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The True Gospel 

An Exegetical Essay 

By: N.E. Barry Hofstetter 

 

he question which concerns us at this point: what is the precise content of the 

Gospel which must believed in order to be saved?  Or to phrase it a different way, 

what is the Scriptural distinction between a false gospel and the true Gospel?  In 

order first to answer this question, we need to look at those summaries of the Gospel 

which we find in Scripture.  Primarily, such summaries are found recorded in the 

preaching segments of the books of Acts, and in certain sections of Paul's writings, and it 

is to these that we first turn. 

This is not to say that other sections of Scripture do not impact our concerns here.  

However, in formulating doctrine, one naturally begins with a set of Scriptures which 

function as hermeneutically prior, i.e., they become the grid through which other 

passages of Scripture are interpreted.  Let me suggest that there are two reasons to make 

my list of Scriptures hermeneutically prior: 

1. The Gospels summaries in Acts would naturally be considered by the apostles to 

contain those elements most essential to faith in Christ, the central tenets that 

must be contained in the apostolic kerygma.  

2. Paul's summaries particularly are in the face of false teaching which have arisen 

in the various congregations to which he ministered, and are intended to show that 

which is foundational to resisting such heresy, and as the first "building block" in 

developing a holistic set of Christian doctrine for the life of the church.  

3. This is not a reason, but I think it is also safe to say that the preaching models in 

Acts and the Gospel summaries in Paul need to function as the models for our 

own evangelistic pursuits.  If we say what they said, appropriately paraphrased 

and contextualized, but covering the same essential ground, then how may we go 

wrong?  A further implication is that if we add elements, even true doctrinal 

elements, to these divinely given models, then we have added what is not 

necessary to the apostolic kerygma, and we are placing a burden on our hearers 

that the Scriptures themselves do not. 

Let me suggest by way of overview that these passage are heavily concerned with the 

person and work of Christ, not in the developed sense of later Christian systematic 

theology, but in the eschatological sense expressed by the Scriptures themselves.  Many 

passages could be considered, but we will begin with four in the interests of time and 

space (and perforce our exegesis must be brief, but hopefully accurate!): 

¶ Peter's sermon in Acts 2, especially vss. 22-38. 

T 
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¶ Paul's sermon in Acts 17:22-31 

¶ Romans 10:9-13 

¶ I Cor 15:1-3 

2:22 "Men of Israel, hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested to you by God 

with mighty works and wonders and signs which God did through him in your midst, as 

you yourselves know -- 2:23 this Jesus, delivered up according to the definite plan and 

foreknowledge of God, you crucified and killed by the hands of lawless men. 2:24 But 

God raised him up, having loosed the pangs of death, because it was not possible for him 

to be held by it. 2:25 For David says concerning him, I saw the Lord always before me, 

for he is at my right hand that I may not be shaken; 2:26 therefore my heart was glad, and 

my tongue rejoiced; moreover my flesh will dwell in hope. 2:27 For thou wilt not 

abandon my soul to Hades, nor let thy Holy One see corruption. 2:28 Thou hast made 

known to me the ways of life; thou wilt make me full of gladness with thy presence.' 2:29 

"Brethren, I may say to you confidently of the patriarch David that he both died and was 

buried, and his tomb is with us to this day. 2:30 Being therefore a prophet, and knowing 

that God had sworn with an oath to him that he would set one of his descendants upon his 

throne, 2:31 he foresaw and spoke of the resurrection of the Christ, that he was not 

abandoned to Hades, nor did his flesh see corruption. 2:32 This Jesus God raised up, and 

of that we all are witnesses. 2:33 Being therefore exalted at the right hand of God, and 

having received from the Father the promise of the Holy Spirit, he has poured out this 

which you see and hear. 2:34 For David did not ascend into the heavens; but he himself 

says, The Lord said to my Lord, Sit at my right hand, 2:35 till I make thy enemies a stool 

for thy feet.' 2:36 Let all the house of Israel therefore know assuredly that God has made 

him both Lord and Christ, this Jesus whom you crucified." 2:37 Now when they heard 

this they were cut to the heart, and said to Peter and the rest of the apostles, "Brethren, 

what shall we do?" 2:38 And Peter said to them, "Repent, and be baptized every one of 

you in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins; and you shall receive the 

gift of the Holy Spirit. [RSV] 

Now, what are the actual elements which are emphasized in this marvelous, and 

foundational, homiletical piece (and certainly the passage is best understood in its 

entirety).   

¶ Christ crucified  

¶ The resurrection of Christ from the dead  

¶ The exaltation of Christ and his current status of Savior and Lord 

And what is the appropriate response to these truths?  Repentance and baptism in the 

name of Christ.  Once the truths contained in this "Gospel presentation" are believed, 

they must be publically confessed, and the result of that confession in this passage is 

receiving the Holy Spirit. 

Time does fail us to consider the passage more fully, and particularly how Peter 

skillfully, under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, emphasizes the eschatological finality 

of the giving of the Spirit as part of the overall Gospel truth (in fulfillment of OT 
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prophecy).  But it is not faith in the Spirit which is in view, but faith in Christ crucified, 

resurrected and exalted, that results in the gift of the Spirit. 

17:22 So Paul, standing in the middle of the Are-op'agus, said: "Men of Athens, I 

perceive that in every way you are very religious. 17:23 For as I passed along, and 

observed the objects of your worship, I found also an altar with this inscription, To an 

unknown god.' What therefore you worship as unknown, this I proclaim to you. 17:24 

The God who made the world and everything in it, being Lord of heaven and earth, does 

not live in shrines made by man, 17:25 nor is he served by human hands, as though he 

needed anything, since he himself gives to all men life and breath and everything. 17:26 

And he made from one every nation of men to live on all the face of the earth, having 

determined allotted periods and the boundaries of their habitation, 17:27 that they should 

seek God, in the hope that they might feel after him and find him. Yet he is not far from 

each one of us, 17:28 for In him we live and move and have our being'; as even some of 

your poets have said, For we are indeed his offspring.' 17:29 Being then God's offspring, 

we ought not to think that the Deity is like gold, or silver, or stone, a representation by 

the art and imagination of man. 17:30 The times of ignorance God overlooked, but now 

he commands all men everywhere to repent, 17:31 because he has fixed a day on which 

he will judge the world in righteousness by a man whom he has appointed, and of this he 

has given assurance to all men by raising him from the dead." [RSV] 

Once again, what does another apostle, this time Paul, find necessary to include as 

Gospel truth in his evangelistic kerygma, this time to a group of individuals who have 

absolutely no biblical background whatsoever?  In this case, Paul begins where the Bible 

begins: with God as absolute creator and owner of the universe, and emphasizes God's 

common grace and his self-revelation through the created order.  To what point does he 

drive, however?  To the resurrection of Christ from the dead.  If we read on in the text, 

Luke records Paul's speech as ending at this point, and the Athenians, well grounded in 

Greek philosophy with its unbiblical flesh/spirit dichotomy, as being with him until that 

point.  Regardless of their response (and a few do end up believing), the following truths 

may be abstracted: 

¶ God as the Creator and Judge who reveals himself through the created order  

¶ and the resurrection of Christ from the dead. 

Ro 10:9 That if you confess with your mouth, "Jesus is Lord," and believe in your heart 

that God raised him from the dead, you will be saved. Ro 10:10 For it is with your heart 

that you believe and are justified, and it is with your mouth that you confess and are 

saved. Ro 10:11 As the Scripture says, "Anyone who trusts in him will never be put to 

shame." Ro 10:12 For there is no difference between Jew and Gentile-- the same Lord is 

Lord of all and richly blesses all who call on him, Ro 10:13 for, "Everyone who calls on 

the name of the Lord will be saved." [NIV] 

In this passage, Paul is explicating the precise content of the kerygmatic message which 

the preacher (cf. the preceding context) must have.  Note that this summary is included in 
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a letter which fully explicates the need for justification by faith and salvation by grace 

alone.  What are the essential elements of this summary? 

¶ Jesus as Lord  

¶ Confession that Christ has raised him from the dead 

Further significant elements include "trust/belief" (Grk, pisteuw) and "calling upon the 

name of the Lord."  This passage also has a number of rich implications and applications, 

not the least the essential equality which Christ has with Yahweh of the OT.  It is 

confession of this "content", or rather confession of the Lordship and resurrection of 

Christ himself, which is defined as "calling on the name of the Lord" and which results in 

biblically defined salvation. 

And finally: 

1Co 15:1 Moreover, brethren, I declare unto you the gospel which I preached unto you, 

which also ye have received, and wherein ye stand; 1Co 15:2 By which also ye are saved, 

if ye keep in memory what I preached unto you, unless ye have believed in vain. 1Co 

15:3 For I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received, how that Christ died 

for our sins according to the scriptures; 1Co 15:4 And that he was buried, and that he rose 

again the third day according to the scriptures... [KJV] 

Paul is about to embark on a rather ambitious discourse to defend the validity of the 

biblical concept of the resurrection, in a passage which will become one of the defining 

pillars of orthodoxy for the church in all its subsequent generations.  It is this Gospel "by 

which" (Grk. di ou-, note the emphatic use of the preposition to denote the instrumental) 

"ye are (present tense) saved." What is the specific content of this Gospel? 

¶ That Christ died for our sins and was buried, and  

¶ that he rose again on the third day, both truths according to the Scriptures. 

Now, as stated above, these treatments have necessarily been brief.  However, they do 

indicate the range of "facts" which must be acknowledged in order to have true Christian 

belief, or true Christian salvation.  One must ask the question: are the doctrinal truths 

which are often held to be essential to the Gospel by modern Christians included in these 

biblical Gospel summaries?  It has to be recognized that they are not.  Even justification 

by faith and salvation by grace are not included.  One simply has to confess the Lordship 

of Christ, and the truths of his death and resurrection, and one finds oneself saved... 

Also, as stated earlier, this does not mean that other biblical truths do not inform our 

understanding of these summaries.  Paul takes great pains to point out that those who 

require circumcision have effectively denied the grace of God and stand under God's 

judgment for devaluing what the Gospel means.  There are certain beliefs which, if held 

consistently, deny the very confession of faith which is made.  It is important to realize, 

however, that the true Gospel begins with the simple confession of Christ, and that the 

implications or details are to be worked out in the progressive sanctification of the 
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believer.  But these and similar passages must form our baseline assumptions regarding 

whom to include in the kingdom and whom to exclude.  If a person confesses Christ as 

Lord, and avows that it is Christ and only Christ that gets him saved, our extreme 

prejudice must be to consider that person a brother, and to work patiently with him 

regarding any doctrinal misunderstanding that he may have. 

 

. 
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Van Tillian Presuppositional Apologetics  

 A Critique Concerning Certainty 

By Brian Bosse 

 

his paper is an analysis of the claim that presuppositional apologetics in the Van 

Tillian tradition
1
 provides an objectively certain proof for the existence of the 

Christian God.  The conclusion reached is that there is an inductive element 

crucial to the method, and as such it does not provide objective certainty.  The 

presentation will be broken up into four sections:  

Section 1: Van Til‘s Apologetic Method 

Section 2: An Argument Against Certainty
2
  

Section 3: Dr. Greg Bahnsen‘s Rebuttal 
3
   

Section 4: Final Comments 

 

Section 1: Van Tilôs Apologetic Method  

The following is a formalization of the presuppositional apologetic as espoused by Dr. 

Van Til.  He says, ―Since on the Reformed basis there is no area of neutrality between the 

                                                 

 

 

 
1
 Dr. Cornelieus Van Til (1895-1987) was the head of the apologetics department at 

Westminster Seminary in Philadelphia, Pennsylvania from 1929-1972.  Many consider 

him the father of presuppositional apologetics.  The distinction concerning Van Tillian 

apologetics is made so as not to confuse it with other ―presuppositionalists‖ such as 

Gordon H. Clark.  Therefore, any reference to presuppositional apologetics in this paper 

should be understood in the Van Tillian tradition. 
2
 Even though this paper argues against the claim of an objectively certain proof, the 

presuppositional apologetic argument does provide a rationally justified basis upon which 

to adopt the Christian worldview.    
3
 Dr. Greg Bahnsen (1948-1995) was one of the most important representatives of this 

apologetic method.  He was a student of Van Til, and often lectured on behalf of Van Til 

at Westminster Seminary in Philadelphia.  

T 



JOURNAL OF THE NORTH AMERICAN SEMINARY 

believer and the unbeliever, the argument between them must be indirect.‖ 
4
 According to 

Dr. Van Til, the argument being presented must be an indirect argument.
5
  The indirect 

argument form is technically referred to as the Reductio Ad Absurdum (RAA) proof.  

Here is an example of this argument form being used to prove the proposition A:    

 

1.  Assume the contradictory of A, i.e.,×A.
6
 

2.  From ×A, a set of formal consequences is deduced, say 

×A→B1→B2→B3→…→B(k),  

for which we already know that ×B(k) is an authentic truth, thereby establishing a 

purposeful contradiction between B(k) and ×B(k).   

3.  Based on the law of non-contradiction B(k) is concluded to be authentically false. 

4.  Based on the logical law of Modus Tollens the assumption ×A is concluded to be 

authentically false. 

5.  By the law of negation, if ×A is false, then A is true. 

The key point of an indirect proof is deriving a contradiction between a formal 

(inauthentic) consequence of the assumption and an independently authentic true 

statement such as an earlier proved theorem, axiom, or agreed upon necessary position.  

Only from this kind of contradiction is the authentic falsehood of the inauthentic 

consequence deduced, and only from this is the falsehood of the assumption deduced by 

the rule of Modus Tollens.  The truth of the theorem is deduced from the proved 

falsehood of the assumption. The logical form of this is… 

 

                                                 

 

 

 
4
 Bahnsen, Van Tilôs Apologetic ï Readings & Analysis (Philipsburg, New Jersey: P&R 

Publishing, ©1998 by the Cornelius Van Til Committee), pg. 485. (Italics found in 

original.) 
5
 In a lecture titled, ―A Summary of Transcendental Arguments – Part 2,‖ Dr. Bahnsen 

notes that there are two types of proof the apologist is able to present: (1) Indirect, and (2) 

Proof by Dilemma.  He says that technically (2) is the same thing as (1). Bahnsen, 

Transcendental Arguments, Lecture 7, www.cmfnow.com.   
6
 The assumption of the contradiction of what is being proved is what makes this proof an 

indirect proof.  One assumes the opposite of what is being proved, and from this a 

contradiction is derived (i.e., the position is reduced to absurdity), thereby negating the 

assumption and establishing what was set out to be proved.  The symbol ‗×‘ stands for 

negation.   
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Prove: A 

 

Step 1: Assume ×A 

Step 2: ×A→B 

Step 3: ×B   (Note: ×B is an independently authentic truth.) 

Step 4: ××A  (Modus Tollens on steps 2 & 3.) 

Step 5: A   (The law of negation.)  

  

Q.E.D. 

Based on this examination of the logical form of an indirect proof and Van Til‘s assertion 

that the presuppositionalist must argue indirectly, one may conclude that the 

presuppositional apologetic argument is of this logical form.
7
   

The next step is to determine what the actual propositions are that make up this indirect 

argument.  Dr. Bahnsen, in a lecture titled ―Epistemological Issues: Foundationalism and 

Certainty,‖
8
 appeals to an article on the subject of doubt written by Harry G. Frankfurt.

9
  

In this article Dr. Frankfurt writes, ―The claim that a basis for doubt is inconceivable is 

justified whenever a denial of the claim would violate the conditions or presuppositions 

of rational inquiry…since inquiry is fundamentally an attempt to discriminate between 

what is to be accepted and what is to be rejected, nothing can rationally be conceived 

                                                 

 

 

 
7
 It should be noted, that all indirect arguments can be stated in direct terms.  For 

instance, the contrapositive of step 2 is ×B→A.  If our independently authentic truth is 
×B, then by the logical law of Modus Ponens ‗A‘ follows immediately.  From a logical 

perspective, the only reason to use an indirect argument over its direct counterpart would 

be that in some cases it is easier to establish ×A→B than it is to establish ×B→A.  My 

opinion is that Van Til understood this, and was rather making another point as to why 

the apologetic method must be indirect.  He was making the point that the believer and 

unbeliever are coming from two epistemologically antithetical positions, and as such 

there is no common ground.  As such, he proposes to do an analysis of both positions 

from within their respective worldviews in an effort to demonstrate the truth of 

Christianity.  Van Til considers this approach to be indirect argumentation.  The details of 

this argument will be expanded upon later in this paper. Nevertheless, the above formal 

argument does capture the essence of the general presuppositional argument form. 
8
 Bahnsen, Seminary Course in Apologetics, Lecture 17, delivered in Brooklyn, New 

York, www.cmfnow.com.   
9
 Professor Emeritus – Princeton Department of Philosophy. 
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which involves denying the necessity for making these discriminations or undermining 

the possibility of making them.‖
10

  

Dr. Frankfurt argues that any denial of a claim which would lead to the destruction of 

rational inquiry provides certain proof for the claim.  Dr. Bahnsen‘s appeal to this 

argument in support of the apologetic method indicates that the Van Tillian 

presuppositional apologetic method is an attempt to demonstrate that the Christian God is 

the necessary precondition for rational inquiry.  Accordingly, if the Christian God is the 

necessary precondition for rational inquiry, then this provides certain proof for God‘s 

existence because denying the Christian God‘s existence would undermine the very 

possibility for rational inquiry itself.   The following can be inferred from this analysis: 

(1)  The independently authentic truth of the RAA argument (Step 3) is rational inquiry 

itself.  That is to say, the presuppositionalist asserts that we all must be rational.   

In regards to the skeptic, rational inquiry is presupposed by anyone making an inquiry 

into the truth claims of Christianity.  If this is not presupposed, then the person making 

the inquiry has no basis upon which to make the inquiry.     

(2)  The formal inauthentic consequence of the assumption (step 2) will be that without 

the Christian God rational inquiry is not possible.  In other words, if we deny the 

Christian God, then the apologist will argue we have denied the very foundation that 

makes rational inquiry possible.   

 

Based on these two points, Van Til‘s presuppositional apologetic argument can be 

formulated as follows: 

 

Prove A: The Triune God of Christianity exists.  

 

Step 1:  The Triune God of Christianity does not exist (assume ×A). 

Step 2:  If the Triune God of Christianity does not exist, then rational inquiry is not 

possible (×A→B).   

Step 3:  Rational inquiry is possible (×B).     

Step 4:  It is not the case that the Triune God of Christianity does not exist (××A). 

Step 5:  The Triune God of Christianity exists (A).   

 

                                                 

 

 

 
10

 Harry G. Frankfurt, author – Paul Edwards, Editor in Chief, The Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc. & The Free Press, ©1967, 

Reprint Edition 1972), Vol. 2, pg. 414.  
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Q.E.D.  

This is a valid proof whose key element is step 2.  The whole proof hinges on the 

Christian apologist‘s ability to not only demonstrate the assertion in step 2, but to do so in 

an objectively certain manner.  Skeptics might object to step 3 as well.  However, as was 

argued above, this ultimately is irrational because the skeptic‘s inquiry itself presupposes 

rational inquiry.  As such, step 3 is granted as the independently authentic truth both sides 

must accept.    

So, how does the apologist establish step 2?  Dr. Bahnsen states, ―This is a synopsis of 

the ‗indirect‘ or two-step apologetical procedure that presuppositional apologetics 

advocates.  The first step is to lay out the Christian worldview in terms of which human 

experience is intelligible and the objection of the unbeliever can be contextually defeated.  

The second step is to show that within the unbeliever‘s worldview, nothing is intelligible 

– not even objections to the Christian‘s viewpoint.‖
11

   

This amounts to the following two-fold process: (1) A positive argument demonstrating 

that the Christian worldview can account for rational inquiry and contextually defeat the 

objections of the unbeliever; and (2) An internal critique of the opposing worldview 

demonstrating its inability to make such an account.
12

    

 

Section 2: An Argument Against Certainty 

The claim of objective certainty is a high claim indeed.  This kind of certainty is nothing 

short of absolute.  There can be no possibility of the contrary.  To illustrate this consider 

the following question:  What is the date of someone‘s birth?  Is this answer known with 

certainty?  Is it possible that someday one might find out that the date on the birth 

certificate was typed incorrectly, and the actual date of birth was the prior day?  If this is 

possible (and it is), then one cannot have certain knowledge of their birth date.  What is 

required of an apologist who claims to have an objectively certain proof for God‘s 

existence?  The minimum requirement is a properly applied deductive argument whose 

premises are all established in a certain manner.  Consider the formalization of the 

presuppositional apologetic proof for the existence of God.  It is as follows… 

 

Prove: God exists.  

                                                 

 

 

 
11

 Bahnsen, Van Tilôs Apologetic ï Readings & Analysis, pg. 268, Note 22.   
12

 This two-fold process is the indirect method of argumentation that Van Til says must 

be the apologetic approach.  See footnote 7 above for clarification.  
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Step 1: (assume) God does not exist.  

Step 2: If God does not exist, then rational inquiry is not possible.   

Step 3: Rational inquiry is possible.    

Step 4: It is not the case that God does not exist.   

Step 5: God exists.  

 

Q.E.D. 

The RAA proof method is a valid deductive proof method.  Is the proof presented above 

such a proof?  At first, one might answer yes; however, in a debate with R.C. Sproul over 

apologetic methods, Dr. Bahnsen argues that even the simplest deductive proofs do not 

provide philosophical certainty because as fallible human beings we can always make 

mistakes in our application of the laws of logic.
13

  Dr. Bahnsen‘s critique is a critique 

dealing with the form of the argument, and seems to refute the claim that 

presuppositional apologetics provides objective certain proof.  Clearly, the RAA proof 

method is a deductive argument form that one might misapply.
14

   

This objection illustrates how difficult it is to provide an objectively certain proof.  If 

there is even the slightest possibility that the laws of logic were misapplied, then the 

argument cannot be said to be certain.  Granted, very few would claim that the above 

proof is something other than a valid RAA proof.   However, the possibility that one is 

misapplying the laws of logic does exist even if it is very low.  If someone wants to make 

the claim of certainty, then they must go beyond the ―very likely,‖ and establish 

―impossible not to be otherwise.‖  At this point, the proof fails right out of the blocks, but 

most would not find this objection to be too severe.   Yet, there are bigger hurdles that 

need to be cleared – one of which we will deal with next.          

Establishing step 2 is absolutely critical for the proof, and it must be established in an 

objectively certain manner for the proof to be considered certain.  To do this one must 

show that the existence of the Christian God is a necessary precondition for rational 

inquiry.  Such preconditions include uniformity, causation, continuity of identity over 

time, the laws of logic, etc….  If any particular worldview cannot account for these 

things, then it is reasonable to conclude that the worldview fails to supply the necessary 

preconditions for rational inquiry.   

                                                 

 

 

 
13

 Bahnsen, The Bahnsen/Sproul Debate Over Apologetic Method, www.cmfnow.com. 
14

 The presuppositionalist might object by claiming that his argument is not a deductive 

argument, but rather is transcendental.  However, even if the transcendental argument 

were a separate argument type, its form is still a deductive argument.  What makes 

transcendental argumentation different from other standard arguments is not its form, but 

rather the subject of the propositions and its scope.  Therefore, the argument is subject to 

Dr. Bahnsen‘s critique, which is a critique dealing with form rather than content or scope. 
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However, establishing that any particular worldview does provide all the necessary 

preconditions is not so easy, especially when you do not have a general theory of 

knowledge, which itself must be objectively certain, that spells out what these 

preconditions are.  The presuppositionalist does not have such a list of preconditions, nor 

does he present such a list in his apologetic.  This presents the second difficulty regarding 

the claim to certainty.   

The presuppositionalist may want to argue that according to his worldview the Christian 

worldview does provide the necessary preconditions for rational inquiry, and that no 

other worldviews do.  However, upon this appeal, his proof becomes a vicious circle: the 

Christian worldview is true because it provides the necessary preconditions for rational 

inquiry, and we know the Christian worldview provides these necessary preconditions 

because the Christian worldview is true.  

How does the presuppositional apologist actually argue that the Christian God is the 

necessary precondition for rational inquiry?   The apologist attempts to establish this 

using the two-fold process mentioned above.  I list it here again:  

 

(1) A positive argument for Christianity in that it can account for rational inquiry. 

(2) An internal critique of the opposing worldview demonstrating its inability to account 

for the preconditions for rational inquiry. 

In presuppositional apologetic practice, usually one worldview is pitted against the 

Christian worldview.  The presuppositionalist demonstrates the failure of the competing 

worldview to account for some precondition of rational inquiry (2), and shows that the 

Christian worldview can account for it (1).  As we noted above, more is required of the 

apologist to establish that the Christian worldview accounts for all of the preconditions of 

rational inquiry.   

