Ephesians in Greek Syllabus

Read pgs. i-xxii (yes, that includes the table of contents, which will be helpful) of
Mounce’s Morphology of Biblical Greek. Also skim sections 30-96 (pgs. 63-162), as you
will need to reference these sections if you forget how to parse a particular verb. The
table of contents will help you look in the right place. (By “skim,” I mean looking
through pgs. 63-162 in a manner that you get a handle on the contents of these sections.
It should not take you more than 15 minutes to do so; you do NOT have to read all 100
pages here carefully.) Look up the five words below, which are found in John 1:1-11,
using the index of Mounce as explained in the “how to use MBG” section on pgs. xvii-
xxi. Write out below the five words what page in Mounce you found their parsing on,
and what the correct parsing for the forms was. Note that the index gives the lexical
forms, so you need to be able to at least make a good enough guess at what the lexical
form of the word is to find it in the index; once you do, you can then use MBG to find
out if you are correct. The point of this exercise is to learn how to use MBG so that you
can use it the rest of the year in Greek, as you are allowed to use it for all passages.

John 1:1: &pyti
John 1:3: ywpig
John 1:5: katélafev
John 1:7: poptopnon

John 1:11: RABe

Ephesians
Saved to the Praise of His Glory
Notes by Pastor David Sutton, rev. & exp. Thomas Ross

Introductory Material:

I.

The Circumstances

A. The Author—the Apostle Paul
1. Ephesians 1:1 says “Paul.” So Paul wrote it.
2. The objections made by theological liberalism to Pauline authorship are
ridiculous, illogical, and unreasonable. The reason they deny Pauline authorship
is because they are deceived by the devil. Then these liberals get PhD’s from ivy
league sc hools and write books saying that the epistle to the Ephesians, and
others like it, are spurious, and people believe them because they have PhD’s,



although the reasons they give are still nonsense. The specific objections are
really not worth going into at any length. It is interesting to note that when
Charles Hodge wrote his commentary on Ephesians in 1856 most of liberal
German higher criticism received the letter to the Ephesians as legitimate, but
now the “fad” is to deny it is legitimate. Higher criticism goes in fads, since it is
without any basis in reality. Hoehner has a very extensive defense of Pauline
authorship, and there is no reason to reproduce it here.

B. The Place—a Roman prison
1. Paul wrote this epistle from a prison cell in Rome' following his third
missionary journey.

2. He identifies his restrained condition internally (Eph. 3:1; 4:1; 6:20) and in
the three other prison epistles: Colossians (4:10,18), Philippians (1:13),
and Philemon (vs. 10,23).

3. Ephesians, with the other prison epistles, was sent by Tychichus (and
Onesimus was also with him).

C. The Audience—the Believers in Ephesus

1. In 1:1 Paul says that he is writing to the believers in Ephesus.

2. Since the concoction of modern textual criticism, there has been much
controversy about this epistle’s recipient; at Ephesus (€v 'EQE€c®).
a. This phrase is found in the 7R, practically all Greek MSS (over

99%), and was used through the centuries by true churches, so it is

legitimate.

b. Our basis for believing its authenticity is faith in perfect
preservation (Mt. 4:4; 24:35).

c. No doubt the letter was intended to be copied and distributed to all

churches, but the original audience was Ephesus.

! Charles Hodge effectively proves that the prison epistles were written from Rome: “Ephesians, to

the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Philippians, all belong to the same period. As to the first three, it is
expressly stated that they were sent together by Tychicus and Onesimus. Compare Ephesians 6:21.
Colossians 4:7-9. Philemon verse 12. And that the fourth belongs to the same period is plain,

1. Because Timothy is mentioned as being with Paul when he wrote to the Philippians, and he was with him
when he wrote to the Colossians and to Philemon.

2. Because he enjoyed great liberty of preaching at the time when the Epistle to the Philippians was written,
Philemon 1:13; and so he did when that to the Ephesians was written. Ephesians 6:20.

3. Because he expresses both to the Philippians and to Philemon the expectation of being soon set at liberty.
Philippians 2:11. Philemon verse 22.

If, therefore, one of these letters was written from Rome, they all were. But it is almost certain that
the Epistle to the Philippians at least, was written during his imprisonment at Rome. In chapter 1:12, 13, he
says, “The things which happened unto me have fallen out rather unto the furtherance of the gospel; so that
my bonds are manifest in all the palace and in all other places.” Even admitting that the word Tpotplov
here used, does not necessarily refer either to the well known pretorian camp at Rome, or to the imperial
palace, yet, when taken in connection with what is said in chapter 4:22, there is little doubt that the
reference is to the place of abode of the pretorian guard in immediate attendance on the Emperor. The
phrase o1 éx 1fig Kaioapog oikiag, can only mean, those of Caesar’s household; and as they sent their
salutations to the Philippians, there is no reasonable doubt that the Epistle to the church in Philippi was
written at Rome. If, therefore, it was during the same imprisonment that he wrote the four epistles above
mentioned, then it follows that the Epistle to the Ephesians was written from Rome.” (pg. 7ff, Exposition of
Ephesians)



d. Only P46 and one cursive, 1739, omit £v ‘E@éow! The third hand
of cursive 424, and one of the many hands’ who altered the text of
Aleph and B, also do so. To omit the words and thus change the
nature of the entire book on evidence this flimsy is most unwise —
yet in Metzger’s Textual Commentary, and the Westcott-Hort and
Tischendorf Greek Texts, they are italicized as dubious words.
(Oh, by the way, Origin and Marcion questioned the words. How
much stock should we put in that?) See Metzger’s Textual
Commentary. The AMP, CEV, have notes to the effect of, “Some
manuscripts do not contain “‘at Ephesus.”” The HCSB reads,
“Other mss omit at Ephesus.”” The NIV reads, “Some early
manuscripts do not have in Ephesus.” “Here “some” means “one,”
P46, since the two cursives are not early (post 9" century). The
NLT-SE reads, “The most ancient manuscripts do not include in
Ephesus” The words “some” and “other” are very loose in the way
manuscript evidence is presented in critical text theory. The
perversity of this is seen in the fact that the 99+% of MSS, with the

TR/Byz, has Incob Xpiotov, while the CT has ¥p1oTov 1Moov.
The CT variant probably arose from looking at the XpioTt®
Incod at the end of the verse. Note that modern Bible versions
do not even tell you that this variant exists —they will follow a tiny
fraction of the evidence without any note at all; does the NA-27

2 The papyri are often also very sloppily copied or deliberately altered. For example (from Jack

Moorman, Forever Settled):

As an editor the scribe of P45 wielded a sharp ax. The most striking aspect of his style is it conciseness.
The dispensable word is dispensed with. He omits adverbs, adjectives, nouns, participles, verbs, personal
pronouns - without any compensating habit of addition. He frequently omits phrases and clauses. He
prefers the simple to the compound word. In short, he favors brevity. He shortens the text in at least fifty
places in singular readings alone. But he does not drop syllables or letters. His shortened text is readable.
Enough of these have been cited to make the point that P66 editorializes as he does everything else - in a
sloppy fashion. He is not guided in his charges by some clearly defined goal which was always kept in
view. If he has an inclination toward omission, it is not "according to knowledge," but is whimsical and
careless, often leading to nothing but nonsense. (Colwell in INTT).

And yet this is the very kind of source material that modern "experts" would have us go back to in the
"reconstruction" of the New Testament Text.

3 Sinaiticus is “covered with . . . alterations of an obviously correctional character[,] brought in by at

least ten different revisers . . . it is plain that this . . . codex bears upon its face the most incontestable proof
of its corrupt and defective character . . . on many occasions 10, 20, 30, 40 words are dropped through very
carelessness . . . the impurity of the Codex Sinaiticus, in every part of it, was fully recognized by those best
acquainted with it, and that from the beginning until the time when it was finally cast aside as worthless for
any practical purpose.” Likewise, “in the Gospels alone Codex B (Vatican) leaves out words or whole
clauses no less than 1,491 times. It bears traces of careless transcription on every page.” These two MSS
regularly differ from over “ninety-nine out of a hundred of the whole body of extant MSS” (pgs. 73-80
True or False? The Westcott-Hort Textual Theory Examined, ed. David Otis Fuller. Grand Rapids, MI:
Grand Rapids International Publications, 1973).



mention it? However, they will give you the reading of one
papyrus and one very late MSS removing “in Ephesus” against
every other MSS, as if this constitued significant evidence.

Hodge comments: “That the reading above given is the true
one, is proved because it is found in all extant MSS. [Note: he
wrote before P46 was discovered], in all the ancient versions, and
in all the Fathers. This array of external evidence is decisive. No
critic would venture to alter the text against these authorities. The
only opposing evidence of a critical nature is, that it appears from
the comment of Basil that the words év 'E@éc® were not in the
copy which he used, and that in the MS. B. they stand in the
margin and not in the text, and in MS. 67, they are inserted as a
correction. This 1is altogether insufficient to outweigh the
concurrent testimony above mentioned. On all critical principles,
therefore, the [traditional] reading ... must be pronounced genuine.
2. That this epistle was addressed to the Ephesians is proved by the
concurrent testimony of the ancient church. This Basil does not
question; he only explains T0i¢ 0061V in such a way as to show
that they were not followed in his copy by the words €v 'E@éocm.
These two considerations would seem to be decisive. How came
the epistle to be addressed to the Ephesians, if not designed for
them? How came the whole ancient church to regard it as
addressed to the church in Ephesus, if such were not the fact? It is
a fundamental principle in historical criticism to allow greater
weight to historical testimony than to conjectures drawn from
circumstantial evidence.” (pgs. 8-9, Ephesians).

Furthermore, if the words are omitted, the grammar is very poor.
T01¢ Qylolg T0ig 0VGV . . . Kol Ti6T0oig?? “the saints which
are”?

Hoehner, while giving more weight to the omission than is
warranted, likewise concludes that the words are genuine and the
epistle was written to the Ephesians.

3. During his second missionary journey, Paul, having left Corinth, sailed to

Ephesus (Acts 18:18,19).

a. Wanting to fulfill a vow, Paul sailed from Ephesus after spending
but a short time there (Acts 18:20,21). Aquila and Priscilla, who
accompanied Paul from Corinth did stay in Ephesus (Acts 18:24—
28) (What is going on in Acts 18:24-19:6 is not what Hodge states
on Acts 19:1-6, pg. 5 of his commentary. Also note how Acts 19:1-
6 shows that they employed the Trinitarian formula of baptism in
Matthew 28:19, not a Oneness formula.).’

From Heaven Only for the Baptized? by Thomas Ross:

The alleged support for a distinction between John’s baptism and Christian baptism in Acts 19:1-7
is invalid. The individuals of Acts 19 were spurious “converts,” not real disciples of John the Baptist.
They did not believe in the Trinity, and so were unsaved (John 17:3), for they had never even heard of the
Holy Spirit (19:2), although John preached about Him (Matthew 3:11). Their spurious discipleship is



indicated by the fact that the plural word “disciples,” mathetai, is nonarticular in 19:1—unlike every single
one of the 25 other references in the book of Acts to the word (1:15; 6:1-2, 7; 9:1, 19, 26, 38; 11:26, 29;
14:20, 22, 28; 15:10; 18:23, 27; 19:1, 9, 30; 20:7, 30; 21:4, 16). Paul does not tell these “disciples” that
John’s baptism has passed away and Christian baptism has now been inaugurated; he tells them what John
the Baptist really said (19:4), upon which they believed John’s message as expounded by Paul and
submitted themselves to baptism (19:5-7). Note that a truly born-again man with John’s baptism is not
“rebaptized” in the immediately preceding context (18:24-28), simply instructed in the further
developments of truth (for the fact that the gospel dispensation began with John does not mean that
everything about God’s new method of dealing with people was instantly perfectly developed). Acts
18:24-9:7 supports, not undermines, the fact that Christian baptism is John’s baptism. . . .

Acts 2:38 promises the Spirit before baptism, and far before the time advocated by Oneness
doctrine. The Bible also teaches the doctrine of the Trinity, that the one and only God has existed from
eternity in three distinct Persons, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit (1 John 5:7; Matthew 28:19; 2
Corinthians 13:14; John 1:1-4). Furthermore, even before the gift of tongues, the miraculous ability to
speak in known foreign languages, ceased (1 Corinthians 13:8; cf. “1 Corinthians 13:8-13 and the Cessation
of Miraculous Gifts,” R. Bruce Compton. Detroit Baptist Seminary Journal 9 (2004) 97-144), it was never
for all believers (1 Corinthians 12:30), and certainly was not a prerequisite to justification. Furthermore, in
Acts 19:2 the aorist participle “believed” (pisteusantes) is dependent upon the aorist verb “received”
(elabete), and the verse indicates (consider also the use of ei in the question) that Paul assumed that the
Holy Spirit was received instantaneously upon believing (that is, with temporal simultaneity but logical
subsequence to faith), not at some later period where some sort of second blessing took place. “[W]hen the
aorist participle is related to an aorist main verb, the participle will often be contemporaneous (or
simultaneous) to the action of the main verb” (pg. 624, Greek Grammar Beyond the Basics, Daniel
Wallace). Paul’s question to these professed disciples assumed the reality of an immediate receipt of the
Spirit at the moment of faith. “[In Acts 19:2] there is no question about what happened after believing; but
the question rightly relates to what occurred when they believed. . . . [The verse could be rendered] rightly,
‘Did ye receive the Holy Ghost when ye believed?’” (Word Studies in the New Testament, Marvin Vincent,
vol. 1, note on Acts 19:2, elec. acc. in AGES Digital Software Library, Classic Commentary collection).
The post-believing coming of the Spirit in miraculous power recorded in Acts 19:6 employs a different
Greek word (erchomai) than that generally used for the simple receipt of the Spirit as in verse 2 (lambano).
The word in verse 2, when employed after the historical event of Spirit baptism ceased by Acts 19, always
refers to the receipt of the Spirit at the moment of faith. This use is universal in the epistles (Romans 8:15;
1 Corinthians 2:12; 2 Corinthians 11:4; Galatians 3:2, 14, cf. the prediction in John 7:39). In contrast, the
word in Acts 19:6 is never used in the New Testament of the believer’s receipt of the Spirit at the moment
of faith and regeneration.

The Oneness Pentecostal idea that “the one name of Matthew 28:19 is Jesus, for Jesus is the name
of the Father . . . the Son . . . and the Holy Ghost . . . the name of Jesus was orally uttered as part of the
baptismal formula . . . the name Jesus was orally invoked at baptism” (The Oneness of God, David K.
Bernard, Chapter 6, “Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,” elec. acc.) is entirely erroneous and heretical, and it
cannot be sustained Scripturally. If one must, as Oneness Pentecostalism affirms, employ the correct words
at the time of baptism or salvation is impossible, which words should be employed? Those of Acts 2:38,
“in [epi] the name of Jesus Christ”; those of Acts 8:16 and 19:5, “in [eis] the name of the Lord Jesus”; or
those of Acts 10:48, “in [en] the name of the Lord”? Since there are three different groups of words, with
three different prepositions employed (epi, eis, and en), and three different endings (“Jesus Christ,” “Lord
Jesus,” “Lord,”—note that the last does not even have the name “Jesus” at all), which set constitutes the
magic words without which salvation is impossible? Would it also not be very unfortunate that, whichever
of the three sets of words one determines is the true one, every person the apostles and first century
Christians baptized employing the two “wrong” sets of words was eternally damned? How many of the
first century Christians must have missed heaven because they did not know which of the sets of words
were the magic keys to heaven! How unfortunate, indeed, how misleading it is that Luke, writing under
inspiration, does not give the slightest hint that either Acts 2:38, or 8:16, or 19:5, or any other verbal
formulation whatsoever, is essential to salvation! What errors the apostles made as well in allowing all
those baptized in Acts into church membership, whichever set of words are recorded in connection with



their baptism, although the two-thirds with the wrong formula were not truly saved! Or is it not rather
obvious that the Oneness Pentecostal notion that a certain set of words is essential to salvation cannot be
sustained in the book of Acts or elsewhere in Scripture? Since there is no consistent set of words recorded
in Acts in connection with baptism “in the name of” the Lord, and so Acts is not giving a specific set of
words that must be employed without sinning and facing eternal damnation, what does the “name”
terminology really mean?

Baptism is “in the name of Jesus Christ” (Acts 2:38), not because Jesus is the Father, the Son, and
the Holy Ghost, nor because the words “in the name of Jesus” or some similar non-Trinitiarian formula was
uttered when the ceremony was performed, but because baptism is performed with Christ’s authority. The
Lord Jesus, who has all authority or power (Matthew 28:18), commanded that baptism be performed with
the Trinitarian formula of Matthew 28:19. When this is done (and other requirements for baptism are met,
such as that the person being baptized is a believer, not an infant), the baptism is performed with Christ’s
authority, that is, in His name. When Baptist churches employ the Trinitarian formula the Lord Jesus
commanded for use until the end of the world (Matthew 28:20), they are baptizing in Jesus’ name.

The fact that “in the name of” means “with the authority of” is evident in Scripture. Several
examples, out of many, will be given. In Deuteronomy 18:5-7, the Levites were “to minister in the name of
the LORD.” Unlike the other tribes, they had Jehovah’s authority to do their Levitical work. They did not
go around all day long repeating His name in a sort of mantra. Their ministrations in the tabernacle and
temple, teaching the Law to God’s people and completing other work, was done with Divine authority,
hence “in His name.” In 1 Samuel 25:9, “when David’s young men came, they spake to Nabal according to
all those words in the name of David, and ceased.” David’s young men came to Nabal with David’s
authority and gave Nabal a message from David. They did not come to Nabal and say, “David, David,
David, David.” In 1 Kings 18:32, Elijah “built an altar in the name of the LORD: and he made a trench
about the altar, as great as would contain two measures of seed.” Elijah built the altar with Jehovah’s
authority (1 Kings 18:36). The point was not that he repeated the Tetragrammaton over and over again. In
Esther 3:12, “the king’s scribes called on the thirteenth day of the first month, and there was written
according to all that Haman had commanded unto the king’s lieutenants, and to the governors that were
over every province, and to the rulers of every people of every province according to the writing thereof,
and fo every people after their language; in the name of king Ahasuerus was it written, and sealed with the
king’s ring.” The letter had the authority of king Ahasuerus, so all men in his empire needed to pay
attention. The words of the letter were not “Ahasuerus, Ahasuerus, Ahasuerus.” In 2 Thessalonians 3:6,
Paul wrote, “[B]rethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . withdraw yourselves from every brother
that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which he received of us.” The apostle commanded the
church at Thessalonica with Christ’s authority. Paul wrote under inspiration, and the command to practice
church discipline was given by the Lord Jesus in Matthew 18:15-20. In Acts 4:7, the elders of Israel asked
Peter what authority the apostle had for his message. Their question was, “By what power, or by what
name, have ye done this?” In Luke 24:47—which sets the background for the use of “in the name of”
formulae in Acts, since Luke wrote Acts as the continuation of his gospel (Luke 1:1-4; Acts 1:1-4) and the
preaching in Acts was in fulfillment of the command given in Luke 24 (cf. Matthew 28:19-20; Mark
16:15)—"“repentance and remission of sins should be preached in [Christ’s] name among all nations.” That
is, the Lord Jesus gave authority to the church to preach repentance and remission of sins, and so this
preaching was done as recorded in the book of Acts. “In the name of” means “with the authority of” in
Scripture.

Acts 19:1-7 demonstrates that the formula given in Matthew 28:19 was employed by the apostolic
churches, corroborating that Trinitarian baptism is actually baptism with Christ’s authority (Acts 19:5).
When Paul found people who claimed to be “disciples” (v. 1) who had “not so much as heard whether there
be any Holy Ghost” (v. 2), the apostle, in shock, asked “Unto what then were ye baptized?” Since the
churches were “baptizing . . . in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost” (Matthew
28:19), employing the Trinitarian formula in their baptismal ceremony, Paul asks these alleged “disciples”
how they could have been baptized and never have heard of the Holy Ghost, when He is mentioned in the
baptismal ritual itself. Paul’s question would not make any sense if the baptismal ceremony employed a
formula such as “I baptize you in the name of Jesus.” How would that formula be a guarantee that all



b. Paul did return to Ephesus on his third journey and spent three
years there. The events recorded in Acts 19 and his testimony in I
Cor. 16:8.9 reveal that much was happening for the Lord.

c. Note Acts 19:8; repeated, careful preaching of the gospel to the
lost; not just appearing one time, and then that is it. Note also Acts
19:10; all in Asia heard the gospel. They were reaching “every
creature.” How? Acts 20:20-21 (cf. 5:32). Mass evangelism and
house to house, which Paul trained the elders of the church at
Ephesus in and they trained others in. Paul, all alone, did not reach
the whole area with the gospel. He trained others to do the work of
the ministry, Ephesians 4:12.

d. The final farewell in Acts 20:16-38 was very emotional. There
were great spiritual ties that the Apostle had with these believers.
e. The church at Ephesus appears again in Revelation 2:1-7, where it

is still standing for true doctrine and practice, although it had the
significant problem them of having lost its first love. (We don’t
know historically if the church got right or went bad after the
warning of Revelation 2.)
D. The Time—A.D. 60—62
E. The City—Ephesus
1. Ephesus was colonized in the 11th century B.C. by the Athenians. Due to
its location on the banks of the Cayster River, it was strategic politically,
economically, and religiously.

baptized disciples had heard of the Holy Ghost? Trinitarians correctly explain Paul’s mental process as,
“How could these people be disciples in Christian churches—they have not even heard of the Holy Ghost,
but He is mentioned in the act of baptism itself! ‘Unto what then were ye baptized?’” Oneness
Pentecostals would have made Paul think, “How could these people be disciples in Christian churches—
they have not even heard of the Holy Ghost—now He isn’t mentioned in the act of baptism, since only the
word “Jesus” is used in the formula. However, I’ll ask them what they were baptized unto anyway, as if
that related to what they had just said somehow.”

Very early documents in church history demonstrate that even around the end of the first century

baptism was administered employing the Trinitarian formula. Near the end of the first century, it was
written: “Now concerning baptism, baptize as follows: after you have reviewed all these things, baptize in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit” (Didache 7:1). “For those things which the
prophets announced, saying, ‘Until He come for whom it is reserved, and He shall be the expectation of the
Gentiles,” have been fulfilled in the Gospel, [our Lord saying,] ‘Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”” (Ignatius to the Philadelphians, chapter
9). Some decades later, declarations like the following are found: “For the law of baptizing has been
imposed, and the formula prescribed: ‘Go,” He saith, ‘teach the nations, baptizing them into the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.”” (Tertullian, On Baptism, Chapter 13). In contrast, no
extant patristic writer or ancient document says anything like “we should not baptize in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, but in the name of Jesus Christ” or anything remotely
similar. True churches in the earliest centuries of Christianity employed the Trinitarian baptismal formula
(as even proto-Catholicism did).
When Biblical churches employ the Trinitarian formula in baptism, they are baptizing in Jesus’ name, just
like the first century churches did. Oneness Pentecostals that employ the phrase “in the name of Jesus” but
believe the idolatrous heresy that Jesus is the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit do not have any authority from
God for their practice—they are the ones who do not really baptize in the name of Jesus Christ.



2. It was both the chief port and capital of the province of Asia Minor.

3. The city had a 25,000 seat theater, a race track, and the infamous temple to
the love goddess Diana—one of the seven wonders of the world. It was an
immoral city boasting its cultic immorality with temple prostitutes.

4. Note the details of the city given in Hodge’s commentary, pgs. 1-4.

II. The Cause
A. The Theme

1. There is no categorically—delineated problem that is being addressed,
unlike I Corinthians and Galatians.

2. One can conclude that the intent of this epistle is to build up believers in
the doctrine and practice of salvation.

3. There is great and detailed doctrine regarding the God—centered salvation

that He has graciously given believers, and the manner living believers are
to adopt as a result.

4. There are great riches of salvation in Christ that many times we do not
realize. Being saved to the praise of His glory will change our thinking
and our living.

5. There are many similarities to the epistle to the Colossians. See Hodge,
11-12.
B. The Contents
1. The book is divided generally into two parts: the theological and the
practical.
2. Ch. 1-3 detail the blessings of being saved to the praise of His glory.
3. Ch. 4-6 detail the behavior since being saved to the praise of His glory.

Note: Generally speaking, although not perfect, the background material by Hoehner on
Ephesians is excellent. You are required to read pgs. ix-xii, 1-2, 61-114 of Hoehner to
get the background to the book. You can read the material on pgs. 2-61 that prove that
Paul wrote Ephesians if you wish, but it is not required. The major area where Hoehner
is in error in his introductory and background material is in his view of the nature of
éxkAnoia in Ephesians; thus, the excursus below is also required reading.

An Excursus on the Nature of ékkAncio in Ephesians

The nature of the ekklesia in Ephesians is a matter of significant importance in the
study of the book. Theologically liberal, neo-orthodox, and neo-evangelical
commentators (including Hoehner) almost universally assume that the ekklesia in the
book is a designation of all believers. Usually such an assumption is made without proof;
indeed, I am not aware of any published study of the word ekklesia by an advocate of a
universal, invisible church position that seeks to refute the local-only position. All five



commentaries on Ephesians by fundamental, independent Baptists that I am aware of,” on
the other hand, believe that the word ekklesia in Ephesians is either a reference to a
particular congregation or is a generic noun, based on, in their opinion, the fact that
ekklesia does not bear a reference to an unassembled association of all believers
anywhere in the NT, confining the universal, invisible association of all believers to the
terms the family of God and the kingdom of God, but not the church of God. 1t is the
opinion of this professor that the other fundamental, independent Baptist commentators
are correct, and that the word ekklesia in Ephesians does not refer to all believers in an
unassembled union, but to either a particular congregation or to the ekklesia as a generic
noun. As this is a key interpretive issue for the book, and since commentaries by major
evangelical publishers (there are no major fundamentalist publishers besides those of the
Bearing Precious Seed variety) almost to a man assume that the ekklesia in Ephesians is
at times a reference to an unassembled unity of all believers, the following word study of
ekklesia, which consists of edited notes from a sermon I preached at two different
churches, provides the reasons why the line of interpretation by the other fundamental
Baptist commentaries will be followed rather than the line of the neo-evangelical
interpreters.

As a preface to the following set of (somewhat adjusted) sermon notes, I must
state that there are godly men in fundamental Baptist churches that hold to the universal
church position. My point here is not to criticize what, say, the pastor of the church you
came from believes, if that congregation holds to the universal view; if so, you should
take the arguments for it made by your pastor very seriously —indeed, if you yourself
believe that this is the Scriptural position, I am certainly not going to go after you in class
or try to put you or your view down or somehow try to make you feel uncomfortable in
any way. (In fact, if you disagree with what I say below and you feel like doing your
word study for the semester on ekklesia to prove that I am wrong, go for it!) However, it
is obviously necessary for students in this class to know how I am going to be looking at
the word ekklesia as it comes up in the book of Ephesians and what my reasons are for so
doing, and for that reason the following analysis should be read and considered. It should
also be further noted that there is no disagreement about the fact, held to by both
universal and local-only advocates, that in the future all believers will be assembled
together in the heavenly city, so in a prospective sense, every believer has a place in a
church/assembly that is to come. The disagreement is about whether all believers are not
just prospectively in a single assembly, but whether such an assembly exists now, and all
believers on the earth are currently part of a single, universal church.

I also note concerning Hoehner’s comments on the ecclesiology of Ephesians
(pgs. 111-112) does not deal with the local-only position—as a neo-evangelical, it is very
possible that he has never had any interaction with fundamental Baptists who believe it,

: En Epheso: An Exegetical Commentary on Ephesians, Thomas Strouse (http://www.bbc-

cromwell.org/publications.shtml).

Expository Notes on the Book of Ephesians, R. Nelson Colyar (http://baptist-books.com)

Baptist Commentary, Garner-Howes (http://bhfbc.org/index.html)

An Interpretation of the English Bible, vol. 15: Colossians, Ephesians & Hebrews, B. H. Carroll.

Ephesians, David Sutton (Pastor Sutton’s notes on Ephesians were what I (very significantly)
expanded and revised for my own notes on the book for this class. He is a pastor at Bethel Baptist Church
in El Sobrante, CA.).




as generally in schools where the evangelical universal church view is taught the local-
only view is ignored. Not much refutation of Hoehner needs to be made; it suffices to
note that the possibility that a generic noun is in view in universal proof-texts, the fact
that there is a connection between soteriology and ecclesiology because true churches
have a regenerate church membership and the NT assumes that those who are born again
will be baptized and remain united to the church, and the assumption that glorious terms
that Ephesians applies to the congregation cannot possibly refer to the actual assembly of
believers, but must refer to something else, is unfounded.

“My Church”—What it is, and what it means for me.
Text: Matthew 16:18

1.) Introduction: What is the church?

a.) Loose views—church=a building or a denomination

b.) Catholic view, expressed by Cyprian—“outside the church there is no
salvation,” outside of the universal, visible denomination of those submitted to Rome.
This became the idea that all who were within the Roman empire, or a “Catholic country”
in the Dark Ages and had received infant baptism, were able to be saved by doing good
works. Nobody who is outside of this universal, visible institution could be saved. The
word catholic means universal. The Roman Catholics take their name from their claim to
be the universal, visible church.

The church is never called universal or catholic in Scripture. The designation
first appears in the Epistle of Ignatius to the Smyrneans 8:2, among a number of other
unbiblical statements: “Wherever the bishop appears, there let the congregation be; just
as wherever Jesus Christ is, there is the catholic church. It is not permissible either to
baptize or to hold a love feast without the bishop. But whatever he approves is also
pleasing to God, in order that everything you do may be trustworthy and valid” (6wov
av @ovf 0 émioxomoc, £xel 10 mAROog £6Tm, Gdomep Omov Gv M XpLoTog
Incovg, €xel 1 koOOAkN €kkAncic. ovk €E0V €0TIV XWOPIS TOV EMIGKOTOL
ovte Pantilelv 0UTE AYATNV TOLEIY: GAL O OV EKEIVOG JOKIUAGT), TODTO KO
10 0e®d eVAPESTOV, v AGPOAEC N Kol PéBoov mav O mpdooete). It is quite
likely that this affirmation of the existence of a catholic church was a later interpolation
into Ignatius’ epistle, if Ignatius actually wrote to the Smyrneans at all. There are three
different recensions of Ignatius’ letters, a long, middle, and short version. The long
version is generally recognized as a spurious fourth century forgery which projects later

hierarchicalism and other developing Roman Catholic heresies into earlier centuries. The
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short recension only exists in Syriac, and contains only the letters to the Ephesians,
Romans, and Polycarp, in a version shorter than either the long or middle recensions.
The middle recension, the version quoted above, is found in Greek in only one
manuscript, the eleventh century Codex Mediceo-Laurentianus. Scholarship is divided
about the genuineness of either the middle or short recensions, with some maintaining
that all the letters are extremely heavily interpolated and others arguing that “Ignatius
bishop of Antioch did not exist” (pg. 66, “Ignatian Problems,” Journal of Theological
Studies, C. P. Hammond Bammel, 33:1 (April 1982); see the article, pgs. 62-97, for a
discussion of various theories on the authenticity or forging of the allegedly Ignatian
epistles.) Even if one assumes that Ignatius actually wrote something similar to the
middle recension, and his writings were then corrupted and falsified into the long and
short recensions, there is no reason to conclude that the eleventh century Greek codex of
the middle recension referring to a “catholic church” does not itself have numerous
dogmatic interpolations designed to support later Roman Catholic dogmas—such as
Smyrneans 8:2, the verse in question, and its reference to the catholic church—
KOOOALKY EKKANGIOL.

“There are, in all, fifteen Epistles which bear the name of Ignatius. These are the
following: One to the Virgin Mary, two to the Apostle John, one to Mary of Cassobelae,
one to the Tarsians, one to the Antiochians, one to Hero, a deacon of Antioch, one to the
Philippians, one to the Ephesians, one to the Magnesians, one to the Trallians, one to the
Romans, one to the Philadelphians, one to the Smyrnaeans, and one to Polycarp. The first
three exist only in Latin; all the rest are extant also in Greek. It is now the universal
opinion of critics, that the first eight of these professedly Ignatian letters are spurious.
They bear in themselves indubitable proofs of being the production of a later age than
that in which Ignatius lived. Neither Eusebius nor Jerome makes the least reference to
them; and they are now by common consent set aside as forgeries, which were at various
dates, and to serve special purposes, put forth under the name of the celebrated Bishop of
Antioch . . . [among the other epistles, a spurious long form, a middle recension, and a
short recension exist, and] there was . . . a pretty prevalent opinion among scholars, that
[no form] could . . . be regarded as absolutely free from interpolations, or as of undoubted
authenticity. . . . This expression of uncertainty was repeated in substance by Jortin
(1751), Mosheim (1755), Griesbach (1768), Rosenmiiller (1795), Neander (1826), and
many others; some going so far as to deny that we have any authentic remains of Ignatius
at all, while others, though admitting the seven [middle recension] letters as being
probably his, yet strongly suspected that they were not free from interpolation. . . . [T]he

question [was reignited] by the discovery of a Syriac version [the short recension, first
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published in 1845] of three of these Epistles among the mss. procured from the
monastery of St. Mary Deipara, in the desert of Nitria, in Egypt. . . . some accepted the
[view that only these three short letters] represented more accurately than any formerly
published what Ignatius had actually written . . . [while] others very strenuously opposed
[this position in favor of the middle recension]. . . . [T]he Ignatian controversy is not yet
settled” (Church Fathers—The Ante-Nicene Fathers, vol. 1, The Apostolic Fathers with
Justin Martyr and Irenaeus, “Introductory Note to the Epistle of Ignatius to the
Ephesians,” ed. Alexander Roberts & James Donaldson. elec. acc. in Accordance Bible
Software, prep. OakTree Software, ver. 1.1). While the reference to a catholic church by
Ignatius is dubious, Pope Cornelius, writing against the Anabaptist Novatian, and
developing a proto-Roman Catholic principle not found clearly before the third century,
affirmed that there “should be but one bishop in a catholic church” (Eusebius,
Ecclesiastical History, 6:43:11).

Let it also be briefly mentioned that it is indisputable that the so-called “Apostles’
Creed” was not written by the apostles, and its present form, with its profession of faith in
a “catholic church,” is a development of the era after the union of proto-Popery with the
Roman state. The “Apostles’ Creed” developed from the Old Roman Creed, which
simply affirmed faith in the “holy church.” It was “in the late fourth century that catholic
began to appear in [various] Western creeds” (pg. 385, Early Christian Creeds, J. N. D.
Kelly. London: Longman, 1972. 3" ed.), in large part to contrast the Roman church with
dissident movements including the “heretical” Anabaptists of the age among the
Donatists and Novatians. The earliest physical evidence for the Apostles’ Creed itself is
contained in the tract De singulis libris canonicis written by the monk Priminius between
A. D. 710-724. Both Pope Leo the Great (d. 461) and Gregory the Great (d. 604) appear
to have been ignorant of the Creed, and among scholars “very few will be likely to deny
that [the received version of the Apostles’ Creed] is to be sought somewhere north of the
Alps at some date in the late sixth or seventh century” (pg. 398, 410, 421, Early Christian
Creeds, ibid.).

c.) Protestant view—universal, invisible church. “The catholic or universal
Church, which is invisible, consists of the whole number of the elect, that have been, are,
or shall be gathered into one, under Christ the Head thereof; and is the spouse, the body,
the fulness of Him that fills all in all.” (Westminster Confession of Faith, chapter 25).
This view was a way for the Protestants to explain how they could be saved but be
outside of the Catholic denomination. It came from Augustine, who used it to combat the

Baptists of his day, the Donatists.
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Augustine of Hippo, to combat the Donatists, among whom it appears the Baptists
of his era were to be numbered and who contended for a regenerate church membership,
held to the idea of an invisible catholic church before the era of the Reformation. He held
that the invisible church was a smaller remnant of true believers entirely contained within
the visible catholic church, developing this concept in order to justify the catholic
practice of allowing obviously ungodly, immoral, and unregenerate members within the
Catholic fold. However, Augustine held that the members of this invisible church were
entirely contained within the bounds of the visible Catholic denomination—following
Cyprian, Augustine held that outside of the visible church there was no salvation. When
Protestantism adopted Augustine’s invisible church conception, it was adjusted—at least
among the more evangelical wing of the reform movement—so that one could be part of
the invisible church without the absolute necessity of membership in the visible church.
In this manner the Reformation and post-Reformation doctrine of the universal, invisible
church developed and became the view of evangelical Protestantism.

d.) Biblical/Baptist view—word church means assembly or congregation. That is
it. CHRIST’S church is “an assembly of baptized believers, organized to carry out the
Lord’s work.” This is the view of Scripture. While the family of God is a universal,
invisible entity that consists of all believers everywhere (Galatians 3:26), a church is a
particular, local, visible congregation. It is noteworthy that historic Baptist confessions
such as the 1833 New Hampshire Confession, “perhaps the most widely used and
influential statement of doctrine among American Baptists at the present time” (Baptist
Confessions of Faith, McGlothin, part 4), make no mention of a universal church,

speaking only of the church as local and visible.

2.) The church—
a.) Pre-NT usage’

6 This is not to say that no Baptist confessions held to the Protestant doctrine of the church; ones

that do so can be found (e. g., the Second London Confession of 1689, which was based on the Presbyterian
Westminster Confession, and which is very influential among Calvinistic Baptists).

Cf. the verb éxxAnoialm, “to hold an assembly, convene, assemble.” (BDAG); “summon to an
assembly” (Liddell, H. G. & Scott, R. Greek-English Lexicon, 9™ ed., New York, NY: Oxford University
Press, 1996); “attend an assembly; attend a church service” (Patristic Greek Lexicon ed. G. W. Lampe
(New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 2007, 20™ ed). The verb is always employed in the LXX and
related Koiné literature (at least until after the time of the post-NT development of the concept of a catholic
church) for a visible and local assembly, not some sort of invisible and unassembled “assembly.” See
Leviticus 8:3; Numbers 20:8; Deuteronomy 4:10; 31:12, 28; Esther 4:16, LXX; Josephus, Antiquities
4:302; 6:56; 8:277; 10:93; 12:316; 17:161; 19:158; War 2:490; 7:47; Philo, On the Migration of Abraham
1:69; On Joseph 1:73; On the Decalogue 1:39; Freedom 1:6.

The complete list of LXX references:

13



B. H. Carroll’s book Ecclesia® provides a number of helpful instances of the classical use

of éxkkAnoio [transliterating the word as ecclesia], documenting that the word, in

classical Greek, signified “an organized assembly of citizens, regularly summoned, as

opposed to other meetings.” Note:

Thucydides 2:22: - “Pericles, seeing them angry at the present state of things... did
not call them to an assembly (ecclesia) or any other meeting.”

Demosthenes 378, 24: - “When after this the assembly (ecclesia) adjourned, they
came together and planned ... For the future still being uncertain, meetings and
speeches of all sorts took place in the marketplace. They were afraid that an assembly
(ecclesia) would be summoned suddenly, etc.” Compare the distinction here between
a lawfully assembled business body and a mere gathering together of the people in
unofficial capacity, with the town-clerk’s statement in Acts 19:35, 40.

Now some instances of the particular ecclesia of the several Greek states -
Thucydides 1,87: - “Having said such things, he himself, since he was ephor, put the
question to vote in the assembly (ecclesia) of the Spartans.”

Thucydides 1,139: - “And the Athenians having made a house (or called an assembly,
ecclesia) freely exchanged their sentiments.”

Aristophanes Act 169: - “But I forbid you calling an assembly (ecclesia) for the
Thracians about pay.”

