvation they already possessed (see
Eph. 4:17-24). The requirements for the two are different” (Kindred Spirit, Vol.
12, No. 4 (Winter 1988) pp. 3,11).

Curtis Hutson:

- The editor of the Sword of the Lord has published a book of evangelistic
- sermons, with one chapter entitied “Lordship Salvation, A Perversion of the
" Gospel.” After opening with Galatians 1:1-9, Hutson begins as follows:

“Lordship salvation is an unscriptural teaching regarding the doctrine of
salvation and is confusing to Christians” (Salvation Crystal Clear, p. 301). He
calls Lordship salvation “another gospel” which contradicts the teaching of
salvation by grace through faith (p. 302).

Michael Cocoris:

“Cocoris, after discussing the concepts of repentance, faith, Lord, disciple and

the story of the rich young ruler, asks in conclusion:

“What must | do to be saved? Is Lordship salvation the answer? Neo. The
biblical answer is, 'believe on the Lord Jesus Christ and thou shalt be saved'
(Acts 16:31). That is the good news we are to preach, that others may come
to know the gift of God and the God of the gift of eternal life. Don't confuse
the issue and thus mislead sinners. Make the message clear and plain that
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sinners may be saved by grace through faith” (“Lordship Salvation—is It
Biblical?" Realife, May/June 1980, p. 11).

7d. Renald Showers:

Showers, writing in the Word of Life 1990 Annual, states:

“Some claim salvation requires a person to receive Christ as Savior and make
Him Master over his life. But in light of the distinction between Christ's
functions as Savior and Master, this claim comes dangerously close to the
idea that salvation is not through the redemptive work of Christ alone” (“The
Trouble With Lordship Salvation,” p. 19).

. The seriousness:

Which side is right; which is wrong? There seems to be no middle ground possible
(although Darrel L. Bock, in Bibliotheca Sacra, April-June 1986, attempts such in his
article, “Jesus as Lord in Acts and in the Gospel Message.”)

Charles C. Ryrie shows the seriousness of the issue:

“The importance of this question cannot be overestimated ‘in relation to both
salvation and sanctification. The message of faith only and the message of faith
plus commitment of life cannot both be the gospel; therefore, one of them is a false
gospel and comes under the curse of perverting the gospel or preaching another
gospel (Gal. 1:6-9), and this is a very serious matter. As far as sanctification is
concerned, if only committed people are saved people, then where is there room
for carnal Christians? Or if willingness alone is required at the moment of salvation,
to what extent is this willingness necessary?” (Balancing the Christian Life, p. 170).

2A. THE CENTRAL PROOFS AGAINST LORDSHIP SALVATION:

1b. The example of uncommitted believers:

2c.

Lot: A life-long rejection of the Lordship of God.

Abraham’s nephew Lot is an example of a selfish, unyielded kind of life. His
compromise in Sodom, his questioning of God's message of warning, his
drunkenness and incest do not suggest that he was a believer. If it were not for the
reference to Lot in 2 Peter 2:7-8 where three times he is called righteous (translated
“just” in v. 7), one could seriously question his salvation. Life-long disobedience
does not prevent a man from being positionally righteous.

The Ephesian believers: Unyieldedness at the time of salvation.

During Paul's third missionary journey, many were converted from a life of
paganism, superstition and witchcraft. According to Acts 19:18-19 more than two
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years elapsed after Paul had gone to Ephesus when many who had believed earlier
(perfect tense), burned their books of magic. The burning did not take place as
soon as they believed. As believers they had continued their pagan practices for
at least one and a half years. “Yet their unwillingness to give it up did not prevent
their becoming believers. Their salvation did not depend on faith plus willingness
to submit to the lordship of Christ in the matter of using magical arts. Their
salvation came through faith alone even though for months and years afterward
many of them practiced that which they knew to be wrong” (Balancing the Christian
Life, p. 172).

Peter: A definite lapse from total dedication.

Peter's words in Acts 10:14, “Not so, Lord"” show at least a temporary lapse in his
yieldedness. That lapse took piace after his being Spirit-filled on the day of
Pentecost. If Christ must be Lord of the life in order for one to be saved, then one
might well conclud that Peter was never genuinely saved or that he lost his
-+ salvation when he rejected the Lordship of Christ in this specitic instance. Ryrie
- ‘observes that “Such examples would seem to settle the issue clearly by indicating
- that faith alone is the requirement for eternal life. This is not to say that dedication
of life is not expected of believers, but it is to say that it is not one of the conditions
. for salvation” (lbid., 170).

2b. The meaning of the title “Lord™:
. Ryrie's summary of the various meanings of the term “lord” is very helpful:

“But, someone may ask, doesn't Lord mean Master, and doesn't receiving Jesus as
Lord mean as Master of one’s life? To be sure, Lord does mean Master, but in the New
Testament it also means God (Acts 3:22), owner (Luke 19:33), sir (John 4:11), man-made
idols (1 Cor. 8:5), and even one's husband (1 Peter 3:6). When it is used in relation to
Jesus in the New Testament, it can have an ordinary meaning of a title of respect (as in
John 4), but it must also have had some unusual connotation which caused some to
question its validity. And such a meaning could only be God” (Ibid., p. 173).

Paul says in 1 Cor. 12:3 that “no man can call Jesus Lord, but by the Holy Spirit.” Lord
in context must mean Jehovah-God since unsaved people can call Jesus “Lord,”
meaning Sir.

No one but a God-Man can save. But deity and humanity must be combined to provide

. an effective salvation. It is the confession of Jesus as Lord, that is, Jesus the God-Man,
that saves. The Jews needed to put their faith in one who was more than man, One who
by His resurrection and ascension demonstrated that He is both Lord, God and Christ,
the Messiah. Romans 10:9-10 emphasizes this truth: “That if thou shalit confess with
the mouth the Lord Jesus. . .thou shalt be saved.” The Jews needed to believe in the
God-Man, their promised Messiah. When Lord is used in a soteriological context, the
meaning is clearly God rather than Master.

THE LAW OF THE CROSS
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3b.

MACARTHUR

4b.

The exhortation of Romans 12:1-2:

«'{ peseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies of God, that ye present your bodies
a living sacrifice, holy, acceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service. *And be
not conformed to this world: but be ye transformed by the renewing of your mind, that
ye may prove what is that good, and acceptable, and perfect, will of God.”

The Apostle Paul pleads with believers to submit to the Lordship of Christ. These
individuals had been justified by faith (Rom. 5:1), were being led by the Holy Spirit
(Rom. 8:14) and would never be separated from the love of God (Rom. 8:39). Yet these
believers were enjoined to “present their bodies a living sacrifice.” Paul presumed that
these who had received the plentiful mercies of God needed to present themselves to
be used of the Master. If Lordship were a requirement for.salvation, these individuals
would not have been saved until the moment of dedication. Clearly, the Rom. 12:1-2
passage is addressed to believers. It is strange that this key passage on discipleship
and dedication is nowhere discussed by MacArthur in The Gospel According to Jesus,
a book dealing with commitment and consecration. This passage argues most forcefully
against the Lordship position. Believers are addressed to present their bodies. The
Greek tense of “present” refers to a once-for-all action. They are clearly saved but have
not absolutely surrendered. In contrast to what Paul clearly teaches, MacArthur says:

“Forsaking oneseif for Christ's sake is not an optional step of discipleship subsequent

‘to conversion: it is the sina qua non of saving faith” (The Gospel. . ., p. 135).

Paul says, Because you have been saved and abundantly blessed by God, surrender
yourself to Him. MacArthur says, "Unconditional surrender, a complete resignation of
self and absolute submission-. . . is the essence of saving faith” (Ibid., p. 153). Paul

says, Because God saved you, be willing to submit to Him. Who is right, MacArthur or

Paul? In a sense, the whole issue of Lordship salvation can be decided on the

-interpretation of this classic passage. Does Paul address unbelievers? If so, Lordship

salvation stands. If he addresses believers, then discipleship is not a prerequisite for but
a product of salvation.

Some believers may dedicate their lives to the Lord at the moment of salvation. The
Apostle Paul immediately after salvation asks the question: “Lord, what wilt thou have
me to do?” (Acts 9:6). With most believers—and we all know this from personal
experience—dedication takes place after a fulier understanding of our spiritual
responsibility.  With dedication -we begin our path of dlsmpleshlp leading to
Christlikeness.

The expression “easy believism"”:

Those who insist on Lordship salvation maintain that those who teach salvation through
faith alone advocate “easy believism” or “cheap grace” (Boice, p. 35).