However, even if it was granted that the apologist succeeded in (1), he still fails to 

establish in an objectively certain manner the key proposition of the RAA proof.  All that 

happens in (2) above is that the apologist takes down one worldview at a time.  He never 

demonstrates that there are no other worldviews that meet the necessary preconditions for 

knowledge.  He only shows that the one he is looking at, and perhaps all of the ones he is 

aware of, cannot provide the necessary preconditions for rational inquiry.  One is only 

left with the truth of the claim based on the worldviews so far analyzed.  It is from this 

basis that the apologist inductively concludes that all worldviews outside Christianity fail!  

Therefore, in practice, the justification for step 2 ends up being an inductive argument, 

and the proof therefore loses its‘ logically necessity.  This is the third criticism, and is 

certainly the most serious.   

This ends the argument against the idea that Van Tillian presuppositionalism provides an 

objectively certain proof for the existence of God.  The remainder of this paper will 
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analyze the attempt of Dr. Greg Bahnsen to overcome this third and most serious 

criticism.   

 

Section 3: Dr. Greg Bahnsenôs Rebuttal
15

 

As has been illustrated above, the key proposition that must be established by the 

apologist is:  

 

If God does not exist, then rational inquiry is not possible. 

In the last section it was noted that the apologist does not establish this in an absolute 

manner, but rather does so inductively by taking down one worldview at a time.  This 

causes the proof to lose its logical necessity, and consequently the apologist can no 

longer claim to have an objectively certain proof.  Dr. Bahnsen has provided an objection 

to this very argument, which will now be analyzed.    

Dr. Bahnsen lays out the apologetic method described above as follows, ―Within the 

Christian worldview, knowledge…can be affirmed and made intelligible.  But when we 

‗for arguments sake‘ look into the character and consequences of non-Christian 

philosophies, we encounter the repeated epistemological failure of unbelief.  Christianity 

is therefore epistemologically necessary; that is, it must be true because of the 

impossibility of the contrary.‖
16

 

 Herein is found a description of the presuppositionalist‘s argument in support of the key 

proposition.  One will notice that the justification of the key proposition is broken down 

into 2 parts…  

 

(1) Knowledge can be affirmed and made intelligible within the Christian worldview.  

(2) Non-Christian philosophies all end up in epistemological failure. 

 These two parts are the same two parts mentioned above with one slight variation.  In the 

initial representation, part 2 was represented in terms of looking at one worldview at a 

time.  However, here is found the general statement that all non-Christian philosophies 

                                                 

 

 

 
15

 Dr. Bahnsen‘s rebuttal is taken from Bahnsen, Van Tilôs Apologetic ï Readings & 

Analysis, pg. 487-489. 
16

 Bahnsen, Van Tilôs Apologetic ï Readings & Analysis, pg. 487.  
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fail.  The argument is that since the Christian worldview ―works,‖ and all other 

worldviews fail, then the Christian worldview is established in an objectively certain 

manner.  However, as has already been argued, the claim that the Christian worldview 

―works‖ while all non-Christian worldviews fail is not demonstrated in an objectively 

certain manner.  Continuing, Dr. Bahnsen‘s argues, ―In the argument between Christian 

faith and unbelief, it is important to remember that the two positions are mutually 

exclusive: one submits to the authority of God‘s revelation; the other asserts human 

autonomy.‖
17

  

 At this point, Dr. Bahnsen makes an important distinction between the Christian 

worldview and all non-Christian worldviews.  He says that all non-Christian worldviews 

assert human autonomy.  If Dr. Bahnsen were able to establish this claim, and was also 

able to establish that any worldview that asserts human autonomy ends up in 

epistemological failure, then his argument would be established.  At this point, these 

claims are merely asserted.   

Dr. Bahsnen continues, ―Despite the variety of unbelieving philosophical positions, there 

are fundamentally only two options…Van Til noted, ‗We have constantly sought to bring 

out that all forms of atheistic thinking can be reduced to one.‘  It would be incorrect, then, 

to conceive of Van Til‘s presuppositional apologetic as an inductive project to find and 

then refute every ‗imaginable‘ alternative to Christianity – every single variation, past or 

future, on the worldview of autonomous reasoning.‖
18

 

Dr. Bahnsen clearly wants to deal with the objection raised in this paper.  Van Til‘s use 

of ―atheistic thinking‖ should not be confused with the general distinction between 

theistic and non-theistic beliefs.  Rather, Van Til is using the term in the sense of all non-

Christian worldviews, both theistic and atheistic.  Dr. Van Til and Dr. Bahnsen are 

fundamentally dividing the set of all worldviews into two categories: Christianity, which 

submits to God as its authority, and the rest who all have in common ―autonomous 

reasoning.‖   

At the heart of Dr. Bahnsen‘s rebuttal is the idea of the commonality of all non-Christian 

philosophies.  He claims that all non-Christian philosophies set aside Christianity, and are 

ultimately based in human autonomy.  Dr. Bahnsen goes on to say, ―Either the living or 

true God is a person‘s philosophical point of reference and final authority, or in some 

fashion man…takes over that position and function.  Despite ‗family squabbles‘ and 

secondary deviations among unregenerate men in their thinking, they are united at the 

basic level in setting aside the Christian conception of God.‖
19

 

                                                 

 

 

 
17

 Ibid., pg. 487. 
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 Ibid., pg. 487. 
19

 Ibid., pgs. 488-489. 
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Again, if Dr. Bahnsen were able to establish this claim, and also able to establish that any 

worldview asserting human autonomy ends up in epistemological failure, then his 

argument would be established.  Dr. Bahnsen begins by making the following point, 

―Now then, since the dialogue between the believer and the unbeliever assumes the 

meaningfulness of their words and the intelligibility of their reasoning, the unbeliever 

either (1) implicitly assumes the Christian‘s presuppositions, (2) considers it a mystery 

that not everything is mysterious or nonsensical, or (3) offers a worldview in which his 

words and reasoning are meaningful.‖
20

 

Regarding (1), Dr. Bahnsen is assuming that the Christian worldview is a worldview 

where knowledge is possible.  Concerning (2), this is a deathblow to any worldview.  It is 

basically a concession speech on the order of, ―I don‘t know why there is rationality.  I 

can‘t account for it.‖  And finally there is (3) – the burden of unbelieving worldview to 

account for intelligibility, which Dr. Bahnsen claims always fails.  He says, ―If he (the 

unbeliever) attempts (3), the apologist proceeds to reduce his autonomous outlook to 

absurdity.  If the unbeliever realizes this absurdity, he may try and try again, but in each 

case the apologist redoubles his effort and again reduces autonomy to absurdity.  

Eventually the unbeliever should get the point and recognize that his efforts always fail 

because they presuppose human autonomy.‖
21

 

Once again we see the part of the apologetic where an internal critique of the opposing 

worldview takes place demonstrating its inability to justify rational inquiry.  Dr. Bahnsen 

writes, ―If the unbeliever realizes this absurdity, he may try and try again, but in each 

case the apologist redoubles his effort and again reduces autonomy to absurdity.‖
22

   

Clearly then, in terms of how this apologetic is practiced, Dr. Bahnsen indicates that in a 

particular encounter, only one case of unbelieving thought is dealt with at a time; 

however, the apologist does not demonstrate to the unbeliever that all cases of 

unbelieving thought end up in absurdity, but rather only the one that is presented ends up 

that way. 

Dr. Bahnsen once again asserts that what all of these unbelieving worldviews have in 

common is that they ―presuppose human autonomy‖ and this is the reason they all fail.  

His key points are still only assertions, and have not yet been demonstrated.   If Dr. 

Bahnsen were able to demonstrate these key points in an objectively certain manner, then 

he would succeed.  Sadly, these points are never established in such a manner. 

We continue with Dr. Bahnsen, ―Alternatively, he (the unbeliever) may make an 

admittedly ‗blind leap of faith‘ and hold out the hope that someday, somewhere, someone 

will furnish an adequate autonomous worldview to protect unbelievers against the 
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 Ibid., pgs. 487-488, footnote 41. 
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 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
22

 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
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compelling rationality of Christianity – in which case he has reverted to position (2) and 

loses anyway.‖
23

  This addresses the case where the unbeliever might appeal to a yet 

untested or unknown worldview that might meet the conditions of both rationality and 

autonomy.  

 Once again, Dr. Bahnsen is asserting that even these worldviews will all be autonomous, 

thus rendering them incapable of rationality.  Clearly, if an unbeliever makes this kind of 

arbitrary appeal, it really amounts to an acknowledged defeat.  It is arbitrary.  However, 

why point out that this reverts to position (2)?  For if all possible worldviews are 

necessarily autonomous, and if there really is an objective certain proof for this, then all 

the apologist need to do is produce the proof, and there would be no basis for any 

unbeliever ever to appeal to (2).  He would be forced to accept (1).   

This brings to light an even stronger objection in the same vein.  If there were an 

objectively certain proof, then there would be no reason for the apologist to take down 

multiple worldviews in an apologetic encounter.  There would be no reason to even know 

what the worldview of the unbeliever was.  There would be no reason to present an 

indirect argument in the Van Tillian sense.  All the apologist would need to do is present 

his proof that all non-Christian worldviews are always autonomous, and that autonomy 

always leads to irrationality.  No more could be said.  If the unbeliever wants to be 

rational, then he would be forced to accept (1).  Thus, the actual practice of the apologist 

militates against his claim of having an objectively certain proof.   

Dr. Bahnsen merely restates the same ―crucial point‖ saying all non-Christian worldviews 

are based on human autonomy.  He says, ―The kind of necessity for which 

presuppositional apologetics argues is transcendental or inherent in the arguing itself 

(showing that the precondition to intelligibility makes any unbelieving argument 

impossible), not a matter of exhaustively eliminating unbelieving worldviews (all of 

which share the critical point of presumed autonomy).‖
24

 

However, no argument establishing any of these points has been forth coming.  This leads 

to the final paragraph of Dr. Bahnsen‘s rebuttal where he says, ―Similar replies would be 

appropriate, mutatis mutandis,
25

  for David Hoover (‗For the Sake of Argument,‘ 4, 8-9), 

who thinks that ‗discursive finitude‘ (lack of omniscience) would preclude ‗a finite 

human intellect‘ from ‗achieving the perspective necessary to run an argument of such 

great consequence.‘  That is, presuppositional argumentation might show that Christianity 

is a sufficient condition for rationality, uniformity, etc., but it cannot show Christianity to 

be a necessary condition.‖
26
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 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
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 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
25

 Latin for ―with necessary changes.‖ 
26

 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
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 David Hoover‘s objection is related to the third critique of this paper.  However, instead 

of claiming that presuppositional apologetics cannot demonstrate that Christianity is a 

necessary precondition for knowledge as Hoover argues, this paper merely points out that 

it has not yet done so.  To this Dr. Bahnsen responds, ―However, it has never been held 

(from Kant onward) that a transcendental argument establishes necessity only by the 

exhaustive elimination of all real and imaginary ways of expressing the alternative (of 

which there is logically only one: the conclusion‘s negation).‖
27

 

 

This is the extent of Dr. Bahnsen‘s argument on pages 487-489 dealing with the charge 

that presuppositional apologetics does not provide certainty.  The last quote is just a 

restatement that we have really only two worldviews.  Of course, this was never 

demonstrated.   

Section 4: Final Comments  

 The presuppositionalist claims to provide an objectively certain proof for the existence 

of God.  Dr. Bahnsen‘s argument is as follows: 

Premise 1: All non-Christian worldviews are worldviews based on human autonomy. 

Premise 2: All worldviews based on human autonomy are worldviews that cannot 

provide a sufficient condition for rational inquiry. 

Premise 3: The Christian worldview is a worldview that provides a sufficient condition 

for rational inquiry.  

Conclusion: The Christian worldview is necessary for rational inquiry.  

If all non-Christian worldviews fail to provide a sufficient condition for rational inquiry 

because they are based on human autonomy, and if the Christian worldview is a 

worldview that provides a sufficient condition for rational inquiry, then it follows that 

only the Christian worldview provides a sufficient condition for rational inquiry.  By 

definition, this makes the Christian worldview necessary for rational inquiry.  However, 

Dr. Bahnsen fails to establish the above three premises in an objectively certain manner 

merely asserting that they are so.  Using Dr. Bahnsen‘s own words, ―Assertion is not 

proof.‖  Based on this, Van Tillian apologetics fails to provide an objectively certain 

proof for God‘s existence.
28

 

                                                 

 

 

 
27

 Ibid., pg. 488, footnote 41. 
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 As the reader may have noticed, the majority of Dr. Bahnsen‘s rebuttal to my argument 

was taken from one lengthy footnote in Van Tilôs Apologetic ï Readings & Analysis.  It 

may be that Dr. Bahnsen or another apologist has more adequately defended my charges 

elsewhere.  I am unaware of any such defense.  
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A Logical Analysis - John 6:44 

By Brian Bosse 

 debate between two theological positions has raged.  Arminianism, which 

questioned the doctrines of the Dutch Reformed Church in the late 16
th

 – early 

17
th

 centuries, insisted upon fallen man‘s ability to choose God apart from the 

regenerating work of the Holy Spirit.  The Dutch Reformed Church, which embraced the 

theology of Calvinism, responded by re-affirming that man is in such bondage to sin that 

apart from the regenerating work of the Holy Spirit he would never choose God.  The 

Biblical passage of John 6:44 was at the heart of this issue, especially the nature of God‘s 

drawing.  Arminians believe that God‘s drawing of people to Himself is universal, yet is 

not effectual.  That is to say, even though God draws all people, they do not necessarily 

come.  God‘s drawing is seen as an invitation that can be accepted or refused 

independently of God.  Calvinists believe that God draws only the elect, it is part of the 

regenerating work of the Holy Spirit, and it is effectual.  That is to say, God‘s drawing is 

irresistible so that everyone who is drawn necessarily comes.  This paper is a logical 

analysis of John 6:44 followed by the implications for both the traditional Arminian and 

Calvinist positions.  It is divided into four sections.  Section one will deal with the Greek 

text and translation; section two will be a logical analysis of the text – ending with John 

6:44 expressed in formal terms; section three will explore the consequences of the logical 

analysis regarding Arminianism and Calvinism; and section four will be the conclusion.  

The conclusion drawn is that under Arminian assumptions one is left with universalism; 

whereas, under Calvinist assumptions, Calvinism is found to be consistent. 

 

Section One ï The Greek Text  

John 6:44 (UBS): ͩӍ͟͞ӯͫ ͞;ͧ͛ͭ͛ͣ ҕׂͥͧ͢͟ ûͪͽͫ ͦ͟ ҕөͧ ͦӭ ӂ û͛ͭӭͪ ӂ û͗ͦ͵͛ͫ ͦ͟ Җͥͤ;ֲͬ 
͛Ӎͭͽͧ) ͤ҅͝ӵ ҅ͧ͛ͬͭͬ͘ͺ ͛Ӎͭӱͧ ҕͧ ֵͭ ҕͬʹֲ͖ͭ Ң֣ͦ͗ͪ+29

  

Any translation of an ancient language begins with the verbs.  It should be noted that 

there are five verbs in the verse: ͞;ͧ͛ͭ͛ͣ, ҕׂͥͧ͢͟, û͗ͦ͵͛ͫ, Җͥͤ;ֲͬ, and ҅ͧ͛ͬͭͬ͘ͺ.   

͞;ͧ͛ͭ͛ͣ 

δύναηαι is the 3
rd

 person singular present middle  (can be middle or passive)indicative 

form.  The translation of this verb would be ―he, she, or it is able,‖ speaking of ability.  

                                                 

 

 

 
29

Aland, B., Aland, K., Black, M., Martini, C. M., Metzger, B. M., & Wikgren, A. (1993, 

c1979). The Greek New Testament (4th ed.) (267). Federal Republic of Germany: United 

Bible Societies. 
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Most translations use the word ‗can,‘
30

 which certainly captures this meaning, especially 

if the ‗can‘ versus ‗may‘ distinction is kept in mind.  However, to avoid possible 

confusion, the more explicit ‗able‘ will be used to indicate that ability is what is being 

communicated.  Please note for future reference that this verb is a present tense verb. 

ҕׂͥͧ͢͟ 

Ộλθεᾠν is the second aorist active infinitive.  It is considered a complimentary infinitive, 

and is acting as an adverb modifying the verb δύναηαι.  This is simply translated as ―to 

come.‖ 
31

   

û͗ͦ͵͛ͫ 

û͗ͦ͵͛ͫ is the aorist active nominative masculine singular participle, and is acting in the 

second attributive position modifying the noun û͛ͭӭͪ.  This can be translated as ―having 

sent.‖ 

Җͥͤ;ֲͬ 

ἑλκύζῃ is the subjunctive aorist active 3rd person singular.  Most translators translate this 

verb as ―draws.‖  Please note that ἑλκύζῃ is in the subjunctive mood.   

҅ͧ͛ͬͭͬ͘ͺ 

ἀναζηήζω is the future active indicative 1st person singular.  It can be translated as ―I 

will raise up.‖ 

At this point, there is one other word we need to consider before presenting the 

translation – the subordinate conjunction eva.n, which indicates the protasis
32

 of a 

conditional sentence.  That is to say, the eva.n found in John 6:44 marks the beginning of 

an ―if…then…‖ conditional statement. 

In the Greek language there are distinctions made regarding the semantic categories of 

conditional sentences.  In Daniel Wallace‘s Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics he lists 

the eva.n found in John 6:44 under the category of 3
rd

 Class Conditionals.
33

 Regarding 3
rd 
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 NASB, NKJ, KJV, NIV, ESV, NRS, etc… 
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 William D. Mounce, Basics of Biblical Greek, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, MI, ©1993, 

pg. 296. 
32

 The protasis of a conditional sentence is the antecedent of the conditional sentence.  

Consider the following conditional sentence: If you believe, then you will be saved.  

―You believe‖ is the protasis (antecedent) of the conditional.     
33

 Daniel B. Wallace, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, Zondervan, Grand Rapids, MI, 

©1996, pg. 699. 
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class conditionals, Mounce states in Basics of Greek Grammar, ―Third class conditional 

sentences always have a protasis introduced by eva.n and a verb in the subjunctive.  The 

verb in the apodosis
34

 can be any tense or mood.‖
35

   As noted above, e`lku,sh is a 

subjunctive verb, and is the subjunctive verb in the protasis of our conditional statement.   

There are two subdivisions of 3
rd

 class conditionals: future more probable and present 

general.  For a conditional to be the present general case the verb in the apodosis must be 

in the present tense.
36

  As we noted above du,natai, the verb in the apodosis, is a present 

tense verb.  Our conditional fits the form of a present general conditional, and the context 

points to this.  Present general conditionals state ―a general truth, an axiomatic truth.‖
37

  

Therefore, what is being communicated in verse 44 of John 6 is an axiomatic truth 

regarding man‘s ability/inability to come to Jesus.  The passage is now able to be 

translated. 

Translation:  (A) No one is able to come to Me (B) if not the Father – the One having 

sent Me – draws him, (C) and I will raise him up on the last day.   

At first blush, many will notice that section B is translated differently than what is 

commonly found in most translations.  Section B is the protasis of the 3
rd

 class present 

general conditional.
38

  As such, the above translation is a very literal translation capturing 

the full force of the conditional.  In English, this translation is a little awkward, and 

consequently, the other translations attempt to smooth it out.  Suffice it to say, the 

translation presented is very faithful to the text, even though it may read a bit rough.  

Please note that the apodosis of the conditional is section A.  The apodosis preceding the 

protasis is a little unusual, but it certainly is not unheard of.  This is exactly what the 

grammar of the sentence dictates.   

 

Section Two ï A Logical Analysis 

The verse is grammatically set up into three sections labeled A, B, and C.  What will be 

determined is the logical relationship between these three sections.  To help with the 

                                                 

 

 

 
34

 The apodosis of a conditional sentence is the consequent of the conditional sentence.  

Consider the following conditional sentence: If you believe, then you will be saved.  

―You will be saved‖ is the apodosis (consequent) of the conditional.     
35

 Mounce, p. 288. 
36

 Ibid., p. 288. 
37

 Ibid., p. 288.  
38

 In Wallace‘s Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics he calls this type of conditional a 5
th

 

class conditional rather than distinguishing between two types of 3
rd

 class conditionals as 

does Mounce.  
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logical analysis the three sections will be put into formal language, which will require a 

little revision of the translation. 

Original: (A) No one is able to come to Me...  

Revised: (A1) He is not able to come to Me… 

A1 does not change the meaning of our verse.  ―No one is able‖ has been converted into 

―he is not able.‖   Someone might balk at this in that ―no one‖ is more general than ―he.‖  

This is a legitimate point, but in terms of the passage with the Father drawing ―him‖ and 

Jesus raising ―him,‖ changing the ―one‖ to match these pronouns does not change the 

meaning of the verse.  Also, axiomatic truths are inherently general regardless of pronoun 

specificity.  Section A put into formal symbolic terms is as follows: If q represents ―he is 

able to come to Me,‖ then A1 is logically equivalent to q× .
39

 

Original: (B) …not the Father draws him…
40

 

Revised: (B1) …the Father does not draw him… 

If p represents ―the Father does draw him,‖ then B1 is logically equivalent to ×p.   

Original: (C) … I will raise him up on the last day.
41

 

If r represents ―I will raise him up on the last day,‖ then C is logically equivalent to r.   

Revised John 6:44: ×q if ×p and r.    

The revised version of John 6:44 above reads, ―He is not able to come to Me, if the 

Father does not draw him, and I will raise him up on the last day.‖  The next step is to 

formalize ‗if‘ and ‗and.‘  At this point some interesting issues arise.  As seen from the 

grammatical discussion above regarding eva.n with the subjunctive, the relationship 

between sections A and B has been defined.  Section A is the apodosis, and section B is 

the protasis of a conditional statement.  In terms of symbolic logic this would be stated 

                                                 

 

 

 
39

 The symbol ‗×‘ designates the negation of what follows.  The negation of ―he is able‖ 

is ―he is not able.‖     
40

 The phrase ―…the One who sent Me…‖ has been purposefully left out.  It modifies the 

Father (o` path.r), and will not matter in terms of the logical analysis.  Therefore, for the 

sake of simplicity and clarity it has been left out.  Also, the ‗if‘ has been left out for the 

moment because conditional statements in logic have their own symbol to designate the 

‗if.‘  This symbol will be used once we are ready to bring the 3 sections together. 
41

 The ‗and‘ of section 3 has been purposefully left out because it is uniquely represented 

in symbolic logic, and will be used when we bring the 3 sections together.   
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the following way: ×p → ×q.
42

  This would read, ―If the Father does not draw him, then 

he is not able to come to me,‖ and carries the same meaning as does the original verse.  

The problem that faces us is how the ―and r‖ relates to the conditional sentence.  Is the r 

part of the protasis, and if so, does the mh. (not) negate both the p and the r, or just the p?  

Is the r part of the apodosis in our conditional sentence?  Or, is the r simply an additional 

proposition following our conditional statement?  In other words, there are four possible 

relationships r might have with p and q. There are as follows: (1) ( )p r q× Ø ­×; (2) 

( )p r q× Ø ­×; (3) ( )p q r× ­ × Ø ; and (4) ( )p q r× ­× Ø.
43

   

 

Possibility One: ( )p r q× Ø ­× 

This sentence reads, ―It is not the case that [if the Father draws him, and I will raise him 

up on the last day]
44
, then he is not able to come to me.‖  By the logical law of 

contraposition ( )p r q× Ø ­× is logically equivalent to ( )q p r­ Ø .
45

  This is logically 

equivalent to ( )( )q p q r­ Ø ­ , which says, ―If you are able to come to Me, then the 

Father draws you, and if you are able to come to Me, then I, [Jesus], will raise you up on 

the last day.‖  These ideas are theologically interesting, but there are some grammatical 

arguments against this reading.  

Because the text is a 3
rd

 class conditional, if possibility one were the case, then both verbs 

in our protasis would need to be in the subjunctive mood, and the verb in our apodosis 

would need to be in the past tense.  In other words, the reading would be, ―It is not the 

case that [if the Father draws him (subjunctive) and I raise him up on the last day 

(subjunctive)], then he was not able to come to Me (past tense).‖  However, the verb 

avnasth,sw is in the indicative and not subjunctive mood, and the verb du,namai is in the 

present and not past tense.  Therefore, possibility one is ruled out.    