Thucydides 6.8: - “And the Athenians having convened an assembly (ecclesia) ...
voted, etc.”

Thucydides 6,2: - “And the Syracusans having buried their dead, summoned an
assembly (ecclesia).”

This historical reading concerning the business assemblies of the several petty
but independent, self-governing Greek states, with their lawful conference, their free
speech. Their decision by vote, whether of Spartans, Thracians, Syracusans or
Athenians, sounds much like the proceedings of particular and independent Baptist
churches today (Ecclesia, B. H. Carroll, pgs. 35-36).

This examination is valuable because Christ and the Apostles spoke the Greek

language of the day. When they used the word ekklesia, church, the did not pull the word

out of thin air, but used a word that was already in use in the first century. Nor is there

any indication in Scripture that they gave the word a radical new meaning that it never

Deuteronomy 4:10; 9:10; 18:16; 23:2-4, 9; 31:30; Joshua 8:35; Judges 20:2; 21:5, 8; 1 Samuel 17:47,
19:20; 1 Kings 8:14, 22, 55, 65; 1 Chronicles 13:2, 4; 28:2, 8; 29:1, 10, 20; 2 Chronicles 1:3, 5; 6:3, 12-13;
7:8; 10:3; 20:5, 14; 23:3; 28:14; 29:23, 28, 31-32; 30:2, 4, 13, 17, 23-25; Ezra 2:64; 10:1, 8, 12, 14;
Nehemiah 5:7, 13; 7:66; 8:2, 17; 13:1; Judith 6:16, 21; 7:29; 14:6; 1 Maccabees 2:56; 3:13; 4:59; 5:16;
14:19; Psalms 21:23, 26; 25:5, 12; 34:18; 39:10; 67:27; 88:6; 106:32; 149:1; Proverbs 5:14; Job 30:28;
Sirach 15:5; 21:17; 23:24; 24:2; 26:5; 31:11; 33:19; 38:33; 39:10; 44:15; 46:7; 50:13, 20; Solomon 10:6;
Micah 2:5; Joel 2:16; Lamentations 1:10.

8

The book is available at http://sites.google.com/site/thross7. Carroll was Pastor of First Baptist

Church of Waco, TX, Professor of theology and Bible at Baylor University and Seminary from 1872-1905,
and professor and president of the Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary from 1908-1914.
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had before—and, indeed, to make a word that means assembly signify a group of people
all over the world that never assemble would be a very radical change of meaning. So
with this background, let us look at what the NT itself says about the church,

congregation, or assembly.

b.) NT usage:

We will see that all of these uses fit into one of two categories—either they are
actual, individual congregations, or the word church is used as a gemeric noun, a
reference to every church in general, but no church in particular. These latter texts are
the ones that the universal church people use to seek support for their doctrine in the
Bible.

Concerning the category of generic noun:

The small minority of uses where an individual congregation in a particular location is
not in view (cf. “Christ is the head of the church,” Ephesians 5:23; Colossians 1:18) do
not prove the existence of a universal, invisible church any more than “the husband is the
head of the wife” or “the head of the woman is the man” (Ephesians 5:23; 1 Corinthians
11:3; see below) establish that there is a single universal, invisible husband or a universal,
invisible man made up of all individual husbands or men scattered all over world.
Rather, these verses employ the word church as a generic noun, as a reference to any or
every particular church (or husband, man, etc.) in the class church (husband, man, etc.).
The common category of the “generic noun . . . focuses on the kind. . . . emphasizes class
traits . . . [and] has in view . . . the class as a whole” (pg. 244, Greek Grammar Beyond
the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament, Daniel B. Wallace. Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996).

Matt. 16:18 And I say also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build
my church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.

-True for the first church at Jerusalem—Christ “built” or “built [it] up” (the word is even
translated “edify,” that is “build up/build.” It is also true for His churches in general;

Christ builds each of them up.

In Christ’s statement in Matthew 16:18 that He will build up His congregation,
the word ekklesia is used as a generic noun. It is true for each individual church, but it
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does not prove that every congregation is somehow one large congregation that never
congregates. Compare the following example of ekklesia as a generic noun in Plato:

[452¢] Gorgias

I call it the ability to persuade with speeches either judges in the law courts or statesmen
in the council-chamber or the commons in the Assembly or an audience at any other
meeting that may be held on public affairs. And I tell you that by virtue of this power you
will have the doctor as your slave, and the trainer as your slave; your money-getter will
turn out to be making money not for himself, but for another,—in fact for you, who are
able to speak and persuade the multitude.’

[452¢]lopylag

10 elBelv Eywy’ olov T elval tolg Adyolg kal év dlkaotnpiw SIKAoTAg Kal
év Bouheutnplw Bouleutdq kal €v ékkAnola ékkAnolaotdg kal év aAw
OUMOY® Tavtl, 00TLg Av TOALTKOG OUAAOYOG yiyvntat. kaitol v talt
duvaypel dolhov pev €Eelg TOV Latpdv, dodlov B¢ OV TaldotpiBnv: O O
xpnuatotic oltog dAA® dvadavAcetal Xpnuatlouevog kal oy autd,
AAAA ool ) duvapévw Aéyelv kal TeiBetv T mARen."”

In this statement, “the assembly/ekklesia” is not speaking of one particular individual
assembly, but it is also hardly speaking of all the assemblies together being one big
universal assembly. Rather, the statement is true for each individual assembly. “The
council-chamber” and “the commons” are used in the same way. All the council-
chambers are not one big, invisible, universal council-chamber; rather, the type of speech
Plato is talking about is persuasive is employed in any particular council-chamber.

Note that the difference between Christ’s ekklesia/church/congregation/assembly
and other congregations/assemblies is NOT that they are some radically different thing;
the difference is in the MY, not in the word church/congregation. If I have a pencil and
you have a pencil, the difference between the two is that one is MY pencil, but both yours
and mine are pencils. This is Christ’s church/congregation, as opposed to a pagan
congregation or assembly, etc. but it is still an asssembly/congregation that He would
build up. (BTW, note also that the church already existed here, and in Matthew 18:17;
lots of people today say the church started at Pentecost, but, at least in a fundamental
sense, Christ started the church in the gospels.'").

? Plato. (1967). Plato in Twelve Volumes, Vol. 3 translated by W.R.M. Lamb. Medford, MA:

Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press; London, William Heinemann Ltd.
10 Plato. (1903). Platonis Opera, ed. John Burnet. Medford, MA: Oxford University Press.

1 Christ started His church during His earthly ministry (Matthew 18:17) from people converted and
baptized by John the Baptist (John 1:35-37) and promised that His assembly would overcome the powers of
hell from that time to the end of the age (Matthew 16:18). Obviously already extant, the church was “added
unto” on the day of Pentecost (Acts 2:41, 47) with the conversion of three thousand men. No verse
anywhere states that the church started on Pentecost. The Lord referred to His church twice in the gospels
(Matthew 16:18; 18:17), without any indication whatever that it did not yet exist. Jesus Christ, the
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Matt. 18:17 And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell i unto the church: but if he neglect
to hear the church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican.

-obviously a very visible, local church must be told about church discipline, not some
universal, invisible church. The phrase “the church” here refers to whatever particular

church the people in conflict are members of.

Acts 2:47 Praising God, and having favour with all the people. And the Lord added to the
church daily such as should be saved.

-a very visible, local church in Jerusalem.

Acts 5:11 And great fear came upon all the church, and upon as many as heard these
things.

-church at Jerusalem.

Bridegroom, had the church as His bride before Pentecost (John 3:29; cf. 2 Corinthians 11:2; Ephesians
5:22-33). “God hath set . . . in the church, first apostles” (1 Corinthians 12:28), but the Lord appointed the
apostles far before Pentecost (Mark 3:13-19; Matthew 10:2-4). Christ sang in the midst of the church
(Hebrews 2:12), but His only recorded singing took place at the institution of the Lord’s supper (Matthew
26:30)—an ordinance given to the church before Pentecost (Matthew 26:26-31; 1 Corinthians 11:2, 17-34).
Before Pentecost Christ was the shepherd/pastor of His church (John 10:14), which was already His flock
(a term for the church; Matthew 26:31; Luke 12:32; Acts 20:28-29; 1 Peter 5:2-3), until He appointed Peter
to pastor His first assembly after His resurrection (John 21:15-17). His church had a business meeting
(Acts 1:15-26), a membership roll (Acts 1:15), a treasurer (John 12:6; 13:29), baptism (John 4:1-2), the
Lord’s supper (Matthew 26:26-31), church discipline (Matthew 18:15-18), the power to bind and loose
(Matthew 18:17-18), and the Great Commission (Matthew 28:18-20) before it was it was “added unto” on
Pentecost (Acts 2:41, 47). On the day of Pentecost in Acts 2 the church simply received the permanent
indwelling of the Spirit and public recognition as the new institution for the course of the age of grace (cf.
Exodus 40:35; the tabernacle; 2 Chronicles 7:1; Solomon’s temple; Ezekiel 43:4-5; the Millennial temple).

In relation to the only really significant objection to a pre-Pentecost foundation of the church, the
question of how the assembly could begin before the official inauguration of the New Covenant with the
death of Christ, Dr. Ron Tottingham writes, “[The objectors ask how] could you have a ‘new program’
(church) until you have the shedding of the ‘the blood of the covenant,” of He who is the Life and Head of a
‘new and living’ institution? . . . Hebrews 9:14-18 . . . What is the answer which those . . . would give . .
who would hold that Christ established the first Church during His personal ministry upon earth[?] . . . The
New Testament Church [was not] ‘of force’ [Hebrews 9:17] until after the Resurrection. Even Christ still
went to the temple [during His earthly ministry]. . . . Hebrews nine only states that the covenant of the
Levitical ordinances lasted until the true Blood of Christ was shed. . . . The New Testament Church could
not be ready for service at its ‘baptism’ at Pentecost unless it was built, or ‘framed,’ prior. Who ever heard
of moving into a house [cf. 1 Peter 2:5] (the Holy Spirit moved upon and into the church at Pentecost)
without a floor, frame, and more? . . . How then could the church begin before the New Covenant began?
By being built [by] the Master Himself during His own personal ministry upon the earth. Then when he
died as Testator of the New Covenant, His church of the New Testament (covenant) was ready and waiting
to be ‘baptized’ [with] the Holy Spirit and begin [its] ordained service” (The Door-Step Evangel, 24:2
(March-April 2008) pgs. 1ff. (pub. Empire Baptist Temple/Great Plains Baptist Divinity School, Sioux
Falls, SD)).
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Acts 7:38 This is he, that was in the church in the wilderness with the angel which spake
to him in the mount Sina, and with our fathers: who received the lively oracles to give
unto us:

-when Israel was in the wilderness, they were a congregation/assembly/ “church.” They
wree all assembled in one place camping in the wilderness. This is not a reference to
CHRIST’s NT congregation/church, but to Israel as a congregation camping around Mt.
Sinai.

Acts 8:1 And Saul was consenting unto his death. And at that time there was a great
persecution against the church which was at Jerusalem; and they were all scattered
abroad throughout the regions of Judaea and Samaria, except the apostles.

-obviously local and visible.

Acts 8:3 As for Saul, he made havock of the church, entering into every house, and
haling men and women committed them to prison.

-church at Jerusalem.
Acts 9:31 Then had the churches rest throughout all Judaea and Galilee and Samaria, and
were edified; and walking in the fear of the Lord, and in the comfort of the Holy Ghost,

were multiplied.

—mnote plural churchES. It was not “the church throughout all Judaea,” etc. but the
churchES.

Acts 11:22 Then tidings of these things came unto the ears of the church which was in
Jerusalem: and they sent forth Barnabas, that he should go as far as Antioch.

-church at Jerusalem.

Acts 11:26 And when he had found him, he brought him unto Antioch. And it came to
pass, that a whole year they assembled themselves with the church, and taught much
people. And the disciples were called Christians first in Antioch.

-church at Antioch.

Acts 12:1 Now about that time Herod the king stretched forth Ais hands to vex certain of
the church.

-the church at Jerusalem in the context.

Acts 12:5 Peter therefore was kept in prison: but prayer was made without ceasing of the
church unto God for him.
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-likewise the church at Jerusalem in context.

Acts 13:1 Now there were in the church that was at Antioch certain prophets and
teachers; as Barnabas, and Simeon that was called Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and
Manaen, which had been brought up with Herod the tetrarch, and Saul.

-church at Antioch.

Acts 14:23 And when they had ordained them elders in every church, and had prayed
with fasting, they commended them to the Lord, on whom they believed.

—churches Paul and Barnabas started.

Acts 14:27 And when they were come, and had gathered the church together, they
rehearsed all that God had done with them, and how he had opened the door of faith unto
the Gentiles.

-church at Antioch.

Acts 15:3 And being brought on their way by the church, they passed through Phenice
and Samaria, declaring the conversion of the Gentiles: and they caused great joy unto all
the brethren.

--the church at Anioch sent them forth.

Acts 15:4 And when they were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the church, and
of the apostles and elders, and they declared all things that God had done with them.

-the church at Jerusalem.

Acts 15:22 Then pleased it the apostles and elders, with the whole church, to send
chosen men of their own company to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, Judas
surnamed Barsabas, and Silas, chief men among the brethren:

-the church at Jerusalem.

Acts 15:41 And he went through Syria and Cilicia, confirming the churches.

Acts 16:5 And so were the churches established in the faith, and increased in number
daily.

-obviously local and visible.

Acts 18:22 And when he had landed at Caesarea, and gone up, and saluted the church, he
went down to Antioch.
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-church at Caesarea.

Acts 19:32 Some therefore cried one thing, and some another: for the assembly was
confused; and the more part knew not wherefore they were come together.

-This is a valuable use of the word ekklesia for what is clearly not a Christian gathering.
Here the word is used for an assembly/congregation/“church” of idolators who were
worshipping an idol. This was a congregation or assembly, most certainly—but it was
not Christ’s “MY church.” And it was very local and visible!

Acts 19:39 But if ye enquire any thing concerning other matters, it shall be determined in
a lawful assembly.

-likewise here, as in the next reference, it is the same “assembly” of idolators.

Acts 19:41 And when he had thus spoken, he dismissed the assembly.

Ditto.

Acts 20:17 And from Miletus he sent to Ephesus, and called the elders of the church.
Elders of the church at Ephesus.

Acts 20:28 Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the
Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath
purchased with his own blood.

This is the particular church at Ephesus, to the elders of which Paul is speaking. To say
that only some universal church can be called “the church of God” is nonsense. The
local, visible congregation of saints is the church of God! The church where we are
assembled today is the very church of God. Look not, brethren, to some other for the
alleged “true” church. You are in it now. Look around! See it! Glory in it—this

assembly was purchased with the blood of Christ! How highly do you value it?

Rom. 16:1 I commend unto you Phebe our sister, which is a servant of the church which
is at Cenchrea:

-congregation at Cenchrea.

Rom. 16:4 Who have for my life laid down their own necks: unto whom not only I give
thanks, but also all the churches of the Gentiles.

-assemblies/congregations of the Gentiles.

Rom. 16:5 Likewise greet the church that is in their house. Salute my wellbeloved
Epaenetus, who is the firstfruits of Achaia unto Christ.
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-an assembly in someone’s house. (Here it is very obvious that the “church” is not the
building! How do you greet/salue the building inside someone’s house?)

Rom. 16:16 Salute one another with an holy kiss. The churches of Christ salute you.
-plural local, visible churches.

Rom. 16:23 Gaius mine host, and of the whole church, saluteth you. Erastus the
chamberlain of the city saluteth you, and Quartus a brother.

-the whole church where Gaius, Erastus, and Quartus were, which was the church at
Corinth, where Paul wrote the letter/epistle to the Romans.

1Cor. 1:2 Unto the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified in
Christ Jesus, called fo be saints, with all that in every place call upon the name of Jesus

Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours:

Consider this with Acts 20:28—the church at Corinth, with all the problems that it had,
was the very “church of God™!

1Cor. 4:17 For this cause have I sent unto you Timotheus, who is my beloved son, and
faithful in the Lord, who shall bring you into remembrance of my ways which be in
Christ, as I teach every where in every church.

-every local, visible church where Paul was.

1Cor. 6:4 If then ye have judgments of things pertaining to this life, set them to judge
who are least esteemed in the church.

-least esteemed in the church at Corinth.

1Cor. 7:17 But as God hath distributed to every man, as the Lord hath called every one,
so let him walk. And so ordain I in all churches.

-all local and visible churches.

1Cor. 10:32 Give none offence, neither to the Jews, nor to the Gentiles, nor to the church
of God:

-Probably the church at Corinth, where they were—this was the “church of God” in 1:2
of this epistle. If not, then to the church considered generally—do not give offense to any

church in general, to any local congregation.

1Cor. 11:16 But if any man seem to be contentious, we have no such custom, neither the
churches of God.
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-none of the true churches had this bad custom.

1Cor. 11:18 For first of all, when ye come together in the church, I hear that there be
divisions among you; and I partly believe it.

-the church at Corinth.
1Cor. 11:22 What? have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? or despise ye the church of
God, and shame them that have not? What shall I say to you? shall I praise you in this? I

praise you not.

-here, for the third time in the epistle, the congregation at Corinth is called “the church of
God.”

1Cor. 12:28 And God hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets,
thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities
of tongues.

-here the church in general, the church as an institution.

1Cor. 14:4 He that speaketh in an wunknown tongue edifieth himself, but he that
prophesieth edifieth the church.

-the church where he is prophesying is edified.

1Cor. 14:5 I would that ye all spake with tongues, but rather that ye prophesied: for
greater is he that prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues, except he interpret, that
the church may receive edifying.

-just like in 14:4.

1Cor. 14:12 Even so ye, forasmuch as ye are zealous of spiritual giffs, seek that ye may
excel to the edifying of the church.

-the church where the gifts are being exercised.

1Cor. 14:19 Yet in the church I had rather speak five words with my understanding, that
by my voice 1 might teach others also, than ten thousand words in an unknown tongue.

-the church where the speaking is going on.
1Cor. 14:23 If therefore the whole church be come together into one place, and all speak

with tongues, and there come in those that are unlearned, or unbelievers, will they not
say that ye are mad?
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-the whole congregation is in one place.

1Cor. 14:28 But if there be no interpreter, let him keep silence in the church; and let him
speak to himself, and to God.

-the congregation where he is to keep silence.

1Cor. 14:33 For God is not the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches of
the saints.

-not the author of confusion in any of the churches.

1Cor. 14:34 Let your women keep silence in the churches: for it is not permitted unto
them to speak; but they are commanded to be under obedience, as also saith the law.

-wome were commanded to be submissive in all churches.

1Cor. 14:35 And if they will learn any thing, let them ask their husbands at home: for it is
a shame for women to speak in the church.

-the church where the women and their husbands attend.

1Cor. 15:9 For I am the least of the apostles, that am not meet to be called an apostle,
because I persecuted the church of God.

-here the church at Jerusalem is called the church of God—the members of this church
are the ones Paul had a commission to persecute in Acts. One could say that it is the
members of every church in general, no church in particular (generic use), but it would
stil prove zero about something universal and invisible. Try persecuting something
invisible sometime.

1Cor. 16:1 Now concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given order to the
churches of Galatia, even so do ye.

-churches in the region of Galatia.

1Cor. 16:19 The churches of Asia salute you. Aquila and Priscilla salute you much in the
Lord, with the church that is in their house.

-churches in the region of Asia.

2Cor. 1:1 Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of God, and Timothy our brother,
unto the church of God which is at Corinth, with all the saints which are in all Achaia:

-church in Corinth.
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2Cor. 8:1 Moreover, brethren, we do you to wit of the grace of God bestowed on the
churches of Macedonia;

-churches in the region of Macedonia. (Not single, “church.”)

2Cor. 8:18 And we have sent with him the brother, whose praise is in the gospel
throughout all the churches;

-local, visible churches.

2Cor. 8:19 And not that only, but who was also chosen of the churches to travel with us
with this grace, which is administered by us to the glory of the same Lord, and
declaration of your ready mind:

-churches agreed that this brother was to travel with Paul.

2Cor. 8:23 Whether any do enquire of Titus, he is my partner and fellowhelper
concerning you: or our brethren be enquired of, they are the messengers of the churches,
and the glory of Christ.

-the brethren were messengers from the churches.

2Cor. 8:24 Wherefore shew ye to them, and before the churches, the proof of your love,
and of our boasting on your behalf.

-local, visible churches.
2Cor. 11:8 I robbed other churches, taking wages of them, to do you service.
-other churches than the one at Corinth.

2Cor. 11:28 Beside those things that are without, that which cometh upon me daily, the
care of all the churches.

-all the churches Paul worked with, it seems. Note not “all the universal church,” but
“churches.”

2Cor. 12:13 For what is it wherein ye were inferior to other churches, except it be that I
myself was not burdensome to you? forgive me this wrong.

-other churches than Corinth.
Gal. 1:2 And all the brethren which are with me, unto the churches of Galatia:

-churches in the region of Galatia.
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Gal. 1:13 For ye have heard of my conversation in time past in the Jews’ religion, how
that beyond measure I persecuted the church of God, and wasted it:

-the church at Jerusalem that Paul was persecuting. If one wanted to make it a generic
reference, that would be fine, but it is probably the Jerusalem assembly.

Gal. 1:22 And was unknown by face unto the churches of Judaea which were in Christ:
-churches in the region of Judea.

Eph. 1:22 And hath put all things under his feet, and gave him 7o be the head over all
things to the church,

-Christ is the head to each particular church. A generic reference.

Eph. 3:10 To the intent that now unto the principalities and powers in heavenly places
might be known by the church the manifold wisdom of God,

-the church as an institution, a generic reference, that the wisdom of God is made known
in each particular church.

Eph. 3:21 Unto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages, world
without end. Amen.

-every church is to give glory to Jesus Christ.

Eph. 5:23 For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the
church: and he is the saviour of the body.

-this, and the other texts in Ephesians 5, are good illustrations of the generic use of nouns.
“The husband,” “the wife,” and “the church” are generic nouns. There is no universal
husband or universal, invisible wife, and there is no universal, invisible church here
either. Each husband is the head of his own wife, and Christ is the head of each church.
Similarly, in Colossians 1:18, the phrase M Ke@aAN TOU COUNTOS, THC
gxkANnciog both couotog and €kkAnciog are generic nouns, just as in Ephesians
5:23'2 avnp, kealy, yovoukoc, éxkinoiog, and cduotoc are generic in reference
(cf. Wallace, pgs. 253-254, for a variety of other examples). Colossians 1:18 and
Ephesians 5:23 do not teach the doctrine of a universal, invisible church—such a concept
is not either approved or rejected in either passage. They simply state that Christ is the
head of the church generically, that is, of every particular local, visible church. Each
particular church is identified as the body of Christ in this text (cf. 1 Corinthians 12:27,
where the particular church at Corinth is called the body of Christ—the body metaphor
emphasizes that each member of the assembly, as a different and important body part,

12 For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church: and he is the

saviour of the body, 6Tt 6 &viip £6TL KEQUAN THC YLVOIKOG, ©OC KXl 0 XplLoTOg KEQPOAN TAG
£KKANGiog, Kol adTog £6TL GOTNP TOD COUATOC.
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needs to minister to the other members of his particular congregation in accordance with
his God-given gifting), and each church has Christ as her head. “The husband is the head
of the wife” hardly means that all the husbands in the world are one universal, invisible
husband who is the head of one universal, invisible wife. “Where is the wise? where is
the scribe? where is the disputer of this world?” (1 Corinthians 1:20, 100 co@dg; TOD
YPOUUATEVG, TOD SVINTNTNG TOV al®@Vvog ToVTOVL;) hardly means that all the wise
men in the world are one universal, invisible wise man, nor that there is one universal,
invisible scribe or disputer. No more does “Christ is the head of the church” affirm that
Christ is the head of a universal, invisible church; the text teaches that Christ is the head
of each particular church, just as the particular husband is the head of his particular wife.
Advocates of the universal, invisible church must find one or more undisputably
clear references where ekklesia does not mean either a particular congregation or is
employed as a generic noun, or they cannot affirm that their doctrine is Biblical. Since
they are the ones who are affirming that ekklesia assumes a sense it does not have in any
pre-Christian literature, they bear the burden of proof in demonstrating that their doctrine
is clearly in the NT. The attempt fails in Ephesians 5:23, and in every other text in the
NT—consequently the NT does not teach the existence of a universal, invisible church.

More extensive material on this:

Examining Ephesians 5:23 somewhat more deeply, the phrase “Christ is the head of the church” is one of
the very few passages that advocates of a universal church employ support their doctrine. Apart from the
fact that the verse uses the noun church in a generic sense, one should compare the following New
Testament texts:

Ephesians 5:23: 011 0 Gvip €071 KEQPAAN Tfig Yovoukog, ¢ kKol 60 XpiotOg KEQUAN THG
g€kkANciag, Kol aOToc €6TL GOTNP T0D c®WATOC. For the husband is the head of the wife, even as
Christ is the head of the church: and he is the saviour of the body,

1Corinthians 11:3: 0éAw 8¢ vubg €ldéval, 0TI mavtog Gvdpog N ke@aln 0 Xpictog €oTl
keQAN 8 yuvaikdg, 0 avip ke@uAn d& Xpiotod, 6 Odg. But I would have you know, that the
head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man; and the head of Christ is God.

The singular nouns “the husband” “the wife” “the woman” “the man” imply zero about a
universal, invisible husband, wife, woman, or man. Absolutely nothing affirms the existence of a universal
church in the phrase “Christ is the head of the church.” The Lord Jesus is the head of every particular local,
visible congregation.

Note also 2 Kings 10:6, LXX:

Kol €ypoyev mpog avtovg PBifAiov devtepov Aéymv el Euol VElG Kol THig @OVAG pov
VUETG EICCKOVETE AGPETE THV KEQPOANV GVIPAYV T@OV VIAV TOD KVPIOV VPUAV KOl EVEYKUTE
TPOC pe O¢ N dpa avprov eig Iepoel kot ol viol 100 PaciAéng Noav EPSopqkovia GvSpeg
0V1ol Gdpol tic TéAewe éE€Tpe@ov adTovg And Ju wrote them a second letter, saying, If ye are for
me, and hearken to my voice, take the heads [Gk. singular, “head”] of the men your master’s sons, and
bring them to me at this time to-morrow in Jezrael. Now the sons of the king were seventy men; these great
men of the city brought them up. (Brenton’s LXX translation—also below).

Nothing at all is implied about anything universal or invisible with the singular. Each son had his

own particular head (until he lost it!). “the head of the sons” is teaches nothing other than that each son had
his own head. So “Christ is the head of the church” teaches that Christ is the head of each particular
church. Compare 2 Kings 10: 8, where the plural is used:
Kol ABev 0 dyyelog kol &mnyyelhev Aéymv fiveykay TG KEQOABG TAV vidV 100 PaciAémg
Kol €imev 8€te adTOG Povvong dVo Tapd THY BVpav Thig TYANG €ic Tpwi. And a messenger came
and told him, saying, They have brought the heads of the king’s sons. And he said, Lay them in two heaps
by the door of the gate until the morning.

Psalm 139:10, LXX (Eng. 140:9):

N KEQUATN T0D KVKADPUATOG QOTAOV KOTOG TOV XEIMEMV DTV KAUAVWYEL aOTOVC. As for
the head of them that compass me, the mischief of their lips shall cover them.
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Note that both the Greek translated “them that compass” and “the head” are both singular nouns,
just as in “Christ is the head of the church.” Each particular head of each particular enemy surrounding
David would be judged.

Lamentations 2:15, LXX:

£KpOTNOQV €71 GE XEIPUC TAVIEG Ol TOPUTOPEVOUEVOL 080V £6VPLGUY KOl EKIVNG AV
TNV KEQPAAY DTV £€ml TNV Ovyotépa lepovsoinu | adtn | TOMC fiv €podotv 6Tépavog
80ENg ev@poovvn maong T1ig YTig. All that go by the way have clapped their hands at thee; they have
hissed and shaken their head at the daughter of Jerusalem. Is this the city, they say, the crown of joy of
all the earth?

Note that the plurality, the “all” shake the singular “head.” There was no universal, invisible head
or universal, invisible person opposing Jerusalem. Each person shook his own particular head at Jerusalem.

Ezekiel 1:22, LXX:

KOl Opoi®po VREP KEQPOATiG avToig 1AV (DOV el OTEPEOUC ©OC OpUolg
KPUGTAALOV EKTETOUEVOV ML TOV TTEPVYOV AOTOV £TdvmBev. And the likeness over the heads
[Gk. singular] of the living creatures was as a firmament, as the appearance of crystal, spread out over
their wings above.

“The head of the living creatures” meant that each particular living creature had its own particular
head.

Ezekiel 10:1, LXX:

Kol €180V Kol 180V EmGve TOD GTEPEOUOTOC TOD VEP KeQPAAfg TAV YEPOVLPIV B¢
AlBoc cameeipov ouoiouo Bpdvov én’ avT®V. And the likeness over the heads [Gk. singular] of the
living creatures was as a firmament, as the appearance of crystal, spread out over their wings above.

“The head of the living creatures,” again, means each living creature had its own particular head.

Josephus, Antiquities 4:112 (4.6.4.112)

Kol 0 pev tadta 100 00D kedevoavtog kel Tpog Baiakov de€apévov 3¢ adTtov 100
BaociAémg éxmpen®dg NELOV TpoayBelg Emi TL TAOV OpdV okéyacHol TdG 10 TdV EPpaimv £yot
oTpatonedov Balakog 8 adT0g G@LkveEITOL TOV UAVTLY 6LV BUGIMKT Oepameias @LAOTIL®OG
ayouevog £l 6pog Omep VRWEP KEQPUATC AVTAV £KELTO TOD GTPATOTESOV GTOSIOVE ATEXOV
£€nkovta. When God had given him this charge, he came to Balak; and when the king had entertained
him in a magnificent manner, he desired him to go to one of the mountains to take a view of the state of the
camp of the Hebrews. Balak himself also came to the mountain, and brought the prophet along with him,
with a royal attendance. This mountain lay over their heads [Gk. singular], and was distant sixty furlongs
from the camp.

The singular mountain was over each person, each of whom had his own particular head.

Gospel of Peter 10:40:

KOl T®V pe&v 3Y0 TNV KEQUANV Yopodoav pEYpt TOD 0VPAVOD, TOD dE
YEWPOYOYOLUEVOL VT TV VepPaivovoav T0V¢ 00pavovc. [Alnd the heads [Gk. singular] of
the two reaching to heaven, but that of him who was led by them by the hand overpassing the heavens.

Each particular individual here had his own particular head.

Philo, Allegorical Interpretation 1:71:

DoTEP OVV KEQOAT PEV TPDTOV T0D {DOV KAl AvoTAT® PéPog €07i, For as the head
is the principle and uppermost part of the animal,

Each singular animal had its own singular head. There was no universal head of a universal,
invisible animal.

Philo, On The Life of Moses 2:290:

BaLUAGIO PEV 0DV TODTO BOVUAGIOTOTOV 8¢ Kol TO TEA0C TOV LEPAV YPUUUATOV, O
koOaTep év 1@ L@ kepaAn thg OAng vopobesiog £otiv. These things, therefore, are wonderful;
and most wonderful of all is the end of his sacred writings, which is to the whole book of the law what the
head is to an animal.

Likewise here, each animal had its own head.

Philo, On Rewards and Punishments 125:

Tavto & GAAnyopeiton Tpomik®dg £EevexOéviar kabamep yop €v {d® KEQOAAN UEV
TPATOV KOl EPIGTOV, OVPA & VOTUTOV KUl QUVAITRTOV, 00 UEPOG GUVEKTANPODV TOV TOV
UEADV ApOudV, GALG GOPNOLS TOV EMITOTOUEVOYV, TOV QOTOV TPOTOV KEQOANV REV TOD
aveporeiov yévovg £éoecBai gnotl 10V owovdaiov eite Gvdpa €ite Aadv, TOVG d& GALOVG
droviag 0lov uépn GOUOTOS WOLXOVUEVH TOIC €V KEQOUAR Kol VTEpdveo dvvduesty. But all
these statements are uttered in a metaphorical form, and contain an allegorical meaning. For as in an
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animal the head is the first and best part, and the tail the last and worst part, or rather no part at all,
inasmuch as it does not complete the number of the limbs, being only a broom to sweep away what flies
against it; so in the same manner what is said here is that the virtuous man shall be the head of the
human race whether he be a single man or a whole people. And that all others, being as it were parts of
the body, are only vivified by the powers existing in the head and superior portions of the body.

This very interesting reference by Philo shows that, as in a single animal there is a single head, so
“the virtuous man,” a generic noun, not one particular man named X, is “the head of the human race,” and
this is whether he “be a single man or the whole people.” The others are as “parts of the body,” are only
“vivified” because of “the head” that is “the virtuous man.” The parallel to Christ as the head of the church
is very clear. Nobody would think of saying that there is literally one universal, invisible virtuous man, nor
that there is one universal, invisible body of people, since Philo’s point is that whether one speaks of a
single man, or a group of any size, in both situations the [generic] virtuous man is the [generic] head.

Ephesians 5:23 is the capstone of the very small number of New Testmant texts that advocates of a
universal church position believe provide support for their doctrine. However, the passage teaches nothing
of the kind. It simply affirms that Christ is the head of every particular church, just as each particular
husband is the head of his particular wife. There are no verses in the Bible where the noun ekklesia,
church/assembly/congregation, refers to all believers as an already existing group.

Eph. 5:24 Therefore as the church is subject unto Christ, so /et the wives be to their own
husbands in every thing.

-generic noun, as above.

Eph. 5:25 Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave
himself for it;

-Christ loved each particular church. He loved this church, and gave Himself for her in a
special way. This shows us how highly we should love this church. This is how much
Christ loved her!

Eph. 5:27 That he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having spot, or
wrinkle, or any such thing; but that it should be holy and without blemish.

-This is what Christ is going to do to this church!

Eph. 5:29 For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even
as the Lord the church:

-again, an instiutional use. Note that the church is Christ’s body, flesh, and bones from
the next verse. We are going to talk about the body metaphor shortly.

Eph. 5:32 This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the church.
-generic reference.

Phil. 3:6 Concerning zeal, persecuting the church; touching the righteousness which is in
the law, blameless.
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-the church at Jerusalem, which Paul received authority to persecute. (You could make it
generic if you want, but there is no need.)

Phil. 4:15 Now ye Philippians know also, that in the beginning of the gospel, when I
departed from Macedonia, no church communicated with me as concerning giving and
receiving, but ye only.

-no particular church.

Col. 1:18 And he is the head of the body, the church: who is the beginning, the firstborn
from the dead; that in all things he might have the preeminence.

-Christ is the head of each church. (generic use of the word).

Col. 1:24 Who now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up that which is behind of
the afflictions of Christ in my flesh for his body’s sake, which is the church:

Another generic use; each church is Christ’s body.

Col. 4:15 Salute the brethren which are in Laodicea, and Nymphas, and the church
which is in his house.

The particular church at Nymphas’ house.

Col. 4:16 And when this epistle is read among you, cause that it be read also in the
church of the Laodiceans; and that ye likewise read the epistle from Laodicea.

-church of the Laodiceans.

1Th. 1:1 Paul, and Silvanus, and Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians which
is in God the Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace be unto you, and peace, from
God our Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ.

-church at the city of Thessalonica.

1Th. 2:14 For ye, brethren, became followers of the churches of God which in Judaea are
in Christ Jesus: for ye also have suffered like things of your own countrymen, even as
they have of the Jews:

-churches in the region of Judaea.

2Th. 1:1 Paul, and Silvanus, and Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians in God
our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ:

-church of the Thessalonians.
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2Th. 1:4 So that we ourselves glory in you in the churches of God for your patience and
faith in all your persecutions and tribulations that ye endure:

-churches of God are local, visible churches.

1Tim. 3:5 (For if a man know not how to rule his own house, how shall he take care of
the church of God?)

“the church of God” that the man in the context is a bishop/overseer/pastor of.

ITim. 3:15 But if I tarry long, that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave
thyself in the house of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground
of the truth.

-the church of God that has bishops/overseers and deacons, vv. 1-14! Thus local, visible
church is the “house” or temple of God, and the pillar and ground of the truth.

I1Tim. 5:16 If any man or woman that believeth have widows, let them relieve them, and
let not the church be charged; that it may relieve them that are widows indeed.

-the church with the widows.

Philem. 2 And to our beloved Apphia, and Archippus our fellowsoldier, and to the
church in thy house:

-church in Philemon’s house (see v. 1)

Heb. 2:12 Saying, I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of the church
will I sing praise unto thee.

-This is the pre-Pentecost church/congregation, the one Christ started while on earth.
This is the only one that He sang in, after He built up/edified the church by giving her the
Lord’s supper, Matthew 26:30; Mark 14:26.

Heb. 12:23 To the general assembly and church of the firstborn, which are written in
heaven, and to God the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect,

Here we have a reference to the future assembly of all believers in heaven. But at that
time, they will all be in one place again, and be local and visible in the heavenly City!"

13 Thus, the uses of the word in the LXX and other pre-Christian works supports the evidence from

the instances of éxkkAnoia in New Testament itself that the word always signifies a particular, visible
assembly. “[A]n inductive study of all the ecclesia passages [in the LXX demonstrates] that in the
Septuagint it never means ‘all Israel whether assembled or unassembled, but that in every instance it means
a gathering together, and assembly. . . . [TThe New Testament writers neither coined this word nor
employed it in an unusual sense. The apostles and early Christians . . . wrote in Greek to a Greek-speaking
world, and used Greek words as a Greek-speaking people would understand them. . . . [I]t is a fiction that
ecclesia was used in [the New Testament in] any new, special sense. The object of Christ’s ecclesia, and
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James 5:14 Is any sick among you? let him call for the elders of the church; and let them
pray over him, anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord:

-elders of the church where he is.

3John 6 Which have borne witness of thy charity before the church: whom if thou bring
forward on their journey after a godly sort, thou shalt do well:

-the church where people are bearing witness of the charity.

3John 9 I wrote unto the church: but Diotrephes, who loveth to have the preeminence
among them, receiveth us not.

-the church where Diotrephes was.

3John 10 Wherefore, if I come, I will remember his deeds which he doeth, prating against
us with malicious words: and not content therewith, neither doth he himself receive the
brethren, and forbiddeth them that would, and casteth them out of the church.

-Likewise.

Rev. 1:4 John to the seven churches which are in Asia: Grace be unto you, and peace,
from him which is, and which was, and which is to come; and from the seven Spirits
which are before his throne;

-seven churches in Asia. Who are they? See the following references.

Rev. 1:11 Saying, I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last: and, What thou seest,
write in a book, and send it unto the seven churches which are in Asia; unto Ephesus,
and unto Smyrna, and unto Pergamos, and unto Thyatira, and unto Sardis, and unto
Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea.

Rev. 1:20 The mystery of the seven stars which thou sawest in my right hand, and the
seven golden candlesticks. The seven stars are the angels of the seven churches: and the
seven candlesticks which thou sawest are the seven churches.

Rev. 2:1 Unto the angel of the church of Ephesus write; These things saith he that
holdeth the seven stars in his right hand, who walketh in the midst of the seven golden
candlesticks;

terms of membership in it, were indeed different from those of the classic or Septuagint ecclesia. But the
word itself retains its ordinary meaning. . . . [In contrast to ecclesia], the word panegyros [was employed to
designate] a general, festive assembly of all the Greek states. This general assembly was not for war but
peace . . . not for business but pleasure—a time of peace, and joy, and glory. In the happy Greek conceit all
the heavenly beings were supposed to be present [at the panegyros]. How felicitiously does [Paul] adapt
himself to the Greek use of the word [in Hebrews 12:23], and glorify it by application to the final heavenly
state. . . . [Thus, there] is a general assembly . . . [in heaven where] warfare is over and rest has come
[designated by panegyros, but never by ecclesial.” (pgs. 34-36, Ecclesia, Carroll).
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Rev. 2:7 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; To him
that overcometh will I give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise
of God.