The New Testament contains over 200 references in which the regirement for salvation
is given as faith alone in Christ as our substitute. But while faith is the only condition for
salvation, it is not easy to believe. Dr. Ryrie shows why “easy believism” is a totally
misapplied term:
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“Though my view has been dubbed 'easy believism,’ it is not easy to believe, because
what we ask the unsaved person to believe is not easy. We ask that they trust a person
who lived 2,000 years ago, whom he can only know through the Bible, to forgive his
sins. We are asking that he stake his eternal destiny on this. Remember the example
of Evangelist Jesus. He did not require the Samaritan woman to set her sinful life in
order, or even be willing to, so that she could be saved. He did not set out before her
what would be expected by way of changes in her life if she believed. He simply said
K| she needs to know who He is and to ask for the gift of eternal life” (John 4:10). (Basic
" Theology, p. 339)

. The fact of spiritual inability:

It should be noted that the Lordship.salvation view has a very watered-down view of the
sinfulness of man. It assumes that:unregenerate man has the power to respond with
total commitment before salvation, something which only the Holy Spirit can accomplish
through the new nature.

Hodges observes correctly that, “MacArthur apparently holds the Reformed view that
regeneration logically precedes saving faith” (Absolutely Free!, p. 219. italics in the
original). MacArthur has spiritual sight logically preceding saving faith, for he says,
“Spiritual sight is a gift from God that makes one willing and able to believe” (The
Gospel. . ., p. 75).

Despite MacArthur's claim that he is “a traditional premillennial dispensationalist” (Ibid.,
p. 25), in his doctrine of salvation he evidences tendencies of Reformed theclogy.
. Pickering also agrees with this appraisal:

“There is a pre-salvation work of the Holy Spirit which may be called a quickening. In
Lydia’s case, the Lord opened her heart to believe (Acts 16:14). An awareness of sin
is vastly different from an ability and a desire to submit, as Reformed theologians posit,
who suggest a presalvation regeneration” (Lordship Salvation, p. 2).

In this matter of human inability before salvation, it would be well to heed Chafer's
words:

-“The unregenerate person, because of his condition in spiritual death, has no ability to
desire the things of God (1 Cor. 2:14), or to anticipate what his outlook on life will be
after he is saved. ltis therefore an error of the first magnitude to:divert that feeble ability
of the unsaved to exercise a God-given faith for salvation into the unknown and complex
spheres of self-dedication, which dedication is the Christian's greatest problem” (cited
in the Journal of the Grace Evangelical Society, Autumn 1988, p. 50).

Similarly, Renald Showers writes:

“The unsaved cannot and do not submit to the divine rule (Romans 8:7). Just as a tree
cannot have apples unless it already has the nature of an apple tree, so a person cannot
have a willingness and desire to submit to Christ's’rule unless he already possesses the
new nature received by regeneration at salvation (2 Peter 1:3-4). Thus, even the
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6b.

willingness and desire to submit to Christ’s rule are the result of, and not a requirement
for, salvation” (Word of Life 1990 Annual, “The Trouble With Lordship Salvation,” p. 19).

The difference between a saint and a disciple:

it costs absolutely nothing to be a Christian. It costs everything to be a disciple. In Luke
14 the Lord distinguished between salvation and discipleship while teaching two
parables, side by side. In Luke 14:16-24 he related the parable of the great supper into
which the entrance was free and unrestricted for all who followed the invitation. In Luke
14:25-33 Christ taught that discipleship was only for those who gave up all.

Ryrie underscores the sharp contrast between the two parable of Luke 14:

“Whereas the story of the banquet says 'come’ and 'free,’ the next says 'stop' and
'costly.’ What is free? The invitation to enter the Father’s kingdom. What is costly? A
certain kind of discipleship. . . . The contrast between these two sayings of our Lord
could not be more vivid. Come to the banquet. it's free. Don't rush into discipleship.
It's costly” (So Great Salvation, 75-76). Being a Christian means following an invitation.
Being a disciple means forsaking all. To confuse these two aspects of the Christian life
is to confound the grace of God and the works of man. The Gospel of grace is
scriptural. The gospel that adds the works of man to salvation is a counterfeit gospel.

3A. THE CURRENT PUBLICATIONS ON LORDSHIP SALVATION:

1b.

166 pages, $12.95
ABSOLUTELY FREE!

by Zane C. Hodges; Zondervan,

240 pages, $14.95

Books on Lordship salvation:
1c. John MacArthur, The Gospel According to Jesus.

The. cover jacket states the basic premise of the book: “The Gospel According to
Jesus clearly teaches that there is no eternal life without surrender to the Lordship
of Christ.” The well-known Bible expositor also taught essentially the content of his
book on the “Grace to You” Hour. The evangelical world is, in a sense, indebted
to MacArthur for bringing national attention to the confusion in the Church
concerning this most important issue, the nature of the Gospel. MacArthur rightly
sees that there are “two conflicting messages from the same conservative,
fundamentalist, and evangelical camp” (xiv). ‘Heagrees that “whoever is wrong
on this question is proclaiming a message that can send people to hell” (ibid.).

Some reviewers of MacArthur’s book have understood him to say that a believer
needs to be willing to acknowledge the Lordship of Christ at the moment of
salvation. Hodges sees very clearly that MacArthur's main point is that submission
to Christ, not a willingness to submit, is a prerequisite for salvation and gives the
following quotations from MacArthur's book:

This radical redefinition of saving faith is illustrated by such statements as these
from MacArthur:

“Forsaking oneself for Christ's sake is not an optional step of discipleship
subsequent to conversion: it is the sine qua non of saving faith” (p. 135).

1 SO GREAT SALVATION
by Charles C. Ryrie; Victor Books,

THE GOSPEL ACCORDING TO - el ) T\ . ’k.

JESUS

by John F. MacArthur; Zondervan, MACARTHUR HODGES

240 pages, paper, $9.95
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“He is glad to give up all for the kingdom. That is the nature of saving faith”
(p. 139).

“His demeanor was one of unconditional surrender, a complete resignation of
self and absolute submission to his father. That is the essence of saving faith"

{p. 153).

“A concept of faith that excludes obedience corrupts the message of salvation"”
(p. 174).

“So-called ‘faith’ in God that does not produce this yearning to submit to His
will is not faith at all. The state of mind that refuses obedience is pure and
simple unbelief* (p. 176).

Not one of these statements is a true reflection of the biblical doctrine of saving
faith. What these claims in fact reveal is a deep-seated fear of the total
freeness of God's saving grace, as though that freeness subverted morality. On
the contrary, it is precisely the wondrous unconditional love of God that is. the
root and cause of all New Testament holiness. :

: (Hodges, p. 250)

Zane Hodges, Absolutely Free!:

The book, as Hodges sees it, “is first and foremost a tribute to the perfect freeness
of God's saving grace” and an effort “to set this gospel in clear relief” (xiv).

Hodges is clearly agitated by the treatment he receives in MacArthur's book. He
resents being misquoted, misunderstood and misrepresented (pp. 205-206). Here
is his burden: ‘

“Let it be clearly said: lordship salvation holds a doctrine of saving faith that is in
conflict with that of Luther and Calvin and, most importantly, in conflict with God's
Word” (p. 209, italics in original).

Charles C. Ryrie, So Great Salvation:

Ryrie's book is not a direct rebuttal of MacArthur, but it certainly deals with the
issues raised by Lordship salvation. Concepts like grace, the Gospel, faith,
Lordship repentance, discipleship and security are treated in Ryrie's typically clear,
concise and courteous style. Most helpful is his treatment of carnality, especially
since MacArthur accuses dispensationalists of inventing “this dichotomy
carnal/spiritual Christian” (p. 30). “Contemporary theologians have fabricated an
entire category for this type of person—'Carnal Christian™ (p. 129).

Ryrie distinguishes between Saviorhood and Lordship. He correctly differentiates
between the two ideas by observing that “Saved people need to be dedicated, but
dedication is not a requirement for being saved” (p. 74).

So Great|SaLvaTion

Wt It Mes
o Bebeve
In Jesus Chnist

Oprls C. Ryric




ROLLAND D. McCUNE

LORDSHIP SALVATION Page 14

4c.

Ryrie further notes that “the issue of mastery over life is not involved in receiving
the gift of eternal life. It is very much involved in God's desire for His children, but
facing and deciding that issue does not bring us into the family of God” (p. 109).

John MacArthur, Faith Works: The Gospel According to the Apostles:

In this sequel to his earlier book, MacArthur interacts with the responses to The
Gospel According to Jesus. He continues to defend the view that commitment of
one's life to Christ is a condition of eternal salvation (pp. 204-205, 110). Further,
despite his claim to be a dispensationalist, he evidences Reformed tendencies as
he suggests that regeneration precedes faith (pp. 61, 67), as he rejects the concept
that the believer has an old and a new nature and as he writes of “The Myth of the
Carnal Christian” (p. 125). He concludes that the “no-Lordship” position leads “to
a sub-Christian antinomianism” (p. 233).

2b. Reviews of The Gospel According to Jesus:

it is most informative to read various reviews of MacArthur’'s book, The Gospel According
" to Jesus, in the theologial journals. Perhaps it is safe to assume that the review
generally represents the position of the organization or institution which sponsors the
publication. The reviews are listed in the order of agreement with, to disagreement with,
MacArthur’'s position on the issue of Lordship salvation. The list is obviously. seiective.

ic.

3c.

2c.