Possibility Two: ( )p r q× Ø ­× 

                                                 

 

 

 
42

 The symbol ‗→‘ indicates implication in logic. An implication is simply an 

―if…then…‖ conditional statement.  Therefore, p → q would read, ―If p, then q.‖   
43

 The logical symbol ‗Ø‘ indicates a conjunction, i.e., ‗and.‘   
44

 Brackets will be used to make explicit the meaning of the formal statement when 

translated back into English.  In this particular instance, the brackets make explicit that ( 

pØr ) represent the protasis of the conditional.   
45

 The logical law of contraposition simply states that p → q is logically equivalent to 

×q → ×p.  This is intuitively obvious as the following will illustrate:  ―If you believe 

(p), then you will be saved (q)‖ is logically equivalent to ―if you are not saved (×q), then 

you did not believe (×p).‖ 
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This is very similar to possibility one, but logically it carries a different meaning.  It 

reads, ―If the father does not draw him, and I will raise him up, then he is not able to 

come to Me.‖  There are theological and philosophical issues with this statement.  

Assuming this condition is possible to be fulfilled, then there are three things being 

stated: (1) Jesus raises up some who are not drawn by the Father; (2) those whom the 

Father has not drawn, but Jesus raises up are not able to come to Jesus; and (3) not being 

able to come to Jesus is dependent upon the future action of Jesus raising this person.  

Regarding (1), both Arminians and Calvinists would agree this is inconsistent with the 

context of the passage.  (2) The raising up on the last day is a rising up to eternal life as 

the context indicates – see John 6:40; 47.  Both Arminians and Calvinists would deny that 

there are some who are raised on the last day that did not come to Jesus.  (3) 

Philosophically it is problematic to have the consequence of a person not being able to 

come to Jesus occur as a result of the future event of Jesus raising that person up on the 

last day.  All of these problems render this formalization very unlikely.  However, not 

even considering the theological and philosophical issues raised, this statement is 

precluded for the very same grammatical reasons possibility one was precluded. 

Possibility Three: ( )p q r× ­ × Ø   

The rendering of this statement is as follows: ―If the Father does not draw him, then [he is 

not able to come to Me, and I will raise him up].‖  This is logically equivalent to: 

( )( )p q p r× ­× Ø × ­, which reads, ―If the father does not draw him, then he is not 

able to come to Me, and if the Father does not draw him, then I will raise him up.‖  The 

theological problem with this is the idea that Jesus will raise up someone who has not 

been drawn by the Father.  As argued above, the context indicates otherwise.  However, 

this is not the only reason this reading is able to be dismissed.  The grammatical structure 

of the sentence is such that it is very unlikely section C is part of the apodosis of our 

conditional sentence.  There is no parallel construction in the New Testament or 

Septuagint where the conjunction of the apodosis is separated by the protasis.  These 

theological and grammatical issues dismiss this possibility leaving us with the most 

natural rendering of the text: possibility four.    

Possibility Four: ( )p q r× ­× Ø 

This statement reads, ―[If the Father does not draw him, then he is not able to come to 

Me], and I will raise him up on the last day.‖  This possibility is logically equivalent to 

( )q p r­ Ø , which reads, ―[If he is able to come to Me, then the Father draws him], and 

I will raise him up on the last day.‖  Of all the possibilities, this one fits the grammatical 

structure of the sentence best.  From a theological perspective, the necessary precondition 

for one‘s ability to come to Jesus is the Father drawing that person, and q p­  captures 

this perfectly.  John 6:44 can be expressed in formal terms as follows: ( )p q r× ­× Ø. 

 

Section Three ï Theological Implications of the Analysis  
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Having determined the logical structure of the passage, it is appropriate to apply this to 

the Arminian/Calvinist debate discussed above.  The Arminian position is that God draws 

all people,
46

 and as a result of this drawing all people are able to come to Jesus, but all do 

not come to Jesus.  How does this view fit in with our analysis of John 6:44? 

First, what does p q× ­× assert?  As already indicated, p q× ­× is logically 

equivalent to q p­ .  This indicates that p is a necessary precondition for q, but is not 

necessarily a sufficient precondition for q.  p is required to have q, but p may not be 

sufficient to have q.  That is to say, p q­  cannot be deduced from q p­ .  

Consequently, this means the Father‘s drawing is a necessary condition for someone to 

have the ability to come to the Son, but it does not demonstrate that it is a sufficient 

condition.  That is to say, John 6:44 by itself does not say whether God‘s drawing makes 

it possible for someone to come.  The verse only says that God‘s drawing is necessary 

before someone is able to come.  Both Calvinists and Arminians correctly believe that 

God‘s drawing is both necessary and sufficient, but this is demonstrated by other 

passages in conjunction with John 6:44.   

The Arminian position that ―God draws all people, and therefore all people are able to 

come‖ is compatible with John 6:44, but is not something that John 6:44 necessarily 

asserts.  However, based on the earlier logical analysis, there is a startling consequence 

not consistent with traditional Arminianism that follows from these assumptions.  It has 

already been established that John 6:44 is saying: ( )q p r­ Ø .  Applying the assumption 

that ―God draws all people, and therefore all people are able to come‖ to the verse we are 

left with the following: 

Premise 1: [If he is able to come to Me, then the Father drew him], and I will raise him 

up on the last day. (John 6:44)  

Premise 2: He is able to come to Me. (Arminian Position)  

Conclusion: The Father drew him, and I (Jesus) will raise him up on the last day.    

This is a very startling conclusion.  If all people are able to come, i.e., if every ―him‖ is 

able to come, then every ―him‖ will be raised up on the last day.  This is universalism.  

The Arminian will object by saying that Jesus only raises those who do come.  That is to 

say, they want to understand the referent of ‗him‘ in section C as the one who actually 

comes.  However, this is not what John 6:44 says.  This verse only mentions those who 

are drawn, and those who are able to come.  Therefore, the ‗him‘ in section C either 

refers to the one drawn, or it refers to the one able to come.  There is no referent for the 

one who actually comes.     
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 Arminians will normally appeal to John 12:32 in support of this. 



JOURNAL OF THE NORTH AMERICAN SEMINARY 

The Calvinist, as does the Arminian, believes that all those drawn have the ability to 

come.  As mentioned earlier, this position is compatible with John 6:44, but cannot be 

derived from John 6:44 alone.  The Calvinist, contra the Arminian, also believes that all 

who are drawn will necessarily come and will be raised up on the last day.  Regarding 

those drawn, the Calvinist believes that only the elect are drawn.  Is the Calvinist position 

compatible with John 6:44?   

Premise 1: [If he is able to come to Me, then the Father drew him], and I will raise him 

up on the last day. (John 6:44)    

Premise 2: All the elect are able to come to Me. (Calvinist Position)   

Conclusion: The Father draws all the elect, and I (Jesus) will raise all the elect up on the 

last day. 

This conclusion is completely compatible with the Calvinist position.   In a sense, the 

Father‘s drawing is a universal drawing.  It is a universal drawing of the elect.  That is to 

say, all of the elect will be drawn.  The universal affirmative conclusion that the Father 

draws all the elect, and that all the elect will all be raised up on the last day is articulated 

by Peter when he says, ―The Lord is not slow about His promise…but is patient toward 

you, not wishing for any to perish but for all to come to repentance.‖
47

      

 

Section Four ï Conclusion    

Based on the aforementioned analysis, one cannot definitively declare that Calvinism is 

correct.  Rather, one can only say that Calvinism is consistent with John 6:44.  The 

traditional Arminian position, however, has been demonstrated to be inconsistent with the 

teaching of John 6:44.  When the traditional Arminian position is applied to the verse 

universalism is the result.  The debate is no longer between the Arminian and the 

Calvinist, but rather between the Calvinist and the Universalist. 
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Do Your Really Delight In The Bible? 

By Richard Gagnon 

he life of faith is a life based on the Word of God. Every authentic Christian will 

agree with it. However, it is not the case that most Christians take it very 

seriously. In fact, we are living in a century where the Bible is no longer what it 

was in the lives of the saints of the past. 

I do not want to generalize, but there is nevertheless a very deep truth in what I am saying 

here. When is the last time you have met a Christian who was humble enough to admit to 

you that the reading of the Bible was not a serious exercise in his/her own life? If we 

want to be frank, the answer to this question is this: I have met many such Christians 

many times. And if it is the case with the Christians I know, it is more than likely the case 

with you as well. Modern Christians are not devoted readers of their Bible. Now, we must 

ask why if we want to find a solution to this problem. I want to show you at least two 

different reasons. 

1. God is no longer what He was, even in the heart of the modern Christian. 

If you have read a bit of Christians‘ lives of the past you already understand what I mean. 

For example, the Puritan‘s era is very far from ours. In that time, the place God occupied 

in the hearts of those believers was so big that to see a man/woman not reading his/her 

Bible on a regular basis would have been seen as a worldly way of living the Christian 

life. I would admit that I agree with it to a certain point. Now, I understand that many 

Christians have always the famous argument telling us: "You know, I am not a big 

reader." The point is that God does not want us to read His Word on the basis of if we 

are a reader or not, but on the basis of our need to meet Him through the revelation He 

has left to us in order to know Him. In His sovereignty, God decided to reveal Himself 

through the pages of Scriptures and if we want to know Him we have no other choice to 

go where He is revealing Himself; and this particular place is the Bible. It is for this very 

reason that we call the Bible "The special revelation". 

You know, God is a Spirit and to conceive a Spirit apart from a precise and accurate 

revelation is totally impossible to human minds. Moreover, the apostle Paul said: "For 

who knows a personôs thoughts except the spirit of that person, which is in him? So 

also no one comprehends the thoughts of God except the Spirit of God. Now we have 

received not the spirit of the world, but the Spirit who is from God, that we might 

understand the things freely given us by God." (1 Cor. 2.11-12 ) 

So, my friends, if you feel a deep lack of spiritual intimacy with God through His Word, I 

ask you to repent and go back where you were the most delighted in the beginning of 

your Christian life; namely in the Bible. But there is a second reason why so many 

Christians are not devoted to the reading of their Bible. 

2. The richness of Christ is no longer what it should be in the hearts of the believers. 

T 
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Dear friend, who is the Lord Jesus for you? What does he really represent to your soul? Is 

Jesus only an historical religious figure, who walked on this earth 2,000 years ago, and 

nothing more? You know, the person of Christ takes another sense in our heart the 

moment we ask ourselves the following question: "Where did Jesus Christ come 

from?" Now, let us consider a couple of answers to this question. 

A. He came from a simple Jewish family whose Joseph and Mary were the parents. 

Though it is true on the temporal level, we must not forget that Jesus Christ had 

something more than just that! He had a divine nature. And on this level, he had no 

beginning. He is the eternal Son of the living God. The fact that he is both human and 

divine must seize us immediately on a specific point: He has therefore a divine 

character whose the authority depends. Jesus said: "My kingdom is not of this world." 

In this simple sentence we have three powerful truths about Jesus. 

- Jesus is a King (he talked about his kingdom). 

- Jesus is not an ordinary man as we are (he said that it was not of this world). 

- Jesus came from another world ("this" world, as opposed to another). 

Now, if Jesus came from a kingdom that is not of this world we have already a first clue 

reminding us his richness. 

B. Coming from above, did he really have a special mission on earth? 

A man who comes from Canada to visit USA or India, or Australia may be there for 

different reasons: a simple trip, his job, to meet someone important, etc. But the common 

thing is this. He comes for no other thing than an earthly goal. But it was not the case for 

Jesus. Although he came to save sinners that belong to earth, their final destiny is the 

eternity either in hell or heaven. And to achieve his special mission of redemption, Jesus 

Christ had to come from above to reach those from below in order to be brought above. 

You see the chain?: Above, below, above again. The mission of Christ was one of great 

rescue. We saw recently through the news, in many parts of the world, all the tragedies 

that happened in China through a tremendous earthquake, in Myanmar (formerly known 

as Burma) through a devastating cyclone, and all the rest. We see many rescuers working 

hard many hours a day trying to avoid the worse: the loss of thousands of lives under the 

remaining ruins left behind. The point is this. Many are acting as rescuers and their 

mission has no guarantee to fulfill the expected results. What I mean is this. Many will be 

left unsaved from the ruins and they will die. Now, it is quite another thing with the 

mission of Jesus Christ. He was acting as a kind of "divine loner", being the Only One 

that could achieve the huge task of rescuing all his elect (those who would put their faith 

in him and in him alone - hence the "Solus Christus" of the Reformation). Added to that, 

he was mandated by the Father not to fail at all. Listen to what he said:  

"All that the Father gives me will come to me, and whoever comes to me I will never cast 

out. For I have come down from heaven, not to do my own will but the will of him who 

sent me. And this is the will of him who sent me, that I should lose nothing of all that he 

has given me, but raise it up on the last day." (John 6.37-39) 
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Granted, many will die without Christ, but not a single one of the elect will be left 

unsaved since Jesus said that no one given to him will be left without hope. As you can 

see, the mission of Jesus was much more important than any other earthly missions that 

ever happened in the history of mankind. He was alone to carry out all this gigantic task 

and had not the right to fail. And he did notéPraise God! 

So, if we keep in mind that the Jesus of the Bible is such a divine character walking on 

earth, what a good reason to be drawn to the Bible to read this wonderful story that is 

always new for the one who loves Him. 

In conclusion of this editorial, I encourage you to go back to read your Bible if you have 

neglected it for a time. On the basis of who God is and who Christ is, the Bible must 

remain the best treasure in the heart of the believer. Amen! 
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Epis-technology 

By W. F. Bauerle 
 

eil Postman in his book Technopoly address's the effect technology has on our 

culture, and ultimately its influence on our world view. The point of his work is 

to show how a culture will go from, what he terms, a "tool using culture" to 

being a "tool of the tool." While this work is a very "broad stroke" on the 

subject of Epistemology, Postman touches on the effect technology has had on it. 

Therefore, I intend to limit myself in this paper to discussion on this topic only. I will 

also be drawing on another Postman's writings as well, Amusing Ourselves to Death. In 

this book he looks specifically at the effect television has had on this area. 

Let's start with Postman's definition of epistemology for the purpose of his writings. As 

he says, "In particular, I want show that definitions of truth are derived, at least in part, 

from the character of the media of communication through which information is 

conveyed." This corresponds with a portion of the definition of epistemology given us in 

the New Dictionary of Theology, "The study of nature and basis of experience." He also 

noted, "tools [technology] play a central role in the thought-world of the culture. 

Everything must give way, in some degree, to their development. The social and 

symbolic worlds become increasingly subject to the requirements of that development. 

Tools are not integrated into the culture; they attack the culture, they bid to become the 

culture. As a consequence, tradition, social mores, myth, politics, ritual, and religion have 

to fight for their lives." (1) What we see in these statements is a shift in the paradigm in the 

realm of "knowledge." When he speaks of "technology" in this context, we must think 

not of the "tools" as the development of function, but "tools" that have become the 

framework of how we think. We have seen in the realm of science that the scientist's 

"tools" have come to define the information they can know. This has its most glaring 

evidence in Quantum Physics. It has been noted concerning light particles, "Entities 

cannot be said to have particle or wave properties independent of the observations made 

to measure these properties." (2) As Percey and Thaxton went on to say, "the observer 

creates what he observes."(3) Needless to say, technology, therefore, has undermined the 

whole area of "knowledge" in the world of the one who studies physics. "Gone was the 

confidence in the human ability to discover any coherent truth."(4) I tend to think this 

undermining has more to do with the "tools" than the "knowability" of what the scientist 

is seeking to understand. Truth will always have to exist, whether or not it is observed or 

made sense of. This sense of "unknowingness", however, touches the guy down the street 

that has never peered into an electron microscope. In fact, the whole culture seems to be 

asking, "can we be justified in claiming what we know if what we know is merely the 

product of our "tools?"" He may not be asking this question in so many words, but a 

sense of uncertainty ,nevertheless, does permeate the whole of our culture. In the past, 

however, this paradigm was outside the realm of the "technology." Most notable, of 

course, was the Christian worldview. As Postman notes, " [Medieval theologians] took as 

a first and last principle that all knowledge and good come from God, and therefore all 

human enterprises must be directed toward the service of God. Theology, not technology, 

N 
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provided people with the authorization for what to do or think."(5) What has happened, 

however, is that now we sit in just the opposite chair where technology, not theology 

provide people with the authorization for what to do or think. One of the best examples of 

this in our culture is both the television and computer. The notion of "knowledge", and in 

particular what is "true", is vitally connected to both of these tools in our culture. In fact 

without reference to these technologies, "knowledge" becomes suspect. Let me state this 

in its juxtaposition, when referred to, they become a significant authority in any "truth 

claim." We have all experienced the statement that such-and-such must be true because "I 

saw it on TV" or "I got it off the internet." It use to be that what was printed held this 

high position, but the "creditability" of technology has pushed this down the ladder a 

notch. Let me give example. I presently have a 386 computer and to mention such a thing 

promptly raises eyebrows and extracts snickers. Now what we tacitly think is that "the 

old technology is not trustworthy while the new is." Now I willing admit its slowness, but 

the word processing program still has the same dictionary and thesaurus as the current 

technology. Take also the weight of television, not owning one leads to an automatic 

assumption that somehow one is not privy to what is taking place in the world. Again the 

assertion is that the only valid source for such information is the current technology, in 

this case the "Big Screen TV". This is exactly what Postman notes, "truth does not, and 

never has, come unadorned. It must appear in its proper clothing or it is not 

acknowledged, which is a way of saying that the "truth" is a kind of cultural prejudice."(6) 

This sounds hauntingly familiar to Marshall McLuhan's statement "The medium is the 

message." What we need to consider, therefore, is what is the message being 

communicated and how does this affect Epistemology. Three things I want to note here. 

First, the responsibility we place upon these technologies. Postman says, "I am constantly 

amazed at how obediently people accept explanations that begin with the words "The 

computer shows...."or "the computer has determined..." It is Technopoloy's equivalent to 

the sentence "it is God's will," and the effect is roughly the same." We have come to a 

place of uncritical acceptance as the final authority the word of these technologies. 

Instead of "Sola Scriptura" we have "Sola Data Base." It is the frame work, the world 

view that orders our lives. Second, the speed at which both of these technologies has 

changed in the past decade. We all know how fast the technology of these two "tools" 

change. Even the TV, which for many-a year remained fairly stable in development, has 

taken to sudden fits of obsolescence generating development. Thirdly, the deceptive 

illusion that is inherent in these technologies. The power to create illusion is at its greatest 

in their (computer & television) combined effort, as evidenced in "virtual reality" 

technologies. We must conclude that it is no wonder a sense of uncertainty underlies our 

certainty of what can be "known". It is sort of the ultimate catch-22 situation. The very 

technologies we hold out as our authority in our "knowledge", are the very technologies 

that we ultimately can not trust as a source of truth. This is what Postman would want us 

to come to; not the rejection of technology, but the realization that it does not offer us the 

world view that will keep our wheels on. Lets look now at what Postman suggests as an 

alternative. 

Postman's seems to cling the idea of a metaphysic as a frame work for proper use and 

placement of technologies, however, this is where his work comes up a little short. He 

often mentions a wide variety of meta-narratives which he seems to bemoan our 

abandonment of. For example he says "At risk of repetition, I must point out again that 
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the source of the world's greatest narratives has been religion, as found, for example, in 

Genesis or the Bhagavad-Gita or the Koran."(7) Because of his all-inclusive view, it seems 

to me that he holds these things not as a overarching "truth" that makes sense of the 

particulars, but more of a romantic thought that just sort-a makes sense to hold to. 

Approaching this from what appears to be a "complementary" position, Postman really 

does not have any content in the "religion set" to make sense of the "science set". For 

without the "religious set" having content, particularly in the idea of a designed creation, 

there is no real place for the "science set" to have a starting point for understanding. For 

example the Christian has the position to observe the creation because he knows 

something of the God that created it. Percey and Thaxton agree with this when they note, 

"Scientific investigation depends upon certain assumptions about the world - and science 

is impossible until those assumptions are in place."(8) Postman's position, I would insist, 

offers no more of a world view or "paradigm" as a basis for understanding science than 

what we have abandoned above.  

Let us take a look at Postman's "take" on science. Postman offers a punctuated definition 

of science when he says "What separates scientific statements from nonscientific 

statements is that the former can be subjected to the test of falsifiability. What makes 

science possible is not our ability to recognize "truth" but our ability to recognize 

falsehood." (9) As far as the author's position on his scientific "view", he suggests a return 

to the past in terms of education. I would not say, however, that Postman is a romantic 

concerning the history or philosophy of science. He does not propagate a "return to those 

thrilling days of yesteryear," but to recapture the teaching of both the history and 

philosophy of science. "I have stressed the importance of teaching the history of science 

in every science course, but this is no more important than teaching its "philosophy."(10) 

"The histories teacher must go far beyond the "event" level into the realm of concepts, 

theories, hypotheses, comparisons, deductions, evaluations. The idea is to raise the level 

of abstraction at which "history" is taught."(11) Postman is warning us about the Post-

modern man's position of exclaiming with Philip D Kenneson "There's no such thing as 

objective truth, and it's a good thing too."(12) How disastrous for man to arrive at that 

point, because he has lost not only the starting place for science, but also the starting 

place for ethics, history and man as well. Our mistake has been to look to technology for 

answers. To try to find meaning for our existence within the confines of our own 

existence will always leave us wanting. Even Jean-Paul Sartre noted, "[an] infinite point 

is absurd if it has no infinite reference point."(13) 

In conclusion, Postman has provided us with a warning concerning our view of 

technology and its effect on how we view our existence. The warning is that we have 

placed a credibility on technology that it has no construct to hold. Technology was never 

meant to make us the "tools" but was meant to be our "tool." Though not to a solid meta-

narrative, Postman points to where that creditability ought to be placed. Finally, while we 

do not look to the past romantically, we must return to the point of departure where 

history and philosophy of science were taught. 
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Make Disciples, Not Just Converts 

By Wilbur Pickering, Ph.D.  

N 

ow let's look at the words of the Lord Jesus that we find in Matthew 28:18-20, Christ's 

Great Commission. The first thing that catches our attention is the declaration in verse 

18: "All authority has been given to me, in heaven and on earth." In other words, Jesus 

declares Himself to be the Sovereign of the Universe, the Greatest. This declaration 

embodies at least two consequences for Christ's followers. 

First, it is a basic condition for success that we know that our Commander is the Greatest. 

It is this unshakable certainty that will enable us to face the enemy and adverse 

circumstances without fear or vacillation. 

Next, any order given by the Highest Authority of the universe demands total attention 

and absolute respect. To begin, such respect should translate into close attention to the 

precise meaning of the order. We must define the semantic content as completely and 

exactly as possible. When our Master gives an order He obviously expects to be obeyed, 

correctly and completely. So then, let's consider the semantic content of the command. 

What Does the Command Mean? 

A strict translation could go something like this: "As you go, disciple all ethnic nations, 

baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching 

them to keep everything that I have commanded you." (We could also translate, "make 

disciples in all ethnic nations".) We observe that only one verb is imperative, namely 'to 

disciple'. It follows that the essence of the order will be found in this verb. I am aware 

that we are used to reading the verb 'to go' as if it were imperative also, but it isn't--it is a 

past participle. Therefore it may not carry the main action, it is circumstantial. If we just 

think about it a bit I believe it will become clear. One 'goes' so as to arrive where he 

intends to work. One could spend his whole life 'going' and never do anything, a 

professional tourist. The Lord Jesus assumes that we will be going, or have already gone 

(strictly speaking the translation would be "having gone"). In other words, wherever each 

one may be, in line with God's will for each, the command is to make disciples. 

The command is to make disciples. Unfortunately the Authorized Version misleads us 

with the rendering "teach"--the verb 'to teach' does indeed come at the beginning of verse 

20, but is not in verse 19. (In passing we may note that almost all the Greek MSS that 

have this passage [95%] do not have the word 'therefore', which is why I didn't include it 

in my rendering.) Given that the command is to make disciples, the first thing we need to 

do is understand the precise meaning that Jesus gave to the word 'disciple', because 

therein lies the essence of the order.  
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So then, what did Jesus understand by 'disciple'? The immediate context gives us a good 

idea, because verse 20 says: "teaching them to keep everything that I have commanded 

you." That means that making disciples involves teaching (not just preaching). But, 

teaching what? Teaching to keep (that is, obey) everything that Jesus commanded. But 

since one doesn't obey something he doesn't know about, we must begin by teaching the 

commands themselves, all of them. Now, is that really what we are doing in our 

churches, by and large? 