Rev. 2:8 And unto the angel of the church in Smyrna write; These things saith the first
and the last, which was dead, and is alive;

Rev. 2:11 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; He
that overcometh shall not be hurt of the second death.

Rev. 2:12 And to the angel of the church in Pergamos write; These things saith he which
hath the sharp sword with two edges;

Rev. 2:17 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; To
him that overcometh will I give to eat of the hidden manna, and will give him a white
stone, and in the stone a new name written, which no man knoweth saving he that
receiveth it.

Rev. 2:18 And unto the angel of the church in Thyatira write; These things saith the Son
of God, who hath his eyes like unto a flame of fire, and his feet are like fine brass;

Rev. 2:23 And I will kill her children with death; and all the churches shall know that I
am he which searcheth the reins and hearts: and I will give unto every one of you
according to your works.

Rev. 2:29 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:1 And unto the angel of the church in Sardis write; These things saith he that hath
the seven Spirits of God, and the seven stars; [ know thy works, that thou hast a name that
thou livest, and art dead.

Rev. 3:6 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:7 And to the angel of the church in Philadelphia write; These things saith he that
is holy, he that is true, he that hath the key of David, he that openeth, and no man
shutteth; and shutteth, and no man openeth;

Rev. 3:13 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:14 And unto the angel of the church of the Laodiceans write; These things saith
the Amen, the faithful and true witness, the beginning of the creation of God;

Rev. 3:22 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 22:16 I Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the churches. I
am the root and the offspring of David, and the bright and morning star.

-Here in this last reference, it is, again, obviously the actual seven churches from before.

c.) The word illustrated by metaphors

The major metaphors for the church also demonstrate that the idea of a universal,
invisible church is false. The church is Christ’s body (1 Corinthians 12:27), His temple
(1 Timothy 3:15), and His bride (2 Corinthians 11:2)."* Bodies are very local and

14 It is true that the bride metaphor is employed for the New Jerusalem (Revelation 21:2-3) as a

synecdoche for all the people of God who will inhabit it. However, at that time they will all be present in
the future heavenly festive assembly (Hebrews 12:23). There will indeed be this coming gathering of all
the saints to the eternal heavenly City, but it will still be quite local and visible, it does not yet exist, and it
certainly does not prove that saved people on earth in the United States, Colombia, Vietnam, and the
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visible—a bunch of flesh and bones scattered around the globe is not a body. A temple is
in one particular location, available for everyone to see; bricks scattered all over the
place are not a building at all. And certainly every man on his wedding day rejoices that
his bride is very local and visible, not invisible or cut into little pieces which are scattered
all over the earth! Christ’s church is not a building, a denomination, or something
universal and invisible; it is a particular assembly of baptized saints.

So when people say that “the body of Christ” is all believers all over the world,
they actually are espousing something that cannot be true. How can a body actually be a
body if it is not in a particular location? In 1 Corinthians 12:13-27, Paul’s point is unity in
the congregation. The passage makes no sense if the body is anything other than the
church at Corinth to which Paul is writing. 1 Cor 12:27 gives the only definition of the
body of Christ metaphor, and it is defined as the church at Corinth, as “ye are the body of
Christ” is written to “the church at Corinth” (1 Cor 1:2), where there were divisions that
needed to be corrected by each church member fitting into that assembly where he was a
member (1 Cor 1). It is noteworthy that Clement, the third pastor of the church at Rome,
writing to the church at Corinth ¢. A. D. 100, also employed the metaphor of the body of
Christ as a reference to the particular, visible assembly (cf. “Images of the Church in 1

Clement,” Thomas Ross; http://sites.google.com/site/thross7).

We have thus very clearly proven the Catholic and Protestant doctrines of the
church are wrong. The word ekklesia means congregation or assembly—it is something
very local, particular, and visible. The NT use fits with the pre-NT use. The difference
in the Biblical church is that Christ says, “MY church”—it is an assembly that is His, not
some other kind of assembly or congregation. The local, visible only view is also very
evident fom the uses of the word in the NT. It is evident from the Scriptural metaphors
for the church as body, temple, and bride. The idea that all believers everwhere is one
big universal church, whether visible or invisible, is a product of Roman Catholic history,
not of NT doctrine. It developed out of the idea that outside of the church there is no

salvation.

3.) Application
a.) The church does not save, contra Catholic/Protestant view. You do not join

any church in order to be saved. You do not join a visible, universal church to be saved,

Central African Republic are somehow currently members of the same, never-assembling and invisible
congregation, assembly, church, or ekklesia.
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like Catholicism states. You do not join an invisible universal church to be saved, like
Protestantism teaches. You must first be saved, and then you join the kind of church that
is in the Bible, a local, visible congregation, by being baptized.

b.) Catholic/Protestant groups not churches, cannot baptized, do not have the
special presence of Christ. There is, actually, in the book of Revelation an image that is
set in contrast to the bride of Jesus Christ—the whore of Babylon. This is the one world
religious system that will dominate the world in the Tribulation period, that is centered at
Rome. The church of Rome is a partial fulfillment of this harlot.

2 With whom the kings of the earth have committed fornication, and the inhabitants of
the earth have been made drunk with the wine of her fornication.

3 So he carried me away in the spirit into the wilderness: and I saw a woman sit upon a
scarlet coloured beast, full of names of blasphemy, having seven heads and ten horns.

4 And the woman was arrayed in purple and scarlet colour, and decked with gold and
precious stones and pearls, having a golden cup in her hand full of abominations and
filthiness of her fornication:

5 And upon her forehead was a name written, MYSTERY, BABYLON THE GREAT,
THE MOTHER OF HARLOTS AND ABOMINATIONS OF THE EARTH.

6 And I saw the woman drunken with the blood of the saints, and with the blood of the

martyrs of Jesus: and when I saw her, I wondered with great admiration.

I would point out that this harlot has daughters, Rev 17:5, and the Protestant
groups came out of Rome. (cf. the imagery of Babylon as a mother with daughters in
Jeremiah 50:12; Hosea 2:2-5; contrast Galatians 4:26); WBC, NT on Rev 17:5: “the
term uNTNp, “mother,” is a figurative extension that means something like “archetype,”
i.e., something “anticipating a later reality and suggesting a derivative relationship.”

You want a true church of Christ? Look around, view the assembly of the saints
in which you sit. This is the body of Christ. This is the holy temple of the Lord. This is
the pure and holy bride of Christ.

c.) All non-Baptist religious societies and denominations have no right to exist. [
am glad for whatever good is done there, Mark 9:38-40. Nevertheless, they should shut
down and all their members should be baptized into independent Baptist churches. Christ
only has one institution in this age—the kind of church He started in the first century. He
is not pleased with any other “churches” that compete with His church. I would be very
displeased with anyone who did anything that tried to hurt my wife, and with anyone who
tried to move her out of my house and start doing what she is doing. God does not want

His people committing spiritual adultery with organizations outside of His church. The
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command for all believers is, “Come out of her, my people, that ye be not partakers of her
sins, and that ye receive not of her plagues” (Rev 18:4) and join one of the Lord’s true
churches.

c.) Rev 1:13; 2:1—Christ in the midst of His churches.

1.) The church is better than the holy of holies in the tabernacle.

a.) Consider the glorious implications of the metaphors for the
church. “For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even
as the Lord the church: For we are members of his body, of his flesh, and of his bones.
For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall be joined unto his wife,
and they two shall be one flesh. This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and
the church.” (Ephesians 5:29-32). What a union with Christ is this! What closeness as to
be Christ’s body! What love and fellowship as being His bride! “And are built upon the
foundation of the apostles and prophets, Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner stone;
In whom all the building fitly framed together groweth unto an holy temple in the Lord:
In whom ye also are builded together for an habitation of God through the Spirit.”
(Ephesians 2:20-22). If you are a member of this church, you are a very living stone in
the glorious, spiritual temple of God for this age!

ii.) Join the church. No free-hanging body parts! If you are saved but not
part of the church, you are not in the body of Christ, you are not part of the temple of the
Lord, and you are not part of Christ’s bride on earth (although all Christians will be part
of the bride in the New Jerusalem (Revelation 21:2)). Oh, what glory you are missing out
on! Why do you linger, my brother, outside of the church that Christ loved, and washed
with His precious blood!

iii.) Passionately love the church like Christ does, with selfless, sacrificial
love, Eph 5:25-27. Long for her glorious fellowship, Psalm 84:1-2."> Offer priestly
service (1 Peter 2:9)'® with reverence and godly fear (Hebrews 12:28-29)' in worship.
You have in this assembly a greater presence of God than in the tabernacle! Do you act
like it? Do you sing like it? Do you show up on time? Can you imagine the high priest
on the day of atonement not showing up on time to do the sacrifice? You have better
things than he in the church! What are you thinking by being late?

!> How amiable are thy tabernacles, O LORD of hosts! 2 My soul longeth, yea, even fainteth for the courts
of the LORD: my heart and my flesh crieth out for the living God.

'® But ye are a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a peculiar people; that ye should
shew forth the praises of him who hath called you out of darkness into his marvellous light:

17 Wherefore we receiving a kingdom which cannot be moved, let us have grace, whereby we may serve
God acceptably with reverence and godly fear: For our God is a consuming fire.
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iv.) Fit into the church. You are a body part, and the body is more
important than you in particular. The life of the whole body is more important than
whatever the toe thinks is best for itself. Maintain unity. Reject strife and division.

v.) Follow church authority. This is part of fitting into the body. Christ
rules in the midst of His enemies in this age on earth in the church (Psalm 110:2).
Submit to His rule and the leadership He has placed in it. Your pastor is a star in the
right hand of Christ (Revelation 1:20; 2:1). Recognize this, and pray for him, thank God
for him, follow his leadership, and help him.

vi.) Support the church in bodily presence, in prayer, in mutual edification

(Heb 10:24-25), financially, etc.
vii.) This is the truth about Christ’s church. This is what it is, and how
you need to view it. Do you?

There are many other practical impossibilities and ecclesiological errors that come from
the universal church view. Dr. Thomas Strouse has well explained a number of them:
The ramifications of the biblical teaching that the local church is the body of
Christ, that Spirit Baptism was a temporary phenomenon, and that the mystical body of
Christ does not exist are broad and serious. . . . There is no . . . divine authority for
organizations or efforts outside of the local church to practice the Great Commission.
Since the Great Commission (Mt. 28:19-20) requires evangelism, baptism, and
instruction in the Word of God, parachurch organizations have no divine authority for
their existence . . . [nor do] . . . associations or conventions. . . . Scholars operating in the
realm of the “big” universal church offer unbiblical and therefore confusing theological
restatements of the Scriptures. Their weak ecclesiology impacts other doctrines such as
bibliology, soteriology, and eschatology. . . . To them “true” scholarship occurs in the
para-church university or seminary where theologians, trained by other para-church
theologians, postulate the “truth” of Scripture. The local church is ill equipped and the
pastor is ill prepared to do the real work of the ministry in the realm of scholarship, they
maintain. These scholars, whether they have any affiliation with a local church or not,
have earned doctorates from accredited para-church academic institutions, and therefore
think that they have the last word on theology. Their condescending attitude toward the
Lord's assemblies is supposedly justified because they are the “doctors” of theology since
they are in “the big church.” This disastrous impact undermines the authority of the
Bible and usurps the ministry of the Lord’s ekklesia. Scripture states that the church is
“the pillar and ground of the truth” (I Tim. 3:15), that the ekklesia is to “commit
[theological training] to faithful men” (II Tim. 2:2), that the church member “is to study
to shew [himself] approved unto God” (II Tim. 2:15), and that the assembly has been
given Christ’s gift of “pastors and teachers” (Eph. 4:11). The local church as the divinely
ordained doctrinal training institution is the Lord’s “college.” College comes from the
Latin collegeum that means a group of colleagues who have banded together around a
particular guild or trade. The particular “guild” in which the local church is engaged is
the scholarly pursuit of studying the Scriptures (cf. Acts 17:11). . . . Only the Lord's
candlesticks can produce NT churches. Para-church [organizations] cannot baptize
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converts and cannot commission missionary candidates. . . . The NT teaches, in
contradistinction, that the church at Antioch acted as Paul’s “mission board” and sent out
Barnabas and the Apostle (Acts 13:1 ff.). To be sure, other churches such as the
Philippian church helped support Paul’s missionary endeavors on his second journey
(Phil. 4:15-16). Much of the same criticism could be leveled toward highly structured
Baptist fellowships. The unbiblical mindset of the universal church produces the
necessity for organized hierarchy outside of the local church. Fellowships, associations
and conventions, which develop organizational structure beyond the local church, end up
usurping the autonomy of each of the Lord’s assemblies. The presidents, regional
directors, etc., of these non-authorized structures tend to dictate to the churches
resolutions which in turn become “suggested” tenets for orthodoxy and fundamentalism.
Some pastors feel intimidated and hesitate to reject these suggestions, ultimately
embracing the “traditions” of men (Mk. 7:7) and incorporating these tenets in their
particular ekklesia. The NT does teach that there is a place for churches to fellowship
around “the faith once delivered unto the saints” (Jude 1:3). Furthermore, the churches of
Galatia were united in biblical doctrine around the Lord Jesus Christ, while retaining their
respective autonomy (Gal. 1:2; 3:27-28). Once the Lord’s churches recognize [the true
doctrine of the church] . . . then they may realize the authority, importance, and dignity
the Lord gives exclusively to His candlesticks. The Scriptures teach that the church at
Jerusalem had the divine authority in precept and set the precedent to practice the Great
Commission. Christ gave the precept of the Great Commission to the apostles who were
representatives of the 120 disciples who made up the Lord's ekklesia on the day of
Pentecost (Acts 1:20). This ekklesia began to evangelize, baptize and instruct Jews and
Gentiles as the Book of Acts gives ample precedent. The Scriptures make some amazing
and outstanding claims for the Lord's churches. For instance, Paul taught that Christ,
Who is Head over all His creation, completely fills His body, the local church (Eph.
1:23). He revealed that the saints in the local churches teach the angelic realm redemptive
truths (Eph. 3:10). He averred that local churches, like the Ephesian church, grow up in
Christ to become mature bodies through doctrinal teaching (Eph. 4:11-16). He
proclaimed that the Lord Jesus Christ both loved and died for individual church[es] . . .
(Eph. 5:25) and that He will cleanse the church members through the washing of the
word to present each ekklesia as glorious (Eph. 5:26-27). Elsewhere, the Apostle taught
that the local church, the one with a bishop and deacons, was the pillar and ground of the
truth (I Tim. 3:1-15). The Lord spoke through the Apostle John and gave His
apocalyptical revelation to seven local churches (Rev. 1-3). When one realizes that the
Scriptures teach the local church is the Lord's sole institution for His presence, worship
and service, then one recognizes the glory, dignity, and honor that should be attributed to
each and every one of Christ’s assemblies. (“Ye Are The Body of Christ,” Dr. Thomas
M. Strouse. Emmanuel Baptist Theological Seminary, Newington, CT. elec. acc.
http://www.faithonfire.org/articles/body of christ.html)

All The Instances in the NT of the Word Church
Matt. 16:18 And I say also unto thee, That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my church; and
the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.
Matt. 18:17 And if he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the church: but if he neglect to hear the
church, let him be unto thee as an heathen man and a publican.
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Acts 2:47 Praising God, and having favour with all the people. And the Lord added to the church daily
such as should be saved.

Acts 5:11 And great fear came upon all the church, and upon as many as heard these things.

Acts 7:38 This is he, that was in the church in the wilderness with the angel which spake to him in the
mount Sina, and with our fathers: who received the lively oracles to give unto us:

Acts 8:1 And Saul was consenting unto his death. And at that time there was a great persecution against the
church which was at Jerusalem; and they were all scattered abroad throughout the regions of Judaea and
Samaria, except the apostles.

Acts 8:3 As for Saul, he made havock of the church, entering into every house, and haling men and women
committed them to prison.

Acts 9:31 Then had the churches rest throughout all Judaea and Galilee and Samaria, and were edified; and
walking in the fear of the Lord, and in the comfort of the Holy Ghost, were multiplied.

Acts 11:22 Then tidings of these things came unto the ears of the church which was in Jerusalem: and they
sent forth Barnabas, that he should go as far as Antioch.

Acts 11:26 And when he had found him, he brought him unto Antioch. And it came to pass, that a whole
year they assembled themselves with the church, and taught much people. And the disciples were called
Christians first in Antioch.

Acts 12:1 Now about that time Herod the king stretched forth £is hands to vex certain of the church.

Acts 12:5 Peter therefore was kept in prison: but prayer was made without ceasing of the church unto God
for him.

Acts 13:1 Now there were in the church that was at Antioch certain prophets and teachers; as Barnabas,
and Simeon that was called Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and Manaen, which had been brought up with
Herod the tetrarch, and Saul.

Acts 14:23 And when they had ordained them elders in every church, and had prayed with fasting, they
commended them to the Lord, on whom they believed.

Acts 14:27 And when they were come, and had gathered the church together, they rehearsed all that God
had done with them, and how he had opened the door of faith unto the Gentiles.

Acts 15:3 And being brought on their way by the church, they passed through Phenice and Samaria,
declaring the conversion of the Gentiles: and they caused great joy unto all the brethren.

Acts 15:4 And when they were come to Jerusalem, they were received of the church, and of the apostles
and elders, and they declared all things that God had done with them.

Acts 15:22 Then pleased it the apostles and elders, with the whole church, to send chosen men of their own
company to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, Judas surnamed Barsabas, and Silas, chief men
among the brethren:

Acts 15:41 And he went through Syria and Cilicia, confirming the churches.

Acts 16:5 And so were the churches established in the faith, and increased in number daily.

Acts 18:22 And when he had landed at Caesarea, and gone up, and saluted the church, he went down to
Antioch.

Acts 19:32 Some therefore cried one thing, and some another: for the assembly was confused; and the
more part knew not wherefore they were come together.

Acts 19:39 But if ye enquire any thing concerning other matters, it shall be determined in a lawful
assembly.

Acts 19:41 And when he had thus spoken, he dismissed the assembly.

Acts 20:17 And from Miletus he sent to Ephesus, and called the elders of the church.

Acts 20:28 Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath
made you overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood.

Rom. 16:1 I commend unto you Phebe our sister, which is a servant of the church which is at Cenchrea:
Rom. 16:4 Who have for my life laid down their own necks: unto whom not only I give thanks, but also all
the churches of the Gentiles.

Rom. 16:5 Likewise greet the church that is in their house. Salute my wellbeloved Epaenetus, who is the
firstfruits of Achaia unto Christ.

Rom. 16:16 Salute one another with an holy kiss. The churches of Christ salute you.

Rom. 16:23 Gaius mine host, and of the whole church, saluteth you. Erastus the chamberlain of the city
saluteth you, and Quartus a brother.

1Cor. 1:2 Unto the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to
be saints, with all that in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours:
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1Cor. 4:17 For this cause have I sent unto you Timotheus, who is my beloved son, and faithful in the Lord,
who shall bring you into remembrance of my ways which be in Christ, as I teach every where in every
church.

1Cor. 6:4 If then ye have judgments of things pertaining to this life, set them to judge who are least
esteemed in the church.

1Cor. 7:17 But as God hath distributed to every man, as the Lord hath called every one, so let him walk.
And so ordain I in all churches.

1Cor. 10:32 Give none offence, neither to the Jews, nor to the Gentiles, nor to the church of God:

1Cor. 11:16 But if any man seem to be contentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of God.
1Cor. 11:18 For first of all, when ye come together in the church, I hear that there be divisions among you;
and I partly believe it.

1Cor. 11:22 What? have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? or despise ye the church of God, and shame
them that have not? What shall I say to you? shall I praise you in this? I praise you not.

1Cor. 12:28 And God hath set some in the church, first apostles, secondarily prophets, thirdly teachers,
after that miracles, then gifts of healings, helps, governments, diversities of tongues.

1Cor. 14:4 He that speaketh in an unknown tongue edifieth himself; but he that prophesieth edifieth the
church.

1Cor. 14:5 1 would that ye all spake with tongues, but rather that ye prophesied: for greater is he that
prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues, except he interpret, that the church may receive edifying.
1Cor. 14:12 Even so ye, forasmuch as ye are zealous of spiritual gifis, seek that ye may excel to the
edifying of the church.

1Cor. 14:19 Yet in the church I had rather speak five words with my understanding, that by my voice 1
might teach others also, than ten thousand words in an unknown tongue.

1Cor. 14:23 If therefore the whole church be come together into one place, and all speak with tongues, and
there come in those that are unlearned, or unbelievers, will they not say that ye are mad?

1Cor. 14:28 But if there be no interpreter, let him keep silence in the church; and let him speak to himself,
and to God.

1Cor. 14:33 For God is not the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all churches of the saints.

1Cor. 14:34 Let your women keep silence in the churches: for it is not permitted unto them to speak; but
they are commanded to be under obedience, as also saith the law.

1Cor. 14:35 And if they will learn any thing, let them ask their husbands at home: for it is a shame for
women to speak in the church.

1Cor. 15:9 For I am the least of the apostles, that am not meet to be called an apostle, because I persecuted
the church of God.

1Cor. 16:1 Now concerning the collection for the saints, as I have given order to the churches of Galatia,
even so do ye.

1Cor. 16:19 The churches of Asia salute you. Aquila and Priscilla salute you much in the Lord, with the
church that is in their house.

2Cor. 1:1 Paul, an apostle of Jesus Christ by the will of God, and Timothy our brother, unto the church of
God which is at Corinth, with all the saints which are in all Achaia:

2Cor. 8:1 Moreover, brethren, we do you to wit of the grace of God bestowed on the churches of
Macedonia;

2Cor. 8:18 And we have sent with him the brother, whose praise is in the gospel throughout all the
churches;

2Cor. 8:19 And not that only, but who was also chosen of the churches to travel with us with this grace,
which is administered by us to the glory of the same Lord, and declaration of your ready mind:

2Cor. 8:23 Whether any do enquire of Titus, he is my partner and fellowhelper concerning you: or our
brethren be enquired of; they are the messengers of the churches, and the glory of Christ.

2Cor. 8:24 Wherefore shew ye to them, and before the churches, the proof of your love, and of our
boasting on your behalf.

2Cor. 11:8 I robbed other churches, taking wages of them, to do you service.

2Cor. 11:28 Beside those things that are without, that which cometh upon me daily, the care of all the
churches.

2Cor. 12:13 For what is it wherein ye were inferior to other churches, except it be that [ myself was not
burdensome to you? forgive me this wrong.

Gal. 1:2 And all the brethren which are with me, unto the churches of Galatia:
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Gal. 1:13 For ye have heard of my conversation in time past in the Jews’ religion, how that beyond measure
I persecuted the church of God, and wasted it:

Gal. 1:22 And was unknown by face unto the churches of Judaea which were in Christ:

Eph. 1:22 And hath put all things under his feet, and gave him fo be the head over all things to the church,
Eph. 3:10 To the intent that now unto the principalities and powers in heavenly places might be known by
the church the manifold wisdom of God,

Eph. 3:21 Unto him be glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages, world without end. Amen.
Eph. 5:23 For the husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church: and he is the
saviour of the body.

Eph. 5:24 Therefore as the church is subject unto Christ, so /et the wives be to their own husbands in every
thing.

Eph. 5:25 Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself for it;

Eph. 5:27 That he might present it to himself a glorious church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or any such
thing; but that it should be holy and without blemish.

Eph. 5:29 For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and cherisheth it, even as the Lord the
church:

Eph. 5:32 This is a great mystery: but I speak concerning Christ and the church.

Phil. 3:6 Concerning zeal, persecuting the church; touching the righteousness which is in the law,
blameless.

Phil. 4:15 Now ye Philippians know also, that in the beginning of the gospel, when I departed from
Macedonia, no church communicated with me as concerning giving and receiving, but ye only.

Col. 1:18 And he is the head of the body, the church: who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead;
that in all things he might have the preeminence.

Col. 1:24 Who now rejoice in my sufferings for you, and fill up that which is behind of the afflictions of
Christ in my flesh for his body’s sake, which is the church:

Col. 4:15 Salute the brethren which are in Laodicea, and Nymphas, and the church which is in his house.
Col. 4:16 And when this epistle is read among you, cause that it be read also in the church of the
Laodiceans; and that ye likewise read the epistle from Laodicea.

1Th. 1:1 Paul, and Silvanus, and Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians which is in God the
Father and in the Lord Jesus Christ: Grace be unto you, and peace, from God our Father, and the Lord Jesus
Christ.

1Th. 2:14 For ye, brethren, became followers of the churches of God which in Judaea are in Christ Jesus:
for ye also have suffered like things of your own countrymen, even as they have of the Jews:

2Th. 1:1 Paul, and Silvanus, and Timotheus, unto the church of the Thessalonians in God our Father and
the Lord Jesus Christ:

2Th. 1:4 So that we ourselves glory in you in the churches of God for your patience and faith in all your
persecutions and tribulations that ye endure:

1Tim. 3:5 (For if a man know not how to rule his own house, how shall he take care of the church of
God?)

1Tim. 3:15 But if I tarry long, that thou mayest know how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of
God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.

1Tim. 5:16 If any man or woman that believeth have widows, let them relieve them, and let not the church
be charged; that it may relieve them that are widows indeed.

Philem. 2 And to our beloved Apphia, and Archippus our fellowsoldier, and to the church in thy house:
Heb. 2:12 Saying, I will declare thy name unto my brethren, in the midst of the church will I sing praise
unto thee.

Heb. 12:23 To the general assembly and church of the firstborn, which are written in heaven, and to God
the Judge of all, and to the spirits of just men made perfect,

James 5:14 Is any sick among you? let him call for the elders of the church; and let them pray over him,
anointing him with oil in the name of the Lord:

3John 6 Which have borne witness of thy charity before the church: whom if thou bring forward on their
journey after a godly sort, thou shalt do well:

3John 9 I wrote unto the church: but Diotrephes, who loveth to have the preeminence among them,
receiveth us not.
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3John 10 Wherefore, if I come, I will remember his deeds which he doeth, prating against us with
malicious words: and not content therewith, neither doth he himself receive the brethren, and forbiddeth
them that would, and casteth them out of the church.

Rev. 1:4 John to the seven churches which are in Asia: Grace be unto you, and peace, from him which is,
and which was, and which is to come; and from the seven Spirits which are before his throne;

Rev. 1:11 Saying, I am Alpha and Omega, the first and the last: and, What thou seest, write in a book, and
send it unto the seven churches which are in Asia; unto Ephesus, and unto Smyrna, and unto Pergamos,
and unto Thyatira, and unto Sardis, and unto Philadelphia, and unto Laodicea.

Rev. 1:20 The mystery of the seven stars which thou sawest in my right hand, and the seven golden
candlesticks. The seven stars are the angels of the seven churches: and the seven candlesticks which thou
sawest are the seven churches.

Rev. 2:1 Unto the angel of the church of Ephesus write; These things saith he that holdeth the seven stars
in his right hand, who walketh in the midst of the seven golden candlesticks;

Rev. 2:7 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; To him that overcometh
will I give to eat of the tree of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of God.

Rev. 2:8 And unto the angel of the church in Smyrna write; These things saith the first and the last, which
was dead, and is alive;

Rev. 2:11 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; He that overcometh
shall not be hurt of the second death.

Rev. 2:12 And to the angel of the church in Pergamos write; These things saith he which hath the sharp
sword with two edges;

Rev. 2:17 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches; To him that overcometh
will I give to eat of the hidden manna, and will give him a white stone, and in the stone a new name
written, which no man knoweth saving he that receiveth it.

Rev. 2:18 And unto the angel of the church in Thyatira write; These things saith the Son of God, who hath
his eyes like unto a flame of fire, and his feet are like fine brass;

Rev. 2:23 And I will kill her children with death; and all the churches shall know that I am he which
searcheth the reins and hearts: and I will give unto every one of you according to your works.

Rev. 2:29 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:1 And unto the angel of the church in Sardis write; These things saith he that hath the seven Spirits
of God, and the seven stars; I know thy works, that thou hast a name that thou livest, and art dead.

Rev. 3:6 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:7 And to the angel of the church in Philadelphia write; These things saith he that is holy, he that is
true, he that hath the key of David, he that openeth, and no man shutteth; and shutteth, and no man openeth;
Rev. 3:13 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 3:14 And unto the angel of the church of the Laodiceans write; These things saith the Amen, the
faithful and true witness, the beginning of the creation of God;

Rev. 3:22 He that hath an ear, let him hear what the Spirit saith unto the churches.

Rev. 22:16 I Jesus have sent mine angel to testify unto you these things in the churches. I am the root and
the offspring of David, and the bright and morning star.

Syntax Questions on Ephesians

In &wdotorog Incod Xpiotob in Ephesians 1:1, what kind of genitive is found?

In Ephesians 1:1, what Greek syntactical construction is TO1¢ Qy101§ . . . KOl TLOTOIG
in? What is the significance of this construction?
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What are the case and case usage of x&p1g and €iprjvn in Ephesians 1:2?

What is the case and case usage of TaTpO¢ in Ephesians 1:2?

If one points a modalist, such as a “Jesus only” Oneness Pentecostal, to Ephesians 1:2 to
affirm that the Father and the Son are eternally distinct Persons in the Godhead, the
modalist will reply, if he has studied his false doctrine, that “and” is the wrong
translation; since Kol can be ascensive (Wallace 670-671), he would affirm that the text
should read, from God the Father, even the Lord Jesus Christ, eliminating the Personal
distinctions in the Godhead. What is the proper response to this modalist argument?

Because of the truth of Ephesians 1:3, do you bless, rejoice in, and praise the Triune God
because He is the infinitely blessed God?

Note that application questions such as this one are as serious, and should be
given as much thought and work as a difficult syntactical or exegetical question. You
should NOT just spend a few seconds on application questions and write down whatever
first comes to your mind so you can just keep going. If you are to preach and teach the
Word, it is essential that you exegete it correctly, but it is also essential that, empowered
by the Holy Spirit, you apply it prayerfully, experientially, powerfully, and carefully to
your own heart, mind, and life and then to those to whom you are giving forth the Word
of life. If you are to “save thyself, and them that hear thee” from the apostasy of these
last days (1 Timothy 4:1), you must “take heed unto thyself”—keep your heart right with
God and flee from sin—*take heed . . . unto the doctrine”—by means of careful exegesis
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thereof (1 Timothy 4:16). You must “meditate upon these things [and] give thyself
wholly to them; that thy profiting may appear to all” (1 Timothy 4:15). Your heart
should burn within you (Luke 24:32) as, through the instrumentality of your painstaking
and diligent study of the Scriptures, Christ illuminates to you, by means of the Holy
Spirit, the glorious written revelation of your Father. Are you not translating the very
living oracles of the Creator of the universe—that high and holy One who has, despite
your wretched sinfulness, given His very Son out of His bosom to redeem you? Are
these not the infallible words of He who “utter[s] his voice . . . and the heavens and the
earth shall shake” (Joel 3:16)? Does He not say, “The heaven is my throne, and the earth
is my footstool . . . all those things hath mine hand made, and all those things have been,
saith the LORD: but to this man will I look, even to him that is poor and of a contrite
spirit, and trembleth at my word” (Isaiah 66:1-2)? Will you not then be humble, and
tremble at His Word? Are not each word and sentence of the Bible the words of Christ, of
whom the Psalmist prophecied, “Thou art fairer than the children of men: grace is poured
into thy lips” (Psalm 45:2)? Then can you say with the Psalmist, “My heart is inditing a
good matter: I speak of the things which I have made touching the king: my tongue is the
pen of a ready writer” (Psalm 45:1), and readily write out of a heart-knowledge and
experience of this Holy One, your Redeemer, that you have gained by meditation upon
and sweet fellowship with Him through the study of this passage you have translated? Or
will all the earth (Psalm 66:4)—yea, all the universe—worship Him, but you be silent?

What is the functional category for the conjuction ko in Ephesians 1:3?

What kind of Greek construction is 0 ©€0¢ kol Totnp in Ephesians 1:3, and what is the
significance of this construction?
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Christ is the Son of the Father, Ephesians 1:3, and believers are sons of the Father,
Ephesians 1:5. How is our sonship different from that of Christ?

At this point you should read Hoehner, pgs. 173-174, Excursus #3: “In Christ,” to get a
sense of the frequency and significance of this phrase in Ephesians. Also read Hoehner’s
discussion on election, Excursus 4, pgs. 185-188 (the section on Barth, “A Discussion of
the Doctrine of Election,” pgs. 188-193, does not need to be read).

What is the voice of €é€eAe€ato, and what syntactical category does the verb fall into in
that voice? Look the verb up in BDAG, and also consider in particular the texts in this
footnote'® if one wishes to label the verb deponent.

18 All NT texts:

Mark 13:20 kot €1 un Kvpilog éxordpwoe tag NuEpag, ovk Gv E0wON TAcH GApE AAAX Sk
TOVG éKksmo{)g oiig é‘éské&aro éKoxéBmcs TG ﬁuépocg

Luke 6:13 kol 0te sysvsro NUEPQL, npocapcovncs TOVG HOONTOG avToD Kol EkAeEGueEVOg A
avTAV dddeKa, 0V KUl owtocro?»oug ®OVOUOLoE

Luke 10:42 &vog 8¢ éotwv ypelow Mopia 8¢ v dyadnv pepida £Eelé€ato, MTIC OVK
aeapednoeTal AT aOTHC.

Luke 14:7 "EAeye 8& mpoOg TOVG KEKANUEVOVLE TUPUBOANV, EMEXOV TAC TOUC TPOTOKALGIOG
£€eléyovTto, AEYy®V TPOg AVTOVG,

John 6:70 &mekpidn avtoic 0 Incodg, Ovk £ym Vb Tovg dwdeka EEedeEauny, Kol €€ dUOV
eig S1aPordg écTiv;

John 13:18 0¥ mept TAVIOV VLAV AEym Eyd 0ido 0Vg eEedeEdunv GAL Tva M Ypon TANPwOT,
O 1pdywv uet £uod 1OV ApTov EXRPEV €T EUE TNV TTEPVOLV CLOTOD.

John 15:16 0V Vuelc pe £EeAé€acOe, GAL €ym gEedeEapunv VUGC, kol €0mKka VUGS, Tvo DUELG
VRAYNTE KUl KOPTOV QEPNTE, KUl O KUPTOG VUMV HEVN Tval 6 TL GV aiiTHoNTE TOV TUTEPQ £V
T® OvVOuTi pov, 8@ VUiv.

John 15:19 €1 €k 10D chmov ﬁrs 0 Kécuog av 10 id1ov éq)i?»st 011 8¢ €K T0D KOGUOV 0VK £0TE,
QAN Eym s‘ésxe‘éaunv DM(XQ £K 10D KOGUOL, 81 T0VTO UIGEL VUbG 0 KOGUOC.

Acts 1:2 dxpt Mg Muépac, Evielhauevog Tolg Gmootorolg duet Ilvevpatog ‘Ayiov ovg
e€eléEato, AVEAUEON:

Acts 1:24 kol TpocevEduevol gimov, LU Kiple kapdoyvdcto mdviov, dvadeitov ¢k T0VTOVv
T®V 8V0 OV éva e€eréEm,

Acts 6:5 Kol fipecev 0 AOYOG EVOTTIOV TOVTOG T0D TAN00VS kol EEeAéEavTo ZTEQUVOV, AVIpQ
AP wiotewg kol ITvedvpatog ‘Ayiov, kol Pidiwmov, kol IIpodxopov, kol Nikdvopo, Kol
Tipwva, kol Moapuevay, kol Nikdlaov tposAvtov ‘Aviioxea,

Acts 13:17 6 ©g0¢ 100 AcoD TovTov Topani £Eedé€ato TOVE TAUTEPOG MUDYV, KUL TOV AQOV
Vywoev €v Tfi wapokia €v YR AlyvnTe, kol ueTo Ppaylovog LyMAod £ENyayev avtovg £€
aVTHG.
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Acts 15:7 moAAfig 8¢ cvinticeng yevouévng dvactac IIétpog eime mpodg avTove, ~"Avdpeg
adelpoi, Vueilc émictacOe OTL Q@ Muepdv apxaiov 0 Oeog &v Nuiv é€edé€ato, d10 TOD
GTOUOTOG MOV kool T £0vr TOV AOYOV TOD €VOYYEAIOV, KOl TIGTEDC AL

Acts 15:22 Téte £€80&e 10i¢ AmMOGTOMOIC KOl TOig TPESPLTEPOIC oLV OAN TH EKKANGIC,
eéxkAeEapévovg avépog £€ avtdv mépyarl £ig Avtdxelav ovv 1@ IHavie kol Boapvapa,
Tovdav 1oV émkalovuevov Bapoopav, kol Zilav, avdpag 1yovuévoug v 1oig adelpoic,
Acts 15:25 £€d0&ev Muiv yevougvolg OopoBuuodov, ékAeEapévoug Avopog TEuYoL TPOG VIO,
GVV 10i¢ dyorntoic Mudv Bapvapa kol ITavio,

1Cor. 1:27 GAAO TG PP TOD KOGHoL €€eAéEato 0 Ocic, Tva TOVE GOPOVG KAUTULGYUVY] KOl
T G60evii 100 kOopov €€eAéEato 0 Oedc, Tva KATULoYVOVN TU IoXVPL:

1Cor. 1:28 kol Tt Gyevii 100 kOouov Kol Tt €EovBevnuévo €elé€ato 0 Oedc, Kol T un
ovta, Tva T Ovior kotopynon:

Eph. 1:4 xa@ac é€edéEato MUaC &v avTt® Tpd kaTtoBoAfig kKdouov, eival NUAG Gylovg Kol
AUOUOVG KAUTEVAOTLOV ODTOD &V Gyd T,

James 2:5 dxovoate, GdeA@oi pov dyammtol. ovy 0 Oeoc €€eAé€mto TOVLC WTOYOVLS TOD
KOGHOV TOVTOV, TAOVGIOVG €V TicTEl, Kol KAnpovopovg Thc Paciieiag ng Ennyyeilato Toig
AYUTOCLY AOTOV;

Mark 13:20 And except that the Lord had shortened those days, no flesh should be saved: but for the elect’s
sake, whom he hath chosen, he hath shortened the days.

Luke 6:13 And when it was day, he called unto him his disciples: and of them he chose twelve, whom also
he named apostles;

Luke 10:42 But one thing is needful: and Mary hath chosen that good part, which shall not be taken away
from her.

Luke 14:7 And he put forth a parable to those which were bidden, when he marked how they chose out the
chief rooms; saying unto them,

John 6:70 Jesus answered them, Have not I chosen you twelve, and one of you is a devil?

John 13:18 I speak not of you all: I know whom I have chosen: but that the scripture may be fulfilled, He
that eateth bread with me hath lifted up his heel against me.

John 15:16 Ye have not chosen me, but I have chosen you, and ordained you, that ye should go and bring
forth fruit, and that your fruit should remain: that whatsoever ye shall ask of the Father in my name, he may
give it you.

John 15:19 If ye were of the world, the world would love his own: but because ye are not of the world, but I
have chosen you out of the world, therefore the world hateth you.

