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In This Issue ...

... are several articles dealing with various aspects of the biblical doc-
trine of creation. Rev. Steven Key begins a treatment of the Reformed
doctrine of providence. Providence, he reminds us, necessarily follows upon
creation. The question is one that “cries out for an answer,” particularly at
the beginning of a new year: “What is God's involvement with His cre-
ation?”

Homer Hoeksema’s article in the rubric, “Day of Shadows,” takes us
deeply into “Paradise the First.” Specifically, the late professor of Old Tes-
tament in the Protestant Reformed Seminary opens up the meaning of the
Tree of Life in the original creation. There is no lengthy defense of the
historical reality of the tree (this is simply received by the faith that honors
Holy Scripture as the inspired Word of God), but rather an exposition of the
rich significance of the tree both for the first Adam and with a view to the
second Adam.

Rev. Gise VanBaren brings to our attention current evidence of the folly
of evolution from the secular press. He concludes, “What contorted efforts
must be made in order to present evolution as a reliable theory of origins!”
Read “’Minor’ Corrections in the Theory of Evolution” in the rubric, “All
Around Us.”

Not many religious periodicals would carry the articles referred to above.
I doubt whether any would run the piece by Rev. Arie denHartog, “Hating
the Haters of God.” That “God’s people today must have the same holy
hatred for those that hate God as David did (in Psalm 139:19-22)"?

Only in the Standard Bearer.

—DJE
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Meditation

Rev. Steven Houck

The Dedication
of God’s House*

In II Chronicles 7:1-22 we are in-
formed of the fact that Solomon and
the Israelites were also involved in
a building project — a building
project which was much more ex-
tensive than that of Peace Church.
They built the temple of God. It
required hundreds of thousands of
workmen. And the Israelites spent
seven years building it. Before that,
King David had spent many years
gathering material. The material in-
cluded 100,000 talents of gold and
1,000,000 talents of silver. The tem-
ple was a very elaborate and beauti-
ful building. Its inner walls were
carved with flowers, cherubim, and
palm trees. The whole thing was
overlaid with pure gold.

Solomon and the Israelites had
a dedication service for their new
place of worship too. That service
was just as elaborate and beautiful
as the building itself. The dedica-
tion lasted fourteen days. Solomon
gathered all the elders of Israel, the
heads of the tribes, the chiefs of the
fathers, and all of Israel “from the
entering in of Hamath unto the riv-
er of Egypt.” In a solemn proces-
sion the Levites took the ark of the
covenant out of the tabernacle and
brought it to the new temple. They
offered thousands of sacrifices. They
sang songs of praise and adoration

Rev. Houck is pastor of Peace Protes-
tant Reformed Church in Lansing, Illi-
nois.

*Speech given on 11/17/95 at
the dedication service of the new
church building of the Peace PRC.

to God. The trumpets sounded. The
cymbals and other instruments of
music were played.

Solomon spoke to the people and
told them about God’s faithfulness
to David and Israel. He blessed the
people and admonished them to
serve God. He kneeled down,
spread his hands toward heaven,
and prayed a beautiful prayer. He
asked God to dwell in the house
which they had built for Him. He
prayed that that house would be the
house of God and that God would
put His name in that house, so that
from that house God would be with
Israel and bless her. From that house
God would show His faithfulness to
Israel and be gracious, merciful, and
kind to Israel.

In answer to the prayer of
Solomon, God sent fire down from
heaven. It consumed the sacrifices
which Solomon had offered to God.
And the cloud of God’s glory filled
the house. It was so thick that the
priests could not enter into the tem-
ple. By that cloud of glory God in-
dicated the fact that He came down
unto them to dwell with them in that
house. The infinite God, who is so
great that heaven and the heaven of
heavens cannot contain Him, much
less a physical house, made that
house His temple. He set apart that
house from all other houses. It was
His holy dwelling place.

Thus the temple became the
place of worship for Israel. There
was no other building where they
were to worship God with their sac-
rifices and offerings. That house was
the place of all of their religious cer-
emonies and celebrations. Whether

they lived far away or nearby, all
Israelites had to go to that house to
worship God. That is why the di-
viding of the kingdom and the set-
ting up of the golden calves by
Jeroboam was so wicked. By that
the northern kingdom left the house
of God. They left the house where
God dwelt with His people.

As we think of this house which
we of Peace Church have built by
God’s grace, and of our dedication
service, we must understand that
things are different today. This
house is not the house of God. This
building which we have built is not
the temple of God. God does not
dwell in this building in the same
way that He dwelt in the temple of
the old dispensation. There is noth-
ing sacred about this building as
such. The furniture in this building
is not holy either.

That is because, with the com-
ing of Christ and the outpouring of
the Holy Spirit, the way in which
God dwells with His people has
changed. Rather than dwelling in a
building among His people, God
dwells directly in His people. By
the Spirit of Christ who was poured
out upon the church, God lives in
the heart of every true believer. We
believers are the temple of God. We
are the house in which God dwells.
When we came into this church
building this evening, we did not
come into the house of God. We
brought the house of God into this
building.

That is a fundamental change.
We are not obligated to worship God
in any particular building anymore.
We may worship Him in the audi-
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torium of a school, as we did for
seven years. We may worship Him
in a home. We may even worship
Him in a barn if that is what we
want. That is because we, who are
God'’s people, are the temple of the
Holy Ghost. Wherever we assem-
ble, there is God's house.

That does not mean, however,
that we may not dedicate this build-
ing to the Lord’s use. It does not
mean that we may not thank God
for this building.

Even as Solomon and Israel
thanked and praised God for the
temple, we must thank and praise
God for this building. For we

fact that we dedicate this house al-
most exactly seven years after we
were organized as a congregation.
Seven (3 + 4) is the number of God's
covenant and of His dwelling to-
gether with His people. This house,
completed seven years after our or-
ganization, manifests the significance
of that number. God dwells with
us, His holy temple.