I invite the reader's attention to Luke 14:25-33, the only passage that preserves in Christ's 

own words His definition of 'disciple', where He uses the word so there can be no doubt 

what He is describing (the concept of discipleship is doubtless present in other passages 

too, but since the word 'disciple' does not occur the point could be disputed). Three times 

we encounter the expression "cannot be my disciple," an expression that is emphatic in 

the original Text. The effect is to present us with three absolute conditions--if you do not 

meet them there is no way you can be Jesus' disciple. So, let's consider these conditions. 

"Hate" 

We find the first condition in verse 26. "If anyone comes to me but does not hate his 

father and mother, wife and children, brothers and sisters, yes, and even his own life, he 

cannot be my disciple." What a difficult statement! Are we really supposed to "hate", and 

particularly those who are nearest and dearest to us? Doesn't God command us to love? 

This is really a hard word; what can Jesus mean by it? It should be understood in 

comparative terms, as in the parallel passage in Matthew 10:37: "whoever loves father or 

mother more than me is not worthy of me." 

In other words, if I propose to follow Jesus as His disciple He demands that I place my 

relationship with Him above every relationship in this life, be it with father, mother, wife, 

children or myself (which is the bottom line). Jesus demands first place, without 

competition. Now then, whoever maintains such a relationship with the Lord Jesus will 

now and again be obliged (by Jesus Himself) to act in ways that those who do not have 

such a relationship with Him will not understand. 

They will not know how to interpret his attitude correctly. They will mistake it for 

carelessness, belittling, disdain, even hate. Consider the following.  

On more than one occasion I have had someone tell me to my face that I must disdain my 

wife and children in that I took them to live in an 'Indian' village in the middle of the 

Amazon jungle. 

They just couldn't understand my course of action. How could a husband and father with 

my training and abilities possibly expose his family to such a difficult, primitive and even 

dangerous life, depriving them of the comfort and advantages of the city? They could 

only interpret my attitude as irresponsible, at best. 

And how many missionaries, whose parents didn't share the ideals of their children, when 

it came to the leave-taking, that difficult hour when they were about to embark for a 
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foreign shore, haven't heard from the lips of their own parents words to this effect: "My 

son, you must hate us, you are abandoning us, you are throwing your life away; how can 

you do this?!" In their distress the parents use just such language--they interpret their 

child's action as irresponsibility, disdain, even hate. So we see that Jesus wasn't 

exaggerating, He wasn't being ridiculous when He said "hate". 

However, I wish to pursue the question of acting responsibly. Did I act irresponsibly by 

taking my family to live in the jungle? Which is better, the jungle with Jesus or the city 

without Him? If I take my family to the jungle in obedience to Jesus' command then He 

must accept responsibility for the consequences. If I remain in the city against His will 

then it is I who must answer for it. The question is both serious and practical--I know a 

man who understood clearly that he had a missionary call, but he didn't obey; he 

"couldn't" subject his wife to such a life.  

Actually, the Old Testament gives us the account of certain men that took a similar 

position. 

I am thinking of the 'warriors' of Israel at Kadesh Barnea (Num. 13 and 14). On God's 

calendar it was time to invade the promised land, but ten of the twelve spies discouraged 

the crowd and they rebelled against God's order, an order that had already been given. To 

justify their attitude the men used their families--if they obeyed they would be killed, and 

then what would happen to the women and children? As if that weren't enough they made 

a counter proposal to God: it would be better to die right there. (It is dangerous to offer 

God a counter proposal, because He is likely to accept it, as in this case.) As a result they 

spent 38 more years wandering in the desert (see Deut. 2:14) until each one of the men 

who voted against God in Kadesh Barnea died. Not a single one crossed the Jordan. 

As for the women and children, the supposed excuse for the disobedience, God caused 

them to enter the promised land! 

My brethren, better far to face any danger than to disobey the known will of God. Don't 

even think of making a counter proposal! Our Master takes full responsibility for the 

consequences of His orders, when they are obeyed. The way to be really irresponsible is 

to deprive your family of God's protection, exposing them to the consequences of your 

disobedience. A true disciple of Christ will choose to "hate" his family, and his own life, 

rather than disobey. That's the way it's suppose to be. 

"Bear your Cross" 

We find the second condition in verse 27 (Lk. 14). "Whoever does not bear his cross and 

follow me cannot be my disciple." What do you suppose the Lord means by "cross"? 

Would it be the ornament some people wear, some problem in your life or that neighbor 

you can't stand? No. Two thousand years ago 'cross' represented just one thing--death. It 

represented a form of execution, in fact the most shameful one at the time. Luke 9:23 

sheds more light on this matter: "If anyone wishes to come after me, let him deny 

himself, take up his cross each day, and follow me." The semantic content of the verb 
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"bear" (Lk. 14:27) gives the idea of continuous action. Here in Lk. 9:23 we must take up 

our cross "each day"--evidently it is a daily dying that is called for.  

Indeed, the Apostle Paul uses just such an expression in 1 Corinthians 15:31, saying that 

he died daily. But how are we to understand that statement? Clearly it doesn't refer to 

physical death. 

What then? I believe the "let him deny himself" of Luke 9:23 gives us the necessary clue. 

It is death to self, to one's own ideas, ambitions and desires; it is to give up my supposed 

right to run my own life. And this disposition must be renewed each day, and maybe 

every hour. Romans 12:1 says it a different way when it speaks of presenting our bodies 

as a "living sacrifice". 

But doesn't that phrase seem a little strange to you? In the Old Testament, among all 

those sacrificed animals, was there ever a "living" sacrifice? When and how did an 

animal become a sacrifice? Wasn't it when its throat was cut and its blood shed? So there 

were only dead sacrifices. 

But Paul speaks of a "living" sacrifice. I believe it refers to the same thing as "bear your 

cross"--it is to live dying, to die constantly. It is to deny yourself at every step. And Jesus 

affirms that without this attitude it is impossible to be His disciple. 

"Renounce All you Own" 

The third condition is in verse 33 (Lk. 14). "So also, whoever among you does not 

renounce all that he has cannot be my disciple." The "so also" links this verse to the two 

illustrations given in verses 28-32. I would say that those illustrations relate to the act of 

entering the relationship of disciple, which will be treated presently, but it is worth noting 

that we are looking at a deliberate, considered decision, an act of the will. And nothing 

else will do, because Jesus demands complete renunciation, unconditional surrender--in 

short, "all that we have". 

Taking the three conditions together, they can be taken as three different ways of saying 

the same thing. Although one condition deals with relationships, another with ambitions 

and the third with possessions, they are all expressions of one basic reality. Our Lord 

Jesus Christ requires total commitment! Now we can affirm the definition that the Lord 

gave to 'disciple'. To Jesus, a disciple is someone who is totally committed to HIM. 

Returning to Matthew 28:19, we can give a clear meaning to the command. We are 

ordered to make disciples--disciples, not merely believers or converts --disciples, in the 

sense that the Lord Jesus gives to the term--disciples, people whose lives really and truly 

revolve around Christ's Cause and Will, people who are living with a view to the 

Kingdom, in very truth! 
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The Strategic Effect 

So, how are our churches doing it, by and large? In general the focus is on evangelism, 

isn't it? We are concerned to 'win souls', to see people get saved. (That's in the churches 

that still believe the Bible; there are others that are little better than social clubs and are 

already in the enemy's hand.) 

In 'traditional' or 'historical' churches the new believer is urged to attend the services and 

participate in the life of the church; if he wants to be really good he should be a tither. In 

'pentecostal' or 'charismatic' churches the new believer should also seek the 'second 

blessing'; once he has been 'baptized in the Spirit' then he has really arrived. But who is 

making disciples of the sort that Jesus commanded?  

What might the practical consequence of our emphasis be? It is precisely the tragic 

picture that has already been presented: half the people in the world have yet to hear the 

Gospel; a third of the ethnic nations still lack a spokesman of Christ. Of necessity. The 

emphasis on merely winning souls fills the churches with children, children spiritually 

(regardless of physical age). So, what's wrong with that? Well, do children work? 

Children don't work, they make work (and how!). My dear friends, we are face to face 

with a problem as big as the world, literally. Even though it may hurt, we need to study 

this matter objectively and with courage--the eternal destiny of the world is at stake. 

Abandoned Children Are Bad News! 

What should we think of a man who goes around fathering children without giving a 

thought to food, shelter, education, in short the necessary care for those children? We will 

be perfectly justified in calling him irresponsible, an enemy of our society. Yes, because 

he will be contributing abandoned children to our society, and in all probability many, if 

not most, of them will become delinquent and criminal elements. Abandoned children are 

bad news! I would like to suggest for the reader's careful consideration that there is an 

almost perfect analogy between the physical and spiritual realms in this matter.  

When we give birth to spiritual children (so to speak), but do not disciple them, do not 

lead them to a total commitment to Jesus, do not help them to become spiritual adults, we 

reap a variety of negative consequences. What makes a pastor age prematurely? Is it the 

unbelievers out in the world, or is it the childishness in the church? Obviously it is the 

spiritual childishness in the church. 

(One might observe in passing that justice may be served, because when a pastor only 

preaches evangelistic sermons he himself is mainly responsible—he doesn't feed the 

sheep. Goat food is no good for sheep.) 

In doing personal evangelism what is the most frequent objection one hears? Isn't it the 

way believers live? It is spiritual childishness in the church. And then there are the 

'scalded cats'--those who say, "I used to be a believer". What do you suppose happened? 

Presumably he listened to the preaching, responded to the invitation, followed the 

instructions and gave signs of life, participating in the activities of the church. But then 

Satan landed on him, the Christian life wasn't the 'bed of roses' it 
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was supposed to be, there were more problems than blessings. And since nobody 

explained what was happening, nobody discipled him, he began to be discouraged, to 

become perplexed, to feel disillusioned and abandoned. So he begins to withdraw and 

before you know it has fallen away. Now he's a 'scalded cat', he's been 'vaccinated'. To 

win him back is hard work, not to mention the negative ripples that have gone out to his 

family and neighborhood.  

When we think of the unreached peoples of the world the problem of the spiritual 

childishness in the churches becomes critical. We need soldiers, and children aren't very 

good at that. Fortunately few of them offer themselves. But it does happen that not 

everyone who volunteers, and who winds up being sent to the mission field, is a disciple-

-some are little better than children. 

And if a child tries to do a man's work, will the job be done properly? Not likely. The 

child, poor thing, is doing the best that he can, but he doesn't have the strength, 

knowledge, experience or ability of a man. He is a child. A lost and dying world need 

adults, it needs disciples. 

Dear people, let us be responsible parents! It is terribly, tragically irresponsible to give 

birth to children (in the spiritual realm too) without accepting the natural and necessary 

consequences--to feed them, protect them and train them until they become adults. 

Abandoned children are bad news. I believe that our Master's example is very much to 

the point. 

The Example of Christ, and of Paul 

What procedure did the Lord Jesus use during His three years of ministry here in this 

world? 

With whom did He spend most of His time? Wasn't it with twelve men? They walked 

together, ate together, slept in the same place, heard and observed all that the Master did, 

during two years. And Jesus staked everything on those men. When He returned to 

Heaven the future of the Church was in their hands. If they had failed altogether the 

Church would have been finished before it got properly started. 

And when Jesus was dealing with the crowds, what did He do? Did He promote 

evangelistic campaigns? It's not in the record. What the Sacred Text does record is that in 

the main He taught the people, sometimes the whole day. That's because Jesus wanted 

disciples. At any given time the well-being of the Church depends on the disciples that 

are in existence. 

It would appear that the Apostle Paul, at least, understood Christ's example and strategy, 

because he too was concerned to make disciples. As he said goodbye to the church in 

Ephesus he affirmed: "I kept back nothing that was helpful, but proclaimed it to you, and 

taught you publicly and from house to house" (Acts 20:20), and again: "I did not avoid 

declaring to you the whole counsel of God" (vs. 27). Paul did not limit himself to an 

evangelistic message--he wanted disciples. I gather that his main purpose in writing his 
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epistles was to help the believers become disciples. Colossians 1:28 says it well: "whom 

[Christ] we preach, warning every man and teaching every man in all wisdom, that we 

may present every man perfect in Christ Jesus."  

Ephesians 4:11-13 is even more to the point, because Paul ascribes this purpose to Christ 

Himself. He it was who gave apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors and teachers to the 

Church, "for the equipping of the saints for the work of the ministry, for the edifying of 

the body of Christ, till we all come to the unity of the faith and the knowledge of the Son 

of God, to a perfect man, to the measure of the  stature of the fullness of Christ." In other 

words, Christ wants disciples, in the sense that was explained above. In 2 Timothy 2:2 

Paul makes clear that there are to be successive generations of disciples, presumably until 

the return of Christ. 

So what was the result when the Apostles followed this strategy? They reached their 

world in their generation. And if we regain the same emphasis, shouldn't we also be able 

to reach our world in this generation? I believe so. Let's see how it can work. 

How it Works 

To make disciples takes time and may be uncomfortable, but it is the fastest and surest 

way to effectively reach the world. At first glance this may seem unreasonable. In fact, 

the idea that seems to prevail in today's evangelical world is mass evangelism--we must 

win as many souls as possible. The more souls and the less time, the better. The only 

trouble is that it doesn't work. It may yield an apparent rapid growth, but the work will 

collapse for lack of an adequate foundation and infrastructure. Children don't work, they 

make work. 

To make a disciple one must spend time with him, like Jesus did. And we need to be open 

and honest; we must not pretend to be 'super-saints' that have no problems, never sin, are 

never attacked by Satan, etc. We must explain the reason for things, give 'hands on' 

orientation, really ground them in the faith, (It is possible to attain the category of 

'disciple' on your own, but it tends to be a long and painful process, precisely for lack of 

orientation.) 

It may appear to be too slow, but it winds up being the fastest. Let's just suppose that I'm 

the only true disciple of Christ in the world today (obviously that's not true, and thank 

God it isn't!), just for the sake of the argument. Let's say that this year I manage to make 

one disciple--I not only win a soul but I teach and establish him, I lead him to really 

commit himself to Jesus. So then there will be two of us, right?  

(Perhaps someone is questioning the possibility of making a disciple in a year. The main 

secret is in a total commitment to Jesus. Until someone yields in this way his spiritual 

growth will be slow, if there is any--we have all seen how it goes, three steps forward and 

two (or three) steps back. When we acknowledge Christ's right to rule us we give the 

Holy Spirit free rein to work in our lives and may grow rapidly, reaching levels of 

spirituality that most Christians don't even dream of.) 
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Returning to our 'argument', during the next year each of us makes another disciple--we 

not only win two souls but we teach and establish them, we lead them to really commit 

themselves to Jesus. And then there will be four of us, right? The third year we four each 

win and disciple one more, which makes eight. (You don't have to be a renowned 

evangelist; you don't have to win 300 souls a year; just win one, provided you also 

disciple him.) The fourth year we double again, which brings us to sixteen. If we repeat 

this procedure year by year at the end of ten years we will have 1,024 disciples! Can you 

imagine it? What pastor would not be pleased if he planted a church and after ten years' 

work had 1,000 members? But let's move on and look at the second decade. 

If we continue at the same rate, we will finish the eleventh year with 2,048 disciples. 

Doubling each year we will finish the second decade with all of 1,048,576 disciples! 

Then the 21st year we would have 2,097,152, and so on until the end of the third decade 

when we would have 1,073,741,824 disciples. That's right, more than one billion as the 

result of only thirty years of disciple making, each one making one more per year. If we 

kept on for just four additional years we would reach the figure of over 17 billion. Of 

course, there are less than six billion people in the world today, so we could lose over 

half of our total on the way and still reach the world within 34 years! 

What do you say, shall we go for it? 

But, wait just a minute. That was if we started with only one, but of course there are 

many more. Do you suppose there might be one million true disciples (not just believers) 

in the world today? I believe so, and there are doubtless many more. Well then, that being 

the case we can subtract twenty years from the 34 that would be needed to reach the 

world. Sure, because according to the suggested plan it would take twenty years to get 

from one to a million. So if we already have over a million disciples we can finish 

reaching the world within fourteen years. Fair enough? 

I know that you have already thought of several objections. That plan is too ideal; it does 

not allow for the numerous barriers that exist: barriers ideological, political and religious, 

barriers of geography, language and culture, the barrier of human weakness with its many 

manifestations, and above all the barrier of satanic and demonic activity in the world. So 

where does all that leave us? 

Well, I recognize the existence of all those barriers, and they are indeed imposing, but our 

Commander is greater. The barriers of ideology, politics and religion we may circumvent 

using the weapons mentioned in 2 Corinthians 10:4-5, while the activity of Satan and his 

angels (the demons) we can defeat using the full range of spiritual weapons that the Lord 

Jesus has placed at our disposal (see chapter VI). Nor should we forget the "key of 

David" (Rev. 3:7). As for the barriers of geography, language and culture, we can 

overcome them with modern technology--the tools and techniques we have are already 

good and are getting better. And human weakness? The solution is precisely a life of 

discipleship, with the power and enabling of the Spirit of God. 
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(A word of caution is called for here: by "discipleship" I mean the process of being and 

making disciples of Jesus, not of ourselves. Many times the obsessions of a discipler or 

the founder of a movement become 'doctrine' for his followers and sooner or later they 

wind up in the ditch. Let us make disciples of Jesus; let us lead others to depend directly 

on the Holy Spirit and the Word of God, not on us. In this way the ones whom we 

disciple may free themselves from our errors, since we all err.)  

There are a few other things that may be said in relief of possible objections. The plan 

speaks of making only one disciple per year, but in fact we can make more--one thinks 

immediately of the multiplied millions of believers and nominal Christians that could be 

discipled in shorter periods of time. The strategy presented in chapter II deals with the 

problem of the poor geographic distribution of disciples at the moment. It is well to 

remember also that we will never win everybody--there will always be those who 

knowingly and deliberately reject the Gospel of Jesus Christ. 

Jesus never told us to win everybody (that would violate their will); rather we are to 

make sure that each person hears and has an intelligent choice. The plan presented above 

gave the theoretical possibility of discipling the world within fourteen years, but that will 

not happen (not everyone will 

become a disciple). According to Matthew 28:19 and Mark 16:15 our objective is to see 

some true disciples within each ethnic nation and to give each person an informed chance 

to embrace the Gospel. So then, with all those explanations and allowances don't you 

think we can accept the challenge of fulfilling our Master's orders within a few years? 

Let's give it a good try! 

Implementing the Strategy 

Now let's look at how to implement this strategy. There are at least three questions that 

must be considered, but first I want to return to the command in Matthew 28:19: "Make 

disciples in all ethnic nations." Considering the precise meaning we have established for 

this command I understand two things. First, the order is to make disciples, nothing more 

and nothing less. 

Second, it seems to me to be obvious that before one can make disciples he must first be 

a disciple (no?). How could I lead someone else to surrender unconditionally to Jesus 

when I myself refuse to do so? Or how can I guide someone else along the path of 

discipleship if I have never been there? That being the case, until I am a disciple I remain 

out of the real action—I can scarcely do much toward fulfilling Christ's Great 

Commission. And that goes for you, too. It follows that the first thing we need to verify is 

whether we are genuine disciples. Which leads us to the first question: how to be a 

disciple. 

How The question divides naturally into two parts: how to enter the relationship of 

disciple and then how to maintain it, in practice. So, how do we enter the relationship? If 

we may compare the life of a disciple to a path that must be traveled (daily), then entering 

is like passing through the gate that gives access to the path. 
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I understand that entering the relationship of disciple involves a deliberate submission, an 

act of the will. I imagine it is possible for someone to be converted almost on an impulse, 

like a leap in the dark. He is in despair; someone comes up and gives a superficial 

presentation of the plan of salvation; he accepts it, albeit with little understanding. But 

becoming a disciple is different. I believe the two illustrations in Luke 14:28-32 are to the 

point. 

Recall that in verse 33, as He gave the third condition, Jesus said, "so also". He was 

referring to the two examples He had just given. A man wanted to build a tower. A king 

heard that a neighboring king was already marching against him with 20,000 men, and he 

only had 10,000. What to do? In each case the man studies the situation, checks his own 

resources, considers the cost, tries to foresee the probable consequences. Then he makes 

his decision; to build or refrain, to fight or surrender. Whatever he decides to do he must 

accept the consequences of his choice. That's the way it is with discipleship --you begin 

with a studied choice, by taking a deliberate position. I believe that's what Paul wrote 

about in Romans 12:1 when he spoke of presenting our bodies as living sacrifices. The 

word "bodies" is presumably a case of synecdoche, where the body represents the life 

(can I separate the soul from the body and still function in this world?). The verb 

"present" refers to the act of the will, without reservations. My friend, have you 

surrendered unconditionally to Jesus? 

If not, you are not His disciple and are not qualified to make disciples.  

I am well aware that this presentation may be somewhat troubling to the reader--it may 

appear that I am being a bit too radical or demanding, a little too 'open and shut'. I know. 

That's because I start with a radical definition of 'disciple', precisely the definition given 

by the Lord Jesus in Luke 14:25-33. A "disciple" is someone totally committed to Him. 

I wish to emphasize again that absolute surrender is the key to spiritual growth. Without 

such a surrender the believer remains a spiritual child and grows slowly (if at all). The 

surrender, which needs to be renewed each day, allows the Holy Spirit to work freely in 

his life and then his growth can be rapid. Surrender is the key because God respects our 

volition. This absolute surrender is also the basic condition for the filling and enabling of 

the Holy Spirit, which we must have if we are really going to reach the lost world. 

To enter the relationship of disciple is one thing, to maintain it in practice is another. It is 

not at all automatic. Not even the 'baptism in the Spirit' guarantees it. We have already 

talked about taking up the cross daily and the living sacrifice. It is completely necessary 

to renew each day our determination to embrace the will of God in everything. It is an 

attitude that needs renewing every hour, as often as necessary. Now then, to write these 

words is easy, but to do it is something else again! The daily struggle of the disciple lies 

just there, to maintain the relationship. The fact is that we need help. One of the main 

benefits of sharing discipleship with others is the example and stimulus that the 

participants receive mutually. The sharing contains an element of accountability that 

helps. 



Make Disciples, Not Just Converts 

47 

When we 'tell it like it is' the others can intercede for us in a specific way--another crucial 

help. To be a disciple all by yourself is possible, but it is difficult. However, aside from 

the benefits of sharing there is an indispensable ingredient to discipleship. 

In John 8:31 Jesus said to those who had believed in Him: "If you continue in my word 

you are really my disciples." And if you don't "continue"? (And how can you "continue" 

in the Word if it doesn't exist, in your language?) 2 Timothy 3:16-17 reads like this: "All 

Scripture is God-breathed and is profitable for instruction, for reproof, for correction, for 

training in righteousness, so that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly equipped for 

every good work." A man of God who is "perfect and thoroughly equipped" is 

presumably a disciple who is taking the relationship seriously. The phrase "so that" 

indicates that it is the use of the Scriptures that leads us to the stated result.  1 Peter 2:2 

teaches us that the Word is our food; we need it like a baby needs milk. Psalm 1:2-3 is 

clear to the effect that our spiritual health depends on the "Law of the Lord"; it is our 

spiritual water, which we need every day. In fact, we need to meditate upon it. In Joshua 

1:8 it is God Himself who tells Joshua to meditate upon the book of the Law, and 

promises the following result: "then you will make your way prosperous and then you 

will have good success." In short, it is impossible to be a disciple of Christ without 

effective access to God's Word. 

Once again I am being radical; by "be a disciple" I mean the maintaining of the 

relationship. 

But, can it really be necessary to meditate upon the Word every day? Well, there we have 

several relevant texts, among others. If we are to exhort one another daily because of "the 

deceitfulness of sin" (Heb. 3:13), how much more shouldn't we look in our "mirror" 

(James 1:22-25) and expose ourselves to the "Sword of the Spirit" (Heb. 4:12, Eph. 6:17) 

each day?  

But how then could the Apostle Paul make disciples, and what about the righteous in the 

Old Testament? We should remember that Psalm 1:2-3 and Joshua 1:8 (and Deut. 32:47) 

are from the Old Testament, but I believe that the 'ground rules' change somewhat with 

the progress of Revelation. We have more than the righteous of the Old Testament, and 

certainly God will require more of us. For example, the standard of grace is higher than 

the standard of law. The law required the tithe, grace requires 100% (Lk. 14:33). The law 

required us to love our neighbor as ourselves, grace requires us to love our brother as the 

Father loves the Son (John 13:34 and 15:9)! And we have the Holy Spirit who dwells in 

us. I also believe that the age of the Apostles was in some sense transitional. However all 

that may be, Paul applied himself to write what was 'lacking', complementing the New 

Testament materials that already existed and that others were producing.  As he said 

good-bye to the Ephesians he stated his philosophy clearly: "I commend you to God and 

to the Word of his grace, which is able to build you up and give you an inheritance 

among all those who are sanctified" (Acts 20:32). I know that although the Biblical 

standards are presented in absolute terms our practice is not absolute. But there the goal 

is, and I do not dare to diminish it. Now let's consider the second question. 
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Make Disciples of Whom? 