Acts 1:2 Until the day in which he was taken up, after that he through the Holy Ghost had given
commandments unto the apostles whom he had chosen:

Acts 1:24 And they prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, which knowest the hearts of all men, shew whether of
these two thou hast chosen,

Acts 6:5 And the saying pleased the whole multitude: and they chose Stephen, a man full of faith and of the
Holy Ghost, and Philip, and Prochorus, and Nicanor, and Timon, and Parmenas, and Nicolas a proselyte of
Antioch:

Acts 13:17 The God of this people of Israel chose our fathers, and exalted the people when they dwelt as
strangers in the land of Egypt, and with an high arm brought he them out of it.

Acts 15:7 And when there had been much disputing, Peter rose up, and said unto them, Men and brethren,
ye know how that a good while ago God made choice among us, that the Gentiles by my mouth should hear
the word of the gospel, and believe.

Acts 15:22 Then pleased it the apostles and elders, with the whole church, to send chosen men of their own
company to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, Judas surnamed Barsabas, and Silas, chief men
among the brethren:

Acts 15:25 It seemed good unto us, being assembled with one accord, to send chosen men unto you with
our beloved Barnabas and Paul,

1Cor. 1:27 But God hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise; and God hath chosen
the weak things of the world to confound the things which are mighty;

1Cor. 1:28 And base things of the world, and things which are despised, hath God chosen, yea, and things
which are not, to bring to nought things that are:
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1 Peter 1:2 states that election is according to foreknowledge. Is there evidence in the NT
or LXX that “foreknow” means more than precognition, but “foreordain” or “forelove,”
as Reformed theology asserts? Note the references below.

TPOYVOGIC / TPOYIVOCK®
In the NT + LXX+Apostolic Patristics

Eph. 1:4 According as he hath chosen us in him before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy
and without blame before him in love:

James 2:5 Hearken, my beloved brethren, Hath not God chosen the poor of this world rich in faith, and
heirs of the kingdom which he hath promised to them that love him?

Selected texts in Josephus:

Antiq. 8:39' Hoav 8¢ kol 1epol 1® Paciiel fyepdveg ol T e TVpwv YA Kol 1OV GALO@VA®OY
g qv &n’ Evepdtov motopod Sujkovoa péxpt i Alyvrtiov énfipyov ékAéyovieg adTd
@OPOVE TOPO TOV EOVAV.

Antiq. 8:39 (8.2.4.39) The king had also other rulers, who were over the land of Syria, and the Philistines,
which reached from the river Euphrates to Egypt, and these collected his tributes of the nations.

Antiq. 16:142 Meta 8¢ TNV TOVAYLPLY TAVTNY KO TOG €0pTOG TOMYV GAANY GAViYEPEV €V TH
wedio t@® Aeyouéve Koaeoapoafd tomov €vudpov kol xopav Gpictnv @utolc £kAE€ong
TOTOUOD TE TEPIPPEOVTOG TNV TWOALV QOTNV KOl KOAAIGTOL KOTo HEYEDOG TOV QUTIOV
TEPLEIANPOTOC GAGOVG

Antiq. 16:142 (16.5.2.142) After this solemnity and these festivals were over, Herod erected another city in
the plain called Capharsaba, where he chose out a fit place, both for plenty of water and goodness of soil,
and proper for the production of what was there planted, where a river encompassed the city itself, and a
grove of the best trees for magnitude was round about it;

War 2:136 6movdaGlovct & EKTOM®ME MeEPL TR TOV TOANLDV GUVIGYUUTO UOALGTO TG TPOG
OEELELOY YUYTG Kol oduatog £kAéyovteg €vBev aTolg TPog OBepameiov Taddv pilal Te
GAeENTPLOV KOl MOV 1810TNTEG AVEPELVAVIUL.

War 2:136 (2.8.6.136) They also take great pains in studying the writings of the ancients, and choose out of
them what is most for the advantage of their soul and body; and they inquire after such roots and medicinal
stones as may cure their distempers.

War 5:550 kol ToVg oVTe d¢ cwlouévoug €tépa TANYN ueTeEAduPove TAOV YOpP TUPO TOIG
20OPoIg TIG AOTOUOA®V QWPATUL TAV THG YUOTPOG AVUATOV XPLGODG EKAEYOV KOTAUTIVOVTEG
8¢ ¢ Epauev aHTOVG TPONESOV ETELDN SINPEVVOV TAVTIUG Ol GTOCIOCTOL KOl TOAL TAT{O0C
Mv év 1 moAer xpvood dddeka yoOv ATTIKAOV ®dVODVIO TPOTEPOV iGYVOVIOC TEVIE KOl
glkoo1v

War 5:550 (5.13.4.550) Yet did another plague seize upon those that were thus preserved; for there was
found among the Syrian deserters a certain person who was caught gathering pieces of gold out of the
excrements of the Jews’ bellies; for the deserters used to swallow such pieces of gold, as we told you
before, when they came out; and for these did the seditious search them all; for there was a great quantity of
gold in the city, insomuch that as much was now sold [in the Roman camp] for twelve Attic [drams], as
was sold before for twenty-five;
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Acts 2:23 10070V T1] OpIouévn PovAf kol Tpoyvacel 100 Oeob £kdotov Aapovieg, Sl YEPOV
AVOp®V TPOoTNEAVTEG AVEIANTE:

1Pet. 1:2 kot&t TPOYveOS1Y Ocod mTaTpog v ayooud® IIveduotog €ig VITAKONV KOl PUVTIGUOV
atpatog Incod Xpiotot: yapig vuiv kol gipfivn TANOLVOELN.

Acts 2:23 Him, being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye have taken, and
by wicked hands have crucified and slain:

1Pet. 1:2 Elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of the Spirit, unto
obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ: Grace unto you, and peace, be multiplied.

Acts 26:5 TPOYIVOOKOVTEG UE AVMOEV, E0V BEAMOL HaPTVPELY, 0TI KOUTO TNV GKPPESTATNV
alpeocty thic Nuetépag Opnokeiog Einoca dapioaioc.

Rom. 8:29 471 0V¢ TPOEYV®, KL TPOMPLCE CUUUOPPOLE THG £1KOVOG TOD 1IOD aOTOD, €1¢ TO
glvalL aTOV TPOTOTOKOV €V TOALOIG GSeAPOic

Rom. 11:2 00K &rocato 0 Oe0g TOV AaOV avToD OV Tpodyvm. 1) ovk oldate &v HAlg ti Adyel
N YPoEN; O EVIVYXGVEL TR Oed Kkatd T0D Topani, AEywv,

1Pet. 1:20 TPOEYVOOREVOV UEV TTPO KUTOPOATIC KOGUOV, QUVEPMOEVTOG 8¢ €’ E0XATOV TMOV
XPOVOV 81 VUGS,

2Pet. 3:17 Vueic ovV, GYOmNTOl, TPOYIVOGKOVTEC GUAGGGEGHE, Tvae pf, TH TV GOEcumv
TAGVY cvvaray0Eviec, Ekméonte 100 1810V GTNPLYULOD.

Acts 26:5 Which knew me from the beginning, if they would testify, that after the most straitest sect of our
religion I lived a Pharisee.

Rom. 8:29 § For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate fo be conformed to the image of his Son,
that he might be the firstborn among many brethren.

Rom. 11:2 God hath not cast away his people which he foreknew. Wot ye not what the scripture saith of
Elias? how he maketh intercession to God against Israel, saying,

1Pet. 1:20 Who verily was foreordained before the foundation of the world, but was manifest in these last
times for you,

2Pet. 3:17 Ye therefore, beloved, seeing ye know these things before, beware lest ye also, being led away
with the error of the wicked, fall from your own stedfastness.

LXX:

Judith 9:6 kol moapéstnoav & éBovievom kol eimov 180V mpesuey TAGUL Yop oi 6801 Gov
£T01101 KOl 1 KPIo1g 60V €V TPOYVAOGEL

Judith 11:19 kol GEm oe S uéoov Aile IovSociocg é’wg 100 €ABElV GmévavTt Ispoucoc?»nu Kol
encw OV dlPpov cov &v UEc® OTHG Kl (xﬁstg Ocm:oug (0} npoBoc'toc oig ovk foTLV nomnv
KOl 00 ypu‘ésm KO0V Th YA®oon ovtod &mévavili cov 0Tt TabTo EACANON pol KOTO
TPOYVOGLV LoV KOl AN YYEAT Lol KOl ATESTAANY GvayyEIAol GOl

Judith 9:6 Yea, what things thou didst determine were ready at hand, and said, Lo, we are here: for all thy
ways are prepared, and thy judgments are in thy foreknowledge.

Judith 11:19 And I will lead thee through the midst of Judea, until thou come before Jerusalem; and I will
set thy throne in the midst thereof; and thou shalt drive them as sheep that have no shepherd, and a dog
shall not so much as open his mouth at thee: for these things were told me according to my foreknowledge,
and they were declared unto me, and I am sent to tell thee.

Wis. 6:13 (peocva T0V¢ EmBvpodviag npoyvmcenvon

Wis. 8:8 €l 8¢ kol no?mnapwcv mo0Eel TG 0idev T ocpx(ch Ko TO usMovroc su«xCa EmioTOTOn
GTPOPAUC AOY®V KXl AVUGELS CUVIYUATOV OTNUEIN KOl TEPUTH TPOYIVOOCKEL Kol EkBACELC
KOp®V Kol xpovmv

Wis. 18:6 €xeivn N vOE mpoeyvdodn ToTpdotv MUV Tva do@oldg £i80tec ol émicTevcay
Opkolg Emevduunocmnoty

Wis. 6:13 She preventeth them that desire her, in making herself first known unto them.

Wis. 8:8 If a man desire much experience, she knoweth things of old, and conjectureth aright what is to
come: she knoweth the subtilties of speeches, and can expound dark sentences: she foreseeth signs and
wonders, and the events of seasons and times.

Wis. 18:6 Of that night were our fathers certified afore, that assuredly knowing unto what oaths they had
given credence, they might afterwards be of good cheer.
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Apostolic patristics:

Shep. 31:4 10ig 0OV kAn@eict mpd TOVTOV TAV MUEPDV €BNKEV O KVPLOC HETAVOLOLV.
KOPSloyveweTng yop @Ov 0 KUPLOg KOl WAVIO TPOYIVASK®V, £yved TNV &cOEveiov TdV
AvOpOTOV Kol TNV ToAvmAokioy 10D diaPforov, 0Tt TOU|GEL Tt KOKOV T0lg 60VA0LG T0D 00D
KOl TOVNPEVGETAL EIG LVTOVG.

Shep. 66:5 KOl TODTO TAVIOG €0V 10N TNV KUPdioty TOD UETAVOODVTOG KOBOPOV GO TOVTOG
TOVNPOD TPAYUOTOC. GOl 8& GUUPOPOV £6TL KXl TM 0TK® 60V vV OABAvalL Ti 8¢ 6ol TOAAK
Ayw; OMPRAvol oe del, kobwg mpocetalev 0 AyyeAog TOD KLPIOV €KEIVOC, O TOPAOOVS GE
£uot kol ToDTO EVYXOPIoTEL T KVPI, 0TL AELOV og NyNoato 100 TPodNAGG L ol TV OATyLY,
VoL TPOYVOVG QVTNV DTEVEYKNG oY VPAC.

Shep. 31:4 So, for those who were called before these days the Lord has established repentance. For since
the Lord knows every heart and knows everything in advance, he knew the weakness of human beings and
the cunning of the devil, and that he would do something evil to God’s servants and treat them wickedly.
Shep. 66:5 And this will certainly be the case, if he sees that the heart of the one who repents is free of
every evil thing. But it is beneficial for you and your family to be afflicted now. But why am I telling you
so much? It is necessary for you to be afflicted, just as that angel of the Lord who handed you over to me
ordered. And give thanks to the Lord for this, that he considered you worthy to reveal the affliction to you
in advance, so that by knowing about it in advance, you might endure it with fortitude.”

IClem. 44:2 §16. TadTNV 0OV TNV OiTiay TPOYVeG1v €iAn@dTtec TeEAEioV KaTEGTNGOYV TOVG
TPOEPTULEVOVS KOl UETUED «EMIUOVIV» «BESOKUGIV», OM®C, €0V KOound®dov, S1adeEmvion
£1epot SedOKILAUGUEVOL AVOPEG TNV AELTOVPYIOY COTMV.

1Clem. 44:2 For this reason, therefore, having received complete foreknowledge, they appointed the
officials mentioned earlier and afterwards they gave the offices a permanent character; that is, if they
should die, other approved men should succeed to their ministry.

In the phrase eivotl UGG Gyiovg kot Guduovg in Ephesians 1:4, what are the cases
and case usages for Mu@g, ayiovg, and Guouovg? Also, specify the infinitival
category for elvo.
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What kind of participle is Tpoopicag in Ephesians 1:5, and what is it dependent upon?

Look up xotd in BDAG. Is there a definition of the preposition that fits its appearances
in Ephesians 1:5, 7,9, 11 (2x)?

Are the blessings of Ephesians 1:3-6 something that happen at the time of justification or
at the time of glorification, or at some other time?

Read Hoehner, pgs. 194-197, on the phrase €i¢ vioBeciov in Ephesians 1:5. Hoehner is
correct about the Roman background to the phrase (pgs. 195-197). How does the fact
that God has predestinated you to the adoption of children mean you should act in
relation to God the Father?

In Ephesians 1:5, specify the case and case usage of 0eAUATOG.

Is it better to translate, in Ephesians 1:6, €1¢ €rauvov d0ENG THG XOPITOC CVTOD as
“to/unto a praise of a glory of his grace/the grace of him,” or as “to/unto the praise of the
glory of his grace/the grace of him”? Why? Compare pg. 201, Hoehner.

49



According to Ephesians 1:6, the Father adopted His eternal plan “to the praise of the
glory of his grace.” This has been the Father’s focus from eternity. How focused are you
on praising the Father for the glory of His grace? What will you do to increase your
praise of the Father for His glorious grace?

In Ephesians 1:6, what is the syntactical category of use for the article T®?

Note the tense and voice of yannuévm in Ephesians 1:6. Why is the Father’s love for Christ
indicated with this tense and voice? Compare:

Matt. 3:17 kol 1800, @ovi &k 1OV oVpavdv, Aéyovca, OVTO¢ €6tV O VIOC pov O &yannTtds, &v @
£030KN O

Matt. 3:17 And lo a voice from heaven, saying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased

Matt. 17:5 ét1 adt0D kakonvrog 1800, vecps?m q)(mswn £nscmocc£v ocmong Kol 1800, ovn €K ThG
ve@élng, Aéyovoa, OVToc £oTiv O VIdg pov O GyarnTig, &v @ eVddkncar adTOD GLKOVETE.

Matt. 17:5 While he yet spake, behold, a bright cloud overshadowed them: and behold a voice out of the cloud,
which said, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear ye him.

John 3:35 60 Totnp Gyomd TOV VIOV, KOl TAVIO dESMKEV €V T YEPL AVTOD.

John 3:35 The Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things into his hand.

Col. 1:13 0¢ éppvoato MuGc €k TTc €€ovoing ToD oKOTOVG, KUl UETECTNGEV €i¢ TNV Paciieiov 10D
V10D THG AYATNG COTOD,

Col. 1:13 Who hath delivered us from the power of darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of his

dear Son:

Note also the following texts, the complete list of NT texts with the same tense and voice as
Ephesians 1:6:

Rom. 9:25 o¢ kol &v 1@ Qone Afyel, Kaiéom TtOV 00 A0OV HOov AQOV LoV KOl TNV 0VK
Ayomnuévny fyomnpévyy.

Eph. 1:6 €ig €éwaivov 80&ng Thg xocpwog avToD, &v 1 exocpwwcssv nuocg &v 1@ nyomnp,evm

Col. 3:12 'Evdvcacbe ovv, ©g £kiektol 100 Oc0D, Ayl KOl MYOTMNUEVOL, OCTALYYXVO
OIKTIPU®V, ¥PNCTOTNTA, TUTELVOPPOSVVNY, TPRITNTA, LOKPOBLUIOV:
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1Th. 1:4 €180tec, Aderl@ol NyanMuEVOL, VO OgoD TNV EKAOYNV DUDV:
2Th. 2:13 ‘Hueig 8¢ o@eilopev edXOploTEIV 1M O®d TAVTOTE TEPL VUMV, GSEAQPOL NyATNUEVOL
oo Kvpiov, 611 €ileto vubg 0 Oeog an’ dpyiic €ic cotnpiay &v aywooud IIvedpotog kol
wiotel aAndeiog
Rev. 20:9 kol GvéPnooav £ml 10 TAGTOG THg Y1ig, Kol EKVKA®OOY TNV TUPeUforlny T@V aylov Kol TNV
TOMV TNV NYARNUEVNV' KOl KATERN TOP GO T0D Oc0D £K TOD 0OVPAVOD KO KUTEPUYEV ALVTOVG.
Rom. 9:25 As he saith also in Osee, I will call them my people, which were not my people; and her
beloved, which was not beloved.
Eph. 1:6 —the verse we are translating in class.
Col. 3:12 Put on therefore, as the elect of God, holy and beloved, bowels of mercies, kindness, humbleness
of mind, meekness, longsuffering;
1Th. 1:4 Knowing, brethren beloved, your election of God.
2Th. 2:13 But we are bound to give thanks alway to God for you, brethren beloved of the Lord, because
God hath from the beginning chosen you to salvation through sanctification of the Spirit and belief of the
truth:
Rev. 20:9 And they went up on the breadth of the earth, and compassed the camp of the saints about, and
the beloved city: and fire came down from God out of heaven, and devoured them.

Note in 1 Thessalonians 1:4, the connection between being Myonnuévor and
being elected by God to salvation (cf. 2 Thessalonians 2:13, “beloved of the Lord.”)

A variety of references in the LXX also connect yomdo in the tense and voice
comparable to Ephesians 1:6 and election. The clearest text is:
Is. 44:2 oVTmO¢ A€yel KUPLOg 6 BeOg 6 TOINOUG GE KUl 0 TAGCHG o€ €K KoLAlag €11 Bondndnon
un @eoPod maig pov lokmp kot 6 Ayannuévog Iopand ov é€eie&aunv
Thus saith the Lord God that made thee, and he that formed thee from the womb; Thou shalt yet be helped:
fear not, my servant Jacob; and beloved Israel, whom I have chosen.

H2 TR TN 2P TRE NTRON T e 7 TRE i s

The complete list of LXX texts is: Deut 21:15-16; 32:15; 33:5, 12, 26; 2Sam 1:23; 2Chr
20:7; Judith 9:4; 3Mac 6:11; Psa 28:6; Ode 2:15; 7:35; 10:1, 7; Sir 24:11; 45:1; 46:13;
Hos 8:11-12; 9:10; Is 5:1,7; 44:2; Jer 11:15; 12:7; Bar 3:37; Dan 3:35.
Note also the following post-apostolic writers as well:
Tral. 1:0 Tyvatiog, 0 kol Oeo@opog, Ryannuévn 0ed watpl Incod Xpiotod, EkkAncig ayig TH
ovon &v Tparieowv 1hg ‘Aciac, EkAekTh Kol GE0OEm, elpnveLOVOT €V GOPKL KL TVEVUOTL.
T® wabel. Incod Xprotod, Ttig EAnidoc UMV &v TR €ig ADTOV AVOCTAGEL TV Kl domalouot
£V TG TANPOUOTL €V ATOCTOMK® XOPOKTAPL KOl EVYOUCL TAEIGTO YOIPELY.
Tral. 1:0 Ignatius, who is also called Theophorus, to the holy church at Tralles in Asia, dearly loved by God
the Father of Jesus Christ, elect and worthy of God, at peace in flesh and spirit through the suffering of
Jesus Christ, who is our hope when we rise to be with him, which I greet in the fullness of God in the
apostolic manner and offer heartiest greetings.
Diog. 4:4 10 3¢ k0l TNV UEIVOOLV TAG GOPKOG paptiplov £kAoyfic GAaloveveocObar d¢ Sk
T00T0 EEQUPETOG NYATNUEVOVE VO BE0D, TAG 0V YAevng G&lov;
Diog. 4:4 And is it not also ridiculous to take pride in the mutilation of the flesh as a sign of election, as
though they were especially beloved by God because of this?
The other related texts are: 1Clem 3:1; 59:2-3; Tral 1:0; Rom 1:0; Smyr 1:0; Barn 3:6;

4:3, 8; Shep 34:8; 89:6; Diog 4:4.
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In relation to Ephesians 1:7, note that the idea that the blood of Christ is merely a
metonym for His death is false, contrary to the view of John MacArthur."

19 . . . . .
References in the Old Testament to the “shedding of blood” are very often associated with violent

death as well— one cannot demonstrate, however, that the phrase is used of death, though unnatural, that
does not involve the actual loss of physical blood (cf. 2 Ki 8:15). The Hebrew verb shafach appears
commonly as “shedding” (Gen 37:22) and “pouring” (Le 4:7) of blood, as well as in various contexts
unrelated to blood. Representative uses of the word apart from blood include:

“And he shall cause the house to be scraped within round about, and they shall pour out the dust that they
scrape off without the city into an unclean place.” (Leviticus 14:41)

“And the angel of God said unto him, ‘Take the flesh and the unleavened cakes, and lay them upon this
rock, and pour out the broth.” And he did so.” (Judges 6:20)

“And Hannah answered and said, ‘No, my lord, I am a woman of a sorrowful spirit: I have drunk neither
wine nor strong drink, but have poured out my soul before the LORD.” (1 Samuel 1:15).

“But Amasa took no heed to the sword that was in Joab’s hand: so he smote him therewith in the fifth rib,
and shed out his bowels to the ground, and struck him not again; and he died.” (2 Samuel 20:10)

“And they came and besieged him in Abel of Bethmaachah, and they cast up a bank against the city, and it
stood in the trench: and all the people that were with Joab battered the wall, to throw it down.” (2 Samuel
20:15)

“The LORD hath accomplished his fury; he hath poured out his fierce anger, and hath kindled a fire in
Zion, and it hath devoured the foundations thereof.” (Lamentations 4:11)

The most common single use of the word, however, deals with the shedding or pouring out of
blood. It can refer to bloody death both in relation to and apart from sacrifice. It is first mention in a non-
sacrificial context: “Whoso sheddeth man’s blood, by man shall his blood be shed for in the image of God
made him man.” (Genesis 9:6). It often appears in relation to offerings under the Law: “And thou shalt
take of the blood of the bullock, and put it upon the horns of the altar with thy finger, and pour all the blood
beside the bottom of the altar.” (Exodus 29:12). Despite the fact that the shedding or pouring out of blood
in the Bible is never assigned to an act which clearly involved non-bloody death, some could use the
generality of a verse such as Genesis 9:6 to argue that the “shedding of blood” simply referred to death
without the necessity of the loss of physical blood. However, 1 Kings 18:28 uses the verb to refer to the
shedding or loss of blood without physical death: “And they cried aloud, and cut themselves after their
manner with knives and lancets, till the blood gushed out upon them.” Furthermore, in the sacrificial
system blood was shed or poured out in a distinct act from death (Lev 8:15, 9:9). Blood of slain animals
was “poured out” or shed after they were already dead, but before they could be eaten (Lev 17:13, De
12:16, 24). We have clear instances where shafach is used in association with blood when it cannot
possibly signify violent death. The one who advocates making the phrases synonymous must simply argue
that these verse involve a different, literal use of the verb with blood, while in other places where blood and
death are associated it does not have this literal meaning, but rather re-names “death.” However, since
there are no passages in Scripture where a metonymical, rather than literal, meaning must be given, while
there are a number where the verb for shedding is used with literal blood, sound hermeneutics necessitates
a rejection of the metonymical view as eisegetical. “Shedding of blood” deals with literal blood which is
literally poured out, an act which commonly goes hand in hand with death Biblically, but does not
necessarily do so. The Old Testament use of the phrase carries over into NT usage; the Greek verbal
equivalent (Joel 2:28, Acts 2:17), ekchuno (ekyvvw), appears in contexts unrelated to the shedding of
blood (“the wine runneth out,” Mt 9:17; “all his bowels gushed out,” Ac 1:18; “on the Gentiles also was
poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost,” Ac 10:45, “the love of God is shed abroad in our hearts,” Rom 5:5),
in relation to non-sacrificial death (“when the blood of thy martyr Stephen was shed,” Ac 22:20, cf. Rom
3:15, Rev 16:6), and alongside sacrificial death (Matt 26:26): “For this is my blood of the new testament,
which is shed for many for the remission of sins.” (Matthew 26:28, cf. Mark 14:24, Lu 22:20). As in the
Old Testament, it is not a re-naming for violent death, but is a separate act, the literal pouring out or
shedding of physical blood. Hebrews 9:22 combines the word for blood (haima, opa) with ekchuno to
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In Ephesians 1:7, what is the case and case usage for @ec1v?

In relation to Ephesians 1:8, note that the |¢ connects back to the feminine tfig xdprtoc.
TG is genitive because of direct attraction (Wallace, pgs. 338-339). Calvin comments
(Ephesians, on 1:8): “nfg énepicsevoev — “ng for 1} (by a common Grecism, in which
the relative is attracted by the antecedent,) if, at least, we take €mepioccevoev, with
many modern expositors, in a neuter sense, ‘in which he hath renewed his abundant
goodness to us;”” this is the way the Authorized Version understood the passage.

In relation to Ephesians 1:8, note Trench on the difference between co@io and @povnoic:
§ Ixxv. co@ia, PpOVNGIE, YVAO1LG, EXIYVOGIC.

Yo@lia, epovnois, and yvdo1g occur together, Dan. i. 4, 17. They are all ascribed to God (@pdvno1ig not
in the N. T., for Ephes. i. 8 is not in point); co@ia and yv@®o1g, Rom. ix. 33; povnoig and co@ia, Prov.
iii. 19; Jer. x. 12. There have been various attempts to divide to each its own proper sphere of meaning.
These, not always running in exactly the same lines, have this in common, that in all co@ia, is recognized
as expressing the highest and noblest; being, as Clement of Alexandria has it (Paedag. ii. 2), fgimv kol
AvOpOTIveOV TPpayudtov érotctiun; adding, however, elsewhere, as the Stoics had done before him,
KOl TOV ToVTOV aitiov (Strom. i. 5).1 Augustine distinguishes between it [Page 282] and yv®o1¢ as
follows (De Div. Quaest. ii. qu. 2): ‘Haec ita discerni solent, ut sapientia [co@io] pertineat ad intellectum
aeternorum, scientia [yv@o1g] vero ad ea quae sensibus corporis experimur;’ and for a much fuller
discussion to the same effect see De Trin. xii. 22-24; xiv. 3.

Very much the same distinction has been drawn between co@ic and @pdovnoic: as by Philo, who
defining @povnolg as the mean between craftiness and folly, uéon movovpyiog Kol  HOPLOG
@povnoig (Quod Deus Imm. 35), gives elsewhere this distinction between it and co@ic (De Praem. et
Poen. 14): co@ilo. uev yop mpog Oepameiov 00D, Ppovnolg 8¢ Tpog GvOpwmivov Biov drolknoiv.
[That is, translated, “For wisdom has reference to the service of God, and prudence to the regulation of
human life.”] This was indeed the familiar and recognized distinction, as witness the words of Cicero (De
Off. ii. 43): ‘Princeps omnium virtutum est illa sapientia quam co@iov Graeci vocant. Prudentiam enim,
quam Graeci @povnowv dicunt, aliam quandam intelligimus, quae est rerum expetendarum,
fugiendarumque scientia; illa autem sapientia, quam principem dixi, rerum est divinarum atque humanarum
scientia’ (cf. Tusc. iv. 26; Seneca, Ep. 85). In all this he is following in the steps of Aristotle, who is
careful above all to bring out the practical character of @povno1g, and to put it in sharp contrast with
6VVeED1C, which, as in as many words he teaches, is the critical faculty. One acts, the other judges. This is
his account of poOvno1g (Ethic. Nic. vi. 5. 4): £€1¢ AANONG HETO AOYOV TPAUKTIKT TEPL T AVOPOT®
ayodd kol kokd: and again (Rhet. 9): £éoTiv dpetndiovoiog, kad 1v ed Povievecdat dvvavion
TEPL AYaODV Kol KUKV TOV gipnuévav eig evdatpoviov. Not otherwise Aristo the Peripatetic (see
Plutarch, De Virt. Mor. 2): | GPETNTOINTEN EXICKOTOVON KU TOMTEXR KEKANTUL @pOVNoLg: and
see too ch. 5, where he has some excellent words, discriminating between [Page 283] these. It is plain from
the references and quotations just made that the Christian Fathers have drawn their distinctions here from
the schools of heathen philosophy, with only such widening and deepening of meaning as must necessarily

form a word that appears only in that verse in the New Testament, haimatekchusia, “blood-shedding.”
Note also that in the Lord’s Supper, the bread represents the broken body in death, and the cup represents
the shed blood; they are two different, although connected, ideas.
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follow when the ethical and philosophical terms of a lower are assumed into the service of a higher; thus
compare Zeller, Philos. d. Griechen, iii. 1.222.

We may affirm with confidence that co@io is never in Scripture ascribed to other than God or
good men, except in an ironical sense, and with the express addition, or subaudition, of 100 kKOGUOL
tov1ov (1 Cor. i. 20), T0D aidvog TovTov (1 Cor. ii. 6), or some such words (2 Cor. i. 12); nor are any of
the children of this world called co@ot, except with this tacit or expressed irony (Luke x. 21); being never
more than the pAGKOVTEG €lvO GOQOT, [“professing themselves to be wise,”] of Rom. i. 22. For, indeed,
if co@ia includes the striving after the best ends as well as the using of the best means, is mental
excellence in its highest and fullest sense (cf. Aristotle, Ethic. Nic. vi. 7. 3), there can be no wisdom
disjoined from goodness, even as Plato had said long ago (Menex. 19): wGoa EmioTnun XOPLLOUEVN
SikaoosVHvng Koltiic AAANG Gpetig, Tavovpylor 00 coic @aivetal: to which Ecclus. xix. 20, 22,
[Sir. 19:20 The fear of the Lord is all wisdom; and in all wisdom is the performance of the law, and the
knowledge of his omnipotency. Sir. 19:22 The knowledge of wickedness is not wisdom, neither at any time
the counsel of sinners prudence. Sir. 19:20 Téco co@io. OPOG KVPLOV KL €V TAGT COPIY TOINGIG
vopov Sir. 19:22 kol ovK €6TV co@Qloe ToVNPiag £XIoTNUN Kol 0OVK €6TLv Omov POouvAn
AUOPTOA®Y @povnoig] offers a fine parallel. So, too, the Socrates of Xenophon (Mem. iii. 9) refuses to
separate, or even by a definition to distinguish, co@ic from cw@pocsvvn, from dikatocvvn, or indeed
from any other virtue. It will follow that the true antithesis to c0@0g is rather dvontog (Rom. i. 14) than
&ovvetog; for, while the d.ov¥veTog need not be more than intellectually deficient, in the &vontog there
is always a moral fault lying behind the intellectual; the vows, the highest knowing power in man, the
organ by which divine things are apprehended and known, being the ultimate seat of the error (Luke xxiv.
25, ® &vomtor xav Ppadeic TH xapdiq: Gal. iii. 1, 3; 1 Tim. vi. 9; Tit. iii. 3). "Avouc, (Luke vi. 11; 2
Tim. iii. 9) is ever the foolishness which is akin to and derived from wickedness, even as [Page 284]
co@la is the wisdom which is akin to goodness, or rather is goodness itself contemplated from one
particular point of view; as indeed the wisdom which only the good can possess. Ammon, a modern
German rationalist, gives not badly a definition of the co@O¢ or ‘sapiens’; i.e. cognitione optimi, et
adminiculorum ad id efficiendum idoneorum instructus.’

But @pdvnoig, being a right use and application of the @pnv, is a middle term. It may be akin to
co@ia (Prov. x. 23), —they are interchangeably used by Plato (Symp. 202a), —but it may also be akin to
navoupyia®® (Job v. 13 [who takes the wise in their wisdom, and subverts the counsel of the crafty-- 6
KoTaAouBavemv cogovg &v TH @povioel BovAnv 8¢ molvTtAdokov £E€otnoev]; Wisd. xvii. 7 As
for the illusions of art magick, they were put down, and their vaunting in wisdom was reproved with
disgrace. potylkfg 8¢ Eumaiynoto KOTEKELTO TEXVNG Kol TTig Eml epoviioel dAaloveiag EAeyyOg
£@VPprotog). It skilfully adapts its means to the attainment of the ends which it desires; but whether the
ends themselves which are proposed are good, of this it affirms nothing. On the different kinds of
@povno1g, and the very different senses in which @pdvnoig is employed, see Basil the Great, Hom. in
Princ. Prov. § 6. It is true that as often as @pdvno1g occurs in the N. T. (¢v @povicel dikaimv, Luke i.
17; copigkal @povioet, Ephes. i. 8), it is used of a laudable prudence, but for all this @povNo1g is not
wisdom, nor the @povipog the wise; and Augustine (De Gen. ad Lit. xi. 2) has perfect right when he
objects to the ‘sapientissirnus,” with which his Latin Version had rendered @povip®tatog at Gen. iii. 1,
saying, ‘Abusione nominis sapientia dicitur in malo;’ cf. Con. Guad. 5. And the same objection, as has
been often urged, holds good against the “wise as serpents” (Matt. x. 16), “wiser than the children of light”
(Luke xvi. 8), of our own Version.l [Note: there is nothing wrong with translating this word as wise,
although it is useful to know it is ppovVNG1G.]

Y BDAG: mavovpyia, ag, | (tavodpyog; Aeschyl., X., Pla. et al.; Polyb. 29, 8, 8; Plut., Mor. 91b [w.
amdtn]; Herodian 2, 9, 11 [w. 86Aoc¢]; OGI 515, 47 [w. kakovpyia]; POxy 237 VIII, 12 [II AD]; LXX;
Philo, De Op. Mund. 155 al.; Jos., Bell. 4, 503 al.; Test 12Patr) quite predom., and in our lit. exclusively, in
an unfavorable sense (rascally, evil) cunning, craftiness, trickery, lit. ‘readiness to do anything’ Lk 20:23;
1 Cor 3:19 (in Job 5:12, 13, which is basic to this pass., vs. 12 has the adj. tavodpyog); 2 Cor 4:2; 11:3 (in
Gen 3:1 Aq. and Sym. have the adj. tacvoOpyo0g); Eph 4:14—M-M. TW.

Liddell-Scott (abridged):

wovovpyia, N, knavery, roguery, villany, Lat. malitia , Aesch., Soph.: in pl. knaveries, villanies, Soph.,
etc.
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On the distinction between co@ia and yv@®o1g Bengel has the following note (Grnomon, in 1 Cor.
xii. 8): ‘Illud certum, quod, ubi Deo ascribuntur, in solis objectis differunt; vid. Rom. xi. 33. Ubi fidelibus
tribuuntur, [Page 285] sapientia [co@io] magis in longum, latum, profundum et altum penetrat, quam
cognitio [yv®oc1g]. Cognitio est quasi visus; sapientia visus cum sapore; cognitio, rerum agendarum;
sapientia, rerum aeternarum; quare etiam sapientia non dicitur abroganda, 1 Cor xiii. 8.’

Of éniyvwoic, as compared with Yyv@do1g, it will be sufficient to say that €71, must be regarded as
intensive, giving to the compound word a greater strength than the simple possessed; thus énimo6éw (2
Cor. v. 2), émueréopar: and, by the same rule, if Yv@do1g is ‘cognitio,” ‘kenntniss,” ETiyvoo1g is ‘major
exactiorque cognitio’ (Grotius), ‘erkenntniss,” a deeper and more intimate knowledge and acquaintance.
This we take to be its meaning, and not ‘re cognition,” in the Platonic sense of reminiscence, as
distinguished from cognition, if we might use that word; which Jerome (on Ephes. iv. 13), with some
moderns, has affirmed. St. Paul, it will be remembered, exchanges the yivdokw, which expresses his
present and fragmentary knowledge, for émtyvidoopat, when he would express his future intuitive and
perfect knowledge (1 Cor xiii. 12). It is difficult to see how this should have been preserved in the English
Version; our Translators have made no attempt to preserve it; Bengel does so by aid of ‘nosco’ and
‘pernoscam,” and Culverwell (Spiritual Optics, p. 180) has the following note: [ ‘Eniyvooic and yv@doig
differ. Eniyvoolg is 1 pHetd TNV TPOINV YVOCLV TOD TPAYLOTOG TOUVIEANG KAUTH SVvVOULY
KoTavono1c. It is bringing me better acquainted with a thing 1 knew before; a more exact viewing of an
object that I saw before afar off. That little portion of knowledge which we had here shall be much
improved, our eye shall be raised to see the same things more strongly and clearly.” All the uses of &ni -
Yvoolg which St. Paul makes, justify and bear out this distinction (Rom. i. 28; 20; x. 2; Ephes. iv. 13; Phil.
i.9; 1 Tim. ii. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 25; cf. Heb. x. 26); this same intensive use of £riyvwo1ig is borne out by other
similar passages [Page 286] in the N. T. (2 Pet. i. 2, 8; ii. 20) and in the Septuagint (Prov. ii. 5; Hos. iv. 1;
vi. 6); and is recognized by the Greek Fathers; thus Chrysostom on Col. i. 9: €yvmte, GAAG 8€l T1 KOl
émvyv@dvol. On the whole subject of this § see Lightfoot on Col. 1. 9.

1 On the relation of @1A0GoQia (Tig TOV dviov deiémiotiung Ope€ig Plato, Def.414; 6pe€ig
Tfig Oelog cogilag, Id., quoted by Diogenea Laertius, iii. 63; émi1tnidevoig co@iog, Philo, De Cong.
Erud. Grat. xiv.; ‘stadium virtutis, sed per ipsam virtutem,” Seneca, Ep. 89. 7) to co@io see Clement of
Alexandria, Strom. i. 5. The word first appears in Herodotus, i. 50; for a sketch of its history, see
Ueberweg, p. 1.

1 The Old Italic runs perhaps into the opposite extreme, rendering @pOvipot here by ‘astuti’; which, however, had
not in the later Latin at all so evil a subaudition as it had in the classical; so Augustine (Ep. 167.6) assures us.

In Ephesians 1:9, what type of participle is yvopicog?

What does the kattd, clause in Ephesians 1:9 modify?

In Ephesians 1:9, who does the a0t refer to, and what is the use of the pronoun?
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In Ephesians 1:10, what kind of infinitive is dvake@aAoi@oocOut? Also specify the
voice of the infinitive and what the significance is of that voice.

A Discussion of the Mediatorial Kingdom of Christ (Examined in the Context
of the Arian assault on Christ’s Deity in 1 Corinthians 15:24-28 —the
anti-Arian material is useful, but at this point our focus is on the
Mediatorial Kingdom, which is certainly in view in Ephesians 1:10).
1 Corinthians 15:28 reads, “And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then
shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him, that God may

be all in all.” Commenting on this verse, Unitarians argue:

After his resurrection, [Jesus] continues to be in a subordinate, secondary position. . .
. In the everlasting future in heaven, Jesus will continue to be a separate subordinate
servant of God. . . . Jesus never claimed to be God.”'

Many modalists also use 1 Corinthians 15:28 to attack the eternal equality of the Son of

God with His Father.”> Does 1 Corinthians 15:28 deny that the Son is one in essence

with the Father and prove that He has no Divine nature? Does the subjection mentioned

21
22

Pg. 19-20, Should You Believe in the Trinity? section, “Is God Always Superior to Jesus?”