Homer A. Kent, Grace Theological Journal (Spring 1989), pp. 67-77.

Surprisingly this respected professor at Grace Theologial Seminary agrees that Acts
16:31 and Romans 10:9 “seem to support his (MacArthur's) contention that
anything ‘less than a belief in Jesus as one's Lord does not fulfill the Biblical
instruction” (p. 69). He also joins MacArthur in his criticisim of Ryrie because the
latter “does not seem to view commitment as an integral part of faith” (lbid.).

Rolland D. McCune, The Sentinel (Spring 1989}, p. 3.

The President of Detroit Baptist Theological Seminary concurs with MacArthur's
position and thinks that he makes a convincing case that saving faith . . . involves
a volitional surrender and submission to Him as the sovereign Savior. McCune
appears to agree with MacArthur's attack on L. S. Chafer, €harles Ryrie and Zane
Hodges whose “rather recent approach to salvation and Christian living . . . is really
a divergent view of salvation that offers a false hope, and that much of our weak
Christianity today can be attributed to it.”

Darrell L. Bock, Bibliotheca Sacra (January-March 1989), pp. 21-39.

Bock is Associate Professor of New Testament Studies at Dallas Theological
Seminary. He is somewhat critical but primarily sympathetic in his evaluation of
MacArthur's book. His main effort seems to be to explain MacArthur because, says
Bock, “there is often a difference between what MacArthur says and what he
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Ernest‘ Pickering

apparently means” (p. 22, italics in the original). Bock attempts a synthesis
between the two sides of the issue and places MacArthur and Chafer basically in
the same camp.

Zane Hodges, reviewing Bock’s review, notes that Bock's position in the review,
which was elevated to the status of a major article, “is a clear and distinct departure
from the seminary's prevailing historical position on salvation” {Journal of the Grace
Evangelical Society, (Spring 1989), p. 83).

It must be said by way of balancing the picture of Dallas Theological Seminary that
Roy B. Zuck, Academic Dean and editor of Bibliotheca Sacra, takes a strong
position against Lordship salvation:

“The Lordship view does not. clarify the: distinction between sanctification and
justification, or between discipleship and sonship. It mixes the condition with the
consequences. It confuses becoming a Christian with being-a Christian. . . .
Regeneration pertains to one's relationship to Christ as Savior from sin.
Sanctification, on the other hand, pertains to one's relationship to Christ as his Lord
and Master. In the new birth a person is made a new creation in Christ; in
sanctification he grows in that relationship. . . . if a person must do something to
be saved, he is adding to salvation. . . . Repeatedly the Bible clearly states that
salvation comes only be receiving it by faith. . . . To add to.faith, to add to
receiving God's gift of eternal life is to alter the gospel” (Kindred Spirits, Summer
1989, p. 6).

Harold Freeman, Calvary Review (Fall 1988), pp. 13-14.

Freeman, who is Vice President for Public Ministries and Alumni Affairs at Calvary
Bible College in Kansas City, Missouri, rightly notes the various straw men attacked
by MacArthur and shows MacArthur's dispensational inconsistency manifested in
his failure to distinguish between the Gospel of the Kingdom and the Gospel of
Grace. However, Freeman does not address the main issue at stake, that of
MacArthur making submission and discipleship a prerequisite for salvation.

J. Kevin Butcher, Journal of the-Grace Evangelical Society (Spring 1989), pp. 27-43.

Butcher, who is pastor of the Ebenezer Baptist Church in-Detroit, Michigan, writes
a critique of The Gospel According to Jesus, dealing with the numerous technical
and theological problems raised by the book. His criticisms are grouped under the
categories of “Inaccurate Understanding of the Free Grace Position,” “Inadequate
and Improper Methods of Validation,” “Theological Weaknesses,” “Practical
Errors” and “Logical Difficulties.”

Ernest Pickering, Lordship Salvation. Central Press, p. 7.

The former president of Central Baptist Seminary and pastor of Fourth Baptist
Church in Minneapolis and present Deputation Director of Baptist World Mission
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was possibly the first person in print with a critical review of MacArthur's book. It
is a well-written and well-reasoned review of the controversial work. His concluding
remarks best summarize his position:

“None of us are happy with shoddy, fleshly, and disobedient Christians. But the
remedy for this condition is not found in changing the terms of the gospel. Well
over 100 times in the New Testament, we are told that salvation is by faith or
through believing. Itis a very serious matter to add an ingredient to the gospel of
salvation which is not found in the New Testament. While one may argue that
faith,’ if properly understood, includes the ingredient of ’'submission’ or
‘enthronement,’ we believe the Scriptures do not support this contention. OQur task
is to keep preaching the plain, simple gospel of free grace. It is the work of the
Holy Spirit to produce in true believers those qualities of righteousness which we
all devoutly long to see” (p. 7).

Robbins, John W. “The Gospei According to John MacArthur,” The Trinity Review.
Part 1, No. 98 (April 1993), pp. 1-4. Part 2, No. 99 (May 1993), pp. 1-4.

Robbins offers a critique of MacArthur's book from a Reformed perspective. He
correctly observes that “MacArthur attacks justification by faith alone and suggests
that works be understood as part of faith.” He thus “rejects the Biblical view of
justification and adopts the Roman Catholic view” (Part 1, pp. 1,2).

Articles on the issue:

Since the publication of MacArthur's book, a number of articles have appeared in
apparent response to the widely read work.

ic.

2c.

3c.

4c.

The Journal of the Grace Evangelical Society:

This periodical has appeared semi-annually since Autumn 1988. It represents the
Grace Evangelical Society, whose purpose it is “to promote the clear proclamation
of God's free salvation through faith alone in Christ alone, which is properly
correlated with and distinguished from issues related to discipleship” (Autumn 1988,
p. 4). lts articles, review of magazine. articles -and books relate primarily to grace
and salvation and a clear Gospel presentation.

Word of Life 1990 Annual:

Renald Showers, quoted above, writes on “The Trouble With Lordship Salvation”
(pp. 18-19).

Realife, Tennessee Temple University's magazine, published “Lordship Salvation—Is
It Biblical?" by Michael Cocoris (May/June 1988), pp. 8-9, 11.

Bibliotheca Sacra. “Has Lordship Salvation Been Taught throughout Church
History?” by Thomas G. Lewellen (Jan-March 1990), pp. 55-69. Lewellen refutes
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MacArthur's claim that Lordship salvation was uniformly taught in the ancient church
and the concept of free grace is recent, therefore wrong.

The Biblical Evangelist in its November 1, 1989 issue reproduced two chapters from
the book Defective Evangelism by James Alexander Stewart, dealing with “both
repentance and Lordship as ingredients in salvation” (p. 1). The editor of the
Biblical Evangelist introduces the article with a warm endorsement: “We highly

recommend this work.”
In the article the contemporary deviation from Lordship salvation is called, “A

complete perversion of the biessed evangel” which leads “to an adulterous
gospel” and amounts to “SATAN'S MASTERPIECE" (p. 16, capitals in the original).

The Gospel is at the very core of our Christian faith. Lordship salvation offers one Gospel, free

grace another.

Each side calls the other position a perversion of the Gospel.

If it were ever necessary for believers to rightly divide the Word of truth, it is now—and.it is in this

area!
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L.ord of All?

s Jesus Christ the Lord of all

Christians, or is He the Lord only

of those who have acknowl-
edged His lordship sometime after
conversion? | confess that I am
somewhat surprised that the issue
has been raised at all. I never
expected anyone to understand the
Rible to teach that Jesus is the
Savior of all Christians but the Lord
of only a more spiritual group.

Is not the Word of God clear that
no Christian Is autonoinous? If you
have been saved by Christ, you are
not your own because you are
“bought with a price” (1 Cor. 6:20).
No Christian owns himself; he is the
property: of the Lord Who bought
him and is, therefore, obligated to
function under the lordship of Jesus
Christ and obey Him. Are we to be-
lleve that a genuine convert can say,
“Jesus is Lord, but He Is not my
Lord™?

Perhaps we need to give more se-
trious heed to the Savior's words in
Matthew 7:21: “Not every one that
salth unto me,. Lord, Lord, shall
enter into the kingdom of heaven;
but he that doeth the will of my
father which is in heaven.” We un-
derstand that no one does the will
of Qod completely and that occa-
slons' of rebellion-may occur in a
true believer's life; but if there is no
submission to the will of God and no
performance of the will of God, a
person Is not a genuine bellever.
“Falth without works is dead”
(James 2:20). There should be no
confusion here about mixing faith
with works as a condition of satva-
tion. Of course salvation is by Qod’s
grace and faith alone.

Falth, however, Is something
more than trusting Christ for the
benefits of salvation; it Is sufficient

by John G. Balyo

mairied persons perfectly honor
their marriage vows, but obedience
to Christ should be his Intent and
should be demonstrated in a signif-
icant way in his life. “if any man be
in Christ, he is a new {creation)” (2
Cor. 5:17). Surely that newness
must eventually manifest Itself in a
meaningful way. If old things never
pass away and nothing becomes
new in a person’s life. obviously
nothing happened.