To begin, any and every person comes within the realm of Christ's orders and therefore is 

a legitimate candidate for discipling. Of course. That being granted, however, I would 

like to return to the command in Matthew 28:19, "make disciples in all ethnic nations." 

Across the centuries and millennia God has demonstrated His concern for the well-being 

of all the ethnic groups in the world. 

The first overt statement of this concern is in the Abrahamic Covenant: "in you all the 

families of the earth will be blessed" (Gen. 12:3). We can gain some idea of the 

importance that God attaches to this matter from the unparalleled circumstance that He 

repeats it four more times, in Genesis 18:18, 22:18, 26:4 and 28:14! Hebrews 6:13-18 

explains that when He swore by Himself (see Gen. 22:16-18) God gave the greatest 

possible guarantee to the declared purpose. All the families of the earth must be blessed. 

Both Peter (see Acts 3:25) and Paul (see Gal. 3:8) link the Gospel of Christ to God's 

promise that He will bless all the families of the earth. In the New Testament several 

passages reaffirm this divine purpose: Matthew 12:21 and 24:14, Mark 13:10, Luke 2:32 

and 24:47; much of Acts and of Paul's ministry in general has to do with the nations. 

Revelation 5:9 (where every extant Greek manuscript except one reads: "have bought us 

for God with your blood out of every tribe and language and people and ethnic nation"), 

7:9 and 14:6 are emphatic, not to mention Revelation 22:2. 

So then, the Lord Jesus wants disciples in each ethnic nation or 'family'. In the first 

chapter we saw that there are at least 6,000 such nations in the world. And many of them 

still don't have an ambassador of Christ. Worse yet, two thirds of the languages of the 

world still don't have so much as a verse of Scripture. As we have already argued, 

without the Word it is impossible to maintain the relationship of disciple. That means that 

at this writing we are unable to make disciples in 4,000 ethnic nations! How can we 

tolerate such a situation? 

When we speak of 2,000 ethnic nations without ambassador, or 4,000 ethnic nations 

without Scripture, we need to clarify something. The unreached peoples are minority 

groups. Although most of those groups number in the thousands and tens of thousands 

(and even hundreds of thousands), there are ethnic nations with less than a thousand 

people. In Australia and Brazil there are numerous groups that are quite small, sometimes 

less than a hundred people. At this point a logical query comes to mind. Is it worth the 

bother to try to reach such a group?  Can we justify the expense in time, money and 

personnel? (Keep in mind that pioneer transcultural work is at least ten times more 

difficult then doing evangelism in your own language and culture--it usually takes years 

to achieve a disciple.)  

Does size matter? Did Jesus command us to make disciples only in groups of over a 

thousand people, or ten thousand? Didn't Jesus tell us to preach to each person? (An 

ethnic nation reduced to a sole survivor still falls within the scope of that order.) Here I 

wish to ask some apparently silly questions. Did anyone choose who would be his father 

or mother, where he would be born, to what culture he would belong? I did not choose to 

be born to parents who are followers of Jesus Christ, to a language that has had the Bible 
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for centuries, within a culture that permits me to choose whatever occupation the present 

world offers.  I didn't choose it, nor did I deserve it; God just gave it to me.  By the same 

token, not a single Catauixi Indian (there are less than 100) chose to be born in the middle 

of the Amazon jungle, to a people decimated, despised, exploited and almost finished, to 

a language that has yet to be written, within a culture that condemns him to die in the 

jungle without any knowledge of the Gospel and after a life of struggle with evil spirits 

and the 'green hell' (whoever called the jungle a green hell must have been there once).  

He didn't choose either. 

Now, I would like you to consider all that Jesus means in your life, both here and 

hereafter.  Ready?  Now I'm going to ask you to exercise your imagination.  Try to 

imagine that you don't have any of that, that all of a sudden you changed places with a 

Catauixi and it's you who are in that jungle without Christ, without hope and without 

escape, and he is the one who is here.  In such an event wouldn't you wish that someone 

would think it worth the bother to go to you with the light of the Gospel? 

Having said that, I wish to make it very clear that I am not here to make a merely 

emotional appeal.  I do not want everyone to take off for the jungle in search of an 

unreached 'Indian'. In fact, I would even say, "Don't go!", unless you are sure that is 

God's will for your life.  Transcultural work is very hard and should not be attempted on 

the basis of an emotional appeal, nor because of a romantic idea--rather it should be 

based on an unshakable certainty as to God's specific will for your life.  There is no 

emotion or romantic idea that can stand up to the rude reality. 

People, we must take seriously the challenge of the unreached ethnic nations.  But as 

soon as we do we will be confronted by several implications.  Before considering them 

let's take up the third question. 

How does one Make Disciples? 

The first step is to be a disciple.  Bear in mind what has already been offered on this 

subject. 

The rest is summed up in Matthew 28:20, "teaching them to keep everything that I have 

commanded you."  To disciple involves teaching.  Teaching what?  Teaching to "keep", 

that is obey.  Obey what? 

Obey everything that Jesus commanded.  Since we can't obey rules that we don't know 

about, it is necessary to start by teaching the commands--like Paul did, teaching "the 

whole counsel of God" (Acts 20:27). 

Do you suppose that is what happens in most of our churches?  Isn't it mainly 

evangelistic messages that one hears?  But evangelistic preaching is virtually useless for a 

believer.  What is he supposed to do, get saved all over again every Sunday?  Here is a 

believer who has gone to church every Sunday for twenty years; next week he goes again 

and what does he hear?  For the thousandth time he hears how to be saved.  But he is 

already saved.  That message is of no use to him; he came in hungry and goes out the 
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same way.  What a tragedy!  Goat food is no good for sheep!  (I am using the metaphors 

we find in Matthew 25:33.)  In spite of that, if there are 300 sheep and three goats in a 

church service,  you guessed it!  The preaching is aimed at the three goats.  If there are 

300 sheep and no goats--the preaching is for the goats that aren't there!  Isn't that the way 

it is?  My dear friends, goat food is no good for sheep.  However, sheep food is also 

good for goats.  If the preacher serves up a delicious three course dinner any goats 

present just may decide that they would like to eat too!  Don't you think?  But the main 

thing is that the sheep be well fed.  After all, the objective is to make disciples, and that is 

the emphasis that should predominate in our church services. 

Up to here I have presupposed that the Bible is available in the language of the people.  

In order to teach the Scriptures they must exist.  When Jesus said in John 8:31, "if you 

continue in my word you are really my  disciples," of necessity He was presupposing the 

existence of that Word. 

How can you remain in something that doesn't exist?  The point is, it must exist for the 

person; the individual must have effective access to the Word.  So, if God sends you to 

one of the 4,000 ethnic nations that are completely without Scripture, how are you going 

to proceed? 

Even if you think that all you need to do is evangelize, how can you speak with authority 

if there is no Scripture in their language?  Wouldn't you be forgetting the truth expressed 

in Romans 10:17?  "Faith comes by hearing and hearing by the Word of God."  But if 

you win a few converts even so, where is the food for those newborn babies?  How are 

they going to become disciples? 

If someone doesn't furnish God's Word in that language those new believers will be 

condemned to perpetual babyhood.  Is that what you want, to condemn a people to 

perpetual babyhood?  God forbid! 

Among Christ's commands there isn't any that tells us to translate the Bible.  But there is 

the Great Commission that tells us to make disciples, and if we understand that it is 

impossible to be a disciple of His without effective access to His Word then furnishing 

that Word becomes a logical necessity.  We cannot fulfill the Great Commission with 

reference to the 4,000 Bibleless tribes until someone translates the necessary Scripture 

into their languages.  (Which is why, for instance, the Wycliffe Bible Translators are 

committed to the proposition that God's Word must be translated into every language 

spoken in the world--taking into account factors like bilingualism and the dying out of 

languages.) 

Where the Bible exists but there are illiterate believers we need to set up literacy courses 

in our churches so that each one will be able to meditate upon the Word at home.  I 

believe there is a close analogy between the physical and spiritual realms in the area of 

nutrition.  Can you imagine eating only on Sundays?  Who could survive physically on 

that basis?  Can they be healthy and strong?  A believer who can read and has a Bible 

goes hungry because he chooses to—he could read and meditate upon the Word at home.  

An illiterate believer is stuck, unless someone reads to him out loud, personally or via a 
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recording.  But in that event how can he study the Word and meditate upon it at his own 

convenience?  It seems clear to me that the best option is to help people to learn how to 

read for themselves, whenever possible.  I know that some missiologists will disagree 

with the emphasis I am giving to literacy and reading, especially with reference to 

peoples whose languages were unwritten until recently and who are used to doing all 

communication orally.  I respect their right to disagree but for all the reasons already 

given I maintain the position herein presented.  Let's work at enabling and encouraging 

everyone to meditate upon the Word at home, daily. 

When it comes to transcultural work I believe that we will succeed in making disciples 

only if we respect the language and culture of the people—like Jesus did.  He incarnated 

Himself in the language and culture of the Jews of that time (John 1:14).  On the day of 

Pentecost the Holy Spirit respected the mother tongue of each person present to the extent 

that He worked a miracle to guarantee that each one heard the message in his own 

language (Acts 2:4-11).  As long as a missionary does not embrace the language and 

culture of the people, and (more important still) as long as the Word of God does not 

exist in that language, the Gospel is condemned to remain something foreign, something 

on the outside.  Shouldn't every ambassador of Christ be concerned to make his ministry 

as efficient as possible? 

It is not difficult to encounter those who do a lot of their ministering by means of 

interpreters. 

But I ask you to reflect on the following question: is it possible to make disciples through 

an interpreter?  Whoever uses an interpreter has no way of verifying or rectifying the 

alterations that he will invariably introduce.  Invariably.  When the interpreter is a 

servant of Christ, is familiar with the content of the message and is completely bilingual 

then the communication has a reasonable chance of being adequate (although seldom as 

good as if the speaker controlled the language of his audience).  But even with such an 

interpreter, if the missionary tries to disciple someone won't it actually be the interpreter 

who does the work?  Now then, when the interpreter is not even converted the message 

will most certainly be distorted, often to the point of being unrecognizable.  The 

interpreter will filter the message through his own world view, inescapably, maybe even 

unconsciously.  If the missionary could understand what the interpreter was really saying 

he would be horrified and consternated.  I doubt that you can make disciples through an 

interpreter. 

And be careful with bilingualism.  Many missionaries content themselves with using a 

trade language even when dealing with people whose mother tongue is different.  I 

suspect that only infrequently will one succeed in making a disciple through a second 

language (not the candidate's mother tongue), no matter how bilingual the person seems 

to be (to buy and sell and talk about the weather he may be fluent in the trade language), 

because the spiritual life of a person is almost always mediated through the mother 

tongue.  Here I could cite various examples from my own experience.  When someone is 

so bilingual that he virtually has two mother tongues (so to speak), or if he has reached 

the university level in the second language, then that second language may be adequate--

in that event he will have reached the point of being able to handle abstract and 
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philosophical ideas in that language.  But such individuals are comparatively few among 

the 350 million people who make up the 4,000 ethnic nations that lack God's Word.  

Surely we should elaborate our plans and strategies so as to handle the main challenge, 

not the exceptions.  Watch out for bilingualism! 

In short, whoever takes on a transcultural work should exert himself to really learn the 

language and culture of the people to which he has been sent.  If there is no Scripture in 

the language he should make sure that it becomes available.  Where the Bible exists we 

should encourage its use, by all means.  In other words, we must teach them to obey 

everything that Jesus commanded.  And we must give the example, because in order to 

make disciples we ourselves must be disciples.  A variety of ministries have prepared 

detailed material and instructions on discipleship.  These may be obtained from any 

evangelical book store. 

Implications 

In closing this chapter I would like to comment on some of its implications.  First, your 

understanding of this command and strategy of Christ will determine your procedure, the 

way you go about your work, of necessity.  If someone wishes to build a shanty, he will 

use appropriate materials and procedure.  If someone else wishes to build a twenty story 

building, the procedure and materials must be quite different.  It is evident that not 

everyone is competent to build a skyscraper—it requires adequate training.  Likewise, not 

everyone is competent to feed the sheep.  When a pastor works eight hours a day in a 

secular activity will he have the time and energy to fix good meals?  It seems to me that 

this question needs to be studied.  If we are going to take the discipleship strategy 

seriously we may well find it necessary to modify our lifestyle.  To make disciples is one 

thing; to merely win souls is another. 

Please, don't misunderstand me!  I am not against winning souls; I am not against 

evangelism.  Obviously we must win souls--you can't grow up until you're born!  We run 

into difficulties when that's all we do, when we don't rear our children.  Nor am I 

belittling the gift of an evangelist. If you have this gift, thanks be to God!  I would only 

like to suggest that as you exercise your gift you take care not to leave a trail of 

abandoned children.  You should team up with those who have the gift of teaching so that 

together you may do a better job. 

When I emphasize the 2,000 unreached ethnic nations, or the 4,000 languages without a 

verse of Scripture, it is not to suggest that everyone should try to go to another people, 

absolutely not. 

I imagine that if every believer were equally available to God He would not send more 

than 10% to other nations.  In the first place, transcultural work is very difficult and not 

everyone has the capacity to do it.  In the second place, someone has to stay and make 

disciples around here. In the third place, pioneer transcultural work is a full time job and 

the laborers who take it on will need full financial support--someone has to work to 

produce that support (more on that in chapter V).  Not everyone should 'go', but everyone 
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is obligated by Christ's Great Commission.  We all must intercede, give, inform and 

encourage.  All that we do should be on behalf of Christ's Kingdom here on earth. 

Again I say, not everyone should do transcultural work, but everyone should be a 

disciple and make disciples, each in the place and capacity that God may determine.  I 

understand that Jesus wants His disciples operating in all honest areas and professions of 

our society--being and making.  Anyone can put on the mask of a 'saint' at church, on 

Sundays, but to reflect God's character in the market place during the week, that's another 

story.  The homemaker disciples her own children, and then the women and children in 

her neighborhood.  Teachers and students make disciples at school.  Carpenters, truckers, 

lawyers, bankers, merchants, politicians, etc., etc., each one being a disciple and making 

disciples in his own sphere.  I suppose that's the best way to do our evangelizing.  Instead 

of taking a 'goat' to church to be evangelized we should win him first and then take the 

new 'lamb' to church to be fed and discipled (as a supplement to our own efforts).  I 

believe that the ministry of the Word in our churches should be for the benefit of the 

sheep! 

To conclude, Christ's command and strategy is to make disciples, not just win souls.  

Children don't work; they make work!  This chapter has been concerned to expound the 

first of the two areas mentioned at the end of the preceding chapter.  On the basis of all 

we have seen, I say again that it is indispensable that the missionary candidate be a 

genuine disciple of Jesus Christ.  Otherwise he is sure to fail.  But even more important, 

if possible, is the second area: he must know how to conduct spiritual warfare, so to that 

we now turn. 
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Spiritual Warfare - The Enemy of Self 

By: L.E. Bray 

arfare is a task for soldiers. There are certain things a soldier must know in 

order to be effective. Spiritual warfare is no different; we must know the 

answers to certain important questions if we seek to properly fight in the 

spiritual war. The first question that must be answered is, ―Who is the enemy?‖ The first 

answer to this question is our self. The reason this must be the first answer is because 

without conquering our internal enemy we cannot defeat the external enemy. The bible 

tells us to take care of our own sin before attempting to deal with another‘s sin. 

Mat 7:3-5 

And why beholdest thou the mote that is in thy brother's eye, but considerest not the 

beam that is in thine own eye? Or how wilt thou say to thy brother, Let me pull out the 

mote out of thine eye; and, behold, a beam is in thine own eye? Thou hypocrite, first cast 

out the beam out of thine own eye; and then shalt thou see clearly to cast out the mote out 

of thy brother's eye.  

It is very telling that Jesus calls a person who does not deal with his own sin first a 

―hypocrite‖. Hypocrisy is condemned in a number of places in the NT (Mat 7:5, Mat 

23:28, Mk 12:15, Lk 6:42, Lk 12:1, Lk 13:15, 1 Ti 4:2, Jam 3:17). I will only mention Lk 

12:1 here because it is key in understanding what is happening when we act in hypocrisy. 

Lk 12:1 

In the mean time, when there were gathered together an innumerable multitude of people, 

insomuch that they trod one upon another, he began to say unto his disciples first of all, 

Beware ye of the leaven of the Pharisees, which is hypocrisy.  

When we are hypocrites we follow the teaching of the Pharisees, not the teaching of 

Jesus. If we act under any teaching or authority except that of Jesus, we cannot fight the 

enemy. Look at what happened to the sons of Sceva when they tried to cast out evil 

spirits . . . 

Act 19:13-16 

Then certain of the vagabond Jews, exorcists, took upon them to call over them which 

had evil spirits the name of the Lord Jesus, saying, We adjure you by Jesus whom Paul 

preacheth. And there were seven sons of one Sceva, a Jew, and chief of the priests, which 

did so. And the evil spirit answered and said, Jesus I know, and Paul I know; but who are 

ye? And the man in whom the evil spirit was leaped on them, and overcame them, and 

prevailed against them, so that they fled out of that house naked and wounded. 

When we do not fight our own sin first and act under the authority and teaching of Jesus, 

we will be overcome by the enemy and lose the battle. 

W 
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Why Pastors Need a Seminary Education 

By: R. Scott Clark, Ph.D.   
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The More Things Change 

ver the years many things have changed at Westminster Seminary California 

(WSC). In the most important ways, however, the seminary has not changed. 

We still believe the Bible to be the inspired, infallible, inerrant Word of God. 

We still believe the historic Christian faith as summarized in the ecumenical creeds and 

the Reformed confessions and catechisms. We are still dedicated to training men for the 

Reformed, pastoral ministry. 

Though WSC has not changed fundamentally, the seminary business has changed 

dramatically in recent years. Today seminaries are offering their service (education and 

preparation for ministry) at a distance through satellites, video, and the Internet. Like 

many folk, WSC is generally enthusiastic about these emerging technologies and is 

exploring efficient ways of using them to advance Christ's kingdom.  

Other folk, however, see the Internet as a way not only to supplement a pastor‘s seminary 

education and to strengthen his ministry (it surely can accomplish these things), but also 

as a way to replace seminaries altogether. This is a worrisome trend. The strongest 

argument that proponents of "home grown" pastors make is that the local congregation 

should have a more intimate role in the training of her ministers than it sometimes does 

now. Thus, they see the Internet as a way to harvest the best of scholarship while keeping 

candidates for the ministry in their local churches. This philosophy of pastoral training, 

though initially attractive, rests on some false assumptions.  

Face to Face is Best  

There are many benefits to be had through the Internet, but it can never replace the sort of 

community which exists between professors and students in the classroom, lunchroom, 

and the professor's office. 

The word community is the right one, at least in WSC's context. Most students attend 

local Reformed churches in which WSC faculty preach and teach (many of which exist 

because God used the seminary faculty and students to plant new churches in this area). 

Some students live with faculty members. In addition, regular gatherings in faculty and 

student homes make school and church life a sort of seamless garment. These 

opportunities for interaction contribute to the formation of pastors. Because we regard the 

spiritual and theological development of students to be part of WSC's ministry, it is not 

true, as is sometimes implied in the discussion about the relative necessity of seminary: 

that men who go to seminary are somehow in the wilderness of academia. 

O 
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 The Scholar-Pastor 

At WSC we are still old-fashioned enough to believe that a seminary education comes 

only one way: through hard work. Therefore, while many seminaries are now advertising 

(quite seductively it seems!) that one can earn a seminary degree without ever leaving 

home, at WSC we believe that self-sacrifice is a part of ministry. Ask yourself this 

question: Would you choose a heart surgeon who learned his skills via satellite and video 

tapes? Even with the assistance of a seasoned physician nearby, such training would 

clearly be inadequate. There is something about knowing how deep to cut which can only 

be learned through hands-on, tactile, face-to-face training. Your soul, as our Lord Jesus 

taught us, is infinitely more valuable than even your heart.  

Notice that I keep saying "at WSC" instead of "through WSC." This is because seminary 

is not just a vehicle, a means to an end. While students are here, they are students. They 

are not just passing through seminary. Their vocation is to study and prepare for ministry 

in school, with pastors and scholars, to become pastor-scholars. By challenging students, 

praying with them, and lecturing to them, we believe that we are preparing them to serve 

in churches by providing them with the tools they will use every day for the rest of their 

lives in pastoral ministry. 

WSC believes in raising up ministers who are not only scholars, and not only pastors, but 

both: scholar-pastors. This is based on the formation of the Reformed Church in the 16th 

century. Our commitment to developing scholar-pastors distinguishes WSC from much 

of the rest of American and Modern Christianity. Some might say, "That‘s the problem." 

I respectfully disagree and for one reason primarily. Preaching is the minister‘s primary 

calling. He is called to preach from the Bible and the Bible is, to quote J. I. Packer, a 

"very big book." More than that, it was written in three languages in several cultures over 

a long period of time, so it takes a certain amount of learning to understand the history, 

theology, background, and proper application of God‘s Word. The Bible is not to be read 

in a vacuum. The Church has been thinking about and interpreting the Bible for a long 

time. So we need pastors who are not only trained to read God‘s Word in its original 

languages, but who are trained in the Christian tradition. This is not something done 

quickly, easily, or cheaply. It is also not something which is done well virtually, by 

distant electronic education to large groups who have no access to a seminary library or 

faculty. Thus, such distance-education is not adequate, at least not presently, for servants 

of God and his Word.  

It Takes One To Know One 

Quite understandably, most pastors (like most physicians, lawyers, and accountants) are 

far too busy to be able to keep up with the latest literature in any one field (e.g., New 

Testament studies) let alone all the fields required for seminary preparation. Staying 

abreast of academic developments is a full-time calling. Some years ago, one of our New 

Testament professors presented to the WSC faculty a highly technical, but most 

interesting paper on recent developments in the study of the grammar of the New 

Testament. Most of the faculty, even though they are full-time scholars, were unaware of 

these developments. If full-time scholars struggle to keep up with the changes in the 
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various fields, how could even the most skilled and industrious pastor fulfill all his parish 

responsibilities and do the sort of reading which would prepare him to train men for 

ministry full-time? Clearly this is highly unlikely. 

 Why Seminary Indeed? 

One might say, "Who cares if seminary professors know the latest scholarship? Is it not 

all a waste of time anyway?" No, it's not a waste of time. The real question is whether the 

church has any use for serious scholarship. To use the medical analogy again, do you care 

if your physician reads the New England Journal of Medicine? Certainly there is much 

foolishness in modern scholarship. Yet it will make its way into the Church and our 

pastors and elders must be adequately prepared to address it. More than that, there are 

benefits to keeping abreast of recent scholarship. For example, one of our professors has 

made use of some newer educational techniques to make his Greek instruction even more 

effective. Learning Greek is still hard work, but his students will leave seminary with the 

ability to continue to improve their language skills, instead of putting the Greek testament 

on the shelf. In my field (history) there is some very good scholarship being done which 

has revived much of our 16th and 17th century tradition through essays and translations. 

The church has and will continue to reap many rewards from these sorts of studies. 

 Seminary and the Church 

There is a movement afoot to change the way seminary students are educated. 

Dissatisfied with the results produced by some schools, some congregations have begun 

their own in-house seminaries on the ground that sending students away to seminary take 

them out of the local church.‖ Yes, sending students to seminary does take them out of 

one local church, but sending them to Westminster Seminary California means that they 

will find themselves them right back in another local church. It does not take them from 

"the" local church. Rather, sending them to seminary shifts students temporarily from one 

local congregation to another during their education. 

Another objection asks, "Is not the local church the primary place for the training of 

ministers?" Of course the church has been given the primary responsibility in the calling 

and forming of ministers. The question is not whether, but how? Remember, seminary is 

a three-, and sometimes four-year commitment. The role of the local church in raising up 

future pastors is to prepare them well for the first two and one-half decades she has them.  

If our local churches are really concerned about the welfare of their seminarian sons, they 

can do many things to help. First they can pray for them. She can also provide an 

invaluable service to the student and to the church by teaching her children the catechism. 

Many of our students now come to seminary with virtually no knowledge of the 

Westminster Shorter Catechism or the Heidelberg Catechism. The education of seminary 

students would be enhanced greatly if students arrived on campus already having 

memorized the catechism.  