Oneness Pentecostal writer David Bernard writes, “Not only did the Sonship have a beginning, but
it will, in at least one sense, have an ending. This is evident from I Corinthians 15:23-28. In particular,
verse 24 says, ‘Then cometh the end, when he [Christ] shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even
the Father...” Verse 28 says, ‘And when all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall the Son also
himself be subject unto him that put all things under him, that God may be all in all.” This verse of
Scripture is impossible to explain if one thinks of a ‘God the Son” who is co-equal and co-eternal with God
the Father.” Bernard also affirms that “Jesus will cease acting in His role as Son . . . [after] His final act as
Son [when he] will present the church to Himself.” The former objection to the eternal Sonship of Christ in
1 Corinthians 15:24-28 is refuted in the same manner as the very similar Arian objections in the text above.
The latter argument, that Christ will cease to be Son, is obviously an invalid deduction from 1 Corinthians
15:28. No affirmation is there made of an obliteration of the Son, but rather the verse states that He will
continue eternally “subject” to the Father as the mediatorial King in His mediatorial kingdom.
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in the verse prove that He is merely a creature, infinitely inferior in being, from eternity
past to eternity future, to the Father—as is true of necessity for all of creation when
contrasted to the Creator? Apart from the fact that such an affirmation would contradict
vast numbers of passages of Scripture, it would be hard to see the contextual significance
of such an affirmation in 1 Corinthians 15, with its emphasis upon the resurrection from
the dead. Furthermore, if the verse speaks of a subordination of being, why is it that only
when “all things shall be subdued unto him [Christ]” that “then shall the Son also himself
be subject”? Why the “then” in the verse? If the apostle Paul wished to teach
Unitarianism in this verse, how could he declare that only at this future period of time,
only “then” in the eternal state, will the Son be subject? Is the Son equal to the Father
now, but “then” He will no longer be equal? Would it not be the strangest of
affirmations to declare that, at this present time, a part of creation, Christ, is equal in
nature to his Creator, God, but in the future this created being will be inferior in his
essence? If Arians wish to use 1 Corinthians 15:28 is to prove an ontological
subordination of the Son to the Father, they would need to believe that the essence of the
Son changes, so that He currently has an equal and unsubordinated Divine nature, but He
will somehow surrender that nature in the future for one that is unequal and subject.
Furthermore, if the Son is no longer to be Ruler of all, why do many passages of
Scripture affirm that He “shall reign . . . for ever; and of his kingdom there shall be no
end . . . of the increase of his government and peace there shall be no end . . . upon his
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with judgment and with justice from henceforth
even for ever. . . . All people, nations, and languages, [will] serve him: his dominion is an
everlasting dominion, which shall not pass away, and his kingdom #hat which shall not be
destroyed. . . . the everlasting kingdom [belongs to] our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. . .
. Christ . . . shall reign for ever and ever . . . Unto the Son [the Father] saith, Thy throne,
O God, is for ever and ever” (Luke 1:33; Isaiah 9:6-7; Daniel 7:14; 2 Peter 1:11;
Revelation 11:15; Hebrews 1:8)?* Ontology simply does not fit the sense of 1

23 It is true that the saints will also reign for ever (Daniel 7:18; Revelation 22:5), but this sort of

patently subordinate authority cannot be compared with the manner of the Son’s kingship as Jehovah from
eternity past to eternity future; it is utterly contrary to Scripture to compare the subordinate reign of the
saints within the kingdom of God to the sovereign rule over the kingdom of “the Son” of whom it is said,
“Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever: a sceptre of righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom”
(Hebrews 1:8).
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Corinthians 15:28 at all; the subordination is of necessity one of role or office, an
economic subordination pertaining to the Son as the Mediator. The Arian view of 1
Corinthians 15:28 contradicts the rest of the Bible and does not make sense of the verse
itself in context. This should be expected, because it differs radically from the intention
of the apostle who penned it, and of the Holy Spirit who gave the verse by inspiration.

1 Corinthians 15:24-28** deals with the mediatorial kingdom® of Christ, a
rulership that concerns the Son as the God-man or Theanthropos,”® which He fully

assumed at His ascension, will powerfully manifest in the Millenial kingdom, and which

4 Wilber Wallis (“The Problem of an Intermediate Kingdom in 1 Corinthians 15:20-28,” Journal of

the Evangelical Theological Society 18:4 (Fall 1975) p. 242) notes a chiastic structure in v. 24-28:
The end—24a
Kingdom delivered over to Father—24b
All enemies destroyed—24c
All enemies put underfoot—25 (Ps. 110:1)
Last enemy destroyed—26
All things subjected—27a (Ps. 8:6)
All things completely and finally subjected (hypotetaktai)—27b
All things subjected—28a
Son made subject—28b

“That God may be all in all”—28c¢

“The mediatorial kingdom may be defined . . . as the rule of God through a divinely chosen
representative who not only speaks and acts for God but also represents the people before God; a rule
which has especial reference to the human race (although it finally embraces the universe); and its
mediatorial ruler is always a member of the human race” (“The Greatness of the Kingdom,” Part I, Alva J.
McClain, Bibliotheca Sacra 112:445 (Jan 1955) p. 18). In the eternal state, “When the last enemy is put
down by our Lord as the mediatorial king, when even death itself is abolished and complete harmony is
established, then the purpose of his mediatorial kingdom will have been fulfilled. Then the Son will deliver
up his kingdom to God the Father, to be merged into the eternal kingdom, thus being perpetuated forever,
but no longer as a separate entity (1 Cor 15:24-28). This does not mean the end of the rule of our Lord
Jesus Christ. He only ceases to reign as the mediatorial King in history. But as the only begotten Son, very
God of very God, He shares with the other Persons of the Triune God the throne of the eternal kingdom. In
that final and eternal city of God, center of a redeemed new heaven and earth, there is but one throne. It is
called. ‘the throne of God and of the Lamb’ (Rev 22:3-5)” (“The Greatness of the Kingdom, Part IV: The
Mediatorial Kingdom from the Acts Period to the Eternal State,” McClain, Bibliotheca Sacra 112:448 (Oct
55) p. 310]. The four parts of McClain’s series on the Kingdom in Bibliotheca Sacra (12:445 (Jan 55) p.
11-27; 112:446 (Apr 55) p. 107-124; 112:447 (Jul 55) p. 209-224; 112:448 (Oct 55) p. 304-311) are very
helpful in understanding the concept of the mediatorial kingdom and its distinction from the eternal

kingdom of God.

26 The “messianic or mediatorial kingdom . . . belongs to Christ, not as the Logos, but as the Son of

Man, the Theanthropos; God manifest in the flesh. . . . Viewed as extending over all creatures, it is a
kingdom of power, which, according to 1 Corinthians 15:24, he shall deliver up to God even the Father,
when his mediatorial work is accomplished” (Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, 4:4:4:5, 7 (sec. “The
Kingdom of Heaven” in “The Concomitants of the Second Advent” elec. acc. in Christian Library Series,
vol. 17: Systematic Theologies, AGES Library, Rio, WI: 2006).
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will have its manner of administration altered markedly®’ at the consumation of time
spoken of in 1 Corinthians 15:24-28. The passage refers of necessity to the mediatorial
kingdom, not the universal kingdom of God, because v. 24 indicates that the reign in
question is not in the hands of the Father—God never ceases to reign in His universal
kingdom. The context of the passage strongly emphasizes the humanity of Christ; He
died and rose again in His human nature (v. 20); He is the second Adam, and the
salvation of the elect requires that the Lord Jesus is as equally “man” as he who sinned in
the Garden of Eden (v. 21-22); He is the head and representative of redeemed mankind
(v. 23); He is the human Messiah (v. 24-26), who, as “man . . . and the son of man,” has

been given dominion over the creation (v. 27; Psalm 8:6, 4), and who mediates the rule of

2 . . ..
7 “As eternal Son, the 2™ person doubtless shares forever, the natural and infinite dominion of the

Godhead. But this Mediatorial kingdom is conferred and economical, exercised not merely in His divine
nature, but by Him as Theanthropos. . . . the passage from 1 Corinthians 15:24 . . . [indicates] a striking
change will then take place in the method of the mediatorial kingdom . . . it will consist largely in this, that
Christ’s power over the universe . . . will be returned to the [Triune] Godhead. But the restoration of the
[saints] to the Father, as an accomplished enterprise, is to be received, not as implying a severance of
Christ’s headship, but as a surrendering of Himself along with it, body and head, as an aggregate. Let 1
Corinthians 3:23 be compared. . . . [TThe dominion of the God-man over wicked men and angels and
inanimate nature is resorted to the Godhead, so that it may again be “all in all.” (Dabney, Systematic and
Polemic Theology, Lecture 45, “Christ’s Humiliation and Exaltation,” elec. acc. Christian Library Series,
vol. 17, AGES Software).

“l Corinthians 15:24-28 . . . stat[es] the ultimate purpose of the theocratic kingdom: ‘that God
may be all in all.” . . . The means by which all things are brought under subjection to God, so that He
becomes all in all, is that Christ unites the authority that is His as King with the Father’s after He has ‘put
down all rule and all authority and power’ (1 Corinthians 15:24). God’s original purpose was to manifest
His absolute authority and this purpose is realized when Christ unites the earthly theocracy with the eternal
kingdom of God. Thus, while Christ’s earthly theocratic rule is limited to one thousand years, which is
sufficient time to manifest God’s perfect theocracy on the earth, His reign is eternal. . . . [1 Corinthians
15:24-28] does not even intimate that there will ever be a termination of Christ’s kingdom . . . dominion
shall indeed be rescued from His enemies, and restored to the Godhead, but not in any such sense, but that
His dominion is an everlasting dominion, and that of His Kingdom there shall be no end. . . . [I]n accord
with Revelation 11:15 . . . Father and Son united in this Theocratic ordering and Personage . . . shall reign
for ever and ever. . . . The delivery to God of a now unmarred kingdom does not imply the release of
authority on the part of the Son. . . . [T]he consummation of the [kingdom] program [can be outlined] as
follows: 1. When the last enemy of God is put down by our Lord, as the Mediatorial King, the purpose of
the Mediatorial Kingdom will have been fulfilled (1 Corinthians 15:25-26). 2. At this time Christ will
hand over the Mediatorial Kingdom to God, to be merged into the eternal Kingdom, so that the Mediatorial
Kingdom is perpetuated forever, but no longer having a separate identity (1 Corinthians 15:24, 28). 3.
This does not mean the end of our Lord’s rule. He only ceases to rule as a Mediatorial King. But as the
eternal Son, [the] second [PJerson [of] the one true God, He shares the throne with the Father in the final
Kingdom (Revelation 22:3-5; cf. 3:21). ... By the establishment of the theocarcy on earth for a thousand
years, under the Messianic theocratic King, God has accomplished His purpose of demonstrating His rule
in th[at] sphere [of] . . . authority[.] . . . By merging this earthly theocracy with the eternal kingdom God’s
eternal sovereignty is established. Such was the purpose of God in planning the theocratic kingdom and
developing it through successive stages throughout history until it reaches the climax of the program in the
theocracy under the enthroned Christ in the millennium. . . . God’s right to rule is eternally vindicated”
(pgs. 492-494, Things To Come, J. Dwight Pentecost. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1958).

59



God over all the universe and puts “all things under his feet” (v. 25; Psalm 8:6-8) until
the time when all evil is finally and utterly destroyed and the eternal state commences (v.
28).® As God, the Son reigns unchangeably from eternity past to eternity future
(Hebrews 1:8) in perfect equality with the Father and the Holy Spirit; as the incarnate
Mediator He was given a special rulership by God the Father (Psalm 110:1), but He will

remain eternally subordinate® to the One who bestowed this mediatorial kingdom upon

28 John Darby (Synopsis of the Books of the Bible, part 2; the New Testament; comments on 1

Corinthians, pgs. 46-49 (598ff); elec. acc. in Christian Library Series, vol. 15: Classic Commentary
Collection, AGES Library, Rio, WI: 2006) comments:

“When He has put all His enemies under His feet, and has given back the kingdom to His Father
(for it is never taken from Him, nor given to another, as happens with human kingdoms), then the Son
Himself is subject to Him who has put all things under Him, in order that God may be all in all. The reader
should observe, that it is the counsels of God with regard to the government of all things which is here
spoken of, and not His nature; and moreover it is the Son, as man, of whom these things are said. This is
not an arbitrary explanation: the passage is from Psalm 8, the subject of which is the exaltation of man to
the position of head of all things, God putting all things under His feet. Nothing, says the apostle, is
excepted (Hebrews 2:8) save, as he adds here, that He is necessarily excepted who put all things under
Him. When the man Christ, the Son of God, has in fact accomplished this subjugation, He gives back to
God the universal power which had been committed to Him, and the mediatorial kingdom, which He held
as man, ceases. He is again subject, as He was on earth. He does not cease to be one with the Father, even
as He was so while living in humiliation on the earth, although saying at the same time “Before Abraham
was, | am.” But the mediatorial government of man has disappeared — is absorbed in the supremacy of
God, to which there is no longer any opposition. Christ will take His eternal place, a Man, the Head of the
whole redeemed family, being at the same time God blessed for ever, one with the Father. In Psalm 2 we
see the Son of God, as born on earth, King in Zion, rejected when He presented Himself on earth; in Psalm
8 the result of His rejection, exalted as Son of man at the head of all that the hand of God has made. Then
we find Him here laying down this conferred authority, and resuming the normal position of humanity,
namely, that of subjection to Him who has put all things under Him; but through it all, never changing His
divine nature, nor — save so far as exchanging humiliation for glory — His human nature either. But God
is now all in all, and the special government of man in the Person of Jesus — a government with which the
assembly is associated (see Ephesians 1:20-23, which is a quotation from the same Psalm) is merged in the
immutable supremacy of God, the final and normal relationship of God with His creature. We shall find the
Lamb omitted in that which is said in Revelation 21:1-8, speaking of this same period.

Thus we find in this passage [1 Corinthians 15] resurrection by man — death having entered by
man; the relationship of the saints with Jesus, the source and the power of life, the consequence being His
resurrection, and theirs at His coming; power over all things committed to Christ, the risen Man; afterwards
the kingdom given back to God the Father, the tabernacle of God with men, and the man Christ, the second
Adam, eternally a man subject to the Supreme — this last a truth of infinite value to us (the resurrection of
the wicked, though supposed in the resurrection brought in by Christ, not being the direct subject of the
chapter).”

o Then “shall the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him; which must be
interpreted and understood with great care and caution; not in the Sabellian sense, of refunding of the
characters of the Son, and so of the Father unto God; when they suppose these characters, which they
imagine to be merely nominal, bare names, will be no more, and God shall be all; but as the Father will
always remain a father, so the Son will remain a son; for, as the Son of the Highest, he will reign over his
people for ever, and he the Son, as a priest, is consecrated for ever more: nor in the Eutychian sense, of the
change of the human nature into the divine, in which they fancy it will be swallowed up, and God will be
all; but Christ will always continue as a man; he went up to heaven as such, and he will return as a man,
and be visible to all in the human nature, and in that be the object of the wonderful vision of the saints to all
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Him.*® The Christ’s enemies will be “put down” (v. 24) or “destroyed” (v. 26), because
all things must be “subject” or “subdued” to Him, that is, brought into their proper place,
orderly arranged in submission to God’s government.’’ Perfect harmony and union of
redemed man and universe with God cannot take place until the destruction of all
enemies; until then the perfect arrangement of the Son under God cannot take place, not
because of an unwillingness on the part of the Messiah to be under the Father, but
because the realm Christ is to bring in subjection to God is not in perfect order and

submission. The Son will forever be in His proper place in God’s government; as God,

eternity: nor in the Arian sense, according to the divine nature, as if he was in that inferior to the Father,
when he is equal with him, has all the perfections he has, and the whole fulness of the Godhead dwelling in
him; it is much better and safer to understand it as it commonly is of him, as man; though in this sense, he
was always subject to his Father, ever since he was incarnate, whereas this seems to respect something
peculiar at this time . . . it is best, therefore to understand it of the Son’s giving up the account of his
mediatorial kingdom and concerns to his Father; when it will appear that he has in the whole of his conduct
and administration been subject to him; that he has in all things acted in his name, done all by his power,
and to his honour and glory; and now having accomplished all he undertook and was intrusted with, gives
in his account, delivers up his charge, and resigns his office; all which will be plain proofs of his
subjection: when I say he will resign or lay aside his office as Mediator, my meaning is not that he will
cease to be God-man and Mediator; but that he will cease to administer that office as under God, in the
manner he now does: he will be the prophet of the [elect], but he will not teach by his Spirit, and word, and
ordinances as now, but will himself be the immediate light of the saints, he will be a priest for ever, the
virtue of his sacrifice and intercession will always remain, but he will not plead and intercede as he now
does; he will also reign for ever over and among his saints, but his kingdom will not be a vicarious one, or
administered as it now is; nor be only in his hands as Mediator, but with God, Father, Son, and Spirit”
(John Gill, An Exposition of the Old and New Testament, orig. pub. 1809, comment on 1 Corinthians
15:28).
30 Charles Hodge, in response to the question, “How does the sovereignty of Christ as Mediator
differ from his sovereignty as God?” properly answers, “His sovereignty as God is essential to his nature,
underived, absolute, eternal, and unchangeable. His sovereignty as mediatorial King is derived, given to
him by his father as the reward of his obedience and suffering; it is special, having respect to the salvation
of his own people and the administration of the provisions of the covenant of grace [and, as premillenialists
recognize, it pertains to His millenial rule]; and it attaches, not to his divine nature as such, but to his
person as God-man, occupying the office of Mediator” (Qutlines of Theology, Chapter 27, “Mediatorial
Kingship of Christ,” Question 1.).

Similarly, Lewis Sperry Chafer (“Trinitarianism, part 7,” Bibliotheca Sacra 98:391 (Jul 41) pg.
275), considering the relationship of the Theanthropic Person of Christ to the Father, writes, “On the divine
side of His Being, the Christ of God always occupied the exalted place of fellowship with the Father on the
ground of equality-notably His High Priestly prayer as recorded in John 17:1-26; and every reference to
His Deity implies this equality and oneness. On the human side of His being, that which is inherently the
creature’s relation to the Creator is expressed to perfection, namely, perfect submission to the Father’s will.
The complete obedience of Christ to the Father has been made the occasion of doubt as to His equality with
the Father. Strong emphasis is needed at this point which enforces the truth that His subservient attitude is
altogether the function of His humanity. There was that in His own divine nature which was first willing to
be the obedient One. He willingly left the glory, and that exercise of His volition preceded His incarnation
(Heb 10:4-7). In like manner, He will exercise authority in all future ages by the appointment of the Father.
He reigns forever and ever, but on the ground of the truth that all authority is committed unto Him of the

Father (Matt 28:18; John 5:27; 1 Cor 15:24-28).”

3 Note the analysis of hupotasso below.
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He is equal to the Father and consubstantial with Him; as man, He is consubstantial with
humanity, and the one who unites the chosen to God through His redemptive work in
human nature; 1 Corinthians 15:20-28 demonstrates that this perfect harmony of the
resurrected elect with the Triune God through the incarnate Son will be the the blessed

state of eternity future.”> All things will be in harmony in the eternal state. All redeemed

32 Charles Hodge comments, with excellent insight, on 1 Corinthians 15:28: “When the work of

redemption has been accomplished, the dead raised, the judgment held, the enemies of Christ all subdued,
then, and not till then, will the Son also himself be subject to him who put all things under him. This
passage is evidently parallel with that in v. 24. The subjection of the Son to the Father here means precisely
what is there meant by his delivering up the kingdom to God even the Father. The thing done, and the
person who does it, are the same. The subjection here spoken of is not predicated of the eternal Logos, the
second person of the Trinity, any more than the kingdom spoken of in v. 24 is the dominion which belongs
essentially to Christ as God. As there the word Christ designates the Theanthropos, so does the word Son
here designate, not the Logos as such, but the Logos as incarnate. And as the delivery of the kingdom or
royal authority over the universe committed to Christ after his resurrection, is consistent at once with his
continued dominion as God over all creatures, and with his continued headship over his people; so is the
subjection here spoken of consistent with his eternal equality with the Father. It is not the subjection of the
Son as Son, but of the Son as Theanthropos of which the apostle here speaks. The doctrine of the true and
proper divinity of our Lord is so clearly revealed in Scripture, and is so inwrought into the faith of his
people, that such passages as these, though adduced with so much confidence by the impugners of that
doctrine, give believers no more trouble than the ascription of the limitations of our nature to God. When
the Bible says that God repents, we know that it is consistent with his immutability; and when it says the
Son is subject or inferior to the Father, we know that it is consistent with their equality, as certainly as we
know that saying that man is immortal is consistent with saying he is mortal. We know that both of the last-
mentioned propositions are true: because mortality is predicated of man in one aspect, and immortality in
another aspect. In one sense he is mortal, in another sense he is immortal. In like manner we know that the
verbally inconsistent propositions, the Son is subject to the Father, and, the Son is equal with the Father, are
both true. In one sense he is subject, in another sense he is equal. The son of a king may be the equal of his
father in every attribute of his nature, though officially inferior. So the eternal Son of God may be coequal
with the Father, though officially subordinate. What difficulty is there in this? What shade does it cast over
the full Godhead of our adorable Redeemer? The subordination, however, here spoken of, is not that of the
human nature of Christ separately considered, as when he is said to suffer, or to die, or to be ignorant; but it
is the official subordination of the incarnate Son to God as God. The words a0T0g 0 VIOG, the Son himself,
here designate, as in so many other places, not the second person of the Trinity as such, but that person as
clothed in our nature. And the subjection spoken of, is not of the former, but of the latter, i.e. not of the Son
as Son, but of the Son as incarnate; and the subjection itself is official and therefore perfectly consistent
with equality of nature.

There is another difficulty connected with this verse which it may be well to notice. According to
the Scriptures and the creeds of all the great historical churches . . . the term Son, as applied to Christ,
designates his divine nature. It is a term of nature and not of office. He was from eternity the Son of God.
Yet it is of the Son that subjection is here predicated. This is urged as an argument against his eternal
sonship. The fact, however, is, that the person of Christ may be designated from one nature, when the
predicate belongs either to the opposite nature or to the whole person [the doctrine of the communicatio
idiomatum]. That is, he may be called God when what is said of him is true only of his human nature or of
his complex person as God and man; and he may be called man, when what is said is true only of his divine
nature. Thus he is called the Son of Man when omnipresence and omniscience are ascribed to him; and he
is called God, the Son of God, the Lord of glory when he is said to die. These passages do not prove that
the human nature of Christ is every where present; or that his divine nature suffered and died. Neither do
such expressions as that in the text prove that the Son as such is inferior to the Father, nor that the term Son

62



humanity and the redeemed creation (which is under man, and so ultimately under the

Man of men, the Messiah, as in Psalm 8) will be subject in He who is Son of God and

Son of Man to the one Triune God,> who will reign eternally®* as the “all in all.”’

is not a scriptural designation of his divine nature. The principle here adverted to is so important, and
serves to explain so many passages of Scripture, that it will bear to be often repeated.

That God may be all in all. Before the ascension of Christ, God reigned as God; after that event he
reigned and still reigns through the Theanthropos; when the end comes, the Theanthropos will deliver up
this administrative kingdom, and God again be all in all. Such is the representation of Scripture, and such
seems to be the simple meaning of this passage. When our Lord ascended up on high all power in heaven
and earth was given to him. It was given to him then, and therefore not possessed before. He is to retain this
delegated power in his character of Mediator, God-man, until his enemies are put under his feet. Then he,
the God-man, is to deliver it up. And God as God will reign supreme. The phrase here used, T& TAVTO . . .
&v maow, all in all, depends (as is the case with all similar formulas), for its precise meaning on the
connection. . . Paul is speaking simply of the continuance of the mediatorial dominion of Christ over the
universe. That dominion was given to him for a specific purpose; when that purpose is accomplished, he
will give it up, and God, instead of reigning through Christ, will be recognized as the immediate sovereign
of the universe; his co-equal, co-eternal Son, clothed in our nature, being, as the everlasting head of the
redeemed, officially subordinate to him. In other words, the whole question, so to speak, is whose hands are
to hold the reins of universal dominion. They are now in the hands of Christ; hereafter they are to be in the
hands of God as such. The passage does not teach us the design of redemption, but what is to happen when
the redemption of God’s people is accomplished. Then the Messianic reign is to cease, and God is to rule
supreme over a universe reduced to order, the people of God being saved, and the finally impenitent shut
up with Satan and his angels in the prison of despair” (4n Exposition of 1 Corinthians, elec. acc. in
Christian Library Series, vol. 15: Classic Commentary Collection, AGES Library, Rio, WI: 2006).

Note the single throne of God and the Lamb in Revelation 22:3.

“God’s original purpose was to manifest His absolute authority and this purpose is realized when
Christ unites the earthly theocracy with the eternal kingdom of God. Thus, while Christ’s earthly theocratic
rule is limited to one thousand years, which is sufficient time to manifest God’s perfect theocracy on earth,
His reign is eternal” (Things To Come, J. Dwight Pentecost. Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1965, pgs.
492-493).

3 That God may be all in all; for by God is not meant the Father personally, but God essentially
considered, Father, Son, and Spirit, who are the one true and living God; to whom all the saints will have
immediate access, in whose presence they will be, and with whom they shall have uninterrupted fellowship,
without the use of such mediums as they now enjoy; all the three divine Persons will have equal power and
government in and over all the saints; they will sit upon one and the same throne; there will be no more
acting by a delegated power, or a derived authority: God will be all things to all his saints, immediately
without the use of means; he will be that to their bodies as meat and clothes are, without the use of them;
and all light, glory, and happiness to their souls, without the use of ordinances, or any means; he will then
be all perfection and bliss, to all the elect, and in them all, which he now is not; some are dead in trespasses
and sins, and under the power of Satan; the number of them in conversion is not yet completed; and, of
those that are called many are in a state of imperfection, and have flesh as well as spirit in them; and of
those who are fallen asleep in Christ, though their separate spirits are happy with him, yet their bodies lie in
the grave, and under the power of corruption and death; but then all being called by grace, and all being
raised, and glorified in soul and body, God will be all in all: this phrase expresses both the perfect
government of God, Father, Son, and Spirit, over the saints to all eternity, and their perfect happiness in
soul and body, the glory of all which will be ascribed to God; and it will be then seen that all that the Father
has done in election, in the council and covenant of peace, were all to the glory of his grace; and that all
that the Son has done in the salvation of his people, is all to the glory of the divine perfections: and that all
that the Spirit of God has wrought in the saints, and all that they have done under his grace and influence,
are all to the praise and glory of God, which will in the most perfect manner be given to the eternal Three in
One (John Gill, An Exposition of the Old and New Testament, orig. pub. 1809, comment on 1 Corinthians
15:28).

34
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This mediatorial rule of Christ as the God-man is explicated elsewhere in
Scripture as well. Hebrews 2:5-17 indicates that The Divine-human Messiah will have
the world to come put in subjection to Him (v. 5). At this time, the Son of Man is exalted
greatly, having received current dominion at His ascension (1 Peter 3:22), especially over
the church (Ephesians 1:20-23), and the certain prospect of future absolute rule over all,
but all creation it is not at this time completely subjected to Him (v. 6-9; Psalm 8:4-6).
Those who are united by faith to the Theanthropos, He who assumed a completely human
nature to redeem them by His substitutionary death, (v. 16-17) will partake of His glory
(v. 10-15), being united to God through Him who is both God and man and made sons of
God through Christ, the Captain of their salvation (v. 10). It is a shame that Arians, in
ignorance of or hostility to the sublime and glorious beauty of the mediatorial kingdom of
the Son as the God-man and the wonderful union the elect enjoy with Him and with the
the Triune God through Him, will desecrate 1 Corinthians 15:28 to support their idolatry.

Even if the affirmation of 1 Corinthians 15:28 that “the Son also himself [shall] be
subject unto him that put all things under him” referred to the Divine nature of God the
Son (which it certainly does not), rather than to Him as the Mediator and God-man, the
Arian dogma that the Son is a creature, a part of the created order, and therefore infinitely
inferior in nature to His Father, would not be established. The word translated be subject
in the verse, hupotasso, is “a Greek military term meaning ‘to arrange [troop divisions] in
a military fashion under the command of a leader.’ In non-military use, it was ‘a
voluntary attitude of giving in, cooperating, assuming responsibility, and carrying a

36 The verb is defined as, in the active voice, “to cause to be in a submissive

burden.
relationship,” and in the passive voice employed in 1 Corinthians 15:28,%" to “become

subject . . . subject oneself, be subjected or subordinated, obey” (BDAG); these

“It is as the incarnate Son that Christ, his mission of reconciliation completed, will deliver the
kingdom to God the Father. The intention is not that the Son will then cease to reign or will disappear from
the scene, but that his reign will be continued evermore within the threefold unity of the Godhead; and so
God will be all in all—not just God the Father or God the Son or God the Holy Spirit, but God in the
perfection of his trinitarian wholeness. Thus in speaking of the Son handing over the kingdom to the
Father, the Apostle is teaching not the abdication of the Son but the completion of his redemptive mission
and the everlasting rule of God” (pg. 409, The True Image: The Origin and Destiny of Man in Christ,

Philip Edgcumbe Hughes. Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2001).
36 Greek English Lexicon, Joseph Henry Thayer, elec. acc. in Hamel, Ken, The Online Bible for Mac,

version 3.0.
37 . ,
VTOTOYNGETUL.
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considerations suit a reference to an economic subordination of role, rather than an
ontological subordination of being, in 1 Corinthians 15:28. The etymological deriviation
of the word from the verb fasso, “to bring about an order of things by arranging, arrange,
put in place” (BDAG), which in combination with Aupo (“under”) gives a sense of “to
arrange under,” also supports the idea of economic subordination rather than inferiority
of being.”® Conclusively, hupotasso is used many times elsewhere in Scripture for a
subordination of role, one generally voluntary, of entities not at all inferior in being to
those to whom they submit.>’ Even if one granted the invalid Arian assumption that the
question of the essential nature of the Son was in view in 1 Corinthians 15:28, nothing in
the Greek word employed requires the affirmation of the Unitarian dogma of His intrinsic
inferiority of being—only a submission in role would be supported. The verse provides
no support whatever for Arianism.

Jesus Christ is not just fully God, but also fully Man—this is orthodox Trinitarian
doctrine, a belief that Trinitarians properly recognize is essential to man’s salvation.
Christ’s genuine humanity is clearly proven in Scripture, and is rejoiced in by
Trinitarians. Unitarian attempts to deny the Trinity with verses that deal with the
humanity of the Lord Jesus Christ (Mark 13:32; Hebrews 5:8; Revelation 1:1; John
14:28; 1 Corinthians 11:3; 15:28) entirely miss the point.

38 . . . . .. . . . .
Note the economic subordination in association with ontic equality among humans in Luke 7:8,

where the concept of being “under authority” is associated with Aupo and fasso: Kol yop £y® AvOPOTOC
gL VIO EE0VGINY TUGGOUEVOG, EXOV VT EUNLTOV GTPATIOTAG, Kol A&ym TtovTe, ITopevdnt,
Kol Topevetar kot GAlm, "Epyxov, kol €pxetor kol 1@ 80VA® pwov, IToincov 10010, Kol TOLEL
Compare also the association of tasso and hupotasso in Romans 13:1; 1 Corinthians 16:15-16.

In Luke 2:51, Christ is “subject” to His earthly parents, but He certainly was not inferior in His
being to them—even the most rabid Arian would admit he was superior in His being to Joseph and Mary!
The Lord voluntarily assumed a subordinate role. In Luke 10:17, 20 fallen angels are subject to the
disciples (admittedly involuntarily), although humans have a nature inferior to angels (Psalm 8:5; Hebrews
2:7). In 1 Corinthians 14:34, women are subject in their role to men, although they are equal in nature.
Similarly, wives are subject to their husbands, although equal in nature (Ephesians 5:22, 24; Colossians
3:18; Titus 2:5; 1 Peter 3:1, 5). In 1 Corinthians 16:16, submission by believers to Paul’s fellowlaborers is
enjoined; certainly this is a voluntary submission of role, not an affirmation that those working with Paul
were somehow a higher class of being, super-humans that normal men were inferior to. In 1 Peter 5:5, the
younger are to submit to those who are older (but identical in nature) to them. Titus 2:9 and 1 Peter 2:18
command servants to be submissive to their equally human masters. In Ephesians 5:21 and 1 Peter 5:5, all
believers are to mutually submit to each other—they can hardly all be inferior in nature to one another! A
voluntary assumption of a subordinate role is far more naturally the sense of the Son’s subjection in 1
Corinthians 15:28 than is an inferiority of being.

Luke 2:51; 10:17, 20; Romans 8:7, 20; 10:3; 13:1, 5; 1 Corinthians 14:32, 34; 15:27-28; 16:16;
Ephesians 1:22; 5:21-22, 24; Philippians 3:21; Colossians 3:18; Titus 2:5, 9; 3:1; Hebrews 2:5, 8; 12:9;
James 4:7; 1 Peter 2:13, 18; 3:1, 5, 22; 5:5; constitute the New Testament appearances of DT0TAGC®.
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Do you long for the restoration of all things under the headship of Christ as Mediator, as
described in Ephesians 1:10? How ought this glorious truth affect your life?

EKANP®OONUEV in Ephesians 1:11 is not “chosen,” but “obtained an inheritance” —see Is
17:11, LXX.* See also the related noun in v.14. BDAG had stated that “the mng. of «.
in vs. 11 could be chosen™).

Specify the tense and tense usage of ékAnp@ONuUeV in Ephesians 1:11.

What kind of participle is Tpoopio0€vteg in Ephesians 1:11?

Specify the case and case usage for 100 . . . €vepyobvtog in Ephesians 1:11. Also
specify the kind of participle €vepyobvtog is, and what the significance is of the tense of
the participle.

The singular terms TpoOeo1v and BovANV 100D OeAutog awvTov in Ephesians 1:11,
rather than “counsels” of His will, are well explained by Stephen Charnock (pg. 326,

s 17:11 TH 8¢ Nuépa M Gv @utevong wAavnOion T0 8¢ mpwi Edv omeipng GvOfcer eig
AuNTOV 1 GV Nuépa KANPOGN Kol O¢ TOTNP AVOPDOTOV KANPHOGT T0ig VIOl GOV

In the day wherein thou shalt plant thou shalt be deceived; but if thou sow in the morning, the seed shall
spring up for a crop in the day wherein thou shalt obtain an inheritance, and as a man’s father, thou shalt
obtain an inheritance for thy sons.
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Discourse 6, “On The Immutability of God,” in Discourses upon the Existence and
Attributes of God):

There is a concurrence of God’s will and understanding in everything. As his
knowledge is eternal, so is his purpose. Things created had not been known to be, had not
God resolved them to be the act of his will; the existence of anything supposeth an act of
his will. Again, as God knows all things by one simple vision of his understanding, so
he wills all things by one act of volition; therefore the purpose of God in the
Scripture is not expressed by counsels in the plural number, but counsel; showing
that all the purposes of God are not various, but as one will, branching itself out into
many acts towards the creature; but all knit in one root, all links of one chain.
Whatsoever is eternal is immutable; as his knowledge is eternal; and therefore
immutable, so is his will; he wills or nills nothing to be in time, but what he willed and
nilled from eternity; if he willed in time that to be that he willed not from eternity, then
he would know that in time which he knew not from eternity; for God knows nothing
future, but as his will orders it to be future, and in time to be brought into being.

(3.) There can be no reason for any change in the will of God. When men change in their
minds, it must be for want of foresight; because they could not foresee all the rubs and
bars which might suddenly offer themselves; which if they had foreseen, they would not
have taken such measures: hence men often will that which they afterwards wish they had
not willed when they come to understand it clearer, and see that to be injurious to them
which they thought to be good for them; or else the change proceeds from a natural
instability without any just cause, and an easiness to be drawn into that which is
unrighteous; or else it proceeds from a want of power, when men take new counsels,
because they are invincibly hindered from executing the old. But none of those can be in
God.

Ist. It cannot be for want of foresight. What can be wanting to an infinite understanding?
How can any unknown event defeat his purpose, since nothing happens in the world but
what he wills to effect, or wills to permit; and therefore all future events are present with
him? Besides, it doth not consist with God's wisdom to resolve anything, but upon the
highest reason; and what is the highest and infinite reason, cannot but be unalterable in
itself; for there can be no reason and wisdom higher than the highest. All God’s
purposes are not bare acts of will, but acts of counsel. "He works all things
according to the counsel of his own will" (Eph 1:11): and he doth not say so much
that his will, as that "his counsel shall stand" (Isa 46:10). It stands, because it is
counsel; and the immutability of a promise is called the "immutability of his
counsel" (Heb 6:17), as being introduced and settled by the most perfect wisdom,
and therefore to be carried on to a full and complete execution; his purpose, then,
cannot be changed for want of foresight; for this would be a charge of weakness.

How should the fact that God works all things according to the counsel of His will, as
stated in Ephesians 1:11, change your life?
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In Ephesians 1:12, what kind of infinitive is elvort, and what does its clause modify?

In Ephesians 1:12, is (UG an inclusive or exclusive “we”?

In Ephesians 1:13, specify the case and case usage of &AnOeiog and cwtnpicag, and
also specify the relatinship of the phrases dkovcavteg TOV Adyov Thg GAnOeiag and
TO €VUYYEAOV TTiG COTNPIOG VUDV.

In Ephesians 1:13, what kind of participles are AKOVOUVTES . . . TIGTEVCUVTEG?

In Ephesians 1:13, what is the case and case usage of [Tvevuoti?
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In Ephesians 1:13, what is the case and case usage of éraryyelog?

Specify the case and case usage of KAmpovouiog, MU®V, and TEPITOMCEMS in
Ephesians 1:14.

In Ephesians 1:14, what does the €i¢ in the phrase €1¢ ATOAVTPOOLY THG
TEPITOIOEWG refer back to?

What kind of participle is &kovcog in Ephesians 1:15, and what is it dependent on?

Note BDAG #B7b on xatd for TNV ko® VUGC wioTiv in Ephesians 1:15. Also, A. T.
Robertson, Grammar pg. 609:

Schmidt (de eloc. Joseph., p. 21 f.) calls katd a sort of periphrasis for the genitive in late Greek. Cf. T&
kot éu€ (Ph. 1:12). It is more than a mere circumlocution for the genitive in the examples above and such
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as TNV ka® vuag mwictv (Eph. 1:15), 10 kot éué (Ro. 1:15), 10 katd odpka (Ro. 9:5), 10 KOt
£ug (Eph. 6:21; cf. Ac. 25:14), &vdpaoiv toig kot €€oxnv (Ac. 25:23; cf. par excellence).

What kind of participle is evxoptoT@v in Ephesians 1:16?

Note Hoehner, pgs. 252-253, for the structure of Ephesians 1:16b-23. Hoehner is correct
about the structure with the sole exception that in v. 20 he follows the CT reading
Koicag, with 5.1% of Greek MSS, rather than the TR €kd0io€ev, which follows 86%
of MSS. (Another variant has 4.3% of MSS, another 1.3%, another 2.5%, and two others
0.6% together). The overall structure is not altered much by this—I would change the

[ 1Pt

clauses “b” and “c” to “c” and “d” and make the €ka015€V clause “b” above them.

In Ephesians 1:16, specify the type of participle ToO10VUEVOG is.

What is the case and case usage of §0EnG in Ephesians 1:17?

Does the phrase 0 ©€og T00 Kvpiov udv Incotd Xpiotob in Ephesians 1:17 (cf.
1:3) establish an ontological subordination or an inferiority of nature in Christ? Explain.