The effort to separate salvation
and discipleship is futlie. "My sheep
hear my voice . .. and they follow
me,” sald Jesus. Yes, we know that
true believers wander at times, but
“We know that whosoever is-born of
Qod sinneth not (as the practice of
his life}; but he that is begotten of
Qod (guards) himself , ..” (1 John
5:18). It will not do to say that a
saved person need never accept the
lordship of his God by citing exam-
ples of backsliders. It has been said
that Lot was a righteous man who is
“an example of a lifelong rejection
of God’s lordship over his life.”
Surely there was a submission to
Jod’s euthority earlier in his life,
and he was vexed every day he was
in Sodom because he knew he was
living in disobedience to his Lord.
Also, it is presumptuous to say that
his rebellion was lifelong. Is it not
more reasonable to believe that
Qod’s" discipline was effective In
restoring him to fellowship and
obedience?

It has been too long overlooked
that a number of the verses in the

New Testament regarding salvation
emphasize the necessity of a per-
son’s submission to Christ as Lord.
Romans 10:9 and 13 tell us plainly
that. “if thou shalt confess with thy
mouth Jesus as Lord (as the Qreek
text puts it), end shalt believe in
thine heart that God hath ralsed
him from the dead, thou shalt be
saved.” Romans 6:23 Informs us
that the “wages of sin is death; but
the gift of God Is etemnail life through
Jesus Christ our Lord,” Acts 2:21
reads: *, . . Whosoever shall call on
the name of the Lord shali be
saved.” Does not Peter here mean to
emphasize the lordship of Christ?
If some sahation verses do not
mention Christ’s lordship, it Is be-
cause saving falth properly under
stood always involves trust'ng
Christ with one’s life. It means the
believer transfers confldence in
himself to confldence in Chrsl o
both savs: him and manage his life.
Superficial faith never saved eny
one. Christ is more than a means of
escaping heli. He Is the “great
shepherd of the sheep” (Heb.
13:20). Is not the shepherd the
“lord” of the shieep? Christ is also |
the “head of the body, the church”
(Col. 1:18). Does not the head con-
trol the body? And Christ is, like Mel-
chisedec, both a priestand a king to
whom each Christian owes the ut-

‘most loyalty and obedience.

To say that the above are mere
titles that do not involve the bellever
in a relationship of submission to
the Lord’s authority hardly makes
sense. And to admit that belie ers
sometimes rebel against the Lord
does not contradict the believer's
Initial swrrender to Christ. Whatever
the spiritual state cf the bellever,
Jesus Christ {s his Lord. “'For

confldence In Christ to commit ;‘z‘;sﬁlﬁ whether we live, we live unto the

one’s life to Him. How can one re- of Westemn . Lord; and whether we die, we die

celve Christ and the salvation He Baptist unto the Lord: whether we live 'here-

offers, and at the same time have no College fore, or die, we are the Lord’s” (Rom.

thought of obeying Him? He will not {in Salem, 14:8). And we wouldn't kave it any

peifectly obey: Christ anymore than Oregon. other way! |
THE BAPTIST BULIETIN MarcH 1987




BIBLICAL SALVATION

Paul penned the classic
definition of Biblical salvation in
Romans 5:1: “Therefore being
justified by faith, we have peace
with God through our Lord Jesus
Christ.” The apostle John concurs
with Paul: “But these are written,
that ye might believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God; and
that believing ye might hae life
through his name” (John 20:31).

The key words are “faith” and
‘believe.” In the GARBC Articles
of Faith, Article VIII on salvadon
declares our agreement with Paul
and John: “We believe that faith in
the Lord Jesus Christ is the only
condition of salvation "

We reject any teaching that
ultimately leads to salvation by
works. Religious systems such as
Roman Catholicism and the well-
known cults like Mormonism are
repudiated by Regular Baptists
because such systems deny the
clear teaching of the Bible; namely,
salvation is by grace through faith
(Eph. 2:8-10). We must call into
serious question any preacher or
teacher who departs from such
basic, foundational Scriptural
truth. . '

In 1879, Charles Haddon
Spurgeon preached on Romans
5:1. His sermon was entitled
“Peace: A Fact and a Feeling.” He
said:

None of 'us will ever experience
true peace with God except through
Jesus Christ. I like that strong ex-
pression of Luther, bold and bare as
it is, when, in commenting on the
epistle to the Galatians, he says, “I
will have nothing to do with an
absolute God.” If you have anything
to do with God absolutely, you will
be destroyed. There cannot be any
puint of contact between absolute
deity and fallen humanity except

Paul N. Tassell

through Jesus Christ, the appointed
Mecdiator. That is God's door; all else
is a wall of fire. You can by Christ
approach the Lord, but this is the sole
brdge across the gulf. Whenever
you, dear soul, begin to deal with
God according to your own ex-
perience, according to  your own
{rames and teelings, or even according
1o the excrcises of your own faith,
unless that faith keeps its eye on
Christ, you will lose your peace.

Charles Hodge comectly con-
cluded: “It is not through ourselves
in any way, neither by our own
merit, nor our own efforts. It is all
of grace. It is all through Jesus
Christ. And this the justified soul is
ever anxious to acknowledge” (p.
132, Commentary on the Epistle to
the Romans published by Wm. B.
Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Mich-
igan, 1955).

The mixing of law and grace,
works and faith, has ever been the
bane of tue salvation doctrine.
Dispensational distinctives ' are
ignored at our own peril. Salvation
has always.-been by faith. Adam,
Abel, Noah, Abraham, David and
all other saved people were saved
by grace through faith. That is
why Paul wrote: “For if Abraham
were justified by works, he hath
whereof to glory, but not before
God. For what saith the scripture?
Abraham believed God, and it
was counted unto him  for
righteousness” (Rom. 4:2, 3).

NO PAIN, NO GAIN
Recently I read of an Ohio girl

- who almost never cried. She never

Spurgecon was right! We arc*(
saved solely by persona! faith in
the crucified, buried, risen,
ascended Christ. We must not
confuse the instantaneous act of
salvation with the long process of
progressive sanctification. We
must not confuse our deliverance
from sin with discipleship. We
must not make saviorship and
lordship synonymous. We are
declared, as far as our standing is
concerned, righteous at the
moment of personal faith in Christ.
We may not be very righteous as
far as our state of actual being is
concemned, but we are, thank

God, saved. -

wept when she fell down. She
never cried when she bumped
her head or skinned her knee. She
did not even let out a yelp when
she bumed her hand on a hot
stove. She cried only when she
was angry or hungry.

Medical personnel quickly
discovered she had a defect in the
central nervous system for which
no cure is known. She simply
could not feel pain. The doctor
told her mother she must watch
her daughter constantly. The girl
might break a bone and continue
using it until it could not be set
properly. She might develop
appendicitis without the usual

(tum back to page 39)
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INFANT SALVATION: Biblical Basis or Sentimental Supposition?

1A. THE

Manfred E. Kober,

Th.D.

IMPORTANCE OF INFANT SALVATION:

1b.

2b.

3b.

2A. THE

Its importance for the world:

Its importance for the weeping:

Rom. 12:15 "Rejoice with them that do rejoice, and weep' with
them that weep."

Its importance for our witness:

I Pet. 3:15 "But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be
ready always to give an answer to every man that
asketh you a reason of the hope that is in you
with meekness and fear:"

IMPLICATIONS OF INFANT SALVATION:

1b.

Infant similarities with adults:
lc. All infants have a sin nature:

Ps. 51:5 "Behold, I was shapen in iniquity; and in sin did
my mother conceive me."

Rom 5:12 "Wherefore, as by one man sin entered into the
world, and death by sin; and so death passed upon
all men, for that all have sinned."

2c. All infants need grace:

Eph. 2:8 "For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that
not of yourselves: it is the gift of God:"

3c. All infants need God's election:

John 6:44 "No man can come to me, except the Father which
hath sent me draw him: and I will raise him up
at the last day."

4c. All infants need redemption:
John 3:3 "Jesus answered and said unto him, verily, verily,

I say unto thee, except a man be born again, he
cannot see the kingdom of God."




2A.

3A.

THE IMPLICATIONS FOR INFANT SALVATION:
2b. Infant differences from adults:

lc. Infants have not knowingly sinned:

2c. Infants have not rejected Christ:

3c. Infants do not need to believe:

THE INFERENCES FROM SCRIPTURE:
1b. The comprehensiveness of the atonement:

Christ died for all, not simply for the elect:

2 Pet. 2:1 "But there were false prophets also among the people,
even as there shall be false teachers among you, who
privily shall bring in damnable heresies, even deny-
ing the Lord that bought them, and bring upon them-
selves swift destruction."

Is. 53:6 “All we like sheep have gone astray; we have turned
every one to his own way; and the Lord hath laid on
him the iniquity of us all."

2b. The character of God:

I Jn 4:8 “He that loveth not knoweth not God; for God is love."