The fact that this building is not
the temple of God does not alter the
fact that we ought to dedicate this
building to the use of God’s king-
dom. Because we are the temple of

the Holy Ghost, our bodies, our
souls, and all that we have

could not have built this When we are to be dedicated to the
house if God had not been ~ cameintothis  cause of God. We do not
faithful to us. God is the  churchbuilding  belong to ourselves. We
One who gives us all that this evening, belong to our faithful
we have. He gave us the we did not Savior Jesus Christ. We
financial means to build come into are to give ourselves
this house. He gave the the house over to His service.
abilities and talents that of God., How fitting and proper,
were needed by those We brought therefore, that we give
who labored in the con- the house this building over to the
struction of this house. No of God cause of God and His
one could have lifted a ham- into this spiritual house. We must
mer without His power. He building. do that rather than using

sovereignly ruled over govern-
ment officials so that we received
the proper permits to begin the work
and the approval of the work done,
in spite of all the requirements
which had to be met. Even though
it took longer than we expected, and
certain aspects of it were difficult,
here we are in a beautiful church
building. It is all because of the
faithfulness of our God.

In fact, this building is a monu-
ment of the grace, mercy, and kind-
ness of God to us. For except God
had worked in our hearts, regener-
ating us and giving to us a love of
the Truth, we would not even have
desired to worship Him in such a
house. This building is a testimony
of the fact that God is our God who
has saved us and who has given to
us a love of the church. This build-
ing bears record of the fact that God
does indeed dwell within us and
that the temple of God is meeting in
this building.

That can be seen also from the
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this house for our own pur-
poses or for the cause of sin and
Satan. This house must be used for
God and good rather than for man
and evil.

That was the case with the tem-
ple of Solomon too. God came to
Solomon and warned him that the
temple must be used for good and
not evil.

In IT Chronicles 7:14 God said,
“If my people, which are called by
my name, shall humble themselves,
and pray, and seek my face, and turn
from their wicked ways; then will I
hear from heaven, and will forgive
their sin, and will heal their land.”

Even though the people of Isra-
el were sinners, if they would hum-
ble themselves, repent of their sins,
and seek God in His holy temple,
God would hear them and forgive
them. He would bless them and al-
ways be there for them in that house
which they built for Him.,

But if they would forsake this
house and turn away from the God

who dwelt between the cherubim,
He would judge them.

God said in verses 19-21, “But if
ye turn away, and forsake my stat-
utes and my commandments, which
I have set before you, and shall go
and serve other gods, and worship
them; Then will I pluck them up by
the roots out of my land which I
have given them; and this house,
which I have sanctified for my name,
will I cast out of my sight, and will
make it to be a proverb and a by-
word among all nations. And this
house, which is high, shall be an as-
tonishment to every one that passeth
by it; so that he shall say, Why hath
the Lorp done thus unto this land,
and unto this house?”

That must be our great concern.
How are we going to use this house?
For God or for man, sin, and Satan?
There are many very beautiful
church buildings in the world. There
are big buildings, elaborate build-
ings, buildings filled with gold and
silver. But most of them are not
used for God. They do not serve
the spiritual temple of God. They
are empty shells. God is not there
because the people of those build-
ings have forsaken God and His
Truth. We must not do that. We
must be careful that we dedicate this
building to God and His cause.

That means first of all and fore-
most that we must use this building
for the preaching of the gospel. The
preaching is the chief and most im-
portant calling that God has given
to His church. It is the chief means
of grace. God forbid that this build-
ing should be used to proclaim a
false gospel or a distorted gospel.
We may not allow anyone, no mat-
ter who he is, to use this building to
preach the lie of the devil instead of
the truth of God. The preaching that
goes forth from this pulpit must be
the gospel of sovereign grace, the
gospel of the Reformed faith, the
Truth of Holy Scripture. Elders!
Congregation! Guard this pulpit and
set it apart for the Truth.

In the second place, we must use
this building for the proper admin-
istration of the sacraments. God has



given us two beautiful sacraments
which are signs and seals of the truth
of the gospel. Baptism is a picture
of the washing away of our sin by
the precious blood of Jesus Christ.
The Lord’s Supper pictures Christ
spiritually feeding our hungry and
thirsty souls. These two sacraments
must be administered in this build-
ing regularly and correctly. We
ought to rejoice in presenting our
children for baptism because God
has established His covenant with
believers and their seed. We ought
to rejoice in partaking of the bread
and wine, for we spiritually partake
of Christ Himself. We must contin-
ue the practice of “close commun-
jon” — only members of this con-
gregation and those who show the
consistory that they are truly Re-
formed may partake of the Lord’s
Supper here. The elders have to
guard the table of the Lord in this
building so that as much as possible
it is not profaned and God's judg-
ment come upon our congregation.
In the third place, we must use
this building for the faithful exer-
cise of Christian discipline. The
main reason that so many beautiful
church buildings are nothing but
empty shells is that the congrega-

tions which once worshiped in those
buildings did not exercise Christian
discipline. They allowed unrepen-
tant sin to continue in their midst.
The result was that they were in-
fested with unbelievers. If this
house of God is to be dedicated to
God, Christian discipline must be
faithfully practiced within these
walls. Then, the people who use this
building will show themselves to be
God’s true people by their confes-
sion and walk.

Finally, if we are to use this
building for God and His cause, ev-
ery one of us must pray for grace
that within these walls we will wor-
ship God properly as individuals.
When we hear the pure preaching
and the reading of God’s Word, we
listen and take heed. We believe
and obey. When we sing praises to
Him, we do it from the heart in true
thanksgiving for all of His blessings.
When we pray, we are conscious of
what we are saying and mean what
we say. When our children come to
this place for catechism, they know
their lessons and listen respectfully
to their pastor because their parents
have faithfully instructed them.
Whatever we do in this house, it is

for the glory of the God of our sal-
vation.

If we use this building in that
way, God will be in this place when
we meet here to worship Him. God
will be with us and bless us wher-
ever we are. He will be our God
and we will be His people.

But if we do not use this build-
ing in that way, if we allow the
preaching of the lie, if we are un-
faithful in the administration of the
sacraments and in the practice of
Christian discipline, if we do not
worship God from our hearts in true
love, we will, like Israel, be cut out
of that heavenly land of Canaan.
Then this house, no matter how
beautiful physically, will be a house
of man, a house of sin and Satan.
The people of this house will not
know the presence of God and His
blessings. As people walk by and
see the trouble and misery our un-
faithfulness brings to us, they will
be astonished and will say, “Why
hath the Lorp done thus unto this
land, and unto this house?”