In Ephesians 1:17, what is the mood and mood usage for the verb “might give”?
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In Ephesians 1:17, what does the phrase TveEDUOL GOPIOG KO ATOKQAVYENMS mean,
and why? Note Wallace’s discussion on pgs. 90-91. Compare, in the Pauline corpus:
Rom. 11:8 xabmg yéyparmtal, "Edwnkev avtoig 6 Oeog mnvedpo katavoEems, 0@OOALOVS TOD
un PAémelv, kot @t 00 un dkovelv, Eng THS Guepov NUEPOGC.

Rom. 11:8 (According as it is written, God hath given them the spirit of slumber, eyes that they should not
see, and ears that they should not hear;) unto this day.

Gal. 6:1 'Aded@oi, €av Kol TPOANEOT] AVOP®TOG £V TIVI TOPUTTMOUATL, VUELG Ol TVELUATIKOL
KOTopTieTe TOV TOL0DTOV €V TVEVUATL TPAOTNTOS, GKOTMAV GCEAVTOV UT KUl 6V TEWPOSORS.
Gal. 6:1 Brethren, if a man be overtaken in a fault, ye which are spiritual, restore such an one in the spirit of
meekness; considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted.

2Tim. 1:7 0¥ yop €8wkev Muiv 0 Oeoc mvedpo detdhiog, GAAX SLVAUE®MC KOl GYATNG KOl
GOPPOVIGUODV.

2Tim. 1:7 For God hath not given us the spirit of fear; but of power, and of love, and of a sound mind.

What kind if Tvo is found in Ephesians 1:17?  What kind of Tvo clause does it
introduce?

Concerning Ephesians 1:17, an intensive idea in epignosis over gnosis, which is
possible because of the addition of epi to gnosis, is consistent with the texts in the NT
that contain epignosis*' and gnosis (yv@dc1¢).”” 1 Corinthians 13:12 supports this
distinction quite clearly. Compare Trench:

! Rom. 1:28 T Kol kxabwg ovk €8okipacay Tov Oeov €xelv €V EXIYVOOEL, TUPESMKEV CLVTOVG
0 O¢e0¢ €ig AdOKIUOV VOOV, TOLELV TG U KaONKOVTd,

Rom. 3:20 31011 €€ €pywv vOpov 0V diKaI®ONGETUL TACH GOPE EVOTIOV DTOD" d10 YOpP VOULOV
EXLYVOO1G QuopTioc.

Rom. 10:2 paptup®d yop avtoig 6Tt {fjhov OcoD €xovcty, GAL 0V KUT ERIYVOGLV.
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Eph. 1:17 iva 6 ©eo¢ 100 Kvpiov fudv Incod Xpiotod, 6 Ttatnp ThHg 80ENG, SN dulv Tveduo
GOoPlOGC KOl ATOKOUAVYEMG, £V EXLYVAGEL AVTOD!

Eph. 4:13 péxpt KOTUVINCWOUEY Ol TAVTEG €1¢ TNV EVOTNTA TG TIGTEMG KOl THG ERNVYVAOGEDG
700 V10D 100 Oe0D, €ic GAvdpa TEAELOV, €1¢ UETPOV NALKING TOD TANPOUKTOG T0D XPLoToD:
Phil. 1:9 kol T00T0 TPOGSEVYOUAL, Tvo 1] GYdRT VU®OV €Tt paAlov Kol PeAAOV meplooevn v
ETLYVOOEL KOl TAGT aicOnoel,

Col. 1:9  Awx t0DT0 KoL Mueic, @ Mg Muépac Mrovoapev, 00 TOVOUEDN VTEP VUMV
TPOGEVYOUEVOL, KOl OiTOVHEVOL Tval TANPpwOfite TNV éxiyveooiv 100 OeAquotog avTod &v
TAGT GOPLY KOl GVVEGEL TVEVUATIKT,

Col. 1:10 wepimatiicatr vubg a&img tod Kvpiov €ig ndoav dpeoskeiov, v wavil £pyo Gyadd
KOPTOPOPODVTEG KL QLOEAVOUEVOL €IG TNV ETiyvedolv 100 Oeod:

Col. 2:2 iva TopakInO®doiv ol Kopdict avtdv, cvuPipacOiviov &v Ayann, Kol €ig TAVTo
TAODTOV Tfig TAMpo@opicg TAG GLVECEWSG, €l Emiyveoiv ToD puotnpiov 100 Ogod Kol
TATPOC KoL T0D XPLoToD,

Col. 3:10 kol €vOVoduUEVOL TOV VEOV, TOV GVOKNLVOUUEVOV €l EXIYVOOLV KUT €lkOVO TOD
KTIoOVTOG OOTOV:

1Tim. 2:4 0¢ Tavtag GvOpaTovg BELEL cwOTival Kol €ig Exiyvooty aAndeiog ELOELV.

2Tim. 2:25 &v 7TpadTnNTL TOLdEVOVIC, TOVG GVTISLUTIOEPEVOVS UNToTE 8@ avTolg 0 Oe0g
UETAVOLOY E1G ERiYVOOLY GANnOEiag,

2Tim. 3:7 TAVTOTE LAVOAVOVTU, KXl UNOETOTE €1¢ ERIYVOGIY GANOEiaC EABETY duvaueva.

Titus 1:1 9 ITadrog, doOAog OcoD, droctorog 8¢ Incod XpioTtod, KUTH TIGTIV EKAEKTMOV
Ocod kol Exiyvootv GAndeiag Thg Kot gvcEPeiay,

Philem. 6 6mT®C M KOWVOVIC TG TIGTEMG GOV EVEPYNG YEVNTOL €V EXIYVOOEL TAVTOG AyaOoD
700 &v Vuiv gi¢ Xp1otov Incodv.

Heb. 10:26 § ‘Exovcing yop QUOPTAVOVIOV MUAV HETE TO AOPEIV TNV Emiyveoolv THg
GAnOeiog, OVKETL TEPL AUUPTIAV ATOAEITETUL OVTia,

2Pet. 1:2 xGpig VUiV Kol eipnvn TAnOvvoein év émtyvacel 100 oD, kol Incod 100 Kvpiov
nuov:

2Pet. 1:3 ®¢ mavta Muiv Tfig Oelag duvauemg ovTod TR TPog Lmnv Kol €VGEPEv
dedwpnuevne, dia Thig EMYVOGE®S T0D KUAESUVTOG MUAG didt dOENC Kol ApeTRC

2Pet. 1:8 tOBTOL YOp DUV VIAPXOVIO Kol TAgovalovia, OVK G&PYoLE O0VOE AKAPTOUG
kodicTnow gig tnv 100 Kvpiov qudv Incod Xpiotod éniyvoctiv.

2Pet. 2:20 €1 yOp GATOPLYOVTEC TGO WGOUXTO TOD KOoUOL &v émiyvooel t00 Kvpiov kol
cotiipo¢ Incod XpiotoD, ToVTOG O& TWAAV EUTANKEVIEG MNTTAOVIOL, YEYOVEV COTOIG TO
goxoTo YEIPOVA TAOV TPATOV.

Rom. 1:28 And even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a
reprobate mind, to do those things which are not convenient;

Rom. 3:20 Therefore by the deeds of the law there shall no flesh be justified in his sight: for by the law is
the knowledge of sin.

Rom. 10:2 For I bear them record that they have a zeal of God, but not according to knowledge.

Eph. 1:17 That the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, may give unto you the spirit of
wisdom and revelation in the knowledge of him:

Eph. 4:13 Till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of God, unto a perfect
man, unto the measure of the stature of the fulness of Christ:

Phil. 1:9 q And this I pray, that your love may abound yet more and more in knowledge and in all
judgment;

Col. 1:9 q For this cause we also, since the day we heard iz, do not cease to pray for you, and to desire that
ye might be filled with the knowledge of his will in all wisdom and spiritual understanding;

Col. 1:10 That ye might walk worthy of the Lord unto all pleasing, being fruitful in every good work, and
increasing in the knowledge of God;

Col. 2:2 That their hearts might be comforted, being knit together in love, and unto all riches of the full
assurance of understanding, to the acknowledgement of the mystery of God, and of the Father, and of
Christ;

Col. 3:10 And have put on the new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the image of him that created
him:

1Tim. 2:4 Who will have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the truth.
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2Tim. 2:25 In meekness instructing those that oppose themselves; if God peradventure will give them
repentance to the acknowledging of the truth;
2Tim. 3:7 Ever learning, and never able to come to the knowledge of the truth.
Titus 1:1 9§ Paul, a servant of God, and an apostle of Jesus Christ, according to the faith of God’s elect, and
the acknowledging of the truth which is after godliness;
Philem. 6 That the communication of thy faith may become effectual by the acknowledging of every good
thing which is in you in Christ Jesus.
Heb. 10:26 For if we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no
more sacrifice for sins,
2Pet. 1:2 Grace and peace be multiplied unto you through the knowledge of God, and of Jesus our Lord,
2Pet. 1:3 According as his divine power hath given unto us all things that pertain unto life and godliness,
through the knowledge of him that hath called us to glory and virtue:
2Pet. 1:8 For if these things be in you, and abound, they make you that ye shall neither be barren nor
unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ.
2Pet. 2:20 For if after they have escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowledge of the Lord and
Saviour Jesus Christ, they are again entangled therein, and overcome, the latter end is worse with them than
the beginning.
42 . _ , e . L,

Luke 1:77 100 800VvUl YVOGIY OTNPLOS TO L@ VTOD €V APEGEL AUAPTIAY AVTAV,
Luke 11:52 odal DUiv T0lg voulkoic, 0Tl Hpote TNV KAEIdQ T1ig Vo eE®S adTOL 0VK EIGNADETE,
KOl TOVG ELGEPYOUEVOVG EKMAVGOTE.
Rom. 2:20 TodevTnv a@povmv, d18dckalov vrimv, €Xovia TNV uopeOoly THS YVOGE®MS KOl
Tfig GAndeiog év 1@ vouw:
Rom. 11:33°Q Bd6og mAoVTOVL KUl GoPiag Kol yvdceng Oeod. k¢ dveEepedvnio TO KPILOTOL
av1o0, kol aveElyviasTol ol 0801 vHTOD.
Rom. 15:14 § Iléneicpon &€, GdeA@ol pov, Kol avTog £y® TePL DUAV, OTL KUl CVTOL HEGTOL
£67E AYOOOGVVNG, TEXANPOUEVOL TAGNG YVOOCE®S, SVVAUEVOL KXl AAANAOVG VOVOETETY.
1Cor. 1:5 611 &v TavTl EXAOVTIGONTE €V OVTH, £V TAVTL AOY® KOl TAGT] YVOOEL,
1Cor. 8:1 q Ilept 3¢ TOV eldWA00VTOV, OIBAUEV OTL TAVTEG YVAGIV £YOUEV. | YVAGIE PVO1OT, M
8¢ Ayamn 0lk0dOuEL
1Cor. 8:7 &AL oVK &v mAGCLY M YVAGIE TIVEG O TTf cuLveLdNoel ToD £18OAOVL €wg APTL OC
£i80A00VTOV 6010151, KOl 1) GVVEISNGIE AVTAV AGOEVIC 0VGO, LOAVVETL.
1Cor. 8:10 €av ydp 7Tic 161 ©& TOV €XOVIO YV@GIV £V EIOMAELD KOTOKEIULEVOV, OVYL T
cVveldNno1g avTod debevotc 6vtog olkodoundncetat €ig 10 Ta 1dMAOBVTH €60iELY;
1Cor. 8:11 kol ATOAEITOL O AGOEVDV AOEAPOG ML TH Off YVOOEL 81 OV XploTog ATEOUVEY;
1Cor. 12:8 @ pév yop S 100 [Mvevpatog didotar Adyog cogiog, GAA® 8¢ Adyog yvdoend,
Kota T0 avto Ivedpar
1Cor. 13:2 kot &&v &xm TpoenTeioy, Kol €180V TG PVGTHPIN TAVIO KOl TEGAV TV YVAOLY,
KOl €0V X0 TAoAV TNV TIGTLY, OGTE OpN UEOIGTAVELY, YAV 8€ un £xw, 0VOEV il
1Cor. 13:8 1 dyann oVdEnoTe EKTINTEL €1TE 8 TPOoPNTEIUL, KUTOPYNONcOovVIAL £lTe YAAGOT UL,
TAVGOVIOL E1TE YVAO1IG, KAUTUPYNONCETUL.
1Cor. 14:6 vovi 8¢, der@ot, £av EAB® TPOC VUG YAOGO UG AUA®Y, T VUGS OPEAM|C®, EXV Un
VULV AOANG® 1) &V AToKaAVYEL T €V YVOOEL 1| €&V TpoPNTEIQ 1 &v S1dayT;
2Cor. 2:14 1® 8¢ Oe® xapig T® wavrote Opraufevovtt NUEG &v 1@ XPLoTd, Kol TNV OGUNV ThHe
YVOOE®G OVTOD QUVEPODVTL 81 NUAV £V TOAVTL TOTW.
2Cor. 4:6 011 0 O£0g 0 €IMMOV €k 0KOTOVG EAC AGuyal, 0¢ EAaUyey €v TG Kapdiolg NUAV,
TPOG POTICUOV THG YVOOoE®G TTig 80ENG 10D Ocob €v mpocswn® Incod Xpiotod.
2Cor. 6:6 &v ayvotnTi, €V Yv®Ooel, &v pokpoduuig, €v xpnototnti, €v Ilvevupatt ‘Ayim, &v
AYamn AVOTOKPITM,
2Cor. 8:7 GAN DOOTEP €V TAVTL TEPLOGEVETE, MIGTEL KOl AOY®, KO YVOGEL KO TAGT GTOLOT,
Kol TH €€ VU@V &v Nuiv Aydmy, Tva Kol v TavTn TH XOPLTL TEPLGGEVNTE.
2Cor. 10:5 Aoyiopovg kaOupodvieg Kol TavV VYouo EToPOUEVOV KOTO THE YVOGE®S TOD
Oco?, kol alyuarotilovieg Tav vonua €ig TV VIaKonV 100 Xp1LoToD,
2Cor. 11:6 €1 8¢ kol 1810TNg T A0Yy®, GAL 00 Tf Yvacer &AL &v TavTl Qavep®OEVTEG &V
AoV €1G VUGG,
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Eph. 3:19 yv@vai te tnv vmepfdilovoay Thg yvocewg dydannyv tod Xpiotod, iva tAnpundiite
£ig TOV 10 TANPOUC T0D Ood.

Phil. 3:8 GAAG pevodvye kol Myodpot mévio {nuiov eivorl S 0 Vmepéxov Thg Yvhdcemg
Xp16100 Incod 100 Kupiov pov 8 v & mévio €{nuiaddny, kol fyoduct okvBoda eivol,
iva Xp1oT1ov Kepdom,

Col. 2:3 év @ €icl A vTEC 0L ONGUVPOL THG GoPiag Kol THC YVOGEDS GTOKPLPOL.

ITim. 6:220 q "Q Twdbee, v mapakatad®iknv @VAafov, Extpemduevog toc Pefrirovg
KEVOQPOVIOG KOl GVTIOEGELS THE YELOOVULOV YVOGEDG

1Pet. 3:7 Ol &vdpeg OUOIWG, GLVOIKODVIEG KATH YVDOLV, ©C GGOEVECTEP®D OKEVEL TA
YOVOUKELD GTOVELOVTEG TIUNV, MG KOl GVYKANPOVOUOL Ydpitog Cofg, €l¢ T0 un £kkomtecOot
TG TPOGEVYOG VUMV.

2Pet. 1:5 k0l 0TO T00TO 8€, GTOVONV TAGCAV TUPEIGEVEYKAVTEG, ETLXOPTYNOUTE £V TH TIGTEL
VUAV TNV APETNV, £V 8E TTj APETH TNV YVAOLY,

2Pet. 1:6 &v 3¢ T1f yvooelr v €ykpdrteway, &v 8¢ T €ykpateiq tHv Vwouovny, &v 8¢ Tf
VTOUOVA TNV VG ERELAY,

2Pet. 3:18 avEavete 8¢ €v xaprti kol yvacel 100 Kvplov qudv kol cwtfipog Incod Xpiotod.
avT® M 60E0 KOl VOV KL €1¢ NUEPOLY CIDVOG. Gunv.

Luke 1:77 To give knowledge of salvation unto his people by the remission of their sins,

Luke 11:52 Woe unto you, lawyers! for ye have taken away the key of knowledge: ye entered not in
yourselves, and them that were entering in ye hindered.

Rom. 2:20 An instructor of the foolish, a teacher of babes, which hast the form of knowledge and of the
truth in the law.

Rom. 11:33 q O the depth of the riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of God! how unsearchable are
his judgments, and his ways past finding out!

Rom. 15:14 9 And I myself also am persuaded of you, my brethren, that ye also are full of goodness, filled
with all knowledge, able also to admonish one another.

1Cor. 1:5 That in every thing ye are enriched by him, in all utterance, and i all knowledge;

1Cor. 8:1 9 Now as touching things offered unto idols, we know that we all have knowledge. Knowledge
puffeth up, but charity edifieth.

1Cor. 8:7 § Howbeit there is not in every man that knowledge: for some with conscience of the idol unto
this hour eat iz as a thing offered unto an idol; and their conscience being weak is defiled.

1Cor. 8:10 For if any man see thee which hast knowledge sit at meat in the idol’s temple, shall not the
conscience of him which is weak be emboldened to eat those things which are offered to idols;

1Cor. 8:11 And through thy knowledge shall the weak brother perish, for whom Christ died?

1Cor. 12:8 For to one is given by the Spirit the word of wisdom; to another the word of knowledge by the
same Spirit;

1Cor. 13:2 And though I have the gift of prophecy, and understand all mysteries, and all knowledge; and
though I have all faith, so that I could remove mountains, and have not charity, I am nothing.

1Cor. 13:8 q Charity never faileth: but whether there be prophecies, they shall fail; whether there be
tongues, they shall cease; whether there be knowledge, it shall vanish away.

1Cor. 14:6 4 Now, brethren, if I come unto you speaking with tongues, what shall I profit you, except I
shall speak to you either by revelation, or by knowledge, or by prophesying, or by doctrine?

2Cor. 2:14 Now thanks be unto God, which always causeth us to triumph in Christ, and maketh manifest
the savour of his knowledge by us in every place.

2Cor. 4:6 For God, who commanded the light to shine out of darkness, hath shined in our hearts, to give the
light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face of Jesus Christ.

2Cor. 6:6 By pureness, by knowledge, by longsuffering, by kindness, by the Holy Ghost, by love
unfeigned,

2Cor. 8:7 q Therefore, as ye abound in every thing, in faith, and utterance, and knowledge, and in all
diligence, and in your love to us, see that ye abound in this grace also.

2Cor. 10:5 Casting down imaginations, and every high thing that exalteth itself against the knowledge of
God, and bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of Christ;

2Cor. 11:6 But though / be rude in speech, yet not in knowledge; but we have been throughly made
manifest among you in all things.
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Of érniyvooic, as compared with yv@o1g, it will be sufficient to say that €mi, must be regarded as
intensive, giving to the compound word a greater strength than the simple possessed; thus éximo6éw (2
Cor. v. 2), émueréopar: and, by the same rule, if Yv@do1g is ‘cognitio,” ‘kenntniss,” ETiyvoo1g is ‘major
exactiorque cognitio’ (Grotius), ‘erkenntniss,” a deeper and more intimate knowledge and acquaintance.
This we take to be its meaning, and not ‘re cognition,” in the Platonic sense of reminiscence, as
distinguished from cognition, if we might use that word; which Jerome (on Ephes. iv. 13), with some
moderns, has affirmed. St. Paul, it will be remembered, exchanges the yivdokw, which expresses his
present and fragmentary knowledge, for éntyvddooumt, when he would express his future intuitive and
perfect knowledge (1 Cor xiii. 12). It is difficult to see how this should have been preserved in the English
Version; our Translators have made no attempt to preserve it; Bengel does so by aid of ‘nosco’ and
‘pernoscam,” and Culverwell (Spiritual Optics, p. 180) has the following note: [ ‘Eniyvooic and yv@doig
differ. Enlyvoolg is 1 pHeTd TNV TPOINYV YVOCLV TOD TPAYLOTOC TOUVIEANG KAUTH SVUvVOULY
KoTavono1c. It is bringing me better acquainted with a thing 1 knew before; a more exact viewing of an
object that I saw before afar off. That little portion of knowledge which we had here shall be much
improved, our eye shall be raised to see the same things more strongly and clearly.” All the uses of ni -
Yvoolg which St. Paul makes, justify and bear out this distinction (Rom. i. 28; 20; x. 2; Ephes. iv. 13; Phil.
i.9; 1 Tim. ii. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 25; cf. Heb. x. 26); this same intensive use of £riyvwo1ig is borne out by other
similar passages [Page 286] in the N. T. (2 Pet. i. 2, 8; ii. 20) and in the Septuagint (Prov. ii. 5; Hos. iv. 1;
vi. 6); and is recognized by the Greek Fathers; thus Chrysostom on Col. i. 9: £éyvwte, GALG 8€l T1 KOl
émvyv@dvol. On the whole subject of this § see Lightfoot on Col. 1. 9.

Read Hoehner, pgs. 260-263, on Ephesians 1:18, TEQ®OTICUEVOVE TOVE OPOUALOVG
THG dtvoiog VU®V. What is the syntactical connection of this clause, and why? The
following discussion of the Accusative Absolute by A. T. Robertson, from his Grammar,
pg. 490, should be noted. The Accusative Absolute is not discussed by Wallace:

(o) THE ACCUSATIVE ABSOLUTE. The absolute use of the accusative is rare in the N. T. as
compared with the earlier Greek.2 Usually the genitive occurs with the participle and substantive when
used absolutely. In 1 Cor. 16:6 TvYOV is really the accusative absolute though used as an adverb. The most
certain example in the N. T. is in Ac. 26:3 yvootnv 6vta o€. In 1 Tim. 2:6 10 poptOplov Kopoic
18101 is in the accusative without any [Page 491] immediate connection unless it is in apposition with the
preceding clausel (Ellicott in loco) or is loosely united with 0U¢. As to 10 &dVvvatov 100 vopov (Ro.
8:3) we have either the nominativus pendens, the accusative in apposition with the object of the sentence,
the accusative of general reference or an instance of anacoluthon.2 In Lu. 24:47 the Text. Recept. reads
ap&auevov, which would be anacoluthon, but W. H. rightly have — vot. Twice €€0v, occurs in the N. T.,
once with v (Mt. 12:4) and once alone, & ovk £€3v (2 Cor. 12:4), but in both instances in the nominative.
In Ph. 1:7 duag 6vtag the UGG is repeated and is not accusative absolute. A subordinate sentence may

Eph. 3:19 And to know the love of Christ, which passeth knowledge, that ye might be filled with all the
fulness of God.

Phil. 3:8 Yea doubtless, and I count all things but loss for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus
my Lord: for whom I have suffered the loss of all things, and do count them but dung, that I may win
Christ,

Col. 2:3 In whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.

1Tim. 6:20 O Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, avoiding profane and vain babblings, and
oppositions of science falsely so called:

1Pet. 3:7 Likewise, ye husbands, dwell with them according to knowledge, giving honour unto the wife, as
unto the weaker vessel, and as being heirs together of the grace of life; that your prayers be not hindered.
2Pet. 1:5 9 And beside this, giving all diligence, add to your faith virtue; and to virtue knowledge;

2Pet. 1:6 And to knowledge temperance; and to temperance patience; and to patience godliness;

2Pet. 3:18 But grow in grace, and in the knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. To him be glory
both now and for ever. Amen.
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also be in the accusative of general reference. Thus 10 €idvvn (Mk. 9:23), 10 Ti¢ av €in peilwov
avT®v (Lu. 9:46). See further chapter on Verbal Nouns.
Compare also Robertson’s Word Pictures on Ephesians 1:18:

Having the eyes of your heart enlightened (TTEGWTIOUEVOUG TOUG OPOAAUOUG TNG KAPBLAG
UUWV [pephotismenous tous ophthalmous tés kardias humon]). A beautiful figure, the heart regarded as
having eyes looking out toward Christ. But the grammar is difficult. There are three possible
interpretations. One is an anacoluthon, the case of TTEQWTLOUEVOUG [pephotismenous] being changed from
the dative UMV [humin] (to you) to the accusative because of the following infinitive like EKAEEaAEVOUG
[eklexamenous] (Acts 15:22) after ATIOOTOAOLG [apostolois]. Another way of explaining it is to regard it
as a tertiary predicate of dwn [doié], a loose expansion of TIVEUUQ. [preuma]. The third way is to regard
the construction as the accusative absolute, a rare idiom possible in Acts 26:3; I Cor. 16:3; I Tim. 2:6. In
this case, the participle merely agrees with TOUG OPOBAAUOUG [tous ophthalmous], not with ULV [humin],
“the eyes of your heart having been enlightened.” Otherwise TOUG OPOANUOUG [tous ophthalmous] is the
accusative retained after the passive participle. That ye may know (€LG TO €LOEVAL [eis o eidenai]). Final
use of &G TO [eis to] and the infinitive (second perfect of OldQ [0ida]) as in verse 12. Note three indirect
questions after ElOEVALL [eidenai] (what the hope TG I EATILG [tis hé elpis], what the riches TLG O TTAOUTOG
[tis ho ploutos], and what the surpassing greatness KA.l TL TO UTTEPBAANAOV UEYEDOG [kai ti to huperballon
megethos]). When the Holy Spirit opens the eyes of the heart, one will be able to see all these great truths.

In the saints (EV TOLG QLYLOLG [en tois hagiois]). Our riches is in God, God’s is in his saints.

In Ephesians 1:18, what is the syntactical relationship indicated by the infinitive clause
with eidévai?

In Ephesians 1:18, what type of genitive is kANoewg, and what type is avT00? A
comparison with Ephesians 4:4 will be helpful.
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What are the case and case usage of d0&1¢ in Ephesians 1:18?

What part of speech is 11 in Ephesians 1:19, and how is it functioning?

Specify the case and case usage of dvvauemg in Ephesians 1:19.

In Ephesians 1:19, what does the kot phrase modify?

In Ephesians 1:19, specify the case and case usage of Evépyelav.
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After answering the questions above, you should read pgs. 268-272 of Hoehner to get the
sense of the “power” terms in Ephesians 1:19.

What is the antecedent of v in Ephesians 1:20, and how does it function in its own
clause? Also specify the case and case usage of Nv.

Why is the participle £yeipoig aorist in Ephesians 1:20? What verb does it relate to? Is it
subsequent or simultaneous time? What kind of participle is this?

In Ephesians 1:20, what part of speech is érovpavioig, and what does it function as?
Note that €v Tolg €émrovpaviolg is unique to Ephesians, appearing in the following texts:
Eph. 1:3 Evloyntoc 0 Oeog kol mwatnp tod Kvpiov Mudv Incod Xpiotod, 0
€VAOYNO UG NUOG €V TAGT EVAOYIO TVEVUTIKT €V TO1g EmOVPOViolg €V XPLoTH:

Eph. 1:20 v éviipyncev €v 1® XpioTd, £YEIPOG CVTOV €K VEKPDV, KUl EKAOIGEV €V
de€1q aVTOD €V TOIG ELOVPAVIOLG,

Eph. 2:6 Kol GUVNYEPE, KOl GVVEKAOIGEV €V TOig Emovpaviolg €v Xpiot®d Incov
Eph. 3:10 ivae yvopio0f] vOv taig apyxaic Kol Toig €£0voialg €v Toig Emovpaviolg did
THG EKKANGTING 1 TOAVTOIKIAOG GOl ToD O€oD,

Eph. 6:12 811 00Kk €6T1v MUV 1 TAAN TPOG GG KO GAPKO, GAAX TPOC TOG GpYEC,
Tpog t0g €Eovoing, MPOE TOVG KOGUOKPATOPOS TOD OKOTOLG TOD Q®dVOg TOVTO,
TPOG TO TVELUUTIKO THG ToVNplog €V T0i¢ ETOVPUVIOLG.

Students should read pgs. 276-280 of Hoehner for a discussion of the “power” terms in
Ephesians 1:21.
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Specify the case and case usage for €ékkAnciq in Ephesians 1:22.

Since Christ alone is the head of the church, as indicated in Ephesians 1:22,
neither the pope, nor any other man, has the right to institute laws in the church of Christ.
The fact that the doctrine and practices of the church must be solely regulated by the
Word given by the Father through Christ by the Spirit to the church has historically been
called the “Regulative Principle,” and it is the fundamental principle of true worship.
While the following article relates the matter to historical theology to some extent, the
Biblical basis for the Regulative Principle of worship is still clearly elucidated.
Historically, the Regulative Principle of worship has been accepted by Baptists,
Congregationalists, and Presbyterians, but rejected by Catholics and Anglicans so that
liturgy could be justified; however, today many are entirely ignorant of it, and, not
surprisingly, the worship of God has declined precipitously. Thus, note the following
valuable discussion:*

The light of nature showeth that there is a God, who hath lordship and sovereignty over all, is
good, and doth good unto all, and is therefore to be feared, loved, praised, called upon, trusted in,
and served with all the heart, and with all the soul, and all the might. But the acceptable way of
worshipping the true God is instituted by Himself, and so limited by His own revealed will, that
He may not be worshipped according to the imaginations and devices of men, or the suggestions
of Satan, under any visible representation, or any other way not prescribed in the holy Scripture.

I1. The Regulative Principle of Worship

The regulative principle of worship is not an innovation of the Westminster Assembly. Its
roots can be traced at least to John Calvin.5 George Gillespie wrote that the regulative principle
was well established by the time of the Westminster Assembly, and cited the Reformed
theologians Jerome Zanchi and John Calvin in support of the principle.6

[WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 239]

The regulative principle was a major source of controversy between the Puritan-
Presbyterian party and the Anglicans, who rejected the regulative principle. It was particularly
sensitive because worship involved every believer weekly. No other Puritan-Anglican
controversy confronted believers so force fully every time they attended church.

I11. The Definition of the Regulative Principle

3 pgs. 238-253 of “Biblical Authority and the Proof of the Regulative Principle of Worship in The

Westminster Confession,” John Allen Delivuk. Westminster Theological Journal 58:2 (Fall 96) 237-257.
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The regulative principle of worship states that the only way to worship God is in the
manner that He has commanded in the Holy Scripture; all additions to or subtractions from this
manner are forbidden. This is an application of the view that the Bible is sufficient for all good
works, and that it is the only judge in spiritual matters, as expressed in Chapter 1 and 31:3 of the
Confession. The regulative principle teaches that the proper way to determine God’s will
concerning worship is to study the Bible to determine acts of worship God has commanded for
Christians, and do only those acts. Obviously, Christ fulfilled some rites of Old Testament
worship, such as sacrifices, and these are not to be used in Christian worship. However, the acts
of Old Testament worship that are of grace and not judgment, like praying and singing Psalms,
are still suitable forms of worship as are the New Testament acts of worship such as the
sacraments. The regulative principle is the consistent application of the Assembly’s position “that
nothing could be taught or required as necessary which was not found in the Bible.”7

George Gillespie’s observations are helpful in defining the regulative principle. Gillespie
believed that God, by His authority alone, bound men to believe whatever He told them to
believe, and, by means of the Word, He revealed what He wanted men to believe and practice
concerning worship.8 Gillespie believed:

Jesus Christ hath prescribed and foreappointed the rule according to which he would have his
worship...of his own house to be ordered.... Neither ought the voice of any to take place or be
rested upon in the church but the voice of Christ alone.9

Gillespie said the use of authorities other than Jesus Christ to determine the ceremonies of
worship results in the introduction of sources of authority other than God into the church. The
regulative principle of worship was [W7J 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 240] thus considered a defense of
God’s unique authority in the church, a doctrine taught in Chapter 1 of the Confession.

While critics of the regulative principle viewed it as too restrictive, the authors of the
Confession viewed it as liberating. The Westminster Divines realized it meant, first, that they
were free of the burden of the ceremonial law with its external forms. Edward Reynolds gave the
position of the authors of the Confession as follows:

We have hereby a great encouragement to serve our God in Spirit and in Truth (John iv.24), being
delivered from all those burdensome accessions...10

Having been freed from the Jewish ceremonial law, the Confession’s authors were
uncompromising in their desire to defend worship against the man-made ceremonial laws of the
Romanists and Anglicans. Thus, they viewed the regulative principle not as a legalistic
restriction, but as a defense of God’s worship against human interference, including the adding of
adiaphora. Another function of regulation was to prevent the church or any other authority from
usurping God’s right to be worshiped in His way.

The Westminster Assembly did make a distinction between circum stances of worship
and acts or elements of worship, which will be discussed in more detail below. Circumstances are
things surrounding the worship service, such as time and place. Acts or elements of worship are
the spiri tually significant parts of worship, like Bible reading and prayer. This distinction
between acts and circumstances of worship is seen in the Assembly’s directory for worship. The
Directory makes a clear distinction between what God commands in worship and what men
recommended in circumstances surrounding worship. Mitchell described the Directory’s
distinctions in these words:

I know of no formulary of the same sort which is so free from minute and harassing regulations as

to posture, gestures, dressed, church pomp, ceremonies, symbolism, and other “superfluities,” as
Hales terms them, which “under the pretext of order and decency had crept into the church and
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more and more had restricted the liberty and burdened the conscience of its ministers...As has
been well said, “The obligation to practice is not the same when it is described in the Directory as
necessary, requisite, expedient, convenient,” lawful, or sufficient, or when it is directed, advised,
or recommended, nor finally when it is provided “in one place that the minster is to, or shall, in
another may,” or another let him, “do such and such things.”11

IV. Proofs for the Regulative Principle of Worship

We will now examine the proofs for the regulative principle and their relation to the
Westminster doctrine of biblical authority. Evangelical Protes tantism uses two common forms of
doctrinal proof. One is the proof-text [WT.J 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 241] method, where a list of texts is
gathered, listed, discussed, and summarized. This method is particularly effective when proving a
doctrine to laity, and is used in the modern defenses of the regulative principle.12 The second
method is to derive a doctrine from other doctrines. This methods argues if this is taught in the
Bible, it implies these other truths. The authors of the Confession favored the latter method.

1. Proofs for the Regulative Principle from the Sufficiency of Scripture

Robert Harris used the sufficiency of Scripture, a major pillar of the doctrine of biblical
authority, to defend the regulative principle of worship. He supported the regulative principle
from the description of the very gestures of Christ, such as sitting and standing, in God’s worship.
He said that the two reasons why God informed Christians of these gestures were for the
instruction of believers, and because God wanted us to know that his eye is upon every
worshipper. Using these two observations, he attacked the Roman doctrine of worship which
taught that the Bible was not sufficient for worship. The Romanists taught that the Bible
contained only a partial rule that needs human additions. Harris argued that the Roman
conclusions were defective and gave his reasons as follows:

What? doth God descend to circumstantials, and is he defective in the substance?...Doth he
acquaint us with the very gestures of our Saviour, and in the meane leave out some doctrines and
articles? Doth he record the Saints salutations one to another, and over slip necessarie instructions
of his owne? Let bastards emplead his last Will and Testament whilst they please, as if it were
imperfect, every true son will say with their elder brother, 7 adore the fulnesse of the Scripture.13

Here an author of the Confession used a good and necessary consequence of Scripture to derive
the regulative principle of worship. Because the Scripture includes small details, it is sufficient
for all acts of worship, and therefore, human innovations in worship infer that the Bible is
insufficient and imperfect.

Harris also answered those who argued God is a Spirit, and His worship is spiritual;
therefore, believers do not have to be concerned about the actions of their bodies. This attacks the
regulative principle by saying it is irrelevant. Harris replied, yes, God is a Spirit, and men are to
worship Him in spirit and truth. However, God made the body as well as the soul. God will
redeem the body as well as the soul. Therefore, be concerned about [W7J 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 242]
feet, eyes, and ears, for God is concerned with gestures in His presence. Do not show poor
manners and act like a clown in God’s presence.14

2. Proof for the Regulative Principle from Christian Liberty
From the time of the vestments controversy of the latter sixteenth century, the Anglican

additions to worship had given many sincere believers serious conscience problems. They
believed that these innovations were not worship. Therefore, they had problems of conscience
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every time they participated in worship. A major goal of the Westminster Assembly was to
protect believers with sensitive consciences.

In Chapter 20 of the Confession, one learns that the Westminster Assembly distinguished
several parts of Christian liberty. These are freedom from sin and the wrath of God; free access to
God; freedom from the ceremonial law; and, in section 2, freedom “from the doctrines and
commandments of men, which are in any thing contrary to his Word; or beside it, if matters of
faith or worship.” It is this last freedom, called “liberty of conscience,” that the authors of the
Confession used to prove the regulative principle. Because God left men’s consciences free from
the doctrines and commands of men, the church is forbidden to teach or command anything the
Bible does not. This prohibition extends to adiaphora as well as sins. In worship, the church is
forbidden to add rites and ceremonies to those found in the Bible, because the conscience is to be
free of human requirements.

Samuel Rutherford, an author of the Confession, used Christian liberty to derive the
regulative principle of worship. Rutherford defines Christian liberty as: 1) Freedom from the
Ceremonial Law (Gal 5:1-5) and the commandments of men, “for all these Ceremonies being
now not commanded, but forbidden of God, become the Commandments of (Col 2.18,19, 20)
men, from which the Jewes and Gentiles were freed in Christ”; 2) Free dom and redemption (Gal
3:10-13) from the moral law’s cursing and condemning by Jesus who makes men free (John
8:36); 3) Freedom from the dominion of sin (Romans 6:12—-14) by the spirit of grace; 4) Freedom
from the necessity of being justified by the law or its works (Romans 8:15); 5) Freedom from the
law-power of our enemies.15

Professor Rutherford realized that the Anglicans did not accept his position. They
believed their additions to worship were indifferent and voluntary. In answer to an opponent,
Rutherford gave his position on Christian liberty, worship, and things indifferent. The opponent
declared that Christian liberty is not restrained by doing or not doing a thing indifferent, for [WTJ
58:2 (Fall 96) p. 243] the church should make no laws concerning things indifferent. The
opponent continued, Christian liberty is not hurt if the ceremonies are voluntary and are not
requirements, if they are not made necessary for salvation, and if human authorities can alter
them. Rutherford replied that the objection was incorrectly stated. The issue is not whether the
use of things indifferent lays a bond on Christian liberty, but whether the church has the authority
to make a law of things indifferent; when there is no intrinsecall necessitie in the things
themselves, [however] when necessities of edification layeth on a tye [a rope tied to something],
Christian libertie is not indeed restrained, for God then layeth on a bond.16

He continued citing Col 2:21 and Gal 2:18 to show men are dead with Christ to external
observations and thus free from them. In other words, Samuel Rutherford attacked the right of the
church to make the rules on things indifferent, rather than the restraint of Christian liberty. If the
church had no authority from God to make rules concerning adiaphora, then she will always have
Christian liberty, because the church will only be requiring God’s commands.

Rutherford gave a second reason for opposing the Anglican position described above.
Rutherford could not understand how the ceremonies were left free to the individual’s conscience
if the church could alter them. He concluded that practices like crossing and surplices signified
dedication to Christianity throughout the world, so the practices cannot be called national,
alterable rites, but must be called universal rites, which are therefore “at all times, and in all
places doctrinall.”’17 In other words, these practices were so deeply imbedded into the church that
they could not be considered alterable, but had to be considered doctrinal.