Jonah 4:11 "And should not I spare Nineveh, that great city, wherein
are more than sixscore thousand persons that cannot
discern between their right hand and their left hand;
and also much cattle?”

Ps. 36:6

3b. The comments of the Savior:

Mt.

19:13-14 "Then were there brought unto him little children, that

Mt.

he should put his hands on them, and pray: and the
disciples rebuked them.

But Jesus said, Suffer little children, and forbid them
not, to come unto me: for of such is the kingdom of
heaven."

18:3-5 (NASB) "Truly I say to you, unless you are converted and
become like children, you shall not enter the kingdom
of heaven. Whoever then humbles himself as this child,
he is the greatest in the kingdom of heaven. And who-
ever receives one such child in My name receives me
(italics added) ."




3A.

THE INFERENCES FROM SCRIPTURE:

3b. The comments~of the Savior:

Mt. 18:10 (NASB) "See that you do not despise one of these little
ones, for I say to you that their angels in
heaven continually behold the face of My Father
who is in heaven (italics added)."

Mt. 18:14 (NASB) "Thus it is not the will of your Father who is
in heaven that one of these little ones should
perish."

John Sproule has the following observations on these references

from Matthew 18:

1. Little children {(not just those in His immediate presence
in the Matthean account) are very precious to our Lord.

2. Child-like trust, characteristic of little children,
identifies the quality of individual who shall be great
in the kingdom of heaven.

3. It is not God's will that any little child should perish.
It would be difficult to believe that Christ had in mind
only those few children who were in His immediate presence
when He made the statement recorded in Matt. 18:14.

4. Little children are said to have their angels in heaven
(Matt. 18:10). They are represented before God. This
also supports the belief that infants or children who
die enter into eternal life with God. (p. 5)

4b. The case of David:

II Sam. 18:33

When David's son, Absolom, died he had no hope of ever seeing him

again. When his infant son of Bethsheba died as a punishment for

David's offense, David was comforted and by his comfort and conduct

he evidenced his firm conviction that he would see his child again.

II Sam. 12:23

We agree with Sproule:

In conclusion, II Samuel 12:22, 23 is strong implicit evidence

that David believed that his infant son was eternally secure

with God. Further, if such was true of that particular infant

then why is it not also true for all such infants? (p. 4)

c32 And the king said u‘{lto ’
@-shi, Is the young man Ab"
IL. SAMUEL 18 salom safe? And Ci-shi an. IL. SAMUEL 12

swered, “The enemies of my

lord the king, and all that rise
against thee to do thee hurt, be
as that young man {s.

33 1 And the king was much
moved, and went up to the
chamber over the te, and
wept: and as he went, thus he
said, YO my son Ab’-s#-lom, my
son, my son Ab’-sA-lom! would
God I had died for thee, O Ab™
sii-lom, my son, my son!

23 And he said, While the
child was yet alive, I fasted and
wept: *for I said, Who can tell
whether GOD will be gracious to
me, that the child may live?

23 But now he is dead, where-
fore should I fast? can I bring
him back again? I shall go to
him, but " he shall not return to
me.



3A.

THE INFERENCES FROM SCRIPTURE:

5b.

The conclusion from Scripture:

Since the Bible is silent on the fate of infants, we need not worry
about their destiny.

Strong cites Hovey (p. 62) who very fittingly comments on the
silence of the Scriptures concerning the fate of the infants:

"Though the sacred writers say nothing in respect to the future
condition of those who die in infancy, one can scarcely err in
deriving from this silence a favorable conclusion. That no
prophet or apostle, that no devout father or mother, should have
expressed any solicitude as to those who die before they are able
to discern good from evil is surprising, unless such solicitude
was prevented by the Spirit of God. There are no instances of
prayer for children taken away in infancy. The Savior nowhere
teaches that they are in danger of being lost. We therefore
heartily and confidently believe that they are redeemed by the
blood of Christ and sanctified by his Spirit, so that when they
enter the unseen world they will be found with the saints."

I closely held within my arms

A jewelrare;

Never had one so rich and pure
Engaged my care;

'Twas my own, my precious jewel,
God gave it me;

'Twas mine, who else could care for it,
So tenderly?

“But the Master came one day

My gem to take;

I cannot let it go! I cried,
My heart would break:

Nay, but the Master comes for it,
To bear above

To deck His royal diadem,
He cowmes in love.

“But Master, it is my treasure,

My jewel rare,

I'll safely guard and keep it pure,
And very fair;

If thou keep'st my gem, He said,
It may be lost;

The threshold of My home, no thief
Has ever crossed.

“And where the heart’s rich treasure is,

The heart will be;

Thy jewel will be safe abave,
Gone before thee.

The Master said these words and gazed
With pitying look,

‘While in the early hush of morn,
My gem He took.

““Close to my heart that morn I held,

Tears falling fast,

An empty casket—the bright gem
Was safe at last,

Yes, Master, thou may'st keep my own,
For it is Thine;

Safe in the house not made with hands,
*Tis Thine and mine.”

INFANT SALVATION.

The following epitaph is very striking
in reference to this subject; it is found, I
understand, in Cambridge churchyard-—

“ Bold infidelity, turn pale and die!
Beneath this stone four infants’ ashes lie:
Say, are they lost or saved ?
If death’s by sin, they sinned, because
they’re here;
If heaven’s by works, in heaven they can’t
appear:
Reason, ah! how depraved !
Revere the sacred page; the knot’s untied :
They died, for Adam sinned; they live, for
Jesus died !” W. O’ Neill.
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AT THE METROFOLITAN TAHBBRNACLE, NEWINGTON.

15 L well with the child? And she answered, It is well."-—2 Kings iv. 26.

THE subject of this morning’s discourse will be ‘‘Infant Salvation.” It may not
possibly be interesting to all present, but I do not remember to have preached upon this
subject to this congregation, and I am anxious moreover that the printed series should
contain sermons upon the whole range of theology. 1 think there is no one poiut
which ought to be left out in our ministry, even though it may only yield comfort to
a class. Perhaps the larger proportion of this audience have at some time or other
had to shed the briny tear over the child’s little coffin ;—it may be that through this
subject consolation may be afforded to them. This good Shunammite was asked by
Gehaz, whether it was well with herself. She was mourning over a lost ckild, and yet
she said, “Itis well;” she felt that the trial would surely be-blessed. ¢‘1s it well
with thy husband ¥” He wasold and stricken in years, and was ripening for death, yet
she ssid, ““Yes, it is well.” Then came the question about her child, it was dead at home,
and the enquiry would renew her griefs, “Is it well with the child?” Yet she said,
“ It is well,” perhaps so answering because she had a faith that soon it should be re-
stored to her, and that its temporary absence wag well ; or I think rather because she
was persuaded that whatever might have becodﬂépf its spmt it was safe in the keeping
of God, happy beneath the shadow of his wings. Therefore, not fearing that it was lost,
baving no suspicion whatever that it was cast away from the place of bliss—fur
that suspicion would have quite prevented her giving such answer—she said “Yes,
the child is dead, but ‘it is well."”

Now, let every mother and father here present know assuredly that it is well with the
child, if God hath taken it away from yonin its infant days. You never heard its
declaration of faith-—it was not capable of such a thing—it was not baptized into the
Lord Jesus Christ, not burizd with him in baptism ; it was not capable of giving that
*“ angwer of a good conscience towards God ;' nevertheless, you may rest assured that it
is well with the child, well in a higher and a better sense than it is well with yourselwves ;
well without limitation, well without exceptior, well infinitely, ‘‘well” eternally.
Perhaps you will say, ‘ What reasons have we for believing that it is well with the
child 7" Before I enter upon that I would make one observation. It has been
wickedly, lyingly, and slanderously said of Calvinists, that we believe that some little
children perish. Those who make the accusation know that their charge is false. I
cannot even dare to hope, though I would wish to do so, that they ignorantly mnis-
vepresent us, They wickedly repeat what has been denied a thousand times, what they
know is not true. In Calvin’s advice to Knox, he interprets the second commaandwment,

;\-\\. til.
The New Park Street and Metropolitan Tabernacle Pulpit,
Vol. VII, Pilgrim Publications, Pasadena, Texas, 1969.




INFANT SALVATION.

* showing mercy unto thousands of them that love me,” as roferring to generations,
and hence he seems to teach that infants who have had pious ancestors, no matter how
rcemotely, dying as infants are saved. This would certainly take in the whole race.
Ace for modern Calvinists, I know of no exception, but we all hope and believe that all
persons dying in infancy ere elect.  Dr. Gill, who has been looked upon in late times
a3 being a very standard of Calvinism, not to say of ultra-Calviniam, himself never
hints for a moment the supposition that any infant has perished, but affirms of it thas
it ie a dark and mysterious subject, but that it is his belief, and he thinks he has Serip-
ture to warrant it, that they who have fallen asleep in infancy have not perished, but
have been numbered with the chosen of God, aud so Lave entered into eternal rest.
We have never taught the contrary, and when the charge is brought, I repudiate it
and say, ‘ You may have said so, we never did, and you know we never did. If
you dare to repeat the slander again, let the lie stand in scarlet on your very
cheek if you be capable of a blush.” We have never dreamed of such a thing. With
very few and rare exceptions, so rare that T never heard of them except from the lips of
slanderers, we have never imagined that infants dying as infants have perished, but
we have believed that they enter into the paradise of God.