Let us, therefore, be faithful and
dedicate this house and ourselves to
the cause of God and His true spiri-
tual house. O

Does God Desire
that the “Offer” be Received
by All Sinners?

In an article in the August - Sep-
tember 1995 issue of The Banner of
Truth magazine, “Calvin and the
Free Offer,” the writer made the fol-
lowing reference to the Protestant
Reformed Seminary:

Professors of the Protestant Re-
formed Seminary in the USA and
their followers in the British Re-

. formed Fellowship deny that God
makes an indiscriminate offer of
Christ to sinners. Adherents of the
Westminster standards take the op-
posite view (p. 28).

The Banner of Truth, published
in Edinburgh, Scotland, is a maga-
zine of influence in Calvinistic cir-
cles, especially in the British Isles.

Damaging Reference to the PRC

The deliberate implication of this
reference to the Protestant Reformed
Seminary is that this Seminary and
thus the Protestant Reformed
Churches (PRC) are in conflict with
the Westminster standards regard-
ing God's free offer of life and sal-
vation by Jesus Christ in the cove-
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nant of grace (see the Westminster
Confession of Faith, 7.3). In reality,
this is the charge that the PRC deny
that the gospel is to be preached pro-
miscuously and without distinction
to all persons to whom God sends
the gospel and that the PRC do not
command all who hear the gospel
to repent and believe.

This charge, if believed by Cal-
vinists, particularly in the British
Isles, would spoil the testimony of
the PRC there and hinder their work.

Misunderstanding of the BRF

Inasmuch as the reference to the
Protestant Reformed Seminary links
the British Reformed Fellowship
(BRF) with the Seminary, the charge
also reflects adversely on the genu-
ine Presbyterianism of the BRF.

I note in passing that the lead-
ers of the BRF are not “followers”
of the PRC or their professors. The
leaders of the BRF are men of theo-
logical and spiritual conviction and
standing in their own right. They
agree with the doctrinal confession
of the PRC in certain important re-
spects. They may well differ in oth-
er respects. One thing they ardent-
ly desire: sound, creedal, Reformed
churches in the British Isles. These
are churches that preach the
uncorrupted doctrines of grace with-
out compromise; maintain the one
covenant of God with believers and
their children; and practice Presby-
terian church government. There is
not an abundance of such churches
in the British Isles.

Those in the British Isles who
love the faith of Westminster and
Dordt ought not to be found under-
mining the efforts of the BRF. Rath-
er, they ought to be praying earnest-
ly that God will bless these efforts.

The PRC in America support the
work of the BRF mainly by encour-
aging their seminary professors to
speak at BRF-sponsored conferenc-
es every two years and by the speak-
ing on behalf of the BRF that is done
by the churches’ missionary in
Northern Ireland.
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A Letter to The Banner of Truth

In view of the misrepresentation
of the position of the PRC in that
magazine, I sent a letter to The Ban-
ner of Truth. The Banner of Truth
published this letter in the Decem-
ber 1995 issue, as follows:

We respectfully ask that you pub-
lish the following in a forthcoming
issue of The Banner of Truth as our
response to the reference to us in
the August-September 1995 issue of
your magazine,

In the heading of his article,
“Calvin and the Free Offer” (The
Banner of Truth, August-September
1995), John Brentnall makes the fol-
lowing reference to us and our sup-
posed view of the “offer of Christ”:

“Professors of the Protestant Re-
formed Seminary in the USA and
their followers in the British Re-
formed Fellowship deny that God
makes an indiscriminate offer of
Christ to sinners. Adherents of the
Westminster standards take the op-
posite view” (p. 28).

Mr. Brentnall and the readers of
The Banner of Truth should know
that we believe that God in the
preaching of the gospel presents
Jesus Christ as the only Saviour
from sin to all who hear. We hold
that by the preacher God calls (in
the sense of “summons,” or “com-
mands”) all to repent and believe,
that is, to come to Christ. We main-
tain that as Christ is presented to
all and as all are summoned to be-
lieve, the gospel announces the
promise that everyone who does
believe (by sovereign grace) will be
saved.

In this (original) sense of the
term, “offer,” we believe that Christ
is “offered” in the gospel to all who
hear. Indeed, this is our heartfelt
confession in one of our creeds, the
Canons of Dordt: “It is not the fault
of the gospel, nor of Christ, offered
therein ... that those who are called
-.. refuse to come” (IILIV/8).

Contrary to the suggestion of Mr.
Brentnall, we do, therefore, agree
with the statement of the
Westminster Confession of Faith,
that the Lord, in the covenant of
grace, “freely offereth unto sinners
life and salvation by Jesus Christ”
(7.3). The explanation of the state-

ment by A.A. Hodge is basically
our understanding:

“He (Christ) bids all men to lay
hold of these blessings by the in-
strumentality of faith, and He
promises that if they do so they
shall certainly enjoy them,” (A
Commentary on the Confession of
Faith, Philadelphia, 1869, p. 175).

There is nothing at all in Hodge's
explanation of a sincere desire on
Christ’s part that all be saved.

Our denial of a “well-meant of-
fer of the gospel,” as adopted
synodically by the Christian Re-
formed Church in North America
in 1924 and as widely advocated in
Calvinistic circles today, is precise-
ly the denial that in the preaching
of the gospel God desires, wishes,
purposes, or wills the salvation of all
hearers. It is also precisely the de-
nial that in the preaching of the gos-
pel God is gracious to all hearers,
whether in the sense that He has
an attitude of favor to all or in the
sense that He actually works sav-
ing power in all.

We judge that the teaching of uni-
versal love and a universal will to
salvation, in the gospel, contradicts
the confessional Calvinistic doctrine
of election and reprobation. The
teaching of universal grace, in the
gospel, contradicts the confession-
al Calvinistic doctrine of irresistible
grace, or effectual calling.

As for Calvin’s position on the
teaching that God in the gospel
wishes to save and is gracious to
all men, would Mr. Brentnall read
and comment on the chapter,
“Calvin’s Doctrine of the Call,” in
David J. Engelsma’s Hyper-Calvin-
ism and the Call of the Gospel
(Grand Rapids: RFPA, repr. 1994).