George Gillespie also advocated Christian liberty against the Anglican additions to
worship. He accused the prelates of enforcing ceremonies “after the heathenish and popish
manner.” In contrast, Gillespie desired the “the ancient apostolical simplicity and singleness,”
because ceremonies distract the minds of the people “from the spiritual and inward duties.”18
Here Gillespie combined the Christian liberty argument with the fre quently used Puritan-
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Presbyterian argument which said the early church was [W7J 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 244] the pattern for
Christian church and applied it to worship. This was his alternative to the prelates’ system.

Gillespie was also aware of the adiaphora question. He observed that, although Anglican
prelates called their religious innovations things indifferent, their ceremonies were a cause of
great scandal among believers who considered the ceremonies to be ungodly and contrary to the
Word. To protect these people, the Puritan movement had adopted the very charitable position
that “things indifferent ought not to be practiced with the scandal and offence of the godly.”19

Gillespie continued declaring that the way of the prelates was destructive to liberty of
conscience and practice because it compelled practices by the will and authority of the prelates,
an authority that God had not given them. He concluded, with the Puritan-Presbyterian position,
saying:

We say that no canons nor constitutions of the church can bind the conscience...except in so far
as they are grounded upon and warrantable by the word of God, at least by consequence, and by
the general rules thereof; and that canons concerning things indifferent bind not...when they may
be omitted without giving scandal, or showing any contempt of the ecclesiastical authority.20

Clearly, the authors of the Confession believed that the Christian’s liberty from the
commands of men forbade the church’s adding man-made ceremonies to worship even if these
ceremonies were considered indifferent matters. This limitation of ecclesiastical authority was
simply an application of the Westminster doctrine of biblical sufficiency as applied to Christian
liberty. The Puritan-Presbyterians saw the additions to worship as usurping God’s authority. They
believed the Bible was the only ruler of men’s consciences and the judge of what is allowable in
worship. The principles of biblical authority used by the authors of the Confession here are God
as the author of Scripture and the Bible as the sole authoritative judge of religious disputes.

3. Proof for the Regulative Principle from the Second Commandment

The next proof is from the second commandment’s prohibition against idols. The
Westminster Assembly’s position that the second commandment taught the regulative principle is
taught in the Westminster Larger Catechism, questions 107—110 with their scriptural proofs. (See
appendix for text of these questions.) These questions and answers show that the Westminster
Assembly believed the second commandment taught the regulative principle of worship. This
application of the second commandment was not original. An Anglican archbishop and major
influence on the Assembly, James Ussher, taught that the regulative principle was the application
of [WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 245] the second commandment is seen in the following selections from
his Body of Divinitie. Ussher said the command’s meaning and purpose was,

To binde all men to that solemne forme of religious Worship which God himselfe in his Word
prescribeth, that we serve him, not according to our fancies, but according to his owne will, Deut
12.32.21 [Empbhasis his.]

Ussher continued by asking, what is forbidden in the Second Commandment? He answered,
Every forme of Worship, though of the true God, Deut. 12.31 . contrary to, or diverse from the
prescript of God’s Word, Mat. 15.9. called by the Apostle Will-worship, Col. 2.23 . together with
all corruption in the true Worship of God, 2 King. 16.10 . and all lust and inclination of heart unto
superstitious Pomps, and Rites in the service of God.22

James Ussher influenced the Westminster Assembly’s conclusion that the second commandment

taught the regulative principle of worship.
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Because of the exposition of the second commandment in the Larger Catechism,
pursuing the topic in detail among the authors of the Confession is unnecessary. However, one
topic relating to the second commandment, that of “will-worship,” deserves comment. Following
the usage of the King James Bible, the Puritans called the practice of adding human rites and
ceremonies to worship services, “will-worship,” from the term’s usage in Col 2:23. Anglicans and
Puritans agreed that will-worship was a sin, but their definitions of this sin varied.

As indicated above, James Ussher taught that will-worship was a sin. Naturally, most
Anglicans disagreed with his understanding of will-worship. One, Thomas Coleman, argued that
will-worship pertained only to the essentials of worship. Gillespie replied that Coleman’s view
served as permission for men to add any Jewish, papist, or heathen ceremonies to worship unless
those practices could be proven contrary to the Word of God.23 The difference concerning will-
worship revolved around the burden of proof. The Puritans argued that God allowed no ceremony
in worship unless He commanded it in Scripture. The Anglicans argued that any ceremony in
worship was allowed unless it was forbidden in Scripture. That is the key to their different
definitions of will-worship. If the Puritan-Presbyterian proofs of the regulative principle of
worship stand, then they win the debate, otherwise the Anglicans win.

[WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 246]
4. Proof for the Regulative Principle from the Positive Commands of Scripture

Also related to the Second Commandment argument is the method of biblical
interpretation that the Puritan-Presbyterians used to interpret the law of God. The principle they
used teaches that the positive command forbids the negative practice. This method is used in
questions 108 and 109 found in the appendix. The authors of the Confession give us more insight
into this method of argument.

Samuel Rutherford believed that the positive commands with respect to worship forbade
any other practices of worship, even in the smallest matters,24 and defended his position from the
Bible. In answer to the question, “Whether or not Humane Ceremonies in God’s Worship, can
consist [coexist] with the perfection of God’s Word?”” Rutherford answered:

These humane Ceremonies we cannot but reject upon these grounds; Our first Argument is: Every
positive and Religious observance, and Rite in Gods worship, not warranted by Gods Word, is
unlawfull: But humane Ceremonies are such: Ergo,

The Proposition is sure, the holy Spirit useth a Negative Argument, Act. 15.24. We gave no such
Commandment, Levit. 10:1. Jer. 7.30. and 19:5, 6. and 32:35. 2 Sam 7.7. 1 Chron. 15.13. The
Lord Commanded not this, Ergo, It is not Lawfull.25 [Emphasis and punctuation his.]

These examples concern sins not forbidden in the Bible. For example, in Jer 19:5-6, God
condemns Israel for burning its sons to Baal, “which I commanded not, nor spake it, neither came
it into my mind.” Here Rutherford used an example of an Old Testament’s positive worship
command forbidding all other forms of worship, another argument that uses the hermeneutic of
good and necessary consequence.

Thomas Gataker supported the position that the positive command forbids the negative.
In the following quotation, he taught that the positive command implies the negative and vice
versa. He wrote:

there are in Gods Law as well affirmatives as negatives; yea that as every affirmative includeth a

negative, so every negative hath an affirmative infolded in it: and that there is (Deut. 27.26 . Gal.
3.10 .) a curse imposed as a penalty as well on the breach of the one, as of the breach on the
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other: and that the one is as well broken by the omission of that that therein is enjoyned, as the
other by the practise of that that therein is inhibited.26

The following example clarifies Gataker’s position. He applied the principle that the positive
forbids the negative to the sacraments, showing how men could abuse the sacraments without this
principle to protect them. He observed:

[WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 247]

And in many cases it holdeth onely therefore: For why we should use water and not wine in
Baptisme: Why bread, rather than roasted flesh in the Lord’s Supper, and why bread onely and
not cheese too, as some haue vsed, no reason can be rendred, but because God so pleased to
determine the elements in either. [His emphasis.]27

Gataker believed that if the positive commands of Scripture did not forbid their negative counter
parts, havoc could be done to the celebration of the sacraments.

The church could also suffer harm by a sloppy application of the principle that the
positive command forbids the negative and vice versa. The Westminster Divines were careful in
the application of this principle. For example, if one examines the negative and positive
commands in the questions and the corresponding Scripture proofs in the Larger Catechism
regarding the second commandment, one finds that they teach no negative or positive duty
without an accompanying text of Scripture for support. The principle that the positive command
forbids the negative is not a licence to say no to almost everything.

The Westminster Divines also carefully limited the application of this principle, thus
leaving other areas of life as adiaphora. For example, Thomas Gataker wrote,

an Action may haue warrant sufficient by permission without precept or practise. For where God
hath not limited the vse of any Creature or ordinance, there he hath left the vse of it free. Where
he hath not determined the circumstances of any action, there what he hath not prohibited, that
hath he permitted, and that is warrant sufficient for it. Where therefore circumstances are
determined, the argument holdeth from the negatiue to make that vanwarrantable, that is not either
expresly or by good consequence inioyned. But where they are not determined, the argument is
strong enough from the negatiue to proue that warrantable that is not either expresly or by iust
consequence prohibited.

For this cause in the point of Gods worship the argument holdeth (Jer. 7.31 & 19.5 , Coloss.
2.22,23.) from the negatiue for the substance of it, because (Deut. 12.30,31, 32) God hath
determined it.28

While the Westminster Assembly believed the Bible taught that affirmative commands forbade
their negative counter-parts, it applied this rule with great caution, and it only applied the rule in
areas such as worship, which God had authoritatively addressed; other areas were considered
adiaphora. Good and necessary consequence was used in deriving and defending the rule that a
positive command forbids other actions by implication.

[WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 248]
V. The Principle of Uniformity
The next proof for the regulative principle is also an implied one, the proof from

uniformity.29 The goal of the Westminster Assembly was religious uniformity in Great Britain
and Ireland. The Assembly’s members realized that this uniformity could only be accomplished if
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they derived the church’s ethics, doctrines, and practices solely from the Bible. Except for
Gillespie, the authors of the Confession had little to say about uniformity. This does not
necessarily mean that they were not concerned with it, since a commonly accepted idea is
frequently not discussed. The actions of the Westminster Assembly show its concern with
uniformity in writing the Confession, the catechisms, the directories for worship and church
government, and the psalter.

George Gillespie gave a biblical proof for uniformity in the church. Gillespie stated his
love for uniformity and then condemned the Anglican ordinances as a defective uniformity
because of their human origin as “commandments of men” (Col 2:22 and Matt 15:9). Next, he
argued for uniformity from nature and gave several Bible passages that teach uniformity in
nature, such as Job 38:31-33, relating to uniformity in the heavens; Gen 8:22, on uniformity in
seed time and harvest not ceasing; and Jesus’ prediction of uniformity in nature found in John
4:35 (four months till harvest). Gillespie continued with biblical proofs from the Old Testament
of “uniformity both in the substantials and rituals of the worship and service of God.” Old
Testament texts used to support uniformity included: Num 9:13, commanding that the passover is
to be kept at the appointed time in the appointed way; Exod 12:49, commanding one law for
home-born and stranger; the rules on sacrifices in Leviticus 1-7; and the services of Levities in 1
Chron 23:26.30

With that foundation, Gillespie moved to the New Testament for additional proof. He
observed,

Of the church of the New Testament it was prophesied, that God would give them one way as
well as one heart, Jer. xxxii.39; that there shall not only be one Lord, but his name one, Zech.
xiv.9. We are exhorted to walk by the same rule, so far as we have attained; that it, to study unity,
not diversity, in those things which are agreed upon to be good and right, Phil. iii.16. Doth not the
Apostle plainly intimate and commend an uniformity in the worship of God, 1 Cor. xiv.27, “If
any man speak in an unknown tongue, let it be by two, or at the most by three, and that by course;
and let one interpret;” ver. 33, “For God is not the author of confusion, but of peace, as in all
churches of the saints;” ver. 40, “Let all things [WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 249] be done decently, and
in order”? He limiteth the prophets to the same number of two or three, even as he limiteth those
that had the gift of tongues, ver. 29. And was it not a great unity, that he would have every man
who prayed or prophesied to have his head uncovered, and every woman covered, 1 Cor. xi. ?
Doth not the same Apostle, besides the doctrine of faith, and practical duties of a Christian life,
deliver several canons to be observed in the ordination and admission of elders and deacons,
concerning widows, concerning accusations, administrations, censures, and other things
belonging to church policy, as appeareth especially from the epistles to Timothy and Titus?31

Because he believed the Bible taught uniformity, George Gillespie had a deep and sincere
desire for uniformity in the churches of England, Scotland, Wales, and Ireland. To reach that
goal, worship must be based not on human innovations, but on the practices of worship found in
the Bible. The uniformity argument led Gillespie to the regulative principle of worship.

Gillespie’s argument for uniformity uses the principles of biblical authority taught in
Chapter 1 of the Westminster Confession. These principles are: Scrip ture as the final judge in
determining the doctrine of uniformity, and the analogy of faith, which uses Scripture to interpret
Scripture. He also uses good and necessary consequence, first, in drawing the conclusion that
uniformity forbids human rites and ceremonies, and, secondly, in the application of some biblical
texts, like seed time and harvest not ceasing, to this question.

Summing up then, the authors of the Confession used the sufficiency of Scripture,
Christian liberty and the limits of church power, the second commandment, the principle that
positive commands forbid their negatives, and the doctrine of uniformity as proofs for the
regulative principle. The use of these arguments involved principles of biblical authority found in
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Chapter 1 of the Confession, especially the analogy of faith, good and necessary consequence, the
sufficiency of Scripture, and Scripture as the sole judge of religious doctrines and practices. The
method of proving the regulative principle was primarily that of deriving it from other doctrines.

VI. The Circumstances of Worship

What about the circumstances of worship? All agree that not everything connected with
worship is worship.32 These non-worship items include the [WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 250] shape of
the building, the length of the service, seating and other items of no religious significance. The
Westminster Divines addressed this issue in chapter 1, paragraph 6 of the Confession, which
reads,

there are some circumstances concerning the worship of God, and government of the church,
common to human actions and societies, which are to be ordered by the light of nature and
Christian prudence, according to the general rules of the Word, which are always to be observed.

George Gillespie’s discussion of circumstances is commonly used to define the
distinction between worship and circumstances.33 Three conditions must be met for a matter to
be a circumstance. First,

It must be onely a circumstance of Divine Worship, no substantiall part of it, no sacred significant
and efficacious Ceremonie. For the order and decency left to the definition of the Church, as
concerning the particulars of it, comprehendeth more, but mere circumstances.34

Samuel Rutherford is of great help in understanding the meaning of circumstances. By
circumstances, Rutherford meant things merely natural (physical), and not spiritual, which
included such circumstances as time and place. Circumstances are either merely physical, merely
moral, or partly moral and partly physical. The latter class he called mixed circumstances.
Physical circumstances are adjuncts of worship, things that occur concurrently with other civil
and religious actions done by men, but are not part of the action. As adjuncts, they contribute no
moral goodness or badness to the agent in his performance. He listed some of the physical
circumstances, time, place, person or agent, name, family, condition (country, family, house),
garments, and gestures, as sitting and standing.35

Rutherford further clarified the meaning of this rule by showing that a physical
circumstance can become a moral matter by God commanding it. The examples he used were the
Lord’s Day (the Christian Sabbath), the temple, and the apparel of the worshipper. Time is a
circumstance or adjunct to worship. “But such a time, to wit, the Lords-day, is both the time of
[WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 251] Worship, and Worship it self.” So also, there is a place of worship
(circumstance) and the temple as a special place of worship (command). The clothing of a
worshipper is an accident of worship, but if God commanded a priestly ephod, then this is not a
mere circumstance. Thus while these circumstances taken in the common and universal sense are
merely physical, when God restricts them, they become moral circumstances.36

Gillespie’s second condition is that Scripture does not determine a circumstance. He
wrote,

That which the church may lawfully prescribe by her Lawes and ordinances, as a thing left to her
determination, must be one such things as were not determinable by Scripture...because
individua are infinita.37

Gillespie above deals with the things relating to worship not mentioned in the Bible. He does not

mean the liturgical acts of worship, but is referring to the multitude of individual details that the
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Scripture does not address, such as the hours of worship for the thousands of churches on earth,
the sizes and types of buildings, and other such individual details. For the Bible to specify such
petty matters for every church in Christendom would be absurd.

The final condition for a circumstance is it must have a good reason for it, because of
love for brethren with a tender conscience. For example, the use of pews in church is a
circumstance justified on the basis that people worship better when they are more comfortable.
Gillespie wrote,

If the Church prescribe any thing lawfully so that she prescribe no more then she hath power
given her to prescribe, her ordinance must be accompanied with some good reason and warrant
given for the satisfaction of tender consciences.38

Here too, Samuel Rutherford is helpful in understanding Gillespie. He realized that while
physical circumstances were not worship, they were important to worship, and the poor planning
of circumstances could destroy a worship service. Rutherford called these “mixed circumstances”
because the poor implementation of circumstances could destroy the worship service, and thus
become a moral matter. Thus, the time for worship, must be a convenient time, not a scandalous
and superstitious time. People required a fit place for worship, not the marketplace. The
probability of inconvenient circumstances destroying worship makes them a moral matter.39

VII. The Practices of Worship

While a detailed discussion of the practices of worship is beyond the scope of this essay, I will
make some observations relating them to biblical authority. [WTJ 58:2 (Fall 96) p. 252] From the list
given in the Confession, Chapter 21:3—5, and the Westminster Assembly’s directory for worship, a
complete list of the parts of worship emerges. The ordinary acts of worship are prayer, the reading of
Scripture, the “sound preaching” of the Word, the “conscionable hearing of the Word, in obedience unto
God,” the “singing of psalms with grace in the heart,” and the administration and “worthy receiving of the
sacraments.” This list tells us the how of worship as well as the what. The occasional acts of worship are
“religious oaths, vows, solemn fastings, and thanksgivings.” The list of regular acts of worship prove to
be the biggest surprise because the regular acts of worship are identical to the means of grace: namely, the
word (read, preached, heard, and sung), the sacraments, and prayer.40 No evidence exists that the
members of the Assembly realized that they devised a system of worship whose regular acts were limited
to the means of grace. If they had realized it, they probably would have used the argument that edification
is the goal of Christian worship (1 Cor 14:26) and can only be accomplished by the means of grace.
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its historical meaning. See John Frame, “Some Questions about the Regulative Principle,” Westminster
Theological Journal 54 (Fall 1992): 357-366.

The expansion of the regulative principle is not original with Dr. Frame. See Norman Shepherd, “The
Biblical Basis for the Regulative Principle of Worship,” in The Biblical Doctrine of Worship, ed. Philip
Martin, et al., (Pittsburgh: Reformed Presbyterian Church, 1974), 42-56.

33 Examples of appeals to Gillespie are Bushell, The Songs of Zion, 28-31, Presbyterian Church in the
United States, Memorial Volume of the Westminster Assembly, 1647-1897 (Richmond, Va.: The
Presbyterian Committee of Publication, 1897), 153, and John L Girardeau, Instrumental Music in the
Public Worship of the Church (Richmond, Va.: Whittett & Shepperson, 1888), 148—150.

34 Gillespie, A Dispvte against the English-Popish Ceremonies, pt. 3, 112.

35 Rutherford, Divine Right of Church-Government, 4

36 Ibid., 3-4.

37 Gillespie, A Dispvte against the English-Popish Ceremonies, pt. 3, 114.

38 Ibid.
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39 Rutherford, Divine Right of Church-Government, 4.
40 Charles Hodge, Systematic Theology, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965), vol. 3:466.

In Ephesians 1:23, what are the voice and tense of TAnpovuEvov, and what is the
significance of this voice and tense?

Chapter 2

In Ephesians 2:1, specify the case and case usage of TUPUTTOUAGCT . . . QUOPTINIG.

In Ephesians 2:1, specify the case and case usage of Vekpovg.

In Ephesians 2:1, what kind of participle is 6vtag? Also, what is the significance of the
participle’s tense?

Note the structural insight by Wallace on pg. 336 concerning the relative pronouns in
Ephesians 2:2-3.

Concerning Ephesians 2:2, the Pillar New Testament Commentary notes:
The genitive TOO TIVEOUATOC (‘of the spirit’) has been taken: (1) as in apposition to the
immediate antecedent, TOO &£€po¢ (‘of the air’), so providing an explanation of the air as the
spiritual atmosphere controlling the disobedient (Caird, 51; Schlier, 104; cf. S. H. T. Page,
Powers, 185), or (2) as parallel to TA¢ €€ovaiag (‘of the realm’) and governed by TOV
&pxovTa (‘the ruler’), signifying that the ruler of the kingdom of the air is the ruler of the spirit
that is now at work in the disobedient (Lincoln, 96). But to speak of ‘the ruler of the spirit which
now operates’ is rather unusual if not awkward, and it is better (3) to regard the genitive TO0
TIVEOUATOC (“of the spirit’) as one of apposition (cf. BDF §167) to TOV &pX0oVTa (‘the ruler’),
or as attracted to the preceding genitive phrase (cf. Gnilka, 115; Arnold, 61; and G. D. Fee, God’s
Empowering Presence, 679; note, however, D. B. Wallace, Greek Grammar, 104). Accordingly,
this phrase is independent of and parallel with the preceding one. This spirit is clearly the devil,
the ruler of all spiritual forces.

In relation to view #3, taken by the Pillar Commentary, BDF 167 is cited in support:
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167. Genitive of content and appositive genitive. To the genitive of content belongs inter al. Jn
21:8 10 diktuov @V LXBUWV; cf. classical TTAola oltou etc. (K.—G. 1 333; pap. s. Mayser I 2,
122f.).—The use of the appositive genitive, i.e. of the genitive used in the sense of an appositive,
conforms in the NT to classical usage: 2 C 5:5 1OV dppap®dva tol Tveluatog ‘the guarantee
(earnest) which consists in the Spirit’. Cf. K.—G. 1 264; Pfister, Festgabe Deissmann (1927) 72f,;
Rob. 498f.

R 4:11 onuelov TEPLTOUAG (-UAV AC*). 2 C 5:1 i olkia to0 okrvoug. Jn 2:21 to0 va.od
100 cwpatog autold. E 2:14 1t pecotolyov to0 ¢ppayuol. With TTOALG (Homer IA\{ou
TIOALV) only 2 P 2:6 TIOAELG 2Z0d0UwV Kal Moudppag; but TOAews Ouartipwv A 16:14 is
the gen. of TTOAG OQuaTipa, cf. €v TOAeL 'l6TITIN 11:5; with gen. of inhabitants 2 C 11:32 TV
TOALV Aapaoknv®v, Rev 3:12, 18:10, 21, 21:2, 10. A Alydmtou s. §261(7). E 4:9 tQ
katwtepa (uépn) TG YAQ is not partitive (Winer §59, 8 [Winer—M.? 666]; Sasse, TW 1 679) or
appositive (‘the lower regions’, i.e. the earth; cf. Barn 10.5 €v T Yfj k& tw 100 BuBol ‘down

al. others (alii)
cf. compare (confer)
K.—G. Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, 11 Satzlehre, 3. Auflage von B.
Gerth (in 2 vols.) (Hanover and Leipzig, 1898—1904; reprinted 1955).
pap. papyrus (-i), papyrological
s. see
Mayser Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemierzeit, 1
(Leipzig, 1906; 1* Berlin, 1923), 1 1 (Berlin, 1926), 11 2 (1934), 11 3 (1934); 2nd ed.: 12
(1938), 13 (1936).
f. for, following
i.e. that is (id est)
NT New Testament
K.—G. Ausfiihrliche Grammatik der griechischen Sprache, 11 Satzlehre, 3. Auflage von B.
Gerth (in 2 vols.) (Hanover and Leipzig, 1898—1904; reprinted 1955).
f. for, following
Rob. A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical
Research® (Nashville, 1923).
A Codex Alexandrinus
Codex Athous referencing Hermas
gen. genitive
cf. compare (confer)
gen. genitive
s. see
Winer G. B. Winer, Grammatik des neutestamentlichen Sprachidioms’ (Leipzig, 1867).
Winer—-M. Winer—Moulton, A Treatise of the Grammar of New Testament Greek®
(Edinburgh, 1882) (Cited as the English counterpart of Winer).
3 Winer—Moulton, A Treatise of the Grammar of New Testament Greek® (Edinburgh,
1882) (Cited as the English counterpart of Winer).
TW Theologisches Worterbuch zum NT, hg. G. Kittel und G. Friedrich, 1 (Stuttgart,
1933), 11 (1935), 111 (1938), 1v (1942), v (1954), v1 (1959), vi1 (1960— ).
i.e. that is (id est)
cf. compare (confer)
Barn Barnabas
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there in the earth, the deep’), but ‘the regions under the earth’ (Biichsel, TW 111 641f.).—The gen.

of the names of cities is seldom found in class., and then nearly always in poetry; there is only one

ex. in the Ptol. pap. (Mayser 11 2, 117), more frequently in Byz. (Tabachovitz 1). The same

phenomenon appears in Lat. and Romance languages (Stolz—Schmalz, Lat. Gr.” 394f.)—Zerwick,

Graec. bibl. §33 (Holzmeister, Verbum Domini 25 [1947] 112—17).
On the other hand, read Wallace’s discussion of Ephesians 2:2 on pg. 104, Greek
Grammar Beyond the Basics. Wallace concludes: “Although some take TvebUOTOG as
a gen. of apposition to Gpyovta, this is semantically impossible because such cannot
occur when both nouns are personal.” Who is correct—the commentary or Wallace?
Why?

In Ephesians 2:2, what is the antecedent of oig?

In Ephesians 2:2, specify the case and case usage for Gwel0eiog.

TW Theologisches Worterbuch zum NT, hg. G. Kittel und G. Friedrich, 1 (Stuttgart,
1933), 11 (1935), 111 (1938), 1v (1942), v (1954), v1 (1959), vi1 (1960-).

f. for, following

gen. genitive

class. classical (Greek)

ex. example(s)

Ptol. Ptolemaic

pap. papyrus (-1), papyrological

Mayser Edwin Mayser, Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemaéerzeit, 1
(Leipzig, 1906; 1* Berlin, 1923), 1 1 (Berlin, 1926), 11 2 (1934), 11 3 (1934); 2nd ed.: 12
(1938),13 (1936).

Byz. Byzantine

Tabachovitz David Tabachovitz, Sprachliche und textkritische Studien zur Chronik des
Theophanes Confeseor (Diss. Uppsala, 1926).

Lat. Latin

Stolz—Schmalz, Lat. Gr. M. Leumann and J. B. Hofmann, Stolz—Schmalz, Lateinische
Grammatik® (Munich, 1926-8).

5 M. Leumann and J. B. Hofmann, Stolz—Schmalz, Lateinische Grammatik® (Munich,
1926-8).

f. for, following

Zerwick, Graec. bibl. Max Zerwick, Graecitas biblica exemplis illustratur. Ed. altera et
aucta et emendata (Rome, 1949; 31955) (Scripta Pontif. Inst. Bibl. 92).

Verbum Domini Verbum Domini (Rome, 1921fYf.).

93



In Ephesians 2:2, specify the case and case usage of KOGLOV.

In Ephesians 2:3, is NUelg an instance of an inclusive or exclusive “we”?

In Ephesians 2:3, specify the type of participle Tolw0Uvteg is and what the significance is
of its tense.

In Ephesians 2:3, specify the case and case usage of copk0G in the phrase TOIg
EMOVUING THG oapKOg NUAV, and the case and case usage of capkog and S1LVOIDV
in the phrase 10, OeEANUOTO THC COUPKOC Kol TAV dravor®v. What is the significance
of émBuvuiong and OeAquoto being plural?

Specify the case and case usage of 0pyfig and @Vcel in Ephesians 2:3.

In relation to Ephesians 2:1-3, which refutes the Roman Catholic, Lutheran, and
Reformed doctrines of paedobaptism, note the following essay, and the two pamphlets
that follow it. You do not need to read these with extreme care, but skim the material
carefully enough to get a sense of the various positions.

Were the Reformers Heretics?
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A Biblical, Baptist analysis
I. Introduction
II. Reformers’ doctrine of baptism
a.) Stated
i.) Luther
ii.) Calvin
iil.) Zwingli
iv.) English Reformers
v.) Later Reformed writers and confessional statements
b.) Baptist doctrine of baptism
1. Conclusion

IV. Appendix: Other heresies of the Reformers

1. Introduction

Modern Baptists generally share with Protestants a very high view of the doctrine
and practice of the Protestant Reformation and its leaders. The movement is generally
considered a great return to the fundamental truths of the gospel of Christ and a
repudiation of the errors of Romanism. The infallible Bible, the sole and sufficient
authority for the Christian’s faith and practice (2 Timothy 3:16-17), teaches that by
means of the substitutionary death, burial, and resurrection of the Son of God (1
Corinthians 15:1-4), God justifies or declares righteous all who in repentance (Luke 13:3)
trust in the blood of the Redeemer (John 3:16; Romans 5:1). This is the gospel.
Justification is received simply by faith in Christ, apart from good works (Ephesians 2:8-
9) and religious rituals, including those ordained by God (Galatians 2:16; 5:4-6), such as
believer’s immersion (Romans 6:1-7) and the Lord’s supper (1 Corinthians 11:24-25).
All who have been justified are eternally secure (John 10:27-30). Those who believe or

teach a false gospel will be eternally damned (Galatians 1:8-9), and heretics must be
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rejected (Titus 3:10). The Protestant Reformers and the movements they originated
constitute no exception to this declaration. Their teachings must, therefore, be evaluated

in light of the gospel and the other truths of the Bible.**

II. The Reformers’ Views of Baptism

Medieval Catholicism held that “the . . . merit of Jesus Christ is applied, both to
adults and to infants, by the sacrament of baptism rightly administered in the form of the
church . . . infants, newly born from their mothers' wombs . . . are to be baptized . . . for
the remission of sins, that in them that may be cleansed away by regeneration, which they
have contracted by generation. . . . . If any one denies, that, by the grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ, which is conferred in baptism, the guilt of original sin is remitted; or even asserts
that the whole of that which has the true and proper nature of sin is not taken away; but

»* Martin Luther retained

says that it is only rased, or not imputed; let him be anathema.
the Roman Catholic teaching of baptismal regeneration, including the regeneration of
infants through the instrumentality of baptism. He called baptism “a new birth by which
we are . . . loosed from sin, death, and hell, and become children of life, heirs of all the

gifts of God, God’s own children, and brethren of Christ.”*® The Lutheran Small

Catechism affirms, “baptism effects forgiveness of sins, delivers from death and the

4 A thorough refutation of salvation by baptism and a presentation of the true gospel is Heaven Only

for the Baptized? The Gospel of Christ vs. Pardon Through Baptism, by Thomas Ross, available for free
download at www.pillarandground.org. Anyone who has believed a false gospel of salvation through
baptism is heartily encouraged to acquire a copy of this work, read it, believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, and
so pass from spiritual death to spiritual life. A excellent presentation of systematic theology in general is
the four volume set Landmarks of Baptist Doctrine by Robert Sargent (Oak Harbor, WA: Bible Baptist

Church Publications, n. d.). This set, and other sound books, are available at www.lvbaptist.org.

45 X . .
The canons and decrees of the sacred and oecumenical Council of Trent, ed. and trans. J.

Waterworth (London: Dolman, 1848), Session V: Decree Concerning Original Sin.
46 (Luther, Works, 53:103).
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devil, and grants eternal salvation to all who believe, as the Word and promise of God
declare.” (IV). The binding Lutheran symbol, the Augsburg Confession, states that
“baptism . . . is necessary to salvation” and “condemn([s] the Anabaptists, who reject the
baptism of children, and say that children are saved without baptism” (Article IX).
Luther led Lutheranism to teach that all the unbaptized—including all unbaptized
infants—are eternally lost, and to anathematize those, like the Anabaptists, who taught
otherwise.”’ However, Luther made a number of adjustments to the Roman teaching.
Rather than baptism actually cleansing the soul from sin, it brought about the non-
imputation of sin and the imputation of Christ’s righteousness. It was also not necessary
to baptize with water—beer would also serve the purpose.”® One wonders if immersion
in beer would have been preferred to sprinkling or pouring; at least when using water,
Luther did prefer immersion.” Furthermore, the sacrament of baptism was the vehicle of
conveying faith to infants, so that infants were actually saved by faith, indeed, by faith

alone, at the point of baptism:

47 Both the traditional Catholic and Lutheran doctrines of baptismal regeneration require the

conclusion that all pre-born infants who die are also in hell, since they have not had water applied to their
bodies in the proper manner—indeed, those who would dare to think otherwise are anathema. This would
infinitely aggravate the modern horror of abortion. One wonders if this “Christian truth” of the damnation
of all preborn infants is set forth when a minister devoted to Catholic or Lutheran orthodoxy tries to
comfort a woman who has had a miscarriage. Happily, king David believed otherwise, knowing that he
would be in heaven eternally with his dead infant, who had died without circumcision or any other

ceremony, and thus comforted Bathsheba (2 Samuel 12:18, 22-23; cf. Jonah 4:11).

48 “Luther gave a new turn to the debate when in his opposition to medieval legalism he made the

rhetorical suggestion that beer would meet the case just as well as water [for baptism]: no doubt it would be
equally available in his country” (Pg. 134, Baptism, Bromiley; cf. J. de la Serviére, La Théologie de

Bellarmine, pg. 356).

9 “Luther preferred immersion, and prescribed it in his baptismal service” (Schaff, Philip, History of

the Christian Church. New York: Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1907, 1910; 2:13:Foontotes; 7:1:7:102; 8:3:25).
In Luther’s sermon on baptism in 1518, he stated that “baptism is . . . when we dip anything wholly in
water, that it is completely covered over. . . . it should be thus, and would be right . . . [for] the child or any
one who is to be baptized, [to] be completely sunk down into the water, and dipt again and drawn out”
(Opera Lutheri, 1. 319, Folio ed., quoted on pg. 108, Christian, J. T., 4 History of the Baptists, vol. 1,
Texarkana, TX: Bogard Press, 1922.) Calvin stated that “it is evident that the term baptise means to
immerse, and that this was the form used by the primitive Church” (Calvin, Institutes, 4:15:19, trans. Henry
Beveridge), although he held that it did not matter if we followed the example of the primitive church or
not.
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According to Luther, the soul is not actually cleansed from sin, either in baptism
or at any time in this present life. It is rather that sin is not imputed. Negatively,
the baptismal cleansing is a non-imputation of original and actual sin. Positively
it is an imputation of the perfect and all-sufficient righteousness of Jesus Christ.
For Luther baptism was still the sign of remission, and under the Holy Spirit it
could still be the instrument of justifying faith, but his whole conception of the
relationship had broadened and deepened [in comparison to medieval
Catholicism]. It had broadened: for the remission could now extend to the whole
life of a Christian. And it had deepened: for it was a remission in spiritual rather
than in quasi-material terms, in the terms of a righteousness of faith rather than a
righteousness of sight and works. . . . The restoration of regeneration to much of
its original meaning and honour as the chief grace of baptism was largely the
work of Martin Luther. Luther did it by relating regeneration directly to the
resurrection of Jesus Christ and the entry of the Christian believer into that
resurrection. . . . The traditional teaching [on baptism] was necessarily opposed by
Luther, who denied an ex opere operato efficiency of the sacrament and insisted
upon the need for faith. Yet Luther did not draw the conclusion that there are no
effects of baptism in infants, for as we have seen he maintained boldly that infants
do have faith, and he challenged his opponents to prove the contrary.”® What this
faith was for Luther it is difficult to say with any precision. Sometimes he spoke
of it rather as the absence of a hostile disposition, or even as an infused gift.”!
Whatever it was it enabled infants to enjoy the baptismal benefits of remission
and regeneration. The benefits themselves, however, were understood
evangelically as remission by non-imputation and the regeneration of faith, so that
no place was left for the familiar causal conception. The same was true in the
case of Melanchthon, who in reply to the Anabaptists claimed for infants a
definite remission of original sin by virtue of the sacramental ministry. But again
the remission was understood evangelically as non-imputation.’® . . . Luther
continued to use expressions which suggest an ex opere operato efficacy, for he
had a strong sense of the objectivity of the divine grace and work.”®> But at three
points he broke definitely with the traditional dogma. First, . . . he pointed out
that the true work of baptism is a work of faith and promise, not of sight. Second,
and as a necessary corollary, he claimed that faith is indispensable to the
operation of the sacrament,”* for faith is itself the fulfillment of baptism,55 the
response of the soul which enables the sacrament to have its effect.’® Thus the
baptismal remission and regeneration is not a naturalistic or mechanical process,

>0 Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, VI, pg. 538. Infants do not have faith or know anything since

they cannot even discern their right hands from their left, Jonah 4:11, nor know good and evil,
Deuteronomy 1:39; cf. Romans 9:11. Consider also what must be considered, at the very least, the extreme
vitiation required of the content and nature of saving faith, if an infant has it.

!l Cf. Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, VI, pg. 537-538.
22 Corpus Reformatorum, XXXIII, pg. 295, 859.

>3 Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, XXX, I, pg. 218.

>4 Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, XXX, I, pg. 216.

> Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, VI, pg. 532.

26 Luther, Werke, Weimarer Ausgabe, II, pg. 315.
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but an intensely personal matter in which the divine promise is held out on the
one hand, and faith is the appropriation and fulfillment of the promise on the
other. Third, and finally, Luther did not find the power of baptism in the element,
but in the baptismal word, which gives to the external sign its true signification,
declaring the promises.”” Baptism could achieve its effect only as the word of
baptism was perceived and understood,’® and the response of faith evoked. But to
say that was to suspend the efficacy of the sacrament upon the free and sovereign
Spirit of God who disposes of both word and sacrament. The work of baptism
was not done through the water alone, nor was it done through the Spirit
necessarily acting with the water. If it was done at all, it was done only in so far
as the Spirit Himself worked in, with and under the water, and sign and grace
came together in the one creative act by which faith is born and the soul renewed
by promise.”
These adjustments to the Catholic view of baptismal regeneration were sufficient to bring

upon Luther Rome’s anathema, but they did not separate him from the idea that baptism
was necessary for regeneration and eternal life. The Baptist doctrine of justification by
faith apart from sacraments and their restriction of baptism to believers, as in the New
Testament, were great enough evils to Luther and Lutheranism that the Diet of Speyer (A.
D. 1529) decreed the death penalty for Anabaptists, and in A. D. 1536 Luther signed a
memorandum written by Melanchton assenting to putting Anabaptists to death (cf. 1 John
3:15-16). Luther stated, “The Anabaptists hold tenets relating to infant baptism, original
sin, and inspiration, which have no connection with the Word of God,” and are indeed
opposed to it . . . Secular authorities are also bound to restrain and punish avowedly false
doctrine . . . For think what disaster would ensue if children were not baptized? . . .

Besides this the Anabaptists separate themselves from the churches . . . and they set up a

57
58

Cf. Wernle, Luther, pg. 38.

Since “faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word of God” (Romans 10:17), one wonders if
deaf infants are able to repent of their sins and trust in Christ’s death, burial, and resurrection for
justification when the baptismal word is pronounced. Thankfully, in Lutheran families, infants that can
hear are able, despite not knowing good from evil, Deuteronomy 1:39, to turn from their sins to trust in the
Lord Jesus the moment they are baptized.
> Pg. 172-173,177-178, 198, 187, Baptism, Bromiley.

60 Consider this declaration of Luther that those with false views of inspiration should be put to death
in light of his declarations about numerous New and Old Testament books in the Appendix.
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ministry and congregation of their own, which is also contrary to the command of God.
From all this it becomes clear that the secular authorities are bound . . . to inflict corporal
punishment on the offenders . . . Also when it is a case of only upholding some spiritual
tenet, such as infant baptism, original sin, and unnecessary separation, then . . . we
conclude that . . . the stubborn sectaries must be put to death.”®' The baptismal doctrines
of Luther and the Baptists of the Reformation era were radically opposed to one another;
so far, was the gospel believed by Baptists from the saving truth that Luther thought
they should be executed. Luther lived and died believing that baptism was essential for
the receipt of the remission of sin.

John Calvin likewise taught that baptism was a means of regeneration and
salvation. He declared that “God, regenerating us in baptism, ingrafts us into the
fellowship of his Church, and makes us his by adoption . . . whatever time we are
baptized, we are washed and purified . . . forgiveness, which at our first regeneration we
receive by baptism alone . . . forgiveness has reference to baptism. . . . In baptism, the

. . . 62
Lord promises forgiveness of sins.”