First, then, this morning, I shall endeavour to explain the way in whick we delieve
tnfunts are saved ; secondly, give reasons for so believing ; and then, thirdly, seck to
bring out a practical use of the subject.

I. First of all, THE WAY IN WHICH WE BELIEVE INFANTS TO BR SAVED.

Some ground the idea of the eternal blessedness of the infant upon its innocence. We
do no such thing; we believe that the infant fell in the first Adam, “for in Adam all
died.” Al Adam's posterity, whether infant or adult, were represented by hiin—he
stood for them all, and when he fell, he fell for them all. There was no exception made
at all in the covenant of works made with Adam as to infants dying; and inasmuch
as they were included in Adam, though they have notsinned after thesimilitude of Adam’s
transgression, they have original guilt. They are ‘‘ born in sin and slapen in iniquity ;
in sin do their mothers conceive them ;" so saith David of himself, aud (by inference) of the
whole human race. If they be saved, we believe it is not because of any natural
innocence. They enter heaven by the very same way that we do; they are received
in the name of Christ. ‘‘Other foundation can no man lay than that which is laid,”
and I do not think nor dream that there is a different foundation for the infant than
that which is laid for the adult. And equally is it far from our minds to believe that
infants go to heaven through baptism —not to say, in the first place, that we believe
infant sprinkling to be & human and carnal invention, an addition to the Word of God,
and therefore wicked and injurivus. When we reflect that it is rendered into some-
thing worse than superstition by being accompanied with falsehood, when children are
taught that in their baptism they are made the children of God, and inheritors of the
kingdom of heaven, which is as base a lie as ever was forged in hell, or uttered beneath
the copes of heaven ; our spirit sinks at the fearful errors which have crept into the
Church, through the one little door of infant sprinkling. No; children are not saved
because they are baptized, for if 8o, the Puseyite is quite right in refusing to bury our
little children if they die unbaptized. Yes, the barbarian is quite right in driving the
parent, as he does to this day, from the churchyard of his owu national Church, and
telling him that his child may rot above-ground, and that it shall not be buried except
it be at the dead of night, because the superstitious drops have never fallen on its brow.
He is right enough if that baptism made the child a Christian, and if that child could
not be saved without it. But a thing so revolting to feeling, ia at once to be eschewed
by Christian men. The child is saved, if snatched away by death as we are, on
another ground than that of rites and ceremonies, and the will of man.

Oc what ground, then, do we believe the child to be saved? We believe it to be an
loet s the rest of maunkind, and as truly condeinned by the sentence which said, * lu
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INFANT B\LVATION,

tho day that thou eatest thereof thou shalt surely die.” 1t is aaved because it ir elect,
In the compass of election, in the Lamb’s Book of Life, we believe there shall be found
written millions of souls who are only shown on earth, and then stretch their wingy for
heaven. They are saved, too, because they were redeemed by the precious blood of
Jesus Christ. He who shed his blood for all his people, bought them with the same
price with which he redeemed their parents, and thercfore are they saved because Christ
was sponsor for them, and suffered in their room and stead. They are saved, again,
not without regeneration, for, ‘“except a man *—the text does not mean an adult man,
but & person, a being of the human race—* except a man be born again, he canuot sen
the kingdom of God.” No doubt, in some mysterious manner the Spirit of God
regenerates the infant soul, and it enters into glory made meet to be a partaker of the
inheritance of the saints in light. “That this is possible is proved from Scripture
instauces. John the Baptist was filled with the Holy Ghost from his mother's womb.
We read of Jeremiah also, that the same had occurred to him ; and of Samuel we find
that while yet a babe the Lord called him. We believe, therefore, that even before
the intellect can work, God, who worketh not by the will of man, nor by
bluod, but by the mysterious agency of his Holy Spirit, creates the infant soul a new
creature in Christ Jesus, and then it enters into the ‘‘rest which remaineth for the
people of God.” By election, by redemption, by regeneration, the child enters into
glory, by the selfsame door by which every believer in Christ Jesus hopes to enter, and
in vo other way. If we could not suppose that children could be saved in the samo
way as adults, if it would be necessary to sauppose that God's justice must be infringed,
or that his plan of salvation must be altered to suit their cases, then we should be in
doubt ; but we can see that with the same appliances, by the same plan, on precisely the
same grounds, and through the same agencies, the infant soul can behold the Savicur's
face in glory everlasting, and therefore we are at ease upon the matter,

II. This brings me now to nute THE REASONS WHY WE THUS THINK INFANTS ARR

BAVED.
First, we ground our conviction very much upon the goodness of the nature of God.

We eay that the opposite doctrine that some infants perish and are lost, is altogether
repugnant to the idea which we have of Him whose name is love. If we had a God:
whose name was Moloch, if God were an arbitrary tyrant, without benevolence or
grace, we could suppose some infants being cast into hell ; but our God, who heareth the
young ravens when they cry, certainly will find no delight in the shrieks and cries of-
infants cast away from his presence. We read of him that he is so tender, that he
careth for oxen, that he would not have the mouth of the ox muzzled, that treadeth

out the corn. Nay, he careth for the bird upon the nest, and would not have the
mother bird killed while sitting upon its nest with its little ones. He made ordinances
and commands even for irrational creatures. He finds food for the most loathsome
animal, nor does he neglect the worm any more than the angel, and shall we believe.
with such universal goodness as this, that he would cast away the infant soul? I say

it would be clean contrary to all that we have ever read or ever believed of Him, that.
our faith would stagger before a revelation which should display a fact so singularly
exceptional to the tenor of his other deeds. We have learned humbly to submit our
judgments to his will, and wa dare not criticise or accuse the Lord of All ; we believe
him to be just, let him do as he may, and tiaerefore, whatever he might reveal we would

accept ; but he neverhas, and I think he never will require of us 8o desperate a stretch.
of faith as to see goodness in the eternal misery of an infunt cast into hell. You
remember when Jonah—petulant, quick-tempered Jonah—would have Nineveh perish,
Gad gave it as the reason why Nineveh should not be destroyed, that there were in it

moro than six score thousand infants,—persons, he said, who kuew not their right hand’
frow their left.  If he spared Nineveh that their mortal life wight be spared, think vou

tiat their lamortal souls shall Le noedlessly cast away i } only put it to vour own
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reason. It is not a case whers we need much argument. Would your Gad cast away
an infant? If yours could, 1 amn happy to say he is not the God that I adore. '

Again, we think it would be inconsistent utterly with the known character of our Lord
Jesus Christ. When his disciples put away the little children whom their anxious mothe
brought to him, Jesus said, ‘‘Suffer the little children to come unto me, and forb'«
them not : for of such is the kingdom of heaven,” by which he taught, as John Newton
very properly says, that such as these made up a very great part of the kingdom of
heaven. And when we consider that upon the best statistics it is calculated that more
than one third of the human race die in infancy, and probably if we take into calou-
lation those districts where infanticide prevails, as in heathen countries, such as China
and the like, perhaps ane half of the population of the world die before they reach adult
years,—the saying of the Saviour derives great force indeed,*“ Of such is the kingdom cf
heaven.” If some remind me that the kingdom of heaven means the dispensation of grace
on earth, I answer, yes, it does, and it means the same dispensation in heaven too ; for
while part of the kingdom of heaven is on earth in the Church, since the Church is always
one, that other part of the Church which is above is also the kingdori of heaven. We
know this text 1s constantly used as a proof of baptism, but in the first place, Christ
did not baptize them, for “Jesus Christ baptized not;” in the second place, his disciples
did not baptize them, for they withstood their coming, and would have driven them
away. Then if Jesus did not, and his disciples did not, who did? It has no more to
do with baptism than with circuracision. There is not theslightest allusion to baptism
in the text, or in the context ; and I can prove the circumcision of infants from it with
quite as fair logic as others attempt to prove infant baptism. However, it does prove
this, that infants compose a great part of the family of Christ, and that Jesus Christ
is known to have had a love and amiableness towards the little ones. When they
shouted in the temple, * Hosanna!” did he rebuke them?! No; but rejoiced in
their boyish shouts. “‘Out of the mouths of babes and sucklings hath God ordained
strength,” and does not that text seem to say that in heaven there shall be ¢ perfect
praise” rendered to God by multitudes of cherubs who were here on earth—your
littla ones fondled in your bosom—and then suddenly snatched away to heaven. I
could not believe it of Jesus, that he would say to little children, ‘‘ Depart, ye accursed,
into everlasting fire in hellI” I cannot conceive it possible of him as the loving and
tender one, that when he shall sit to judge all nations, he should put the little ones on
the left hand, and should banish them for ever from his presence. Conuld he address
them, and say to them, ‘‘I was an hungred, and ye gave me no meat ; I was thirsty,
and ye gave me no drink ; sick, and in prison, and ye visited me not 1" How could
they doit? And if the main reason of damnation lie in sins of omission like thecse,
which it was not poasible for them to commit, for want of power to perform the duty,
how, then, shall he condemn and cast them away ?