Response by The Banner of Truth

To my letter, the Editorial Direc-
tor, lain H. Murray, appended his
“editorial response”:

We agree with Professor
Engelsma’s concern for accurate
biblical thinking about the free of-
fer of the gospel. The critical issue
here, of course, is not the mere use
of the term “offer,” but whether the
offer of the gospel is an expression
of God's desire that it should be
received by sinners. We share with
A.A. Hodge (whom Professor



Engelsma cites) the conviction that
our beseeching and pleading with
men and women to receive the gos-
pel offer is an expression of God’s
loving concern for the lost (cf. A.A.
Hodge, Evangelical Theology, p.
136). 1f, as Paul says, God makes
his appeals through his servants,
then these appeals are not merely
expressions of Paul’s compassion
but of God’s. Indeed, if Paul’s com-
passion, prayer, and loving desire
for the lost to repent and believe in
Christ are not expressions of God’s
own attitude, they cannot be of God
at all. And if that is so, Paul’s
words in Romans 9:1-3 and 2
Corinthians 5:20 become an embar-
rassment to us. To deny this on
the basis of God's eternal decree of
reprobation (he has not chosen to
save some, therefore he can have
no expressions of compassion and
desire for them) does not, in our
view, harmonize with all of the bib-
lical evidence.

Readers of the magazine will be
interested to know that discussion
of this important question will be
found in two seminal works soon
to be published by the Trust: Iain
Murray’s new book Spurgeon v.
Hyper-Calvinism and John
Murray’s work on The Free Offer
of the Gospel.

I appreciate the Rev. Murray’s
editorial courtesy in publishing my
letter in full.

Continuing the Discussion
in the SB

In a private letter, the Rev.
Murray has informed me that The
Banner of Truth is not inclined to
continue the discussion on its pag-
es. It is evident, however, from the
publishing plans of The Banner of
Truth Trust mentioned at the end of
the editorial response that there is
no inclination to discontinue the con-
troversy against the PRC in the Brit-
ish Isles and, indeed, worldwide.
Therefore, I must comment in the
Standard Bearer on Murray’s “edito-
rial response.”

An “Important Question”

The PRC agree with Iain Murray

that the issue of the “well-meant of-
fer” is an “important question.” If
the Protestant Reformed denial of the
“well-meant offer” is the hyper-Cal-
vinism that Mr. Murray makes it out
to be, the PRC are guilty of a false
doctrine that conflicts with biblical
teaching of the universal love of God
in Christ for sinners and that puts
an end to promiscuous preaching of
the gospel. Thus, the PRC badly
cripple evangelism and missions, if
they do not make missions impossi-
ble.

If, on the other hand, the rejec-
tion by the PRC of the “well-meant
offer” is right, the Calvinism of The
Banner of Truth, as of many con-
fessedly Calvinistic churches today,
is fatally corrupted and compro-
mised by the damnable lie of
Arminianism, that bringing again of
the Pelagian error “out of hell,” as
the Reformed faith officially (and
correctly) judges the Arminian her-
esy in the Canons of Dordt (II, Re-
jection of Errors/ 3).

Stating the Issue Accurately

Murray states that the crux of
the issue is “whether the offer of the
gospel is an expression of God’s de-
sire that it should be received by sin-
ners.”

This is not an accurate statement
of the “critical issue.” Neither does
this forthrightly address the position
of the PRC on the preaching of the
gospel as this position was precisely
expressed in my letter.

I had written that the denial of
the “well-meant offer of the gospel”
by the PRC is “precisely the denial
that in the preaching of the gospel
God desires, wishes, purposes, or wills
the salvation of all hearers.”

Iain Murray, therefore, should
have responded that “the critical is-
sue here ... is ... whether the offer of
the gospel is an expression of God's
desire to save every sinner to whom
the preaching of the gospel comes.”

I had written that the denial of
the “well-meant offer” by the PRC
is “also precisely the denial that in
the preaching of the gospel God is

gracious to all hearers, whether in the
sense that He has an attitude of fa-
vor to all or in the sense that He
actually works saving power in all.”

Murray should, therefore, have
responded that “the critical issue
here ... is ... whether the offer of the
gospel is an expression of the desire
of God to save every sinner to whom
the gospel comes, because God loves
all men without exception and is gra-
cious to all.”

It is not helpful to the discus-
sion of “this important question”
that Murray responds as he does in
the phrase, “... whether the offer of
the gospel is an expression of God's
desire that it should be received by
sinners.” For the phrase is ambigu-
ous. Does it mean that a sinner’s
embracing Christ by faith when the
gospel is preached pleases God,
whereas a sinner’s rejection of Christ
presented in the gospel displeases
God? This, the PRC wholehearted-
ly maintain, If this is all that Murray
and The Banner of Truth mean by
the offer of the gospel, they have no
quarrel with us.

However, “desire” is far too
weak a word for what Murray then
intends. God does not merely “de-
sire” faith as the only right and ac-
ceptable response to the gospel. He
demands it. Every sinner to whom
the gospel comes is obliged to believe.
Refusal will be punished with dou-
ble stripes of damnation (John 3:18).

Or does the phrase that is sup-
posed to express “the critical issue”
mean that God has the desire of pur-
pose that every sinner who comes
under the gospel be saved and that
God has this purpose because He
loves every sinner?

What Murray Means

What follows in Iain Murray’s
response makes clear that the latter
is meant. The offer for Murray is
the expression to every sinner with-
out exception of God's sincere de-
sire to save him inasmuch as God
loves him. The gospel for Murray
is grace for all. Iain Murray and
The Banner of Truth defend univer-
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sal gospel-grace. Whereas the grace
of God in Christ in the decree of
predestination may be particular, in
the gospel it is universal. Whereas
the Christ of the cross may be for
the elect only, the Christus of the gos-
pel is pro omnibus.

How Murray harmonizes this
teaching with the Reformed creeds
on the sovereignty of God, the one-
ness of His counsel, the particulari-
ty of the cross, and the irresistibility
of grace is a problem for him and
an enigma to me. Nor does he at-
tempt to show this harmony in his
response. Perhaps he will do this in
his forthcoming Spurgeon v. Hyper-
Calvinism. We will see.