Further, the local congregation can also support students financially. Think of those 

whom you know who have attended medical or law school. The demands of a WSC 
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education are comparable to those of the best professional schools in the nation. It is a 

simple equation: the less time the student must spend working, the more time the student 

can spend studying. The more time the student spends studying, the better prepared he 

will be for ministry. 

 It is wrong to assume that a local congregation or even a Classis can replace a seminary. 

Which local congregation (or any combination of them) has the necessary time, money, 

human and capital resources to train men for ministry? The WSC library holds tens of 

thousands of books, dozens of journals, and thousands of back copies of magazines and 

journals. Few local congregations could or should spend funds needed to provide such 

resources. This list does not even include the computer hardware and software (which 

need constant upgrading) and the valuable experience constituted by a learned faculty, all 

gathered in one place. 

 Seminary: A Place for Reflection 

The home-grown, do-it-yourself, learn-as-you-go model neglects another very important 

fact of education: time. Seminary is a time to come away from the typical schedule of 

ministry demands to think, learn, reflect on the Scriptures, and pray. Any pastor will tell 

you that if there is anything he misses from his days at seminary, it is the luxury of time 

away from the telephone (or email), time to read and access to the latest (or oldest) 

journals and books. 

 Follow the Money 

In the discussion over the question, "Why seminary?" a frequent objection is that 

seminary is too expensive. The assumption here seems to be that professional training for 

our ministers could be done less expensively by frugal pastors who know what they are 

doing. Well, the administrative overhead at WSC is quite low. Some of our staff have 

given up lucrative careers in order to advance God‘s kingdom serving at the seminary. 

The cost of seminary at WSC is ranked almost exactly in the middle of seminaries in the 

USA. Given the quality of the education at WSC, we think that the tuition is quite 

reasonable. Costs do rise, but some of them are uncontrollable, such as the cost of books 

which have risen considerably over the years. What should the seminarian-pastor do? Go 

without books? Would you visit a mechanic who had no tools? 

One should not assume that the proposed electronic alternative is cheaper. Electronic, 

distance education does not promise to be any less expensive, in the long-run. Darryl 

Hart, in the October 1997 issue of New Horizons, noted that there are hidden costs to 

distance education. 

Then we must consider the seminary facilities. Each distance-learning student must have 

a suitable computer and the associated software, which will need regular up-grading. 

More than that, the long-distance seminarian will need his own seminary library, since 

the equivalent does not yet exist online. A decent library for such an enterprise could 

easily cost thousands of dollars even with use of free, online, resources such as Google 



Why Pastors Need a Seminary Education 

61 

books or archive.org which usually offer only older books on which the copyright has 

lapsed. 

Thus, even in the distance-education scheme, one has made a substantial investment, but 

there are less tangible costs as well. When, in this scenario, will the stay-at-home 

seminarian study his Greek and Hebrew? Who will evaluate his sermons? With whom 

will he compare notes? Will he really memorize his Greek and Hebrew vocabulary or 

will that also be too much bother? Will he really spend the late hours necessary to do the 

reading and writing for class? A computer terminal or video screen is wonderful, but it is 

not the kind of human fellowship or genuine community that is so vital to the adequate 

preparation of pastors.  

No Easy Way 

All this is to point out that there is no easy route to the ministry and we delude ourselves 

if we say that there is. It is the Church‘s obligation to make certain that the seminaries to 

which she sends her young (and older!) men are worthy. What constitutes a worthy 

place? One which continues to confess the historic Reformed faith, one that not only 

keeps up with the questions and criticisms offered by the culture, but also offers biblical 

and intelligent answers to those criticisms. That is, a worthy seminary is one which 

understands the times in which we minister and who equips her students to face those 

times and to stand in the pulpit week after week and tell the truth, all of it, regardless of 

the consequences. WSC, was, is, and shall, by God‘s grace, remain such a worthy place.  

The Old Fashioned Way: They Earn It 

WSC is old-fashioned in other ways as well. Unlike many seminaries, we still require 

students to learn to read God's Word in the original languages. This was the vision of our 

founder, J. Gresham Machen, that Westminster would produce men who are expert in the 

Bible. For this reason, students spend much of their first year learning Greek and 

Hebrew. They're expected to attend their other classes in Systematic, Practical, and 

Historical Theology with their Greek and Hebrew Bibles open as well. They also attend 

more advanced courses in exegesis—that is, the explanation of the biblical text. More 

than just biblical study, they learn what to do with the Bible in the Church. They learn the 

biblical theology of the Church, her offices, and the theology and practice of pastoral 

ministry. 

The Proper Role of Distance Education 

The new technologies cannot and should not replace face-to-face seminary education. 

What they can do, however, is extend the seminary's ability to help pastors continue their 

education. Just as lawyers and physicians are required to continue their education, so 

congregations should give prayerful consideration to sending their pastor(s) back to 

seminary for a time of study and renewal. This small step might reduce ministerial 

―burnout‖ significantly. Having laid the foundation of life-long learning in the classroom, 

we can help pastors keep up with theological, intellectual, and academic trends via email 

discussion lists, web pages, interactive seminars, and the like. 
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 Concluding Thoughts 

Our seminary has been entrusted with a tremendous responsibility. At WSC the faculty 

takes this responsibility with utmost seriousness. No seminary (or any human institution) 

is perfect, and we are profoundly aware of this fact. Nevertheless, the Lord has given us 

this ministry of training men for ministry. Our slogan (as expressed in the Greek text on 

our school seal) declares, "The whole counsel of God." That is the mark we aim to hit: to 

train men to preach all of God‘s Word. It is no easy task, but it is a joyous one. Please 

pray for us as we pray for you and the prosperity of Christ‘s church.  
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Living In Response To Godõs Grace :  

 John Calvin turns 500 

By David Petrie 

 

009 marks 500 years that the Christian church has been tutored by John Calvin. 

Churches, colleges, and seminaries have been named after him. His name has even 

been used as a ‗brand‘ for Reformed Theology.  Born on July 10, 1509,  John 

Calvin was all about living in response to God‘s grace.  Calvin‘s Christ-centered 

godliness is perhaps what best defined his character, and was certainly the main theme 

behind his thinking.  ñNon scholae sed vitae discimusòé  as his father had John 

memorize in Latin, translates;  ―It is not for school, but for life, that we learn‖.  With this 

foundation, Calvin shaped the reformed faith and worldview.  Today is father‘s day as I 

sit down to write this article, thus I find it fitting that we reflect on this small, yet 

profound reflection of the senior Calvin, and the impact this father had on the man some 

call the father of reformed theology. 

 

Piety.  Now this was a focal point of Calvin‘s writings.  This comes as a surprise to some, 

as most outside the reformed camp know little about the man.  His name alone conjures 

up a host of preconceptions.  The most notorious, is that of a hardened, in-compassionate 

man, who taught a ‗cold‘ doctrine of predestination;  a man who taught of a God who 

arbitrarily chooses to save some and simply reject the majority of mankind (mainly our 

close family members) to an eternity in hell, a hell that certainly no ‗good‘ person should 

deserve.  Well, besides a warped misunderstanding of the sovereignty of God (and the 

reformed faith),  we have a marked man.  A man marked as cold, hard, insensitive, and 

unloving.  And this includes all of us who consider ourselves ‗Calvinists‘.  So what‘s in a 

name?  Quite a bit, actually.  Well, since I know that ‗Calvinist‘ is a nick-name,  

personally,  I try to avoid it.  Reformed, yes.  I am a reformed Christian.  Yet even here, I 

am saddened that we must use a pre-qualifier such as reformed, as if it is a mere strain of 

Christian thought, and therefore, arguable.   

 

Yes, I did digress, but I felt it had to be done.  I always do.  So, let‘s get back to that 

word: 

           Piety. 

This is the mark of a man. This was the mark of John Calvin.  This is what happens to a 

man who is keen to his human condition, and is aware of the gentle call that can only be 

described as paternal.  This is what defines the mindset of a man.  Calvin lived in joyful 

response to this call. 

 

A good indicator of a man‘s heart condition, is his prayer.  When John Calvin was 

lecturing on the Old Testament, he always opened with this prayer: 

 

2 
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―Grant unto us, O Lord, to be occupied in the mysteries of Thy heavenly 

wisdom, with true progress in piety, to Thy glory and our own edification.  

Amen‖.¹ 

 

Calvin was well aware of his shortcomings and his need for piety.  Regarding his 1
st
 

edition of the Institutes (1536), Calvin had commonly referred to this work as a summa 

pietatis – the ‗sum of all piety‘.²  It is no coincidence then, that one of the largest sections 

in the Institutes is the section on prayer. For Calvin, prayer nurtured a warmhearted 

devotion to God.  As we read from the opening paragraph on his section on prayer, 

Calvin gives a beautiful picture of God‘s amazing grace: 

 

―…. The Lord willingly and freely reveals Himself in His Christ.  For in 

Christ He offers all happiness in place of our misery,  all wealth in place 

of our neediness; in Him He opens the heavenly treasures that our whole 

faith may contemplate His beloved Son, our whole expectation depend on 

Him, and our whole hope cleave to and rest in Him‖.³ 

 

Calvin‘s thinking was rooted in grace.  His teaching was rooted in grace.  Life itself was 

rooted in grace.  Reflecting on these words from the Apostle Paul:  ―I urge you therefore 

brethren, by the mercies of God, to present your bodies a living and holy sacrifice, 

acceptable to God‖ (Romans 12:1), Calvin wrote ―We ought to meditate on holiness 

throughout the whole of our life‖.щ  Back to the Institutes, Calvin defines piety:  

 

―I call ‗piety‘ that reverence joined with love of God which the knowledge 

of His benefits induces‖ (1.2.1). 

 

Reverence for God coupled with a deep love… this is the real deal.  This is true Christian 

piety. 

 

Perhaps the most revealing look into the heart of this theologian is found by considering 

the volumes he had to say in Book 3 of his Institutes regarding how we may cultivate our 

Christian piety.  Here we have six chapters dedicated to ―The Life of the Christian 

Man‖.ъ  Twenty-eight pages on this topic.  This is more than he spends on Election, or 

baptism!  Here, we read Calvin‘s motivation for piety: 

 

Now this scriptural instruction of which we speak has two main aspects.  

The first is that the love of righteousness, to which we are otherwise not at 

all inclined by nature, may be instilled and established in our hearts; the 

second, that a rule be set forth for us that does not let us wander about in 

our zeal for righteousness (3.6.2) 

 

The pursuit of righteousness, Calvin admits, does not come naturally. The love for 

righteousness must be cultivated.  As we discussed earlier, Calvin couldn‘t stress prayer 

enough.  Calvin was a man of prayer.  Calvin was a man immersed in the Scriptures.  

Calvin was a man who devoted his life to cultivating piety within the Christian church – 

and he led by example. So, as we celebrate 500 years of Calvin‘s contribution to 
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Christendom, may we follow his example as we pursue righteousness.  May those of us 

who identify with the title ‗Calvinist‘ demonstrate the same zeal for growth in Godliness, 

true growth in Biblical pietas. 

 

Notes 

________________________________________________________________________ 

¹ Reformed Theological Seminary, Ministry & Leadership, Spring/ Summer 2009, 

9. 

 

² Ibid. 

 

³ John Calvin, Institutes of the Christian Religion, Westminster, 1960, 3.20.1 

 

щ John Calvin, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle to the Romans and to the Thessalonians,  

Eerdmans, rpt. 1973, 263. 

 

ъ Condensed into a pocket-book, Baker books has reprinted the ―Golden Booklet Of The 

True Christian Life‖.  Cherished since the publication of the Institutes, this booklet 

contains in true devotional form, ―The Life of the Christian Man‖,  published separately. 

(Baker Books, 1952, rpt.  ISBN: 0-8010-2366-1). Highly recommended! 
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The Virgin Mary, The Mother of God:  

A Protestant and Reformed Consideration 

Daniel F.N. Ritchie 

 

his article seeks to consider the concept of the Virgin Mary as the Mother of God 

from a Protestant and Reformed point of view.  Although it is beyond the scope 

of a short essay such as this to give a comprehensive survey of historic Reformed 

thought on this issue, and it should be noted at the outset that the writer will be drawing 

on authors who are from outside the Reformed tradition (without giving approval to other 

aspects of their theology), nevertheless, we do hope to demonstrate that viewing Mary as 

the Mother of God is not a novel idea, and show that such a position is fully in line with 

both Creedal and Confessional orthodoxy.
48

 

Theotokos and the Mother of God 

                                                 

 

 

 
48

 It should be kept in mind that the early Protestants did not view themselves as 

departing from the early creeds of the Christian Church.  Martin Luther said: ‗The 

Council of Nicaea, held after the apostles‘ time, was the very best and purest.‘  M. 

Luther, Table Talk, Gainesville: Bridge-Logos (2004), p. 315.  And despite making 

various criticisms of the early church fathers, John Calvin said of the early councils: ‗I 

venerate them from my heart, and desire that they be honoured by all.‘  J. Calvin, 

Institutes of the Christian Religion, Philadelphia: The Westminster Press (1960), 4.9.1, p. 

1166.  Remember that the Reformation doctrine of Sola Scriptura is not the same thing as 

the Anabaptist/modern Evangelical dogma of Solo Scriptura.  The Christian Church is the 

‗pillar and buttress of the truth‘ (1 Tim. 3:15), to whom God has given teachers that we 

are commanded to listen to: ‗Remember your leaders, those who spoke to you the word 

of God.  Consider the outcome of their way of life, and imitate their faith‘ (Heb. 13:7).  

We are not merely required to imitate the faith of previous pastors, whose ministries we 

may have sat under, but we are commanded to follow the faith of all orthodox teachers in 

the history of the Christian Church.  We may only diverge from them when they teach 

anything outside the word of God (Acts 17:11); but even if we are not sure that they are 

always correct, we should show appropriate humility, realizing that they knew/know the 

word of God much better than we do, and be more willing to be corrected than to take it 

upon ourselves to correct our spiritual, ecclesiastical and intellectual superiors (James 

1:19).  For this reason, we should be especially wary of any who propose even the 

(apparently) slightest departures from the early creeds, as they deal with such basic truths 

as the Holy Trinity and Christology.  Are we to believe that the Holy Spirit has led 

modern innovators into fundamental truths which the rest of the Church has missed for so 

long (John 16:13)? 

T 
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It is perhaps best to begin with a definition of terms relating to the issue before us.  The 

designation of Mary as the Mother of God is often associated with the Greek word 

Theotokos.
49

  Strictly speaking, as Jaroslav Pelikan points out, Theotokos ‗did not mean 

simply ―Mother of God,‖ as it was usually rendered in Western languages (Mater Dei in 

Latin...),‘ instead a more precise rendering would be ‗the one who gave birth of the one 

who is God.‘
50

  And David F. Wright has also suggested that Theotokos would be more 

exactly rendered ‗God-bearing‘ or ‗the God-bearer.‘
51

  This may seem like a pedantic 

detail, but it should be noted that a Reformed Evangelical theologian of the stature of Dr. 

Alan Cairns has used this in order to justify his rejection of attributing the title of Mother 

of God to the Virgin Mary.  Dr. Cairns writes in his Dictionary of Theological Terms: 

Though no less a theologian than Charles Hodge sanctioned the use of the title 

―Mother of God,‖ there is no Scriptural foundation for it...Yet theotokos may have 

a legitimate use in orthodox theology to emphasize that the one whom Mary bore 

was truly ―God manifest in the flesh‖ (1 Tim. 3:16)...it was the entire theanthropic 

person that Mary carried within her.  In this sense, theotokos expresses a 

necessary Scriptural idea.  It is to be regretted that because of Rome‘s support of 

its Mariolatry with the illegitimate title ―Mother of God,‖ and her association of 

that title with theotokos, Protestant theology has largely ignored the benefit of 

maintaining theotokos as a legitimate description of Mary - or rather, as a witness 

to the uniqueness of the one she bore.
52

 

Leaving aside the matter of Rome‘s abuses (which we shall return to later), we must ask 

whether the dichotomy which Dr. Cairns seeks to make between the Theotokos and the 

Mother of God is a legitimate one?  I for one do not believe that it is, because if Mary is 

the ‗bearer of God‘ then surely she is also the Mother of God, as a mother bears her child 

(unless she adopts another person‘s child).  So the distinction that Dr. Cairns tries to 

                                                 

 

 

 
49

 Jaroslav Pelikan provides us with the following explanation of the origin of the term 

Theotokos: ‗Despite the effort to find evidence of it elsewhere, there is reason to believe 

that the title originated in Alexandria, where it harmonized with and epitomized the 

general Alexandrian tradition.  The earliest incontestable instance of the term Theotokos 

was in the encyclical of Alexander of Alexandria directed against Arianism in 324.  Later 

in the fourth century, the emperor Julian, in his polemic against the ―Galileans,‖ asked 

the Christians: ―Why do you incessantly call Mary Theotokos?‖‘ J. Pelikan, The Christian 

Tradition Volume 1: The Emergence of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), Chicago and 

London: The University of Chicago Press (1971), p. 241 
50

 J. Pelikan, Mary Through the Centuries: Her Place in the History of Culture, New 

Haven and London: Yale University Press (1996), p. 55 
51

 He also helpfully explains that Theotokos ‗is a compound of two words, theos, ―God‖, 

and tokos, from the verb, tiktein, ―to bear, give birth to.‖‘  D.F. Wright, ‗Mother of God?‘ 

in D.F. Wright (ed.), Chosen By God: Mary in Evangelical Perspective, London: 

Marshall Pickering (1989), p. 121 
52

 A. Cairns, Dictionary of Theological Terms, Belfast and Greenville: Ambassador-

Emerald International (1998), 2
nd

 edition, p. 410 
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make between the bearer of God and the Mother of God cannot really be considered as 

valid.  Our task now is to examine whether the title Mother of God is a Biblically and 

theologically sound description of the Virgin Mary. 

 

The Biblical Basis for Mary as the Mother of God 

 

Perhaps one reason why some Evangelicals claim Mary is not the Mother of God
53

 is due 

to the fact that there is not a verse in the Bible which explicitly says ‗Mary is the Mother 

of God.‘  However, as Confessional Reformed people, we know that a truth does not have 

to be explicitly stated in Scripture in order for it to be a Biblical doctrine.  In addition to 

explicit statements in the word of God, we believe that whatever ‗by good and necessary 

consequence may be deduced from Scripture‘ (Westminster Confession 1:6) is also to be 

taken into account in the formulation of Scriptural dogma.  Consequently, we confess that 

doctrines such as the Trinity, first day Sabbath observance and covenantal infant baptism 

are Biblical truths, even though there is not one verse in the Bible which explicitly 

teaches them.  So even if it is true that the Bible does not explicitly call Mary the Mother 

of God, this does not constitute sufficient grounds for Confessional Reformed people to 

reject it as unbiblical. 

 

One text which is germane to the discussion is Elizabeth‘s exclamation to her cousin 

Mary: ‗why is this granted to me that the mother of my Lord should come to me?‘ (Luke 

1:43).  Since the term ‗Lord‘ is a divine title, then it is surely a valid logical deduction to 

conclude that when Elizabeth calls Mary ‗the mother of my Lord,‘ she is essentially 

saying that Mary is the Mother of her God.
54

  The great Reformed Baptist theologian and 

commentator, Dr. John Gill, recognised this when he said: ‗Thus the virgin is said to be 

the mother of our Lord, and so may be called the mother of God; because she was parent 

of that child...who is truly Lord and God.‘
55

  Moreover, Veli-Matti Karkkainen sums up 

the truth, set forth in Elizabeth‘s words, by means of a rather useful syllogism: ‗Jesus 

Christ is God; Mary gave birth to Jesus; therefore Mary is the mother of God.‘
56

  At this 

point, however, a very important question arises: if Mary is the Mother of God, does that 

mean that she is the mother of Christ‘s divine nature?  One way to answer this question 

could be to assert that Christ has only one nature – the heresy known as Eutychianism.  

                                                 

 

 

 
53

 This is not a misrepresentation, Alan Cairns does argue that ‗She [Mary] is the mother 

of Jesus as to His humanity; she is not the mother of God.‘ Ibid. 
54

 Ambrose of Milan, in his exposition of Luke‘s Gospel, called upon us to acknowledge 

the mystery that ‗the mother of the Lord, pregnant with the Word, is full of God.‘  Cited 

in D.F. Wright, ‗Mother of God?‘ in D.F. Wright (ed.), Chosen By God: Mary in 

Evangelical Perspective, London: Marshall Pickering (1989), p. 128 
55

 J. Gill, An Exposition of the New Testament, vol. 1, London: William Hill Collingridge 

(1852), p. 414 
56

 V.M. Karkkainen, Christology: A Global Introduction, Grand Rapids: Baker Academic 

(2003), p. 77 
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But this would not be an acceptable answer, as the Bible teaches that Christ had two 

natures: one that is fully divine, and one that is fully human, as ‗the Word was God‘ and 

‗the Word became flesh and dwelt among us‘ (John 1:1, 14).  We can best answer the 

question of how Mary can be called the Mother of God, without falling into the heresy of 

Eutychianism, by considering the hypostatic union of the two natures in the one person of 

Christ. 

 

It is important to realise that Jesus Christ is not, as the Nestorian heresy teaches, two 

persons; instead He is one person with two natures (one human, one divine) which are 

united in the one person of the Lord Jesus Christ, the Son of God.  Mary is the mother of 

Christ‘s human nature, but she is not the mother of His divinity.  However, because she is 

the mother of a person who is divine, she can be called the Mother of God, as the divine 

and human natures of Christ are united in one person.  To say that ‗She is the mother of 

Jesus as to His humanity; [but] she is not the mother of God,‘
57

 is to come fearfully close 

to asserting that Christ is two persons.  Because how can Mary be the mother of Jesus, 

but not the Mother of God, if, as the Westminster Confession teaches, ‗two whole, 

perfect, and distinct natures, the Godhood and the manhood, were inseparably joined 

together in one person‘ (8:2)?  You cannot say that Mary is the mother of Jesus, without 

also affirming that Mary is the Mother of God, as Christ is one divine person, and the 

Virgin Mary is His mother (according to His human nature). 

 

To further clarify our thinking on this (admittedly complex) issue, let us listen to the 

counsel of the great Genevan Reformed divine Francis Turretin: 

Mary can truly be called theotokos or ―mother of God,‖ if the word ―God‖ is 

taken correctly for the total personality of Christ consisting of the person of the 

logos (logou) and the human nature (in which sense she is called ―the mother of 

the Lord,‖ Lk. 1:43), but not precisely and abstractly in respect of the deity.  Thus 

she is called the mother of God specificatively (i.e., of him who is God), but not 

reduplicatively (as he is God)... 

Mary is rightly called the Mother of God (theotokos) in the concrete and 

specifically because she brought forth him who is also God, but not in the abstract 

and reduplicatively as God.  Although this is not expressly stated in the 

Scriptures, still it is sufficiently intimated when she is called the mother of the 

Lord (Lk. 1:43) and the mother of Immanuel.
58

 

In short, Turretin teaches us that although Mary is not the mother of Christ‘s divine 

nature, she is the mother of the human nature of a divine person, and for that reason she 

may be called the Mother of God.   
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 A. Cairns, Dictionary of Theological Terms, Belfast and Greenville: Ambassador-

Emerald International (1998), 2
nd

 edition, p. 410 
58

 F. Turretin, Institutes of Elenctic Theology, Phillipsburg: Presbyterian and Reformed 

(1994), vol. 2, p. 310, 320 
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Furthermore by calling Mary the Mother of God, we guard against Arianism on the one 

hand (as the one she gave birth to is ‗very God of very God‘ [The Nicene Creed]), and, 

on the other hand, we guard against any form of Gnosticism which undermines Christ‘s 

incarnation by asserting that His body was merely a phantom which was not truly human.  

We can reject Gnosticism due to the fact that a woman could not give birth to a person 

who did not have a truly human nature.
59

  And so John of Damascus was entirely correct 

when he asserted that, ‗it is with justice and truth that we call holy Mary Theotokos.  For 

this name embraces the whole mystery of the divine dispensation;‘ because ‗if she who 

bore him is the Theotokos, assuredly he who was born of her is God and likewise also 

man.‘
60

 

 

However another question, which is especially relevant to those of us on the Reformed 

wing of Protestantism, now emerges: if we may call Mary the Mother of God because of 

the union of the two natures in the one person of Christ, do we have to go down the road 

of Lutheran theology which asserts that Christ‘s humanity is ubiquitous?  In short, no, 

because Christ was ‗born of the Virgin Mary, the mother of God, according to the 

manhood,‘ so His humanity did not assume divine attributes, because He remained God 

and man ‗in two natures, without confusion, without change, without division, without 

separation‘ (The Creed of Chalcedon; cf. Westminster Confession 8:2).  Lutheran 

theology fundamentally undermines this by essentially deifying the humanity of Christ in 

order to justify its Eucharistic theology (i.e. the local presence of the actual body and 

blood of Christ in the Lord‘s Supper; which requires the human body of Christ to be 

omnipresent).  This is obviously wrong; as a body which is truly human cannot be 

omnipresent (hence when we read in the gospel accounts that the Lord Jesus was, for 

example, at Jerusalem, this means that His body was not actually present anywhere else 

in the world, as a human body cannot be in two places at once.  The same, of course, is 

true of the ascended body of Christ, which remains in heaven until His return, 1 Cor. 