Furthermore, we think that the ways of grace, if we consider them, render it highly
improbable, not to say impossible, that an infant soul should be destroyed. What
saith Scripture? < Where sin abounded, grace did much more abound.” Such a thing
as that could not be said of an infant cast away. Weknow that God is so abundantly
gracious that such expressions as the ‘‘unsearchable riches of Christ,” ““God who is
rich in mercy,” ‘A God full of compassion,” “The exceeding riches of his grace,”
and the like, are truly applicable without exaggeration or hyperbole. We know that he
is good to all, and his tender mercies are over all his works, and that in grace he is
able to do *‘exceeding abundantly above what we can ask or even think.” The grace
of God has sought out in the world the greatest sinners. It has not passed by the
vilest of the vile. He who called himself the chief of sinners was a partaker of the
love of Christ. All manner of sin and of blasphemy have been forgiven unto man.
He nas been able to save unto the uttermost them that come unto God by Christ, and
does it seem consistent with such grace as this that it should pass by the myriads upon
1nyriads of little ones, who wear the image of the earthy Adam, and never stamp upon
them the image of the heavenly? I cannot conceive such a thing. He that has tasted,
and felt, and handled the grace of God, will, I think, shrink instinctively from any
other doctrine than this, that infants dying such, are most assuredly saved.

Once again, one of the strongest inferential arguments is to be found in the fact that
Scripture positively states that the number of saved souls at the last will be very great.
In the Revelation we read of & numnber that no man can number. The Pusalinist
speaks of them as numerous as dow drops fromn the womb of the morning. Mauy
|'assages give to Abraham, as the father of the faithful, a seed as many as the stars
oi licaven, or a= the sand on the e€ea shore.  Christ i3 to see of the travail of his soul
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INFANT SALVATION,

nivl be satisfied ; surely it is not a little that will satisfy hi:n. The virtue of the precions
re lemption involves a great host who were redeemned.  All Scripture seems to teach
that heaven will not be a narrow waorld, that its population will not be like a handful
gleaned out of a vintage, but that Christ shall be glorified by ten thousand times ten
thousand, whom he hath redeemed with his blood. Now where are they to come from ?
Iow small a part of the map could be called Christian! Look at it. Out of that part
which could be called Christian, how small a portion of them would bear the name of
believer! How few could be said to have even a nominal attachment to the Church of
Christ 1 Out of this, how many are hypacrites, and know not the truth! I do not see it
possible, unless indeed the millennium age should soon come, and then far exceed a thou-
sand years ; I do not see how it is possible thatso vast a number should enter heaven,
unless it be on the supposition that infant souls constitute the great majority. It is
a sweet belief to my own mind that there will be more saved than lost, for in all
things Christ is to have the pre-eminence, and why not in this? It was the thought of
a great divine that perhaps at the last the number of the lost would not bear a greater
proportion to the number of the saved, than do the number of criminals in gaols to
those who are abroad in a properly-conducted state. I hope it may be found to be so.
At any rate, it is not my business to be asking, *‘ Lord, are there few that shall be
saved ¥’ The gate is strait, but the Lord knows how to bring thousands through it
without making it any wider, and we ought not to seek-to shut any out by secking to
make it narrower. Oh! I do know that Christ will have the victory, and that as ho
is followed by streaming hosts, the black prince of hell will never be able to count so
many followers in his dreary train as Christ in his resplendent triumph. And if so,
we must have the children saved ; yea, brethren, if not so, we must have them, because
we feel anyhow they must be numbered with the blessed, and dwell with Christ
hereafter.

Now for one or two incidental matlers which occur in Scripture, which seem to
throw a little light also on the subject. You have not forgotten the case of David.
I{is child by Bathsheba was to die as a punishment for the father's offence. David
prayed, and fasted, and vexed his soul; at last they tell him the child is dead. He
fasted no wore, but he said, “I shall go to him, he shall not return to me.” Now,
where did David expect to go to? Why, to heaven surely. Then his child must haye
been there, for hesaid, ““ I shall go to him.” I do not hear him say the same of Absalom.
He did not stand over his corpse, and say, *‘I shall goto him ;" he had no hope for that
rebellious son. Over this child it was not—** O my son! would to God I had died
for thee!” No, he could let this babe go with perfect confidence, for he said, ‘I shall
go to him.”  “I know,” he might have said, ‘ that He hath made with me an ever-
lasting covenant, ordered in all things and sure, and when I walk through the valley of
the shadow of death I shall fearno evil, for he is with me ; I shall go to my child, and
in heaven we shall be re-united with each other.” You remember, tuo, those instances
which I have already quoted, where children are said to have been sauctified from the
womb. It casts this light upon the subject, it shows it not to be impossible that a child
should be a partaker of grace while yet a babe. Then you have the passage, *““Out of
the mouths of babes and sucklings he hath perfected praise.” The coming out of
Egypt was a type of the redemption of the chosen seed, and you know that in that
case the little ones were to go forth ; nay, not even a hoof was to be left behind. Why
not children in the greater deliverance to join in the song of Moses and of the Lamb?
And there is a passage in Ezekiel, for where we have but little, we must pick up even
the crumbs, and do as our Master did—gather up the fragments that nothing be lost—-
there is a passage in Ezekiel, sixteenth chapter, twenty-first verse, where God is censuring
his people for having given up their little infants to Moloch, having caused thew to
pass through the fire, and he says of these little ones, * Thou hast slain my children, and
delivered them to cause them to pass through the fire;” so, then, they were God’s children ;
those little ones who died in the red-hot arms of Moloch while babes, God calls ““mny
children.” We may, thercfore, believe concerning all those who have fallen asleep in
these early days of life, that Jesus said of them, ‘‘These are my children,” and that
he now to-day. while he leads his sheep unto living fountains of water, does
not forget still to carry out his own injunction, ‘“Feel my lambs.” Yea, to-day even
he carrieth “ the lambs in his bosom,” and even before the eternal throne he is not ashamed
to say, ‘“ Behold T and the children whom thou hast given me.” There is another passage
in Scripture which I think may be used. In the first chapter of Deuteronomny there
Liel Leen a threatening pronounced upon the children of Tsrael in the wilderness, that,
with the exception of Caleb and Joshua, thay should never see the promised land ;
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neverthelers, it is added, “ Your little ones, which ye said shouvld be a prey, and vour
childven, which ia that day had no knowledge between good and evil, they shall go in
thither, and unto them will I give it, and they shall possess it.” To you, fathers
and mothers, who fear not God, who live and die unbelieving, I would say, * your
unbelief cannot shut your children out of heaven, and I bless God for that,
While you cannot lay hold on that text which says, ‘“The promise is unto us and
our children, even to as many as the Lord our God shall call,” yet inasmuch as the
ein of the generation in the wilderness did not shut the next generation out of Canaan,
but they did surely enter in, 8o the sin of unbelieving parents shall not necessarily be the
ruin of their children, but they shall still, through God’s sovereign grace and his over-
flowing mercy, be made partakers of the rest whick he hath reserved for bis people.
Understand that this morning I have not made a distinction between the children of
godly and ungodly parents. If they die in infancy, I do not mind who is father
nor who their mother, they aresaved ; I donot even endorse the theory of a good Presby-
terian minister who supposes that the children of godly parents will have a better place
in heaven than those who happen to be sprung from ungodly ones. I do not believe
in any such thing. I am not certain that there are any degrees in heaven at all ; and
even if there were, I am not clear that even that would prove our children to have any
higher rights than others. All of them without exception, from whosesoever loins they
may have sprung, will, we believe, not by baptism, not by their parents’ faith, bu
simply as we are all saved through the election of God, through the precious bleod of
Christ, through the regenerating influence of the Holy Spirit, attain to glory and
immortality, and wear the image of the heavenly as they have worn the image of the
earthy.

.IIl!’.' I now come to make & PRACTICAL USE OF THE DOCTRINE.