A Question Intended
to Promote the Discussion

For the furtherance of a serious
discussion of the issue, in the hope
that all who love the sovereignty of

grace may come to be of one mind,
I pose a different question for Iain
Murray and The Banner of Truth.
My question focuses on the implied
argument in Murray’s line, “The crit-
ical issue ... is ... whether the offer
of the gospel is an expression of
God’s desire that it should be re-
ceived by sinners.” The argument
may be put thus:

1) God’s confrontation of a sin-
ner with an imperative (command,
or exhortation), obedience to which
pleases God, implies God’s purpose-
ful desire, in love for that sinner,
that the sinner actually obey the im-
perative and be saved in so doing.

2) God does confront every sin-
ner who hears the gospel with an
imperative, “Believe in Christ pre-
sented in the gospel!,” obedience to
which imperative pleases Him.

3) Therefore, God desires the sal-
vation of every sinner who hears the

gospel.

My question: When God con-
fronted Pharaoh in Exodus 5:1 with
the imperative, “Let my people go!,”
did God desire, in love for Pharaoh,
that Pharaoh actually let the people
80, so that in the way of his obedi-
ence Pharaoh be saved?

The question can be put more
succinctly. From an imperative, or
command, by God to sinners, may
we infer a sincere desire of the di-
vine will that the sinner fulfil the
imperative inasmuch as God loves
the sinner and wishes his salvation?

May a doctrine of the extent of
God'’s grace in Jesus Christ be based
on the fact that God has the gospel
preached to all?

Would Iain Murray answer this
question: Was the Word of God to
Pharaoh in Exodus 5-11 an expres-
sion of God’s desire that His Word
should be received by the sinner Pha-
raoh? O

—DJE

M A Doctoral Study of
Hoeksema'’s Theology

I was pleased to read your ex-
cellent editorial on Herman Hoek-
sema as “The Reformer of 1924,” in
the October 15 issue of the Standard
Bearer. 1was especially intrigued by
your suggestion that the time had
come for someone from your de-
nomination to write a doctoral dis-
sertation on Hoeksema's theology.
I want to encourage you to follow
through on that suggestion. I am
sure that you know that many of us
who do not agree with all of the de-
tails of Hoeksema’s theology have,
nonetheless, learned much from his

writings — and also from the writ-
ings of other people who, like your-
self, have carried on in his tradition.
A solid and sympathetic critical ex-
position of these writings is long
overdue. I think that you are exact-
ly right in proposing that someone
from your church do the job, and
that they do it as a doctoral disser-
tation. I wish you well as you seek
to inspire the fulfillment of this ex-
cellent proposal.

Let me add that I would be very
happy to see such a project take
place here at Fuller Theological Sem-
inary. We have an excellent pro-

gram in doctoral studies and I would
be happy to serve as a mentor for
this particular project should the stu-
dent in question be interested in such
an arrangement. My guess is that
you have other plans in mind, but I
do want you to know of my willing-
ness to encourage this endeavor in
any way that you should see fit as
you move ahead with your work on
this matter. Let me know if I can be
of any help. Q
(Dr.) Richard J. Mouw
President,
Fuller Theological Seminary
Pasadena, CA

All Around Us Rev. Gise VanBaren

Rev. VanBaren is pastor of the Protes-
tant Reformed Church of Loveland,
Colorado.

176/Standard Bearer [January 15, 1996

B “Minor” Corrections in the
Theory of Evolution

Time magazine in its December
4, 1995 issue presents a cover fea-
ture article on the subject of “Evolu-
tion’s Big Bang.” The article is of
interest not so much because of its

elaborate defense of evolution, but
rather because of its presentation of
alterations in the traditional theory.
Although evolution is considered a
matter of “science” in distinction
from creationism (presented as a
matter of “religion” rather than “sci-



ence”), the article makes abundant-
ly clear how “flexible” the theory of
evolution really is. In fact, the
thought came to mind as I read the
article that certain aspects of the
“new” theory of evolution seem to
show possibly creationism rather
than evolution!

I quote only a limited portion of
that feature article — and obviously
this requires taking things “out of
context.” Nevertheless, you will re-
ceive some indication of the radical
changes in thought about the theory
of evolution — which is almost ev-
erywhere presented as scientific fact.

Indeed, while most people cling
to the notion that evolution works
its magic over millions of years, sci-
entists are realizing that biological
change often occurs in sudden fits
and starts. And none of those fit-
ful starts was more dramatic, more
productive or more mysterious
than the one that occurred shortly
after Erwin’s wormlike creature
slithered through the primordial
seas. All around the world, in lay-
ers of rock just slightly younger
than that Erwin discovered, scien-
tists have found the mineralized re-
mains of organisms that represent
the emergence of nearly every ma-
jor branch in the zoological tree.
Among them: bristle worms and
roundworms, lamp shells and mol-
lusks, sea cucumbers and jellyfish,
not to mention an endless parade
of arthropods, those spindly
legged, hard-shelled ancient cous-
ins of crabs and lobsters, spiders
and flies. There are even occasion-
al glimpses — in rock laid down
not long after Erwin’s Nambian
sandstone — of small, ribbony
swimmers with a rodlike spine that
are unprepossessing progenitors of
the chordate line, which leads to
fish, to amphibians and eventually
to humans.

..Then, 543 million years ago, in
the early Cambrian, within the span
of no more than 10 million years,
creatures with teeth and tentacles
and claws and jaws materialized
with the suddenness of apparitions.
In a burst of creativity like nothing
before or since, nature appears to
have sketched out the blueprints for
virtually the whole of the animal

kingdom. This explosion of bio-
logical diversity is described by sci-
entists as biology’s Big Bang.

Over the decades, evolutionary
theorists beginning with Charles
Darwin have tried to argue that the
appearance of multicelled animals
during the Cambrian merely
seemed sudden, and in fact had
been preceded by a lengthy period
of evolution for which the geologi-
cal record was missing. But this
explanation, while it patched over
a hole in an otherwise masterly the-
ory, now seems increasingly unsat-
isfactory. Since 1987, the discover-
ies of major fossil beds in
Greenland, in China, in Siberia, and
now in Namibia have shown that
the period of biological innovation
occurred at virtually the same in-
stant in geological time all around
the world.