11:26).   

 

However, if this assertion against Lutheranism is correct, then why does the Scripture 

sometimes appear to attribute things which belong to the Lord Jesus‘ human nature to the 

divine nature of Christ?  For instance, we read about ‗the church of God, which he 

obtained with his own blood‘ (Acts 20:28), and about the rulers of this age who ‗crucified 
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 Jaroslav Pelikan reminds us that ‗In the conflicts with Gnosticism Mary had served as 

proof for the reality of the humanity of Jesus: he had truly been born of a human mother 

and therefore was a man.‘ J. Pelikan, The Christian Tradition Volume 1: The Emergence 

of the Catholic Tradition (100-600), Chicago and London: The University of Chicago 

Press (1971), p. 241 
60

 Cited in J. Pelikan, Mary Through the Centuries: Her Place in the History of Culture, 

New Haven and London: Yale University Press (1996), pp 56-57 
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the Lord of glory‘ (1 Cor. 2:8).  Is the blood of Christ divine
61

 or did Christ suffer in His 

divine nature?  No, because God cannot suffer, nor can human blood possibly be divine 

(if the blood of Christ was divine, then He was not truly human).  The answer to this 

apparent contradiction is again to be found in the hypostatic union of Christ‘s two natures 

in one person.  As the Westminster Confession puts it, ‗by reason of the unity of the 

person [of Christ], that which is proper to one nature, is sometimes in Scripture attributed 

to the person denominated by the other nature‘ (8:7).  Consequently, we can refer to 

Mary as the Mother of God, in the sense that she is the mother of Christ‘s humanity, 

without confusing the two natures of the Lord Jesus due to the unity of Christ‘s person.  

Conversely, if we cannot refer to the Virgin Mary as the Mother of God, then we cannot 

affirm that Christ is one person, but we will have to assert instead that He is two persons: 

with Mary as the mother of the human person Jesus, but not the mother of the divine 

person of Christ.  In other words, we will end up with the two Christs of Nestorianism.  

 

Nestorius (appointed Bishop of Constantinople in 428 A.D.) was allegedly opposed to 

calling Mary Theotokos because it ‗gave the blasphemous impression that she had given 

birth to the divine nature itself,‘ instead he supposedly wanted Mary to be called 

‗Christokos, ―the one who gave birth of Christ.‖‘
62

  In proposing this, Nestorius was 

vehemently opposed by Cyril of Alexandria.  Cyril raged against Nestorius because he 

said that ‗the Holy Virgin was not the Mother of God.‘
63

  Moreover, Cyril correctly 

understood that if Mary could not be called the Mother of God, then Christ was not one 

person (with two natures), but two persons.  Cyril claimed that the two person view of 

Christ was basically what Nestorius was arguing for: 

He named two christs as sons, one separately the Word of God the Father, and 

another separately besides him; one from the seed of David and the one whom he 

called the instrument of divinity and made divisions in every direction, and, as if 

it were, forgot the blessed Paul saying, ―one Lord, one faith, one baptism.‖
64

 

Elsewhere he says: 

For Nestorius, by dividing into two the one Son and Christ and Lord, set the man 

separate and apart from the Son, and the Word of God separate and apart from 
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 For a refutation of the heresy that the blood of Christ was divine, and the error that it 

was taken to heaven after being shed on the cross, one recommends that readers consult a 

list of Reformed quotations compiled by Mr. Jim Murdoch at the following link: 

http://www.loughbrickland.org/articles/quotes.shtml 
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 J. Pelikan, Mary Through the Centuries: Her Place in the History of Culture, New 

Haven and London: Yale University Press (1996), p. 56 
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another son.  And he said that some of the statements are those of the man, and 

others are those of the Word of God.
65

 

However the problem with attributing these views to Nestorius is that Nestorius‘s ‗works 

were burned by Imperial decree and only fragments survive.‘
66

  Since we are not able to 

go directly to the horses‘ mouth, some have even gone as far to suggest that ‗Nestorius 

was almost certainly not a Nestorian.‘
67

  Yet we might want to ask why would the works 

of Nestorius have been burned by Imperial decree if Nestorius was not a heretic?  And 

why would Cyril of Alexandria have misrepresented him if he was essentially orthodox? 

 

Yet even if it was the case that Cyril was taking Nestorius to what he perceived to be the 

logical conclusion of his opinions (rather than accurately portraying what Nestorius 

actually held), he was correct that Nestorius‘s proposal to jettison the Theotokos would, if 

followed through consistently, lead one to conclude that Jesus Christ was two persons.  If 

Mary is the mother of Christ‘s human nature, then she is the Mother of God, as Christ is 

a divine person.  But if Mary is not the Mother of God, then she is the mother of the 
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human person Jesus, as she cannot be the human mother of a divine person.  If she was 

the mother of a divine person, then she could be called the Mother of God – which is 

precisely what Nestorius opposed.  Ultimately then, if Nestorius was consistent in his 

rejection of the Theotokos, he would have to have asserted that Christ was two persons 

(one human, the other divine).  And if Christ is two persons, then He cannot be the 

Mediator, for the Mediator between God and man must be a single person who is fully 

human and fully divine: ‗For there is one God, and there is one mediator between God 

and man, the man Christ Jesus‘ (1 Tim. 2:5).  The two Christs of Nestorianism cannot 

mediate between God and man, because neither of them are fully human and fully divine; 

one person is human and the other is divine, so neither of them qualify as the Mediator 

between God and man.   

 

If Nestorianism is correct, then we are still in our sins, as we have no-one to mediate 

between God and man.  For this reason, Nestorianism is a damnable heresy.  It is a gospel 

which preaches two Christs, but no Saviour.  And so Cyril was correct when he 

pronounced Nestorianism anathema (and the Council of Ephesus was also correct when it 

adopted this anathema in 431 A.D.): 

If anyone will not confess that the Emmanuel is very God, and that therefore the 

Holy Virgin is the Mother of God (theotokos), inasmuch as in the flesh she bore 

the Word of God made flesh [as it is written, ―The Word was made flesh‖]: let 

him be anathema.
68

 

Confessing that Jesus Christ was ‗born of the Virgin Mary, the mother of God, according 

to the manhood‘ (The Creed of Chalcedon) is therefore vital to safeguarding the orthodox 

doctrine of Christ‘s person against the heresy of Nestorianism.  Because by calling Mary 

the Mother of God, we are acknowledging that the one she gave birth to is a divine 

person with a fully human nature.  While we may disagree with other aspects of Karl 

Barth‘s theology, we should acknowledge that he was correct in asserting that a proper 

understanding of the Theotokos is a test of Christological orthodoxy: 

To a certain extent it amounts to a test of the proper understanding of the 

incarnation of the Word, that as Christians and theologians we do not reject the 

description of Mary as the ―mother of God,‖ but in spite of its being overloaded 

by the so-called Mariology of the Roman Catholic Church, we affirm and approve 

of it as a legitimate expression of Christological truth.
69

 

For this reason, we respectfully ask that modern evangelical Protestants return to the 

ancient practice of the Christian Church by referring to the Virgin Mary as the Mother of 
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God; as this description of Mary is an essential safeguard to Creedal and Confessional 

orthodoxy against the Nestorian heresy. 

 

 

The Mother of God and Mariology 

 

Of course we cannot leave this subject until we have addressed the reason why many 

evangelical Protestants are nervous about calling Mary the Mother of God.  The Free 

Church of Scotland theologian Donald Macleod shares a common concern when he 

complains that the term Theotokos ‗lent itself all too easily to the misunderstanding that 

Mary was the mother of the Godhead (or even the mother of the Trinity); and, beyond 

that, to the idea that she should herself be worshipped and adored.‘
70

  Due to the abuses 

of this term, particularly by the Mariolatry of the Papists,
71

 David F. Wright argues that 

‗Biblical Christians are right to be cautious and reserved‘
72

 with respect to calling Mary 

the Mother of God. 

 

How do we respond to these objections?  First of all, we need to keep in mind that if the 

term Mother of God expresses a Scriptural truth (which it does), then it is our duty to use 

it, regardless of what abuses may have arisen.  This is simply because ‗All Scripture is 

breathed out by God‘ and is ‗profitable for teaching‘ (2 Tim. 3:16); so if the Theotokos is 

Biblical, then it is profitable for us to use it, provided that we are using it appropriately.  

Secondly, it should be kept in mind that the term Mother of God does not justify the 

worship of Mary, as it is the one Mary gave birth to who is the divine person, not Mary 

herself.  Since Mary is not a divine person, but merely the mother of the human nature of 

a divine person, then it is idolatrous to ascribe worship to Mary.   

 

Furthermore Loraine Boettner helpfully explains that the term Mother of God was not 

originally used in the manner that it is now used by the Papists: 

The purpose of the expression as used by the Council of Ephesus was not to 

glorify Mary, but to emphasize the deity of Christ over against those who denied 

His equality with the Father and the Holy Spirit...It was therefore only to 

emphasize the fact that the ‗person‘ born to Mary was truly divine that she was 

called ‗the Mother of God.‘
73

 

And as Karl Barth reminds us, ‗The New Testament, like the Councils of Ephesus and 

Chalcedon, takes a Christological interest in the person of Mary,‘ in truth ‗the greatness 
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of the New Testament figure of Mary consists in the fact that all interest is directed away 

from herself to the Lord.‘
74

  In the Biblical account, we find that Mary was a sinner who 

needed a Saviour (Luke 1:46-47), and that she was not given any place of prominence 

among the followers of Christ (Matt. 12:46-50).  Clearly then, in light of the Biblical 

testimony, we can see that the Mariolatry of Romanism is an abuse of a legitimate 

Biblical doctrine.  As Prof. Barth surmises, ‗Mariology is an excrescence, i.e., a diseased 

construct of theological thought.  Excrescences must be excised.‘
75

  Those of us in the 

Presbyterian tradition have been willing to excise the Popish abuses of infant baptism, 

while still maintaining that covenantal paedo-baptism is a Scriptural doctrine.  If we can 

do this with baptism, why can we not do it with the Theotokos as well?  As the Reformed 

stalwart Francis Turretin reminds us, although ‗the title Mother of God given to the virgin 

was perverted by superstitious men into an occasion of idolatry,‘ nevertheless, ‗it 

derogates nothing from the truth because the abuse and error of the papists ought not to 

take away the lawful use of this name.‘
76

  In short, the abuse does not preclude the right 

use.  If anything, the Papist‘s inordinate veneration of Mary is a betrayal of Chalcedon 

Christology, as they are ascribing what belongs to Christ to Mary (i.e. worship, which 

only belongs to a divine person). 

 

Conclusion 

 

We have seen that it is both Biblically and theologically sound to refer to the Virgin Mary 

as the Mother of God.  Although it may appear to be a minor point in theology, our 

studies have revealed that a correct understanding of the Theotokos is essential to 

safeguarding Orthodox Catholic Christology from the heresies of Nestorianism and the 

idolatry of the Papists.  The modern reserve among evangelical Protestants in relation to 

calling Mary the Mother of God is not a good sign.  It is indicative of a lack of emphasis 

upon Christology and Patristic theology, which could, if not swiftly corrected, lead to the 

emergence of Christological heresy in Reformed circles. 

 

In closing, let us recall that, upon the death of Nestorius, Cyril of Alexandria demanded 

that ‗a large, heavy stone be placed at his tomb lest he provoke the dead so much that 

they send him back!‘
77

  I propose that the best way to stop the ghost of Nestorius 

haunting modern evangelical Protestant and Reformed Churches is to return to a Creedal 

understanding of the Theotokos, and not be embarrassed to proclaim that the Virgin Mary 

is the Mother of God. 
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The Synoptic Problem 

L. E. Bray 

he synoptic problem seeks to compare the content of the first three gospels – 

Matthew, Mark, and Luke. In these gospels both the similarities and the 

differences must be investigated. The reason these three gospels are separated 

from John is because the gospel of John is very different from the first three gospels. 

John differs in style, content, and order of the events. Because of this, John is generally 

looked at as a separate issue from the other three gospels that share a large amount of 

similarities with each other. How one understands the synoptic problem is important 

because it will shape their belief in biblical accuracy, understanding of gospel content, 

and the degree to which they can know the historical Jesus through these gospels. 

 

There are many different answers that individuals posit to the synoptic problem. Some 

theorize that it was through oral tradition that the same content was gleaned. Others 

believe that one writer would knowingly use the writings of another writer. The theory of 

using another writer‘s gospel would have to consider both content and age of the 

document since only an older document can be used as a resource to a newer document.  

There is also a theory that the writers used a common source that is unknown to us. The 

unknown text is referred to as ―Q‖ (from a German word that means ―source‖). The 

different theories can also be mixed together to different degrees.  

 
There are also different ideas as to which gospel copies from which. The triple tradition 

holds that the gospel of Mark is the middle term between Matthew and Luke. This is 

because the content and content order is generally the same between Matthew and Mark, 

between Luke and Mark, or between all three gospels. At the same time, Matthew and 

Luke rarely every agree together against the gospel of Mark. There are different theories 

within this triple tradition which seek to answer the question of who copied from whom. 

In general these theories are defined as to which gospel was first. There is also a double 

tradition which focuses on the similarities between Matthew and Luke that are not found 

in Mark. This theory is where we find the idea that Matthew and Luke had a common 

source that they used, known as ―Q‖. Another possibility would be that either Matthew or 

Luke copied from the other. 

 
The most accepted answer to the synoptic problem is found in the Two Source 

Hypothesis. This holds that Matthew and Luke copied Mark and ―Q‖. The Two Gospel 

Hypothesis challenges the Two Source Hypothesis. It states that Matthew was the first 

gospel. Luke copied from Matthew, and then Mark took both Matthew and Luke to create 

his gospel. Mark would have basically used content that agreed in both Matthew and 

Luke with some editorial license. There are a large number of other ―answers‖ that can be 

formulated depending on which gospel is postulated as the source copied from, and if 

there were any other writings that were used as a source for content. 

 
The theories and studies on this topic are important. However, at the current stage of 

research they are only theories. Therefore, it is important not to assume to much merit in 

T 
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any of them. As new studies and new resources come to our attention, new theories will 

be created and some old theories will change. Yet even with all of this speculation we 

find the bible over the years remains virtually unchanged. I believe that shows the 

trustworthiness of our bible. It is comforting to know that while science continually 

brings about new information (even contradicting previously adhered to science), the 

bible remains faithful. While scholars change their opinion on what are the ―best‖ 

traditions or documents, the bible remains faithful. While new theories are created and 

old ones revised, the bible remains faithful. 

 

The History and Status of Dealing with Unduplicated Material 

 
This topic deals with the content not found in the gospel of Mark, which some consider to 

be the first gospel. This will bring us once again to discussing ―Q‖, the theoretical lost 

gospel.  The title ―unduplicated material‖ can be a little misleading. The material is found 

in both Matthew and Luke, but not duplicated in Mark. The reason it is interesting to 

study is because many scholars believe that Matthew and Luke used Mark to write their 

gospels, and that‘s why they have parallel passages. But there are also passages that are 

not found in Mark, yet are parallel in Matthew and Luke. Therefore, it is presumed by 

some that there is a ―missing‖ text that the two writers also used. If one were to think it 

through fully, ―Q‖ could be a compilation of multiple undiscovered manuscripts. There is 

nothing to suggest that Matthew and Luke would have ONLY used two sources.  

 
Scholars suggest that it is highly likely that Matthew and Luke used the same source 

outside of Mark since the content is exactly the same in some places in the original 

language. Since they were both translating the Aramaic that Jesus spoke into the Koine 

Greek that they were writing with, it would be highly unlikely that they would translate 

into exactly the same verbiage. It is important to keep in mind as studying this point of 

view that it is only a theory. There have not been any documents found to suggest that 

there is an outside source. It is purely through the comparing of the gospels that we have 

in the bible that we come to realize oddities that scholars try to explain.  Sitting back and 

considering what the possibilities of a ―Q‖ gospel being discovered could mean staggers 

my mind. I just imagine, what if it was written by Jesus Himself! 

 
It is interesting to me that scholars surmise that ―Q‖ was not concerned about the death 

and resurrection of Jesus. Since we do not have ―Q‖, we can have no idea what it did not 

contain. One can only speculate what ―Q‖ might have contained based on the gospels that 

we already have. We can basically reverse engineer the gospels into a ―missing‖ gospel. 

But we can never be sure without the document what the manuscript left out. 

 
If we think in terms of timeline and logical conclusions, there can be any number of 

plausible theories for the shared content of Matthew and Luke. God may have had 

Matthew and Luke write the same things through divine intervention. That may not be 

very logical from a scientific standpoint, but it can be a faith-based theory. From a 

scientific point of view, ―Q‖ may have been the source for all three of the synoptic 

gospels. Since we have no idea what was actually in ―Q‖, we can assume that all three 
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writers used it as their source. Perhaps Matthew and Luke didn‘t use Mark‘s gospel at all. 

If ―Q‖ would have contained the same things as Mark, there would be no way of telling 

which document they copied from. Some differences could be attributed to different 

versions of ―Q‖ being used. After all, in those days documents were hand copied. If each 

gospel writer had a copy of ―Q‖, there would be some differences perhaps. 

 
The bottom line is that these theories must never be looked at as more than what they are. 

There has never been any proof of a ―Q‖ gospel, it is simply pure speculation used to try 

and answer questions scholars have about the gospel text. If there actually was an 

undiscovered document that the gospel writers used in their manuscripts, it would not 

discount divine inspiration. The fact is, inspiration is not defined by the originality of a 

document but by the direction of the Holy Spirit. While pondering these theories let us 

keep in mind two facts, the bible has been faithful in every generation while science has 

changed in almost every generation. 

 

Dealing with Parallel Texts 

Dealing with text that is parallel in Matthew, Mark, and Luke is an important issue to 

study. When we see that the text in one gospel matches the text in another it raises doubts 

as to the independence of the gospels from each other. Then when we realize that the 

gospel writers were translating the Aramaic of Jesus into the Greek of their documents, 

even more doubts arise. The issue is that one wouldn‘t translate exactly the same phrases 

and words from Aramaic into Greek without some interdependence or some shared 

source. We not only see this parallelism in wording, but also in the order events are 

recorded and in parenthetical content. 

 
There have been attempts to answer in favor of independence of the writings by claiming 

the authorship of God. This argument basically states that since God wrote the gospels 

through men that they could contain the exact same verbiage. There are several faults to 

this line of reasoning. The most obvious problem would be the differences in the gospels. 

In order for the argument of God keeping the gospels exactly the same to hold any water, 

the gospels would not be able to contain the differences that they obviously contain. 

Another major problem with this would be the gospel of John. If God wanted the gospels 

to be the same throughout, John is a huge mistake. John‘s gospel is so different from the 

others that there would be no way of reconciling it with God wanting exactly the same 

phraseology in the gospel accounts. 

 
The parallel account found in the gospels makes a good argument for there being a 

common source that the writers used. It also lends to the idea that the writers used each 

other‘s work in some form or another. This is where much speculation comes in to play. 

Scholars have speculated that there is a missing gospel (―Q‖) that the gospel writers used 

as a common source. There are also questions that come up as to which gospels were the 

earliest. This must be known in order to determine which gospels were used as source 

material for the others. There are even parallel passages found in the Gospel of Thomas, a 

book found outside of the bible canon. 
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The study of critically looking at the scriptures is important. Some find that it eats away 

at the foundation of the Christian faith, I see it differently. I find these issues to be far 

more proofs of how big God is – how far above us and our understanding He truly is. 

God wrote a book through the agency of men. He allowed them to use other writings to 

guide them in their pursuit. If the gospels were exactly the same, we could say, ―They 

were direct from God without any human interference.‖ If they were totally different in 

style and verbiage (not content), we could say, ―They are totally independent of each 

other, and therefore original writings.‖ But God is bigger than all of that. As we draw 

closer to God we realize that we cannot box Him into the simplistic ideas of men, the 

notions that we all try to form in our minds. We cannot define God‘s ways so perfectly 

that there is no longer any mystery in Him. The Lord has so many facets that we will 

never discover all of them this side of glory. He has chosen to inspire original writings as 

well as move the writers to use other sources for their writings. The one thing we can be 

sure of is that the bible we have is inspired of God, one way or another. It is breathed out 

by God, though we may never know exactly how. It is profitable for teaching, reproof, 

correction, and training in righteousness. We can rest assured and have confidence in His 

word. We can step out in faith based on what it says. We can use it as the sword of the 

Spirit for the pulling down of strongholds. It is what will bring others into the kingdom of 

God, because His word will not return void. 

 

Synoptic Problem Activity 
 
Comparing pericopes (sections) from the synoptic gospels is a good way to easily see 

where similarities exist in the text. The Greek is used since translating from Greek into 

English would lose the exactness of the similarities between the original documents.  

John the Baptist preaching repentance is one of the pericopes that I chose to analyze. It is 

found in Mat 3:7-10 and Lk 3:7-9.  

Mt 3:7-10 

Idwn de pollouV twn Farisaiwn kai Saddoukaiwn ercomenouV epi to baptisma 

autou, eipen autoiV, Gennhmata ecidnwn! TiV upedeixen umin fugein apo thV mell

oushV orghV? Poihsate oun karpon axion thV metanoiaV. Kai mh doxhte legein e

n eautoiV, Patera ecomen ton Abraam; legw gar umin oti dunatai o QeoV ek twn 

liqwn toutwn egeirai tekna tw Abraam. Hdh de h axinh proV thn rizan twn dend

rwn keitai; pan oun dendron mh poioun karpon kalon ekkoptetai kai eiV pur ba

lletai. 
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Lk 3:7-9 

Elegen oun toiV ekporeuomenoiV ocloiV baptisqhnai up autou, Gennhmata ecidn

wn! TiV upedeixen umin fugein apo thV melloushV orghV? Poihsate oun karpouV 

axiouV thV metanoiaV. Kai mh arxhsqe legein en eautoiV, Patera ecomen ton Ab

raam; legw gar umin oti dunatai o QeoV ek twn liqwn toutwn egeirai tekna tw A

braam. Hdh de kai h axinh proV thn rizan twn dendrwn keitai; pan oun dendron 

mh poioun karpon kalon ekkoptetai kai eiV pur balletai. 

 

It is quite striking that there is no reference to this text at all in the gospel of Mark. It is 

also interesting that the passages from Matthew and Luke in these sections are mostly 

identical. Since the gospel of Mark is thought to be a source for both Matthew and Luke, 

and since this section is not found in Mark but it is still shared by both of the other 

synoptic gospels, it lends to the idea that they share another source – perhaps ―Q‖. I 

would further suggest that Matthew and Luke share exactly one source for this pericope. 

If there were more than one source they shared, they most likely would not be so exactly 

the same in the text. From the words to the order of the text they are almost identical. The 

small variations between these two sections of text could be accounted for if the writers 

had different copies of the same source. That would allow for a small percentage of copy 

alterations. 

 
John‘s social preaching, found in Luke 3:10-14, was another pericope that I investigated.  

 

Lk 3:10-14 

Kai ephrwtwn auton oi ocloi legonteV, Ti oun poihswmen? ApokriqeiV de elegen 

autoiV, O ecwn duo citwnaV metadotw tw mh econti; kai o ecwn brwmata omoiwV 

poieitw. Hlqon de kai telwnai baptisqhnai, kai eipan proV auton, Didaskale, t

i poihswmen? O de eipen proV autouV, Mhden pleon para to diatetagmenon umin 

prassete. Ephrwtwn de auton kai strateuomenoi legonteV, Ti poihswmen kai hm
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eiV? Kai eipen autoiV, Mhdena diaseishte mhde sukofanthshte kai arkeisqe toi

V oywnioiV umwn. 