First, let it be a comfort to bereaved parents. You say it is a beavy cross that
you have to carry  Remember, it is easier to carry a dead cross than a living one.
To have a living cross is indeed a tribulation.—to have a child who is rebellioun
iu his childhood, vicious in his youth, debauched in his manhood! Ah, would God
that he had died from the birth ; would God that he had never seen the light! Many
a father’s hairs have been brought with sorrow to the grave through his living children,
but I think never through his dead babes; certainly not if he were a Christian, and
were able to take the comfort of the apostle’s words—*‘‘ We sorrow not as they
that are without hope.” So you would have your child live? Ab, if you could
have drawn aside the veil of destiny, and have seen to what he might have lived !
Would you have had him live to ripen for the gallows? Would you have him live
to curse his father's God? Would you have him live to make your home wretched,
to make you wet your pillow with tears, and send you to your daily work with
your hands upon your loins because of sorrow? Such might have been the case ;
it is not so now, for your little one sings before the throne of God. Do you
know from what sorrows your little one has escaped?! You have had enongh
It was born of woman, it would have been of few days and full of trouble

yourself.
as you are. It has escaped those sorrows; do you lament that? Rewmember, too,

your own sins, and the deep sortow of repentan Had that child lived,-it would
lave been a sinner, and it must have known the bitterness of conviction of sin. It
has escaped that ; it rejoices now in the glory of God. Then would you have it back
again? Bereaved parents, could you for a moment see your own offspring above, I
thiuk you would very speedily wipe away your tears. There among the sweet voices
which sing the perpetual carol may be heard the voice of your own child—an ange:
now, and you the mother of a songster hefore the throne of God. You might not
have murmured had you received the promise that your child should have been elevated
to the peerage; it has been elevated higher than that—to the peerage of heaven. It
has received the dignity of the immortals ; it is robed in better than royal garments ;
{t is more rich and more blessed than it could have been if all the crowns of earth
could have been put upon its head, Wherefore, then. could you complain? An old
poet has penned a verse well fitted for an infant’s epitaph ;—

¢ Short was my life, the longer is my rest,
God takes those soonest whom he loveth best,
Who's born to-day, and dies to-morrow,
Loses some hours of joy, but months of sorrow.
Other diseases often come to grieve us,
Death strikes but once. and tbat stroke doth relicve ua ™
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Your child has had that one stroke and has been relieved from all these painy, and
you may say of it, this much we know, he is supremely blessed, has escaped from sin,
and care, and woe, and with the Saviour rests. ** Happy the babe,” says Hervey, “ wao,

Privileged by faith, a shorter labour and a lighter weight,
Received bLut yesterday the gift of breath,
Ordered to-morrow to return to death.”

\Vhile another says, looking upward to the skies,

‘“O blest exchange, O envied lot,
Without a conflict crowned,
Stranger to pain, in pleasure bless’d
And without fame, renowned.”

So is it. It is well to fight and win, but to win as fairly without the fight { It is well
to sing the song of triumph after we have passed the Red Sea with all its terrors ; but
to sing the song without the sea is glorious still! I do not know that I would prefer
the lot of & child in heaven myself. I think it is nobler to have borne the storm, and
to have struggled against the wind and the rain. I think it will be a subject of con-
gratulation through eternity, for you and me, that we did not come so easy a way to
heaven, for it is only a pin's prick after all, this mortal life ; then there is exceeding

yrreat glory hereafter. But yet I think we may still thank God for those little ones,
" that they have been spared our sins, and spared our infirmities, and spared our pains,
sud are entered into the rest above. Thus saith the Lord unto thee, O Rachel, if thou
weepest for thy children, and refuscth to be comforted because they are not: *“ Restrain
thy vaice from weeping, und thine eyes from tears, for thy work shall be rewarded,
uaith the Lord, znd they shall come again from the land of the enemy.”

The next aud perhaps more useful and profitable inference to be drawn from the text
is this: many of you are parents who have children in heaven. Ts it not a desirable
thing that you should go there, too? And yet bave I not in these galleries and in this
area some, perhaps many, who have no hope hereafter? In fact, you have left that
which is beyond the grava tv be thought of another day, you have given all your time
and thoughts to the short, brief, and unsatisfactory pursuits of mortal life.  Mother,
unconverted mother, from the battlements of heaven your child beckons you to Paradise.
I ather, ungodly, impenitent father, the little eyes that onca looked joyously on you, look
down upon you now, and the lips which had scarcely learned to call you father, ere they
were sealed by the silence of death, may be heard as with a still small voice, saying to
you this morning, ‘ Father, must we be for ever divided by the great gulf whichno man
can pass1” Doth not natureitself put akind of longing in your soul that you may be
bound in the bundle of life with your own children? Then stop and think. As you
are at present, you cannot hope for that; for.your way is sinful, you have forgotten
Christ, you have not repented of sin, you have Joved the wages of iniquity. I pray
thee go to thy chamber this morning and think: of thyself as being driven from thy
little ones, banished for ever from the presence of God, cast ‘‘where their worm dieth
not and where their fire is not qu. hed.” If thou wilt think of these matters, perhaps
the heart will begin to move, and the eyes may begin to flow, and then may the Holy
Spirit put before thine eyes the cross of the Saviour, the holy child Jesus! Aund
remember, if thou wilt turn thine eye to hin thou shalt live : if thou believest on hiwn
with all thy heart thou shalt be with him where He is, —with all those whom the Father
gave him who have gone before. Thou needest not to be shut out. Wilt thou sign
thine own doom, and write thine own death warrant? Neglect not this great salvation,
but may the grace of God work with thee to make thee seek, for thou shalt ind—to make
thee knock, for the door shall be opened—to make thee agk, for he that asketh shall ra-
ceive! O might I take you by the hand—perhaps you have come from a newly-made grave,
or left the child at home dead, and God has made me a messenger to you this morning ;
O might I take you by the hand and say, ‘ We cannot bring him back again, the
spirit is gone beyond recall, but you may follow!” Behold the ladder of light before
you! The first step upon i¢ is repentance, out of thyself ; the next step is faith, into
Christ, and when thou art there, thou art fairly and safely on thy way, and ere long thou
shalt be received at heaven's gates by those very little ones who have gone before. that
they may come to welcome thee when thou shouldst land upon the eternal ghores.

Yet another lesson of instruction, and I will not detain you much longer. What
thall we gay to parents who have living children? We have spoken of those that are
dead, what shall we say of the living? I think I might say, reserve your tears,
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hereaved parents, for the children that live. You may go to the little grave. you may lock
upon it and say, ‘“ This my child is saved ; it resteth for ever beyond all fear of har.™
You may come back to those who are sitting round your table, and you can look fran
one to the other and say, ‘““These my children, many of them are unsaved.” Out of Gud,
out of Christ, some of them are just ripening into manhood and into womanhood, and
you can plainly see that their heart is like every natural heart, desperately wicked.
There is subject for weeping for you. I pray you never cease to weep for them until
they have ceased to sin ; never cease to hope for them until they have ceased to live;
never cease to pray for them until you yourself cease to breathe. Carry them before
God in the arms of faith, and do not be desponding because they are not what you
want them to be. They will be won yet if you have but faith in God. Do not think
that it is hopeless. He that saved you can save them. Take them one by one con-
stantly to God’s mercy-seat and wrestle with Him, and say, “Iwill not let thee go
except thou bless me.” The promise is unto you and to your child, even to as many as
the Lord your God shall call. Pray, strive, wrestle, and it shall yet be your happy lot
to see your household saved. This was the word which the apostle gave to the gaoler,
“ Believe on the Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shalt be saved and thy house.” We have
had many proofs of it, for in this pool under here I bave baptised not only the father
and the mother, but in many cases all the children too, who oune after another have
been brought by grace even to put their trust in Jesus. It should be the longing of
every parent’s heart to see all his offspring Christ’s, and all that have sprung from his
loins numbered in the host of those who shall sing around the throne of God. We may
pray in faith, for we have a promise about it; we may pray in faith, for we have
many precedents in Scripture, the God of Abrabam is the God of Isaac and the God of
Jacob ; but for this good thing he will be inquired of by the House of Israel to do it
for them. Inquire of Him, plead with Him, go before Him with the power of faith
and earnestuness, and He will surely hear you.

One word to all the congregation. A little child was saying the other day—and
children will cometimes say strange things— Papa, I cannot go back again.”  When
he was asked what he meant, he explained that he was here, he had begun his life, and
it seemed such a thought to him that he could not cease to be,—he could not go back
again. You and I may say the same ; here we are ; we have grown up, we canfiot go
back again to that childhood in which we once were; we have therefore no door of
escape there. Good John Bunyan used to wish that he had died when he was a child.
Then again, he hoped he might be descended from some Jew, for he had a notion that
<he Hebrews might be saved. That door God has closed. Every door is closed to you and
me except the one that is just in front of us, and that has the mark of the cross upon
it. There is the golden knocker of prayer: do we choose to turn aside from that to
find another,—a gate of ceremanies, or of blood, or of birth? We shall never enter
that way. There is that knocker! By faith, great God, I will lift it now. ‘I, the
chief of sinners am, have mercy upon me!” Jesus stands there. ‘“Come in,” saith
he, “thou blessed of the Lord; wherefore standest thou without?™ He receives nie
to his arms, washes, clothes, glorifies me, when I come to’him. Am I such a fool that
I do not knock? Yes, such I am by nature—then what a fool! O Spirit of God!
make me wise to know my danger and my réfuge! -Aund now, sinner, in the name of
him that liveth and was dead, and is alive for evermore, lay hold upon that knocker,
lift it, give it a blow, and let your prayer be, ere thou leavest this sanctuary, ‘ God
be merciful to me a sinner!” May the Lord hear and bless, for his name's sake |
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