...Even more speculative are sci-
entists’ attempts to address the flip
side of the Cambrian mystery: why
this evolutionary burst, so stunning
in speed and scope, has never been
equaled. With just one possible ex-
ception — the Bryozoa, whose first
traces turn up shortly after the
Cambrian — there is no record of
new phyla emerging later on, not
even in the wake of the mass ex-
tinction that occurred 250 million
years ago, at the end of the Permi-
an period.

Why no new phyla? Some sci-
entists suggest that the evolution-
ary barrel still contained plenty of
organisms that could quickly diver-
sify and fill all available ecological
niches. Others, however, believe
that in the surviving organisms, the
genetic software that controls early
development had become too in-
flexible to create new life-forms af-
ter the Permian extinction. The in-
tricate networks of developmental
genes were not so rigid as to for-
bid elaborate tinkering with details;
otherwise, marvels like winged
flight and the human brain could
never have arisen. But very early
on, some developmental biologists
believe, the linkages between mul-
tiple genes make it difficult to
change important features without
lethal effect. “There must be limits
to change,” says Indiana Universi-
ty developmental biologist Rudolf
Raff. “After all, we've had these
same old body plans for half a bil-

lion years.”

The more scientists struggle to
explain the Cambrian explosion, the
more singular it seems. And just
as the peculiar behavior of light
forced physicists to conclude that
Newton’s laws were incomplete, so
the Cambrian explosion has caused
experts to wonder if the twin Dar-
winian imperatives of genetic vari-
ation and natural selection provide
an adequate framework for under-
standing evolution. “What Darwin
described in the Origin of Species,”
observes Queen’s University pale-
ontologist Narbonne, “was the
steady background kind of evolu-
tion. But there also seems to be a
non-Darwinian kind of evolution
that functions over extremely short
time periods — and that’s where
all the action is.

...Biological evolution, says
Kauffman, is just one example of a
self-organizing system that teeter-
totters on the knife edge between
order and chaos, “a grand compro-
mise between structure and sur-
prise.” Too much order makes
change impossible; too much cha-
os and there can be no continuity.
But since balancing acts are neces-
sarily precarious, even the most
adroit tightrope walkers sometimes
make one move too many. Mass
extinctions, chaos theory suggests,
do not require comets or volcanoes
to trigger them. They arise natu-
rally from the intrinsic instability
of the evolving system, and superi-
or fitness provides no safety net....

It is simply beyond understand-
ing how reasonable people can make
such alterations in their theory of
evolution — yet still insist that this
is a matter of “science.” It seems
inconceivable that what formerly
took, presumably, hundreds of mil-
lions of years to “evolve” by chance,
did now (so they would claim) take
“only” some ten million years. By
their own admission that would ap-
pear to be far too short a time for
“chance” happenings which would
account for present day life forms.
Their further admission that no fur-
ther life forms have been evolving
from lower forms in the past “mil-
lions” of years is also telling.

Scripture gives a clear explana-
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tion of the “sudden” life forms in
Genesis 1 (though that did not take
ten million years). One wonders:
why should “evolution” be “scien-
tific,” but Scripture be “unscientif-
ic”? We are also told in Scripture
that “through faith we understand
that the worlds were framed by the
Word of God, so that things which
are seen were not made of things
which do appear” (Heb. 11:3).
Though the unbeliever sees the
things of God in creation (Rom. 1),
he holds this under in unrigh-
teousness. That will ever be the case.

Of interest, too, is the fact that
the evolutionist can freely shave off
a few million years here or there —
yet claim to have a viable “theory”
of origins. This particular article
simply takes off some 45 million
years from a single era:

Scientists used to think that the
evolution of phyla took place over
a period of 75 million years, and
even that seemed impossibly short.
Then two years ago, a group of re-
searchers led by Grotzinger, Samuel
Bowring from M.L.T. and Harvard’s
Knoll took this long-standing prob-
lem and escalated it into a crisis.
First they recalibrated the geologi-
cal clock, chopping the Cambrian
period to about half its former
length. Then they announced that

the interval of major evolutionary
innovation did not span the entire
30 million years, but rather was
concentrated in the first third.
“Fast,” Harvard’s Gould observes,
“is now a lot faster than we
thought, and that's extraordinarily
interesting.”

Simple, is it not? One assumes
that also this present estimate also
is not exactly accurate — perhaps,
give or take a few weeks. What con-
torted efforts must be made in or-
der to present evolution as a reli-
able theory of origins!

B Baptism of Children
of Non-attenders

In the R.E.C. News Exchange, De-
cember 1995, there is an account of
common practice of baptism of chil-
dren of non-attenders in Great Brit-
ain. The parents simply present the
child for baptism and the minister
is expected to perform the ceremo-

ny.

George Carey, the Archbishop of
Canterbury, in an October speech
publicly criticized clergy who (are)
unwilling to baptize children whose
parents are not regular attenders at
church. Carey, the leader of the
worldwide Anglican Communion,

said church members should not
“build too many barriers around
church life.” He said he was grate-
ful for his own baptism at a time
when his parents were not attend-
ing and had only flickering faith.
He said Christians should represent
their faith with “generosity.”

Some evangelicals within the
Church of England are debating
whether these non-attenders are
also non-believers. Mark Birchall,
chair of the Evangelical Group in
the Church of England’s synod,
said it was a farce to baptize chil-
dren of non-believers. “Baptism in-
volves making promises, and to
baptize where there is no belief is
inviting the parents to commit per-
jury,” he told a reporter. He add-
ed that most evangelicals would
still accept those who are believers
but non-attenders.

Legally, Church of England cler-
gy cannot refuse a baptism. They
might delay it, but all citizens have
a legal right to be baptized in the
church of the land.

It is obvious that such a view of
the sacrament of baptism does not
at all take into account the wonder
of the covenant of God established
in the line of our generations. It be-
comes rather a form without sub-
stance. J

A Cloud of Witnesses Prof. Herman Hanko

William lll of Orange:
Warrior of the Faith*

Prof. Hanko is professor of Church His-
tory and New Testament in the Protes-
tant Reformed Seminary.

"A recent and excellent biography of
William I is the trilogy written by
Marjorie Bouwen published by In-
heritance Publishers.