 
This text is found only in Luke, not in the other two synoptic gospels. This shows that 

even though the writers may have used some of the same sources, they also had unique 

content. Luke is especially an interesting place to find both unique and shared sources 

because he claims to have followed all things closely, and his desire was to write an 

―orderly account‖. Following all things closely, Luke would be able to give us unique 

insight into the events he is recording. The desire to give an orderly account would 

prompt Luke to investigate and use other sources for his material. I also have a hunch that 

much in Luke‘s gospel that is unique may have come from Paul‘s teaching since Luke 

was a very close companion of Paul. Perhaps Luke gained this unique content during the 

time when John Mark (the writer of Mark) went with Barnabas to Cyprus because Paul 

didn‘t want Mark to travel with him. Considering this line of thinking, one could suggest 

that ―Q‖ is one of Paul‘s lost writings. 

 
The temptation of Jesus (as found in Mat 4:1-11; Mk 1:12-13; Lk 4:1-4, 9-12, 5-8, 12) is 

another pericope that I investigated. 

Mt 4:1-11 

Tote o IhsouV anhcqh eiV thn erhmon  upo tou PneumatoV   peirasqhnai upo tou

 diabolou. Kai nhsteusaV  hmeraV tesserakonta  kai nuktaV tesserakonta us

teron epeinasen. Kai proselqwn  o peirazwn eipen autw,  Ei uioV ei tou qeou eip

e ina oi liqoi outoi artoi genwntai. O de apokriqeiV eipen, Gegraptai, Ouk ep ar

tw monw zhsetai o anqrwpoV all epi panti rhmati ekporeuomenw dia stomatoV 

Qeou. Tote paralambanei auton o diaboloV eiV thn agian polin kai esthsen au

ton epi to pterugion tou ierou  kai legei autw, Ei UioV ei tou Qeou, bale seauto

n katw gegraptai gar oti toiV aggeloiV autou enteleitai peri sou    kai epi ceirw

n arousin se mhpote proskoyhV proV liqon ton poda sou.  Efh autw o IhsouV, 

Palin gegraptai ouk ekpeiraseiV kurion ton Qeon sou. Palin paralambanei a

uton o diaboloV eiV oroV uyhlon lian kai deiknusin autw pasaV taV basileiaV 
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tou kosmou kai thn doxan autwn. Kai eipen autw tauta soi panta dwsw        ea

n peswn proskunhshV moi. Tote legei autw o IhsouV, Upage, Satana!  Gegraptai

 gar Kurion ton Qeon sou proskunhseiV kai autw monw latreuseiV.   Tote  afih

sin auton o diaboloV  kai idou aggeloi proshlqon kai dihkonoun autw. 

 

Mk 1:12-13 

Kai euquV to Pneuma auton ekballei eiV thn erhmon, kai hn  en th erhmw tesse

rakonta hmeraV peirazomenoV upo tou Satana; kai hn meta twn qhriwn; kai oi 

aggeloi  dihkonoun autw. 

 

Luke 4:1-4 9-12 5-8 13 

IhsouV de plhrhV PneumatoV Agiou upestreyen apo tou Iordanou, kai hgeto en 

tw Pneumati en th erhmw, hmeraV tesserakonta peirazomenoV upo tou diabolo

u.    Kai ouk efagen ouden  en taiV hmeraiV ekeinaiV  kai suntelesqeiswn autwn  

epeinasen. Eipen de autw o diaboloV,  Ei uioV ei tou Qeou eipe tw liqw toutw ina

 genhtai artoV. Kai apekriqh proV auton o IhsouV, Gegraptai oti ouk ep artw m

onw zhsetai o anqrwpoV. Hgagen de auton eiV Ierousalhm kai esthsen epi to pt

erugion tou ierou kai eipen autw, Ei UioV ei tou Qeou, bale seauton enteuqen k

atw gegraptai gar oti toiV aggeloiV autou enteleitai peri sou tou diafulaxai s

e, kai oti epi ceirwn arousin se mhpote proskoyhV proV liqon ton poda sou. K

ai apokriqeiV eipen autw o IhsouV oti Eirhtai ouk ekpeiraseiV kurion ton Qeon 

sou. Kai anagagwn auton edeixen autw pasaV taV basileiaV thV oikoumenhV en 

stigmh cronou. Kai eipen autw o diaboloV soi dwsw thn exousian tau- thn apa
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san kai thn doxan autwn oti emoi paradedotai, kai w ean qelw didwmi authn. S

u oun ean proskunhshV enwpion emou estai sou pasa. Kai apokriqeiV o IhsouV 

eipen autw,  Gegraptai Kurion ton Qeon sou proskunhseiV, kai autw monw lat

reuseiV. Kai suntelesaV panta peirasmon, o diaboloV apesth ap autou acri k

airou. 

 
This text lends itself to supporting a shared source (―Q‖) between Matthew and Luke 

once again. Mark does have some similarity in the beginning of his account, which may 

point to Matthew and Luke ―filling in‖ what they felt Mark was lacking from their other 

source. It is strange however, that Matthew and Luke do not really share the same order 

of content. The content itself is remarkably the same, but the order is different in a few 

places. Perhaps one of the writers edited his text to agree with some oral traditions that he 

had been given. 

 
The first preaching in Galilee (from Mat 4:12-17; Mk 1:14-15; Lk 4:14-15) is interesting 

in how the parallel text is laid out.  

 

Mt 4:12-17 

AkousaV de oti IwannhV paredoqh, anecwrhsen eiV thn Galilaian. Kai katalip

wn thn Nazara elqwn katwkhsen eiV Kafar- naoum thn paraqalassian en ori

oiV Zaboulwn kai Nefqalim, ina plhrwqh to rhqen dia Hsaiou tou profhtou le

gontoV: Gh Zaboulwn kai Gh Nef- qalim odon qalasshV peran tou Iordanou Ga

lilaia twn eqnwn-- o laoV o kaqhmenoV en skotei fwV eiden mega kai toiV kaqhm

enoiV en cwra kai skia qanatou fwV aneteilen autoiV. Apo tote hrxato o Ihsou

V khrussein kai legein  Metanoeite,  hggiken gar h basileia twn ouranwn. 

 

Mk 1:14-15 
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Meta de to paradoqh-  nai ton Iwannhn, hlqen o IhsouV eiV thn Galilaian, k ru

sswn to euaggelion tou Qeou kai legwn oti  Peplhrwtai o kairoV kai hggiken h 

basileia tou qeou, metanoeite, kai pis- teuete en tw euaggeliw. 

 

Lk 4:14-15 

Kai upestreyen o IhsouV en th dunamei tou pneumatoV eiV thn Galilaian, kai f

hmh exhlqen kaq olhV thV peri- cwrou peri autou. Kai autoV edidasken en taiV 

sunagwgaiV autwn doxazomenoV upo pantwn. 

 
The beginning and ending in all three synoptic gospels are practically identical. But the 

content that is in between is only found in Matthew. This is especially strange when we 

consider that most ―lost‖ text from a scroll would come from the beginning or ending. 

Since they were rolled, the outside areas were more susceptible to decay and damage. So 

it would appear that the text was added by Matthew from another source, and not deleted 

by Mark and Luke. If Matthew had a source that Luke did not have, this may show that 

there was more than one unknown document that the writers were working from. 

 
The rejection at Nazareth (found in Mat 13:54-58; Mk 6:1-6a; Lk 4:16-30) is peculiar on 

a couple of levels.  

 

Mt 13:54-58 

Kai elqwn eiV thn patrida autou edidasken autouV en th sunagwgh autwn, wste

 ekplhssesqai autouV kai legein, Ouc outoV estin o tou tektonoV uioV? O de Ihs

ouV eipen autoiV, Ouk estin profhthV atimoV ei mh en th patridi kai en th oikia 

autou. Kai ouk epoihsen ekei dunameiV pollaV dia thn apistian autwn. 

 

Mk 6:1-6a 

Kai exhlqen ekeiqen kai ercetai eiV thn patrida autou kai akolouqousin autw 

oi maqhtai autou. Kai genomenou sabbatou hrxato didaskein en th sunagwgh, 
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kai polloi akouonteV exeplhssonto, legonteV Ouk outoV estin o tektwn, o uioV 

thV MariaV? Kai elegen autoiV o IhsouV oti ouk estin profhthV atimoV ei mh en 

th patridi autou, kai en toiV suggeneusin autou, kai en th oikia autou. Kai ouk

 edunato ekei poihsai oudemian dunamin, ei mh oligoiV arrwstoiV epiqeiV taV cei

raV eqerapeusen. Kai eqaumazen dia thn apistian autwn, kai perihgen taV kwm

aV kuklw didaskwn. 

 

Lk 4:16-30 

Kai hlqen eiV Nazara, ou hn teqrammenoV, kai eishlqen kata to eiwqoV autw en

 th hmera twn sab- batwn eiV thn sunagwghn. Kai anesth anagnwnai, kai epedo

qh autw biblion tou profhtou Hsaiou kai anaptuxaV to biblion euren ton top

on ou hn gegrammenon: Pneuma kuriou ep eme, ou eineken ecrisen me euaggeli- s

asqai ptwcoiV. Apestalken me khruxai aicmalwtoiV af- esin kai tufloiV anab

leyin aposteilai teqrausmenouV en afesei khruxai eni- auton kuriou dekton k

ai ptuxaV to biblion apodouV tw uphreth ekaqisen kai pantwn oi ofqalmoi en t

h sunagwgh hsan atenizonteV autw. Hrxato de legein proV autouV oti shmeron 

peplhrwtai h grafh auth en toiV wsin umwn. Kai panteV emarturoun autw kai e

qaumazon epi toiV logoiV thV caritoV toiV ekporeuo- menoiV ek tou stomatoV au

tou. Kai elegon, Ouci uioV estin Iwshf outoV? Kai eipen proV autouV pantwV, Er

eite moi thn parabolhn tauthn, Iatre, qerapeuson seauton! osa hkousamen ge

nomena eiV thn Kafarnaoum poihson kai wde en th patridi sou. Eipen de, Amhn 

legw umin oti oudeiV profhthV dektoV estin en th patridi autou. Ep alhqeiaV de 
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legw umin pollai chrai hsan en taiV hmeraiV Hliou en tw Israhl ote ekleisqh 

o ouranoV epi eth tria kai mhnaV ex wV egeneto limoV megaV epi pasan thn ghn; k

ai proV oudemian autwn epemfqh HliaV ei mh eiV Zarepta thV SidwniaV proV gun

aika ch- ran. Kai polloi leproi hsan en tw Israhl epi Eli- saiou tou profht

ou kai ou- deiV autwn ekaqarisqh ei mh Naiman o SuroV. Kai eplhsqhsan pant

eV qumou en th sunagwgh akouonteV tauta. Kai anastanteV exebalon auton ex

w thV polewV kai hgagon auton ewV ofruoV tou orouV ef ou h poliV wkodomhto 

autwn wste katakrhmnisai auton. AutoV de dielqwn dia mesou autwn eporeuet

o. 

 
First, it seems that the text grows in each gospel as if Mark added to Matthew and Luke 

added to Mark. The other thing that is curious is the content order. Even though with each 

gospel the content gets larger, it does not change order. One can only speculate as to why 

this is taking place. It could be that Matthew and Mark were writing from memory; while 

Luke may have had an actual document that he was using as a source. If this were true it 

would again point to more than one unknown source document being used by the writers. 

 
It is eye opening to compare the Greek text side-by-side using a method such as this. I 

feel compelled to pursue some of these texts further just to satisfy the curiosity I have for 

the possible reasons behind parallel and divergent content. If a statistical pattern could be 

found between the synoptic gospels, maybe new theories would emerge. It is exciting that 

such old documents can produce new theories and speculations. 
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Catechism Corner 

What is the chief end of man? 

Man‘s chief end is to glorify God, (1 Cor. 10:31, Rom. 11:36) and to enjoy him for ever. 

(Ps. 73:25–28) 
78

  

 

Fisher‘s Catechism (The Assembly‘s Shorter Catechism Explained) 

Q. 1. What is meant by man's chief end? 

A. That which ought to be man's chief aim and design; and that which he should seek 

after as his chief happiness. 

Q. 2. What ought to be man's chief aim and design? 

A. The glory of God. 1 Chron. 16:28, 29 -- "Give unto the Lord, ye kindreds of the 

people, -- give unto the Lord the glory due unto his name." 

Q. 3. What should he seek after as his chief happiness? 

A. The enjoyment of God. Isa. 26:8 -- "The desire of our soul is to thy name, and the 

remembrance of thee." 

Q. 4. What connection is there between the glorifying God, and the enjoyment of him? 

A. They are connected by rich and sovereign grace, persuading and enabling the sinner to 

embrace Jesus Christ as the only way to God and glory. Eph. 2:8 -- "By grace are ye 

saved, through faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the gift of God." John 14:6 -- "I," 

says Christ, "am the way; no man cometh unto the Father, but by me." 

Q. 5. Does the chief end exclude subordinate ends? 

A. No; for, in aiming principally at the glory of God, men may use the supports of natural 

life for refreshing their bodies. 1 Cor. 10:31; and be diligent in their particular callings, 

that they may provide for themselves and their families, 1 Thess. 4:11, 12; 1 Tim. 5:8. 

Q. 6. Why ought the glory of God to be the chief end and design of man? 

                                                 

 

 

 
78

The Westminster shorter catechism : With Scripture proofs. 1996 (3rd edition.) 

(Question 1). Oak Harbor, WA: Logos Research Systems, Inc. 
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A. Because it is God's chief end in man's creation, preservation, redemption, and 

regeneration. Prov. 16:4 -- "The Lord hath made all things for himself;" and therefore it 

ought to be man's chief end likewise. 1 Cor. 6:19,20 -- "Ye are not your own; for ye are 

bought with a price: therefore glorify God in your body, and in your spirit, which are 

God's." 

Q. 7. How manifold is the glory of God? 

A. Twofold; his essential and his declarative glory. 

Q. 8. What is God's essential glory? 

A. It is what he is absolutely in himself. Exod. 3:14 -- "I AM THAT I AM." 

Q. 9. What is his declarative glory? 

A. His showing, or making known his glory, to, in, and by his creatures, Isa. 44:23; 2 

Thess. 1:10. 

Q. 10. Can any creature whatsoever add any thing to God's essential glory? 

A. No; for his essential glory is infinite, eternal, and unchangeable, Job 35:7. 

Q. 11. Do not the heavens and the earth, and all inferior creatures, glorify God? 

A. Yes; in a passive way, all his works praise him. Psalm 19:1, and 145:10. 

Q. 12. How ought man to glorify God? 

A. Man being endued with a reasonable soul, ought to glorify God in an active way, 

Psalm 63:4, by declaring his praise, Psalm 103:1, 2; and essaying to give him the glory 

due to his name, Psalm 96:7, 8. 

Q. 13. How was man to glorify God in a state of innocence? 

A. By a perfect, personal, and perpetual obedience to his law, Gen. 1:27; and by giving 

him the glory of all his works, chap. 2:19. 

Q. 14. Has man answered his chief end? 

A. No; for, "all have sinned, and come short of the glory of God," Rom. 3:23. 

Q. 15. Has God then lost his end in making man? 

A. No; for God will glorify his justice and power upon some, and his grace and mercy 

upon others of Adam's family, Rom. 9:22, 23. 
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Q. 16. Was ever God glorified by a perfect obedience since Adam's fall? 

A. Never, until CHRIST, the second Adam, appeared as a new covenant head, Isa. 42:21, 

and 49:3. 

Q. 17. How did Christ, the second Adam, glorify God, as our surety and representative on 

earth? 

A. By finishing the work the Father gave him to do. John 17:4. 

Q. 18. What was the work the Father gave him to do? 

A. It was to assume a holy human nature, Luke 1:35; to yield a perfect sinless obedience 

to the whole law, Mat. 3:15; and to give a complete satisfaction to justice, for man's sin, 

by his meritorious sufferings and death, Luke 24:26. 

Q. 19. How does Christ glorify God in heaven? 

A. By appearing in the presence of God for us, Heb. 9:24, and applying, by the power of 

his Spirit, that redemption which he purchased by the price of his blood on earth, Tit. 3:5, 

6. 

Q. 20. When is it that a sinner begins uprightly to aim at the glory of God? 

A. When, through a faith of God's operation, he believes in Christ: Acts 8:37, 39. -- "The 

eunuch answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the son of God. -- And he went 

on his way rejoicing." 

Q. 21. Can no man glorify God acceptably, unless he first believe in Christ? 

A. No; for, "Without faith it is impossible to please him." Heb. 11:6; and, "Whatsoever is 

not of faith is sin," Rom. 14:23. 

Q. 22. How is it that faith in Christ glorifies God? 

A. As it sets its seal to the record of God, John 3:33; and unites us to Christ, from whom 

only our fruit is found, Hos. 14:8. 

Q. 23. Is not God glorified by the good works of believers? 

A. Yes; "herein," says Christ, "is my Father glorified, that ye bear much fruit," John 15:8. 

Q. 24. What are these fruits brought forth by believers, by which God is glorified? 
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A. They may be summed up in faith working by love, Gal. 5:6; or, their aiming, in the 

strength of Christ, at universal obedience to the law, as the rule of duty. Phil. 4:13 -- "I 

can do all things through Christ which strengtheneth me." 

Q. 25. How should we glorify God in eating and drinking? 

A. By taking a right to the supports of natural life, through the second Adam, the heir of 

all things, who has purchased a covenant right to temporal, as well as spiritual mercies, 

for his people, 1 Cor. 3:21-23; and thankfully acknowledging God for the same, 1 Tim. 

4:4, 5. 

Q. 26. How must we glorify God in our religious worship, and other acts of obedience? 

A. By doing all that we do in the name of the Lord Jesus, Col. 3:17; worshipping God in 

the Spirit, rejoicing in Christ Jesus, and having no confidence in the flesh, Phil. 3:3. 

Q. 27. What is it, next to the glory of God, we should aim at? 

A. Next to God's glory, we should aim at the enjoyment of him, Psalm 73:25, 26. 

Q. 28. Why should we aim at the enjoyment of God? 

A. Because he is the chief good of the rational creature, Psalm 116:7; and nothing else 

besides him, is either suitable to the nature, or satisfying to the desires of the immortal 

soul, Psalm 144:15. 

Q. 29. How may a finite creature enjoy an infinite God? 

A. By taking and rejoicing in him, as its everlasting and upmaking portion, Psalm 16:5, 6, 

and 48:14. 

Q. 30. Did our first parents, in a state of innocence, enjoy God? 

A. Yes; there was perfect friendship and fellowship between God and them; for, "God 

made man upright," Eccl. 7:29. 

Q. 31. What broke that blessed friendship and fellowship? 

A. Sin: our iniquities have separated between us and our God, and our sins have hid his 

face from us, Isa. 59:2. 

Q. 32. Can a sinner, in a natural state, enjoy God, or have any fellowship with him? 

A. No; for, "What communion hath light with darkness? and what concord hath Christ 

with Belial?" 2 Cor. 6:14, 15. 
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Q. 33. How may a lost sinner recover the enjoyment of God, and fellowship with him? 

A. As we lost it by our fall in the first Adam, so it can only be recovered by union with a 

second Adam, Rom. 5:18-19; for there is no coming to God but by him, John 14:6. 

Q. 34. When is it that a sinner begins to enjoy God? 

A. When, having received Christ by faith, he rests upon him, and upon God in him, for 

righteousness and strength, Isa. 45:24; and out of his fullness receives, and grace for 

grace, John 1:16 

Q. 35. What are the external means by, or in which, we are to seek after the enjoyment of 

God? 

A. In all the ordinances of his worship, public, private and secret; such as the word read 

and heard, the sacraments, prayer, meditation, fasting, thanksgiving, and the like. 

Q. 36. Are the saints of God admitted to enjoy him in these? 

A. Yes; they are the trysting-placeshttp://www.reformed.org/documents/fisher/q0001.html - 

%5B2%5D where his name is recorded, and to which he has promised to come and bless 

them, Ex. 20:24 -- "In all places where I record my name, I will come unto thee, and I 

will bless thee." 

Q. 37. What scripture-evidence have we, of their enjoying God in the duties and 

ordinances of his appointment? 

A. We find them much employed in religious duties, Song 3:1-3; and expressing the 

utmost regard for the ordinances of his grace, Psalm 84:1, 2. 

Q. 38. What satisfaction has the soul in the enjoyment of God? 

A. Unspeakably more gladness than when corn, wine, and all earthly comforts, do most 

abound, Psalm 4:7 

Q. 39. Is there any difference between the enjoyment of God in this life, and that which 

the saints shall obtain in the life to come? 

A. Not an essential, but a gradual difference, as to the manner and measure of it. 

Q. 40. What is the difference as to the manner of the enjoyment here and hereafter? 

A. Here, the enjoyment is mediate, by the intervention of means; hereafter, it will be 

immediate, without any use of these means: "Now we see through a glass darkly; but then 

FACE TO Face ," 1 Cor. 13:12. 

http://www.reformed.org/documents/fisher/q0001.html#%5B2%5D
http://www.reformed.org/documents/fisher/q0001.html#%5B2%5D
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Q. 41. What is the difference as to the measure of the enjoyment, in this life, and that 

which is to come? 

A. In this life the enjoyment is only partial; in that which is to come, it will be full and 

complete, 1 John 3:2 -- here, the enjoyment is only in the seed, or first fruits; there it will 

be in the full harvest, Psalm 126:5, 6. 

Q. 42. Is the partial enjoyment of God in grace here, a sure pledge of the full enjoyment 

of him in glory hereafter? 

A. It is both the pledge and earnest of it, Eph. 1:13, 14; Psalm 84:11. 

Q. 43. Does the gracious soul, in that sate, fully receive its chief end? 

A. Yes; in regard that then it shall be brimful of God, and celebrate his praises with high 

and uninterrupted Hallelujahs through all eternity, Psalm 16:11; Isa. 35:10. 

Q. 44. Why is the glorifying God made the leading part of man's chief end, and set before 

the enjoyment of him? 

A. Because, as God's design in glorifying himself was the reason and foundation of his 

design in making man happy in the enjoyment of him, Rom. 11:26; so he has made our 

aiming at his glory, as our chief end, to be the very way and means of our attaining to that 

enjoyment, Psalm 50:23. 

Q. 45. Is our happiness, in the enjoyment of God, to be our chief end? 

A. No; but the glory of God itself, Isa. 42:8; in our aiming at which chiefly, we cannot 

miss the enjoyment of him, Psalm 91:14, 15. 

Q. 46. Is not our delighting in the glory of God, to be reckoned our chief end? 

A. No; we must set the glory of God above our delight therein, otherwise, our delight is 

not chiefly in God, but in ourselves, Isa. 2:11. Our subjective delighting in the glory of 

God belongs to the enjoyment of him, whose glory is above the heavens, and infinitely 

above our delight therein, Psalm 113:4. 

Q. 47. Whom does God dignify with the enjoyment of himself, in time and for ever? 

A. Those whom he helps actively to glorify and honour him; for he has said, "Them that 

honour me, I will honour," 1 Sam. 2:30. 

Q. 48. Does any thing so much secure our happy enjoyment of God, as the concern that 

the glory of God has in it? 
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A. No; for as God cannot but reach the great end of his own glory, so, when he has 

promised us eternal life, in Christ, before the world began, Tit. 1:2, we cannot come short 

of it; because it stands upon the honour of his faithfulness to make it good, Heb. 10:23 -- 

"He is faithful that promised." 

Q. 49. How does it appear, that the enjoyment of God, which is connected with the 

glorifying of him, shall be for ever? 

A. Because he who is the object enjoyed, is the everlasting God, Isa. 40:28; and the 

enjoyment of him is not transitory, like the passing enjoyments of time, but the eternal 

enjoyment of the eternal God, Psalm 48:14 
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Wilbur Pickering, Ph.D. 

TNARS Mentor 

Education:  

¶ University of Toronto - Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics 

¶ Dallas Theological Seminary - Master of Theology 

Dr. Pickering is probably best known for his book, The Identity of the New Testament 

Text. 

 

David Petrie, M.Th. 

Vice President of Academic Affairs – The North American Reformed Seminary 

Education:  

¶ The North American Reformed Seminary - Master of Theology 

¶  Moody Bible Institute – Diploma in Biblical Studies 

David is a Bible teacher and writer. He is an Alumnus of both Moody Bible Institute and 

Reformed Theological Seminary. David is currently the pastor of CORE Fellowship. 

Married with three children, David loves to fly-fish alongside his wife Marta. 

 

Daniel F.N. Ritchie, D.Min 

Education: 

¶ The North American Reformed Seminary 

 

Dr Richie lives in North Ireland and is a graduate of TNARS, D.Min.  He is currently 

studying history and politics at the Queen's University of Belfast. He has authored several 

books.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