178/Standard Bearer [January 15, 1996

Introduction

There was a time in the history
of the church of our Lord Jesus
Christ when the fortunes of the
church in the Netherlands were in-
extricably tied to fortunes of the
church in Great Britain. This was
the time of William III of the House
of Orange.

The times were extremely peril-
ous for countries which had become
Calvinistic. Through the efforts of
the Roman Catholic counter-refor-
mation, the Protestant Reformation
had not only been stopped in its
tracks, but the Roman Catholics had
once again taken the offensive in Eu-
rope. Spain had always been firmly
on the side of the Romish Church;



France, by slaughtering the Hugenots
and forcing the faithful to escape tor-
ture and death by seeking refuge in
other countries, had become an ally
of the papacy in the battle against
Protestantism; the Roman Catholic
party was still strong in the British
Isles, and God’s people were well
acquainted with suffering and death
for Christ’s sake. Rome’s servants
were ready to launch powerful
armies to subdue Protestant king-
doms and force Europe once again
to bow before the papal throne.
Even in the Netherlands, that bul-
wark of the Reformed faith, there
were those who, weary of war,
sought compromise with the enemy.

The one man whom God used
to thwart these papal purposes was
William III of the house of Orange,
Stadholder in Holland. Against
them all stood William III. His sto-
ry is an intriguing one, though no
less intriguing than the man himself.
His impenetrable reserve made him
something of a mystery even to his
closest associates.

Birth and early years

William was the third by that
name in the notable line of Dutch
rulers which began with William the
Silent. He was born at the Hague,
the Netherlands on November 14,
1650 from William II, prince of Or-
ange, and Mary, daughter of Charles
I of England. He was thus in the
direct line of Dutch royalty and had
close ties to the royal line of the
Stuarts in England. Charles I was
the king of England who was be-
headed by Parliament with the ap-
proval of Oliver Cromwell during
England’s civil war. Charles II, an-
other Stuart, was on England’s
throne when William was born, and
was William’'s uncle.

William was born eight days af-
ter his father died and was left an
orphan in his early youth. Although
he was by a recently-passed law pre-
vented from assuming the rule of
the United Provinces of Holland, his
education through University was
geared towards acquainting him
with the responsibilities of rule.

When 16 years old he was made a
ward of the States-General, the rul-
ing body in the Netherlands. Un-
der Johan de Witte, grand pension-
ary of Holland, he received a knowl-
edge of the intricate affairs of gov-
ernment and the niceties of diplo-
macy and rule.

William's early wars

In 1671 the perfidious Charles II
of England and the equally untrust-
worthy Louis XIV of France joined
in a plot to invade the Netherlands.
Their purpose was to destroy the
strongest bastion of Calvinism in all
Europe. This was particularly
treacherous of Charles for he had
professed repeatedly to be a friend
of the Hollanders. And it was not
strange that Louis XIV was a part of
the plot, for the king of France was
constantly searching in all the cor-
ners of Europe for places in which
to meddle and for countries to bring
under his rule. Yet, of more impor-
tance, both Charles and Louis hated
with a passion the deep and staunch
Calvinism which was the religion of
the Lowlands.

When the plot to invade the
Netherlands was discovered, alarm
spread through the country and Wil-
liam was appointed Captain-gener-
al of the nation’s forces. However,
the appointment was not to include
Stadholder, even though his father
and grandfather had held both po-
sitions. The Dutch, always fearful
of giving too much power to her rul-
ers, and being staunch lovers of lib-
erty, had passed a law preventing
the same man from holding both po-
sitions.

The French immediately invad-
ed the southern provinces and cap-
tured three of them in as many
weeks. In defense of their country
the Dutch opened the dikes and
flooded the polders to stop further
French advance. William was or-
dered to hold the “water-line.”

The times were exceedingly dif-
ficult. Although the Dutch navy was
able to hold England at bay and pre-
vent an immediate invasion from
across the channel, William had all

he could do to slow the French ad-
vance.

The people, alarmed at the
threat of being overrun by foreign
powers, clamored for the States-Gen-
eral to make William Stadholder in
spite of the recently passed law.
And the States-General reluctantly
proceeded to do so. Thus, William
held the same posts which his fa-
ther and grandfather had held and
was now responsible for the defense
of the country and its administra-
tion.

Charles and Louis, thinking they
had the Netherlands at their mercy,
made offers of peace which many in
the Netherlands, weary of war,
wanted to accept.! In fact, so tu-
multuous were some of those who
belonged to the French Party that
disorders arose in the streets. The
result was the assassination of Johan
De Witt by a mob. Because the peace
offers included ruinous conditions
for the Lowlands, William refused
them, although he had, almost by
sheer will-power, to impose his de-
termination upon the people. The
Netherlands stood alone against two
of Europe’s greatest powers. By dint
of great courage did William man-
age to hold out. And such courage
was born out of a firm conviction
that the Netherlands had to remain
Calvinistic and not return to the
bondage of Romanism.

In 1673, with help from the em-
peror, Leopold I, William was able
to rebuild the army and defeat the
French in a couple of key battles
which restored to him a few strate-
gic cities. But war continued spo-
radically, and William was by no
means successful in every battle
which he fought.

In 1677, through a strange twist
of history and through intricate dip-
lomatic maneuvers, William married
Mary, daughter of James, duke of

! It must be remembered that the
Netherlands had, only a few years
earlier, emerged from the Eighty
Years’ War with Spain.
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York (later to be James II, king of
England), and niece of Charles I. Be-
cause Mary was in the line of suc-
cession, this marriage not only es-
tablished a pact between the Neth-
erlands and England, but made Wil-
liam a potential heir to England’s
throne.

Much has been written about the
relation between William and Mary,
and what has been written is by no
means complimentary. It is not al-
ways easy to sort fact from fiction
and determine correctly the nature
of their relationship. But the fol-
lowing seems true.

William determined to make
Mary his wife because he thought it
would result in an alliance between
the Netherlands and England, which
would make the lot of his people
easier in their wars with France.
When he married Mary, he took her
away from a frivolous, opulent, gid-
dy court and from the only life she
knew and enjoyed. The thought of
leaving the palace in London and
living in dark and damp Holland
and the relatively ascetic life of Wil-
liam’s court filled her with dismay.
She did not want William nor life in
Holland and in her husband’s court.
Her first years were misery in the
extreme,

Equally, William hated life in
London. He did not fit well in the
English court because his plainness
stood in sharp contrast with the op-
ulence of the palace; his plain speak-
ing was considered vulgar in com-
parison with the smooth flattery and
hypocritical blandishments of Lon-
don society; his Calvinism was an
abomination to those who, though
members of the Anglican Church,
possessed no religion at all; and his
obvious sincerity could not be toler-
ated amidst the frivolity of life in
the king’s palace.

For these and other reasons the
marriage was in its early years a
marriage of convenience in which
the two rarely saw each other. But
gradually Mary came to admire the
steely determination of her husband
and even came to adopt the faith
which was the driving force of all
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he did. Her loyalty to him was
above question, and when William
came to see it and appreciate it, she
became the object of his admiration
and attention. They were, after a
rocky start, a devoted couple.

William'’s rule in England

Shortly after William’s marriage,
his father-in-law came to the throne
in England, but he was true Roman
Catholic and was determined to re-
store Roman Catholicism to the Brit-
ish Isles. This meant that his own
son-in-law and daughter had to be
pushed out of the way and the
staunch Calvinism of the Nether-
lands made ineffective.

James’ rule of the British Isles
was so cruel, so heavy-handed, so
obviously an effort to restore the pa-
pacy to England, Scotland, Wales
and Ireland that his own people rose
against him. By delegations from
the nobility, William was invited to
invade England and become the
king.

The only way in which William
could become king of England was
through invasion. This was also car-
ried out. We shall allow another to
tell the story.

On the 19th of October, William
went on board, and the Dutch fleet,
consisting of fifty-two men-of-war,
twenty-five frigates, as many fire-
ships, with four hundred victual-
lers, and other vessels for the trans-
portation of 3,660 horse, and 10,692
foot, put to sea from the flats near
the Brielle, with a wind at south-
west by south. Admiral Herbert
led the van, and Vice-Admiral
Evertzen brought up the rear. The
prince placed himself in the centre,
carrying an English flag, embla-
zoned with his arms, surrounded
with the legend, “For the Protes-
tant Religion and Liberties of En-
gland.” Underneath was the mot-
to of the House of Nassau, Je
Maintiendray (I will maintain).2

Since the days when a storm de-
stroyed the Spanish armada, the
British have always maintained that
God fought for Britain and for the
Protestant cause in that land. So

again the wind helped William. Al-
though the wind first veered to the
north and drove the Dutch fleet back
to its ports, it became “a Protestant
wind” once again. It not only
brought the ships of William to the
southern coast of England, but held
the British navy at bay to the north
and enabled the Dutch to land their
troops unmolested in Tor Bay near
Devon.

After landing successfully and
without opposition, indeed, after be-
ing jubilantly welcomed by the Brit-
ish, William marched on London and
forced James to flee to France. The
throne was declared vacant by ab-
dication, and William was pro-
nounced king of all Britain. The date
was February of 1689. In April the
throne of Scotland was offered him
and opposition to William was
quelled.

But James, determined to main-
tain the throne of the Stuarts, land-
ed in Ireland with the promise of
French help. Soon he launched at-
tacks against key cities in Ulster with
the purpose of making Ireland a
launching pad to recover England
and Scotland.

As the danger grew and after
Londonderry and Enniskillen were
successfully defended, William took
his troops across the Irish Sea and
landed at Carrickfergus, where to
this day is a stone marking the place
where he first set foot on Irish soil.
James was soundly defeated at the
great battle of the Boyne on July 1,
1690 and Ireland was subdued. This
day is still celebrated by Ulster’s
Protestants with parades and
speeches recalling God'’s deliverance
of Ireland from Roman Catholicism.

William was now king of all Brit-
ain — and Mary, his wife, had re-
turned to her homeland.

William could not stay long in
Britain however, for Louis was still
meddling in continental affairs and
was determined to restore Europe
to papal rule. Showing his diplo-
matic skill, William forged an alli-
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ance with Brandenburg, Hanover,
Saxony, Bavaria, and Savoy (all Prot-
estant provinces), with England as
the linchpin of the federation, to de-
feat the nefarious purposes of Lou-
is. Because Spain, thoroughly Ro-
man Catholic, hated France with a
passion, William was sometimes able
to solicit the help of Spain; but this
help was of dubious value.

Through many efforts toward
peace and through many broken
treaties, William, by sheer determi-
nation of his own will, was able to
protect Protestant countries from the
schemes of popery.

He died a weary and broken
man on March 19, 1720.

William'’s place in history

God uses strange and sometimes
sinful ways to accomplish His pur-
pose. It cannot be denied that much
of William’s efforts were based on
the principle that the cause of God
is advanced by the sword. Even giv-
en the fact that in William’s days
the relation between church and
state was so close that one could
hardly avoid resorting to the sword
in defense of the faith, the fact re-
mains that the cause of the gospel is
not advanced by human might and
power. Nevertheless, God can and
sometimes does draw a straight line
with a crooked stick.

William’s accomplishments were

many — in spite of the fact that his
critics are numerous and severe.

One forceful criticism lodged
against William is against his char-
acter. He is portrayed by biogra-
phers as stiff, withdrawn, stern, tac-
iturn, and reserved to the point of
coldness. There is some truth to this
charge, and all his life William was
an alien among the ruling class in
England which scorned him and rid-
iculed him behind his back. But it
is often forgotten that William had
no patience with the intrigue, dou-
ble-dealing, duplicity, and double-
crossing which so characterized di-
plomacy in those days — and in
these. He was honest, forthright,
and single-minded in purpose, and
he said what was on his mind, what-
ever may have been the consequenc-
es.

Further, William was a man of
iron will and deep principle who
would stand by his principles though
all were against him. He fought on
against the powers of the papacy
when his own people counseled
compromise and dishonorable peace,
and when his cause seemed on the
brink of defeat. He believed pas-
sionately that he was God’s instru-
ment to protect Calvinism from
Rome and he unwaveringly stood
for what he was sure was God’s
cause. Scorned by the nobility, he
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