However, defining regeneration as the renovation
of the new man which continued over the course of one’s life, rather than the work of an
instant, he asserted that the guilt of sin is removed in baptism, but regeneration only
begins at that moment of time. Calvin wrote, “We assert that the whole guilt of sin is
taken away in baptism, so that the remains of sin still existing are not imputed. That this
may be more clear, let my readers call to mind that there is a twofold grace in baptism,

for therein both remission of sins and regeneration are offered to us. We teach that full

remission is made, but that regeneration is only begun and goes on making progress

61
62

(Janssen, X, 222-223; pamphlet of 1536).
Institutes, 4:17:1, 4:15:3, 4, 15.
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during the whole of life. Accordingly, sin truly remains in us, and is not instantly in one
day extinguished by baptism, but as the guilt is effaced it is null in regard to imputation.

63 However, while the Holy Spirit wrought the

Nothing is plainer than this doctrine.
work of regeneration, and the blood of Christ washed away the sins of baptized infants
through the instrumentality of the ordinance, Calvin held, however, contrary to the
Catholic and Lutheran doctrines, that baptism was not absolutely essential to salvation,
but people could be saved by faith who had no opportunity to be baptized. For “when we
cannot receive [baptism] from the Church, the grace of God is not so inseparably annexed
to them that we cannot obtain it by faith, according to his word.”®* Grace is annexed to
baptism, and the sacrament is the ordinary vehicle for sealing grace,” remission of sins,

and regeneration, but God may perform an extraordinary and unusual work to save some

even apart from baptism. Calvin stated, “We, too [as do the Catholics], acknowledge that

63 John Calvin, 1547 Antidote to the Council of Trent, Reply to the 1st Decree of the 5™ Session.
64 Institutes, 4:15:22.
65

The Scriptural uses of the words “sign” and “seal” give no support whatever to the idea that
baptism is a vehicle to convey saving grace. A Biblical “sign” was by no means a method of bestowing
grace that led to the forgiveness of sin. The censers of false worshippers who were burned by the fire of
God and eternally damned were a “sign unto the children of Israel” (Numbers 16:38), but they neither
saved those that worshipped with them nor any other Israelite from hell. No use of “sign” in either the Old
or New Testament provides any support whatever to the idea that “signs” are conjoined to justifying grace.

Nothing in Scripture associates the word “seal” with the communication of saving grace. Romans
4:11 is the only verse that one could even somewhat reasonably attempt to use to defend the Calvinist
doctrine from the Bible; one could allege that circumcision is a “seal” of grace, that the sacrament of infant
baptism is equivalent to circumcision, and that, therefore, infant baptism seals or conveys grace to infants.
This argument breaks down at many points. First, the verse does not say that circumcision was a seal of
grace to Jewish male infants; while circumcision was a “sign” by nature, it is not affirmed to have been a
“seal” to all, but only to believing Abraham personally, who received it when he had already been justified
by faith. A recognition of this distinction in Romans 4:11 explains the Old Testament use of the word
“sign” or “token” (Hebrew ‘oth) in connection to circumcision in general (Genesis 17:11), but the total lack
of Old Testament references to the ceremony as a “seal.” Second, the New Testament does not equate
circumcision with baptism or state that the latter replaces the former. Third, the Biblical immersion of
believers has nothing to do with the ceremonial application of water to infants that Catholics and
Protestants claim is baptism. Fourth, when advocates of Reformed theology and other Protestants speak of
baptism as a “seal” or vehicle of grace, they use the word in a sense entirely absent in Scripture. None of
the appearances of sphragis in the New Testament, or similar words in the Old Testament, indicate that
grace is conveyed through a “seal” (Romans 4:11; 1 Corinthians 9:2; 2 Timothy 2:19; Revelation 5:1-2, 5,
9;6:1,3,5,7,9,12; 7:2; 8:1; 9:4).
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the use of baptism is necessary—that no one may omit it from either neglect or contempt.
In this way we by no means make it free (optional). And not only do we strictly bind the
faithful to the observance of it, but we also maintain that it is the ordinary instrument of
God in washing and renewing us; in short, in communicating to us salvation. The only
exception we make is, that the hand of God must not be tied down to the instrument. He
may of himself accomplish salvation. For when an opportunity for baptism is wanting,
the promise of God alone is amply sufficient.”®® Ordinarily, baptism is the means of
communicating salvation. However, in the rare situations where one cannot receive the
sacrament, then God “may” of Himself save the unbaptized. The limitation of this
exception to situations where “an opportunity for baptism is wanting” is significant—no
hope of heaven is set forth for the unbaptized in the great majority of situations where
access to the sacrament is possible. Nonetheless, infants who die without baptism, as
long as they have Christian parents and the omission of sacrament was not on account of

“sloth, nor contempt, nor negligence,”’

can expect to be saved. Indeed, elect infants are
“received into the Church by a formal sign [of baptism] because, in virtue of the promise
[of a saving covenant between God, Christians, and the children of Christians], they
previously belonged to the body of Christ. . . . the children of believers are not baptized,
in order that though formerly aliens from the Church, they may then, for the first time,
become children of God.”®® Since the children of the Church were already part of the

body of Christ from the womb by virtue of God’s covenant, they can be saved even

without the seal of baptism. Their membership in the Church before baptism explains
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John Calvin, 1547 Antidote to the Council of Trent, Antidote to the Canons of Baptism, Canon #5.
Institutes, 4:15:22.
Institutes, 4:15:22.
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how Calvin can maintain both the salvation of the children of Reformed parents and the
doctrine that outside of the visible Church there is no salvation.”” Since infants with
Reformed parents were also not “aliens” but already “the children of God” at that time, it
would also be unnecessary, indeed, sinful, for such “covenant children” to come to a
place where they recognized themselves as lost, hell-bound sinners who were certain of
present damnation on account of their sins and needed to, for the first time, consciously
repent and believe the gospel, and so become Christians and be adopted into God’s
family through a conversion experience. “Our children [those in the Reformed faith],
before they are born, God declares that he adopts for his own when he promises that he
will be a God to us, and to our seed after us. In this promise their salvation is included.””
All that was required for eternal bliss on the part of these infants was perseverance in
their adherence to the Reformed faith and perseverance in the type of life consistent with

Christian morality, thus evincing their election and regeneration in infancy.

69 . . - . .
“It is now our purpose to discourse of the visible Church. Let us learn, from her single title of

Mother, how useful, nay, how necessary the knowledge of her is, since there is no other means of entering
into life unless she conceive us in the womb and give us birth, unless she nourish us at her breasts, and, in
short, keep us under her charge and government, until, divested of mortal flesh, we become like the angels
(Matt 22:30). For our weakness does not permit us to leave the school until we have spent our whole lives
as scholars. Moreover, beyond the pale of the Church no forgiveness of sins, no salvation, can be hoped for,
as Isaiah and Joel testify (Isa 37:32; Joel 2:32). To their testimony Ezekiel subscribes, when he declares,
“They shall not be in the assembly of my people, neither shall they be written in the writing of the house of
Israel” (Ezek 13:9), as, on the other hand, those who turn to the cultivation of true piety are said to inscribe
their names among the citizens of Jerusalem. For which reason it is said in the psalm, “Remember me, O
Lord, with the favour that thou bearest unto thy people: O visit me with thy salvation; that I may see the
good of thy chosen, that I may rejoice in the gladness of thy nation, that I may glory with thine inheritance”
(Ps 106:4-5). By these words the paternal favour of God and the special evidence of spiritual life are
confined to his peculiar people, and hence the abandonment of the Church is always fatal” (Calvin,
Institutes, 4:1:4). The notion that outside of the visible church there is no salvation is not inconsistent with
the doctrine of an invisible church made up of the elect; Calvin’s favorite patristic writer, Augustine, held
both dogmas, affirming that the invisible church of the elect consisted of a portion of the members of the
visible catholic church, but nobody was a member of the invisible church who was not as well a member of
the visible Catholic denomination.

70 Institutes, 4:15:20.
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Calvin also held that all those who received remission of sins as sealed in baptism
were secure; those God made true Christians in their infancy in accordance with the
baptismal covenant could not later fall and be finally lost. This was contrary to the
Catholic and Lutheran doctrines that the regeneration given in baptism could be lost by
subsequent sinning,”' so that a true Christian could fall from a state of grace and be
eternally lost on account of acts of post-baptismal transgression. Calvin held that the
saving power of baptism affected one’s entire life, rather than only communicating grace
at the moment of its administration. “Nor is it to be supposed that baptism is bestowed
only with reference to the past, so that, in regard to new lapses into which we fall after
baptism, we must seek new remedies of expiation in other so-called sacraments, just as if
the power of baptism had become obsolete. To this error, in ancient times, it was owing
that some refused to be initiated by baptism until their life was in extreme danger, and
they were drawing their last breath, that they might thus obtain pardon for all the past.
Against this preposterous precaution ancient bishops frequently inveigh in their writings.
We ought to consider that at whatever time we are baptized, we are washed and purified
once for the whole of life. Wherefore, as often as we fall, we must recall the
remembrance of our baptism, and thus fortify our minds, so as to feel certain and secure
of the remission of sins. For though, when once administered, it seems to have passed, it
is not abolished by subsequent sins. For the purity of Christ was therein offered to us,

always is in force, and is not destroyed by any stain: it wipes and washes away all our

m The Catholic Council of Trent declared “that the received grace of justification is lost, not only by

infidelity whereby even faith itself is lost, but also by any other mortal sin whatever” (Session VI, Chapter
15). The Lutheran Augsburg Confession “condemn[s] the Anabaptists, who deny that those once justified
can lose the Holy Ghost.”
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defilements.”’” When a follower of Calvin’s theology sins, he does not need to fear that

he is again lost; by recalling that in baptism he was washed and purified once for his
whole life, he can feel certain and secure of the remission of his sins.
Bromiley provides an insightful analysis of John Calvin’s baptismal theology:

Calvin referred to baptism as “an incorporation into Christ, an entry into
the divine Sonship.””> He said “we are baptized for the mortification of our flesh,
which is begun in baptism [note by this writer: consider that Calvin does not say
that mortification begins at the point of faith, prior to baptism, but at the moment
of baptism itself], is prosecuted every day, and will be finished when we depart
from this life to go to the Lord.””* Calvin said that the necessity of precept of
baptism, was not an absolute necessity, so that it was not true “that all who have
not obtained baptism must perish.””

The teaching of Calvin . . . like Bucer . . . repudiated the traditional
“enclosing of the grace and virtue of the Spirit by the external sign.”’® But he
avoided the opposite extreme of denying that there is any connection between the
sacraments and the grace which they signify.”” He emphasized three main facts:
first, that God has ordained the sacraments as means of grace; second, that
repentance and faith are indispensable to their proper use; and third, that their
efficacy depends ultimately upon the divine election. The sacrament of baptism
does have a real effect, but only as it is sovereignly used by the Holy Spirit and
received and understood in faith.

It may be noted that there are many affinities between the doctrine of
Calvin and that of the Schoolmen, for they started from the same fundamental
principles. But they applied the principles in very different ways and with widely
divergent results. On both sides, for example, it was held that God Himself is the
true and sole author of baptismal grace. But while the Schoolmen deduced from
this that God will inevitably operate through the means which He Himself has
instituted, Calvin contended for His continuing freedom and sovereignty as “the
internal master.””® Again, both sides could admit the indispensability of
repentance and faith, but whereas the Schoolmen conceived of repentance and
faith narrowly and negatively, and argued that even the insincere and unbelieving
will receive at least a spiritual impress, Calvin regarded repentance and faith
positively as themselves the creative work of the Holy Spirit by which baptism
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Pg. 17, Baptism, Bromiley.

Pg. 29, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Institutes, IV, 15, 11.

Pg. 54, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Harmony of the Evangel., pg. 387.
Tracts, 11, pg. 574.

Tracts, 11, pg. 87.

Tracts, 11, pg. 214; Institutes, 1V, 14, 9.
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has its effect and without which it can never be more than the external sign.”
And although he did not dispute that in baptism an offer of grace is made to all,
and that “the grace of baptism may resume its place” at any time when there is
true repentance, he could not accept either the artificial concept of a baptismal
character or the view that grace itself is present even when obstructed by
insincerity or unbelief. As Calvin saw it, “the promises are common to all, but the
ratification of them is the gift of the Spirit.”™ . . . With the believing . . . as they
received the sign they perceived Christ Himself, and therefore they enjoyed the
grace. In the normal course, it was the specific function of the sacrament to
confirm the faith in Christ already evoked by the word, but in the case of infants
baptism could be a powerful adjunct to the word even in the evocation of the faith
by which its benefits were subsequently received and enjoyed.

Along lines such as these Calvin was able to hold a definite doctrine of
sacramental efficacy without slipping into that static conception which meant an
automatic efficacy and a practical denial of the free sovereignty of the Holy Spirit.
The presentation of his doctrine varied to some extent with his successors, but not
in any important particular. . . . The lesson had been well learned that although
there is a sacramental union of sign and grace it must be understood in a dynamic
rather than a static sense, related on the one hand to the sovereign freedom of
God, and on the other to the individual faith of the recipient.®’

The insistence of Luther and Lutheranism on the real presence and oral manducation in

the Lord’s Supper, not Lutheran insistence on baptismal regeneration, was the reason for
the inability for the Lutheran and the Reformed denominations to combine, either at the
Colloquy of Marburg during the disputation between Luther and Zwingli, or in later
times. “‘In regard to the Confession of Augsburg [which affirms, “baptism . . . is
necessary to salvation,” Article IX], [Calvin] says in his Last Admonition to Westphal,
‘my answer is, that, as it was published at Ratisbon (1541) [in this version Luther’s
position on communion was moderated], it does not contain a word contrary to our
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doctrine. Baptismal regeneration was not a primary matter of disagreement between
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Tracts, 11, pg. 343.

Tracts, 11, pg. 342-343.

Pg. 189-190, Baptism, Bromiley.

Philip Schaff, History of the Christian Church, vol. 8 (3". revised ed), chap. 15, sec. 133, “Calvin
and the Augsburg Confession.”
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Luther, Calvin, and the denominations that adopted their theologies, because all
involved held to the doctrine. Calvin’s view that a possibility of salvation existed for
those infants of Christian parents who died without the sacrament in the rare situations
where it was not possible to have it performed, and other secondary differences from the
position of Luther, did not alter the primary agreement between these Reformers that the
sacrament of baptism was a means of bestowing grace and regeneration on infants and
others who received it.

In agreement with Luther, John Calvin advised that “Anabaptists . . . should . . .
be put to death.”® The Baptist doctrines of justification by faith apart from sacraments,
the necessity of personal conversion, and believer’s baptism, were anathema to him.
Calvin and the Baptists were by no means partakers of a common Christian faith.

Ulrich Zwingli was closer to the Anabaptist position that baptism, like the Lord’s
supper, was not a means of receiving salvation, but he still retained elements of the

Catholic and Protestant connection of infant baptism and forgiveness.

83 This lack of Reformed dissent and strife over the Lutheran doctrine of baptismal regeneration

(“The only serious doctrinal difference which divided Luther and Zwingli at Marburg was the mode of the
real presence in the eucharist,” History of the Christian Church, vol. 8, 39 rev. ed.) continued after the time
of the Reformation into later centuries and down to modern times. The position expressed by Charles
Hodge, the famous Presbyterian theologian of old Princeton, as seen in his Systematic Theology (vol. 3,
Soteriology. Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2003, reprint ed., pg. 522-523, 517, 604), is representative.
After a stirring denunciation of the Roman Catholic doctrine of baptismal regeneration, including
declarations such as “Any one, therefore, who teaches that no man can be saved without the rite of baptism,
and that by receiving that rite he is made a child of God and heir of heaven, is antichrist,” Hodge declares
that his “remarks are not intended to apply, and in fact are not applicable, to the Lutheran system,” despite
the fact that both “the Lutherans and Romanists . . . hold that the sacraments are necessary means of grace,
in the sense that the grace which they signify is not received otherwise than in their use. There is no
remission of sin or regeneration without baptism [in the Roman and Lutheran view],” and Hodge knows
very well that “the Lutheran standards . . . the Augsburg Confession . . . the Apology for that Confession . .
. the two catechisms of Luther, the larger and smaller . . . [affirm] that the baptism of infants is not in vain
but necessary and effectual to salvation.” The Reformed have constantly opposed the Roman doctrine of
infant salvation, but pronounced no denunciation against the Lutheran doctrine of baptismal regeneration.
It is not much different than the Reformed view.

84 Vol. 1, Chapter 15, 4 History of the Baptists, John T. Christian, 1922, 1926. Way of Life
Literature electronic edition (Oak Harbor, WA), May 2003, citing Froude, History of England, V.99.

107



The contribution made by Zwingli and the Anabaptists was on the whole the
negative one of attacking the prevailing notion that the external element could
itself accomplish an internal cleansing.®> The Anabaptists in particular had no
very positive doctrine to substitute for the rejected teaching. Although they
maintained with truth that it is the blood of Christ which cleanses from sin,*® they
did not think of baptism as in any way a means of grace, but only as a sign of
grace, and more especially as a sign of individual conversion. Zwingli did not
altogether share this view. As he saw it, baptism in the full sense embraces the
inward baptism of the Spirit as well as the outward baptism of water. Where the
two are conjoined in true believers, the effect of baptism is a genuine inward
purgation. If Zwingli erred, it was in his too harsh divorcing of the two aspects or
‘natures’ of the sacrament. The union which he envisaged was only an incidental
union suspended entirely upon an operation of the Spirit which was sovereign and
unpredictable. At this point the sacramental theology of Zwingli betrays both the
strength and the weakness of his doctrines of providence and the incarnation.”’
Schaff states, “Zwingli stood midway between Luther and the Anabaptists. He regarded

the sacraments as signs and seals of a grace already received rather than as means of a
grace to be received. They set forth and confirm, but do not create, the thing signified. He

%% Bromiley

rejected the doctrine of baptismal regeneration and of the corporal presence.
maintains that “Zwingli compared the external sign of baptism to the badge worn by
patriotic supporters of the Confederation. Indeed, he refused to ascribe to it, as an
external sign, anything more than the psychological value of a reminder and profession.*’
His successors, however, were more concerned to work out the difficult question of the
supernatural operation of the Holy Spirit in baptism, and they could almost take for

»% " Bromiley also contrasts the

granted its effect as a call to Christian discipleship.
baptismal theory of Zwingli with that of Luther and of Calvin:

“The revolt against the [absolute necessity of baptism for infant salvation]
was not against the principle that the sacrament itself is a means of grace. It was
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Eucharistic Controversy. Zwingli and Luther.”
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against the tacit assumption that baptism is the only means of the divine
operation, the claim that grace is bound to this sacrament by an indissoluble bond.
... Luther himself did not make any clear or definite stand against the traditional
doctrine of necessity. . . .So striking was this emphasis . . . upon the ordinary
necessity [of baptism for salvation] . . . that opponents could mark off his teaching
on the subject from that of Bucer and Calvin.

With Zwingli the matter was otherwise. He did of course defend infant
baptism, and to that extent he could urge the importance of its administration. But
his very defense carried with it a denial of the absolute necessity. Christian
children had a right to the sign of the covenant because by divine election they
were already members of the covenant. The sign itself did not effect covenant-
membership: it merely signified a covenant-membership already existing. If the
sign lacked, the covenant-membership, and therefore salvation, still remained. . . .
[This view of Zwingli] reduced [baptism] to a mere sign of grace, and . . . not in
any sense a means of grace. Zwingli himself unashamedly admitted this fact, as
far as the external action is concerned, for he argued that the outward sign is not
able either to cleanse from sin or even to confirm faith. On the other hand he did
not preclude an inward operation of the Spirit in fulfillment of the sign or even in
conjunction with it. What he denied was that they external rite is indispensable to
that inward operation . . . Zwingli commit[ed] himself to what is virtually a denial
of original guilt. . . . Zwingli retorted not merely that water-baptism cannot
cleanse from sin, but that there is no original sin to be cleansed. . . . [unlike]
Hiibmaier [the Anabaptist, who] retained some doctrine of original sin . . .
Zwingli could hold out hope for the children of the heathen, as well as for those
who had the privilege of a Christian descent. . . . [In contrast, for] Calvin . . .
baptism . . . [had] certain specific promises . . . annexed to it. It was, moreover, a
definite means of grace. Therefore ‘if anyone of his own accord abstains from the
use of the sacrament . . . he contemns Christ, spurns His grace, and quenches His
Spirit.””"

Zwingli’s defense of the baptism of the infants of believers precluded the necessity of the

rite for heaven, based on his doctrine that they are already partakers of salvation.
However, an acceptance of this Zwinglian position also precludes, as does the doctrine of
Calvin, the necessity and even the reasonableness of personal conversion. The child of
Christian parents, as one who is already a partaker of God’s covenant, never needs to
come to a point where he recognizes himself as a lost, hell-bound sinner, who then must
repent and believe in the Lord Jesus Christ and so be born again. His view is consistent

with the declaration of the modern Protestant Reformed Church, that it is a “sin against

Pg. 52-54, Baptism, Bromiley. Quote from Calvin is from Tracts, 11, pg. 85.

109



God’s covenant . . . that covenant, baptized, Reformed young people are made the objects
of an ‘evangelism’ that treats them as unsaved sinners who must be saved by accepting
Christ. If this is what is meant by the conversion of the child, Reformed parents and the
Reformed church reject it in the name of the covenant of God sealed to their children in

"% Zwingli “insisted that baptism, like circumcision by which it was

infancy.
foreshadowed, was a sign, a simple form of action which was of itself certainly not
necessary for salvation. There was also a spiritual or internal baptism, given by God in
man’s heart, presuming and requiring faith. Not only did baptism not wash away sins,
but its recipient was not then or later sinless; Christ alone did this. It was an indication
that an obligation to live a Christian life had been accepted by, or on behalf of, the
recipient.”> Baptism was thus a public assurance that children would receive a Christian
education, and an initiation ceremony to show their future allegiance. “Baptism . . . was
simply a token of membership of the Christian community, a public advertisement, an
initiation and an acceptance (by deputy in the case of infants) of the obligations of the

followers of Christ.”**

If infants were already members of the Christian community and
followers of Christ before baptism, they never need to come to a point of personal

. . . 95 .
admission of an unconverted state or an experience of evangelical repentance.” This fit

o2 Pgs. 21-22, The Covenant of God and the Children of Believers, David J. Engelsma, South

Holland, IL: Evangelism Committee, Protestant Reformed Church, n. d. Cf.

93 Huldreich Zwinglis Simtlich Werke, hg. V. E. Egli, G. Finsler, W. Kohler, O. Farner, F. Blanke,
L. v. Muralt, E. Kiinzli, R. Pfister, J. Staedtke, F. Biisser. Corpus Reformatorum, (Berlin/Leipzig/Ziirich,
1905-), IV, 199-201, 229-231.

? pg. 189, 192, Zwingli, G. R. Potter (London: Cambridge University Press, 1976).

A modern Reformed presentation of this Zwinglian method of nullifying the gospel is seen in
“The Notion of Preparatory Grace in the Puritans,” Martin McGeown (pgs. 83-84, Protestant Reformed
Theological Journal, November 2007 (Vol. 41, #1): “[I]t is intolerable cruelty to demand of people a
dramatic conversion experience before they can be assured of their salvation. Such obstacles may not be
placed before believers who grew up in the church, who were taught to pray on their mother’s knee, who
were catechized and who therefore do not know of a time when they did not believe in Jesus Christ. To
demand of such that they describe a dramatic conversion experience before they are allowed to confess

95

110



in with Zwingli’s personal life; he gradually moved to his position of reformation
doctrine, without having a personal point of conversion. Furthermore, the association of
infant baptism and salvation was not absent even in Zurich, since “in the Baptismal Order
at Ziirich prayer could be offered for incorporation into Christ.”® . . . The initiation [of
baptism taught there] was into the church as the family of God, or the body of Christ.
The sacramental entry taught clearly the divine adoption and sonship. Baptism was not
merely the historical sign or badge of external church-membership. It was an entry into
the people of God.”’ A connection between baptism and salvation was maintained by
Zwingli’s successor at Ziirich, Heinrich Bullinger, who “described baptism as ‘the seal of
the righteousness of faith’”® and said “Baptism is a visible sign and seal of our ingrafting

9999

into the body of Christ.””” Bullinger also continued Zwingli’s denial of the necessity of

personal conversion for those baptized in infancy, since “In Bullinger’s Decades . . . the

text ‘Of such is the kingdom of heaven’ was used to prove infant discipleship: ‘He
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manifestly calleth the littler ones, not yet able to confess, believers. If infants are

already disciples and believers, they never need to recognize themselves as lost
unbelievers and repent. Zwingli’s fellow-reformer, Martin Bucer, also “could not agree

5101

either that the sacraments are ‘naked and bare signs,” " or that they are ‘such instruments

or channels of grace as that they bring grace with whatever mind or faith you partake of

their faith [take the Lord’s Supper, etc.] is to grieve Christ’s little ones. . . . This is the Reformed doctrine of
conversion as set forth in the Heidelberg Catechism (Lord’s Day 33).”

% Pg. 423, Documents of the Continental Reformation, Kidd.

o7 Pg. 17, Baptism, Bromiley.
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them 5102

They have a real, instrumental efficacy, but that efficacy is dependent upon two
interrelated facts: first, the divine election, and second, the faith of the individual
recipient. Sign and grace together constitute the one true baptism where the Holy Spirit
uses the means of grace and the response of faith is either evoked or confirmed.”'”
Bucer taught that for non-elect infants, for those who lived and died in opposition to the
Christian faith in later life, the baptismal sacrament did not convey salvation, but for elect
infants baptism was a real, effective vehicle, as the “sacrament of regeneration,”104 of
conveying God’s saving grace.

The analysis above deals with the later Zwinglian position on infant baptism; in
earlier years, the Reformer had affirmed, “Nothing grieves me more than that at present I
have to baptize children, for I know it ought not to be done.”'” Article 18 of Zwingli’s
67 articles stated that baptism was originally designed for people of mature, responsible
years.'” Zwingli knew that “if we were to baptize as Christ instituted it then we would
not baptize any person until he has reached the years of discretion; for I find it nowhere
written that infant baptism is to be practiced.”'”” However, Zwingli’s recognition that, “if
however I were to terminate the practice [of infant baptism] then I fear I would lose my

prebend,” and his recognition of the necessity of the administration of the ordinance to

infants to support a State-Church union, led him in 1525 to change his mind, and in 1530
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to deny that he had ever spoken against infant baptism, despite affirmations such as “The
error [of believer’s baptism] also misled me some years ago, so that I thought it would be
much more suitable to baptize children after they had arrived at a good age.”'®® He did
not oppose the decree of the magistrates of Zurich in 1525 that all who would not have
their children baptized were to be exiled, nor their drowning of the Baptist Felix Manz in

the Limmat River in A. D. 1527. His angry outburst, “Let those who talk of going under
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go under indeed!” gave rise to the method of death by drowning for Anabaptists.

While the earlier Zwinglian position on baptism repudiated infant baptism
entirely, even the later Zwinglian doctrine was the furthest from the explicit, unabashed
doctrine of infant baptismal salvation of Catholicism and the closest to the Anabaptist
denial of a salvific character of the ordinance, although Zwingli was by then far enough
from the Baptists that he would have them put to death. Reformed theology after his
death continued to feel his influence, but generally was closer to the sacramental
baptismal theology of Calvin, although Reformed respect for the Bible and its
affirmations of justification by faith apart from any religious rites continually called the
Calvinist movement, and especially the elect with Reformed roots, to the Scriptural and
Baptist position away from the sacramentalist salvation propounded by its founders and
standard Reformed confessions.

Reformed confessional statements continued to link the sacrament of baptism and

the forgiveness of sin in the manner of John Calvin. The Second Helvetic Confession,

composed by Zwingli’s successor Bullinger in 1562, the most widely adopted and

108 pg. 152, Newman, Henry Albert, 4 Manual of Church History, vol. 2 (Philadelphia, PA: American

Baptist Publishing Society, 1908), cited on pg. 261 of Landmarks of Church History, Robert Sargent. Oak
Harbor, WA: Bible Baptist Church Publications, n. d

109 Pg. 229, Landmarks of Church History, vol. 1, Robert Sargent. Oak Harbor, WA: Bible Baptist
Church Publications, n. d.
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authoritative of continental Reformed symbols after the Heidelburg Catechism and the
official creed of the Reformed communions in Switzerland, Hungary, Poland, and
Bohemia, states that “to be baptized in the name of Christ is to be enrolled, entered, and
received into the covenant and family, and so into the inheritance of the sons of God . . .
to be cleansed also from the filthiness of sins . . . God . . . adopts us to be his sons, and by
a holy covenant joins us to himself . . . all these things are assured by baptism. . . . We
condemn the Anabaptists, who deny that newborn infants of the faithful are to be
baptized” (Article 20). The extremely influential Heidelburg Catechism of 1563, drafted
by Zacharias Ursinus and Caspar Olevianus, and the chief symbol of German and Dutch
Reformed churches, affirms that “Christ appointed this external washing with water . . .
[of] holy baptism . . . adding thereunto this promise, that I am as certainly washed by his
blood and Spirit from all the pollution of my soul, that is, from all my sins, as I am
washed externally with water, by which the filthiness of the body is commonly washed
away. . . . Christ promised us that he will as certainly wash us by his blood and Spirit, as
we are washed with the water of baptism . . . In the institution of baptism, which is thus
expressed . . . ‘he that believeth and is baptized, shall be saved; but he that believeth not
shall be damned.” This promise is also repeated, where the scripture calls baptism ‘the

10 [T)he external baptism

washing of regeneration, and the washing away of sins.
with water [is not] the washing away of sin itself . . . for the blood of Jesus Christ only,
and the Holy Ghost, cleanse us from all sin. . . . [but] the Holy Ghost [doth] call baptism

‘the washing of regeneration,” and ‘the washing away of sins’ . . . [with] great cause, to

wit, not only thereby to teach us, that, as the filth of the body is purged away by water, so

Ho The catechism is misinterpreting Mark 16:16; Titus 3:5; and Acts 22:16.
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our sins are removed by the blood and Spirit of Jesus Christ; but especially that, by this
divine pledge and sign, he may assure us that we are spiritually cleansed from our sins as
really as we are externally washed with water.”''' The Belgic Confession of 1561,
prepared by Guido de Bres, and revised by Francis Junius, a student of Calvin, became
the recognized symbol of the Reformed Churches of Holland and Belgium. It stated:

The sacraments . . . seal unto us [God’s] promises . . . thereby assuring and
confirming in us the salvation which he imparts to us. For they are visible signs
and seals of an inward and invisible thing, by means whereof God works in us by
the power of the Holy Ghost. . . . [T]he number of sacraments . . . are two only,
namely, the sacrament of baptism, and the holy supper of our Lord Jesus Christ. . .
. Jesus Christ . . . having abolished circumcision . . . has instituted the sacrament
of baptism instead thereof; by which we are received into the Church of God, and
separated from all other people and strange religions, that we may wholly belong
to him, whose ensign and banner we bear: and which serves as a testimony to us,
that he will forever be our gracious God and Father. Therefore . . . as water
washes away the filth of the body, when poured upon it, and is seen on the body
of the baptized, when sprinkled upon him; so does the blood of Christ, by the
power of the Holy Ghost, internally sprinkle the soul, cleanse it from its sins, and
regenerate us from children of wrath, unto children of God. . . . Therefore the
ministers, on their part, administer the sacrament, and that which is visible, but
our Lord gives that which is signified by the sacrament, namely, the gifts and
invisible grace; washing, cleansing and purging our souls of all filth and
unrighteousness; renewing our hearts, and filling them with all comfort; giving
unto us a true assurance of his fatherly goodness; putting on us the new man, and
putting off the old man with all his deeds. Therefore we believe, that every man,
who is earnestly studious of obtaining life eternal, ought to be but once baptized
with this only baptism, without ever repeating the same: since we cannot be born
twice. Neither does this baptism only avail us, at the time when the water is
poured upon us, and received by us but also through the whole course of our life;
therefore we detest the error of the Anabaptists, who are not content with the one
only baptism they have once received, and moreover condemn the baptism of the
infants of believers, whom we believe ought to be baptized and sealed with the
sign of the covenant, as the children in Israel formerly were circumcised, upon the
same promises which are made unto our children.'"?
If baptism is a testimony to infants that God “will forever be [their] gracious God and

Father,” and God conveys and seals through it the invisible grace of “washing, cleansing

i Question 69, 71-73.

Article 33, 34
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and purging our souls of all filth and unrighteousness,” and the sacrament continues to be
means of saving grace “through the whole course of our life,” and we ought not to be
baptized twice because “we cannot be born twice,” it is clearly a channel of conveying
salvation. This explains why the Belgic Confession affirms, as did Calvin, that “there is
no salvation outside of . . . [the] congregation” (Article 28), the location where the
sacraments are administered (Article 29); those outside of the church, the baptized
community, are lost. Those who grow up in Reformed families, on the other hand, can
properly believe that God is already their own Father because they have been baptized,
and consequently they are under no necessity to, as lost sinners, personally and
consciously repent and believe in Christ; God already performed the work of
regeneration on them in their infancy, and this salvation was sealed to them in baptism.
The Westminster Confession, which was prepared by the Westminster Assembly in 1647,
adopted by the Long Parliament, by the Kirk of Scotland, and the Presbyterian Churches
of America, states that “baptism . . . is a sign and seal of the covenant of grace, of [one’s]
ingrafting into Christ, of regeneration, of remission of sins . . . by the right use of this
ordinance the grace promised is not only offered, but really exhibited and conferred by
the Holy Ghost.”'"® Contrary to Baptists, who would gladly admit that baptism is a sign
or picture of grace, though not a means of conveying it, the Westminster divines affirmed
that the Holy Spirit also seals and confers grace through baptism. The Westminster

Shorter Catechism likewise states that “outward and ordinary means whereby Christ

communicateth to us the benefits of redemption, are . . . sacraments''* . . . which are
made effectual to the elect for salvation . . . sacraments become effectual means of
3 Article 28.

114 . . .
“The Word . . . and prayer” are also said to bring the elect to salvation.
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salvation . . . a sacrament is a holy ordinance instituted by Christ, wherein, by sensible
signs, Christ and the benefits of the new covenant are represented, sealed, and applied
unto believers. . . . The sacraments of the New Testament are baptism and the Lord’s
supper. . . . Baptism is a sacrament, wherein the washing with water, in the name of the
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, doth signify and seal our ingrafting into
Christ, and partaking of the benefits of the covenant of grace, and our engagement to be
the Lord's. . . . infants of such as are members of the visible Church are to be
baptized.”'"”> The Westminster Larger Catechism affirms that “the sacraments become
effectual means of salvation. . . . A sacrament is an holy ordinance instituted by Christ in
his church, to signify, seal, and exhibit unto those that are within the covenant of grace,
the benefits of his mediation. . . . Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testament, wherein
Christ hath ordained the washing with water in the name of the Father, and of the Son,
and of the Holy Ghost, to be a sign and seal of ingrafting into himself, of remission of
sins by his blood, and regeneration by his Spirit; of adoption, and resurrection unto
everlasting life; and whereby the parties baptized are solemnly admitted into the visible
church, and enter into an open and professed engagement to be wholly and only the
Lord's. . . . infants descending from parents, either both, or but one of them, professing
faith in Christ, and obedience to him, are in that respect within the covenant, and to be
baptized. . . . The needful but much neglected duty of improving our Baptism, is to be
performed by us all our life long . . . by serious and thankful consideration of the nature
of it, and of the ends for which Christ instituted it, the privileges and benefits conferred

and sealed thereby, and our solemn vow made therein; by being humbled for our sinful

13 Questions 88, 91-95
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defilement, our falling short of, and walking contrary to, the grace of baptism, and our
engagements; by growing up to assurance of pardon of sin, and of all other blessings
sealed to us in that sacrament; by drawing strength from the death and resurrection of
Christ, into whom we are baptized, for the mortifying of sin, and quickening of grace . . .

as those that have therein given up their names to Christ . . . as being baptized by the

3116 117

same Spirit into one body. The Westminster Directory for Public Worship' ' states:

Before baptism, the minister is to use some words of instruction, touching the
institution, nature, use, and ends of this sacrament, shewing, “That it is instituted by
our Lord Jesus Christ: That it is a seal of the covenant of grace, of our ingrafting into
Christ, and of our union with him, of remission of sins, regeneration, adoption, and
life eternal: . . . the promise is made to believers and their seed; and that the seed and
posterity of the faithful, born within the church, have, by their birth, interest in the
covenant, and right to the seal of it, and to the outward privileges of the church, under
the gospel . . . children, by baptism, are solemnly received into the bosom of the
visible church, distinguished from the world, and them that are without, and united
with believers; and that all who are baptized in the name of Christ, do renounce, and
by their baptism are bound to fight against the devil, the world, and the flesh: That
they are Christians, and federally holy before baptism, and therefore are they
baptized: That the inward grace and virtue of baptism is not tied to that very moment
of time wherein it is administered; and that the fruit and power thereof reacheth to the
whole course of our life; and that outward baptism is not so necessary, that, through
the want thereof, the infant is in danger of damnation, or the parents guilty, if they do
not contemn or neglect the ordinance of Christ, when and where it may be had.” . . .
[The minister] is also to admonish all those that are present, “To look back to their
baptism; to repent of their sins against their covenant with God; to stir up their faith;
to improve and make right use of their baptism, and of the covenant sealed thereby
betwixt God and their souls.” . . . This being done, prayer is also to be joined with the
word of institution, for sanctifying the water to this spiritual use; and the minister is to
pray to this or the like effect: “That the Lord, who hath not left us as strangers without
the covenant of promise, but called us to the privileges of his ordinances, would
graciously vouchsafe to sanctify and bless his own ordinance of baptism at this time:
That he would join the inward baptism of his Spirit with the outward baptism of
water; make this baptism to the infant a seal of adoption, remission of sin,
regeneration, and eternal life, and all other promises of the covenant of grace: That
the child may be planted into the likeness of the death and resurrection of Christ; and
that, the body of sin being destroyed in him, he may serve God in newness of life all
his days.”

116
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Then the minister is to . . . baptize the child with water: which, for the manner of
doing of it, is not only lawful but sufficient, and most expedient to be, by pouring or
sprinkling of the water on the face of the child, without adding any other ceremony.
This done, he is to give thanks and pray, to this or the like purpose: “Acknowledging
with all thankfulness, that the Lord is true and faithful in keeping covenant and
mercy: That he is good and gracious, not only in that he numbereth us among his
saints, but is pleased also to bestow upon our children this singular token and badge
of his love in Christ: That, in his truth and special providence, he daily bringeth some
into the bosom of his church, to be partakers of his inestimable benefits, purchased by
the blood of his dear Son, for the continuance and increase of his church.” And
praying, “That the Lord would still continue, and daily confirm more and more this
his unspeakable favour: That he would receive the infant now baptized, and solemnly
entered into the household of faith, into his fatherly tuition and defence, and
remember him with the favour that he sheweth to his people; that, if he shall be taken
out of this life in his infancy, the Lord, who is rich in mercy, would be pleased to
receive him up into glory; and if he live, and attain the years of discretion, that the
Lord would so teach him by his word and Spirit, and make his baptism effectual to
him, and so uphold him by his divine power and grace, that by faith he may prevail
against the devil, the world, and the flesh, till in the end he obtain a full and final
victory, and so be kept by the power of God through faith unto salvation, through
Jesus Christ our Lord.”

Since the baby is said to be a Christian before his baptism, he never needs to come to a

point where he sees himself as a lost, hell-bound sinner who must, for the first time,
repent and believe the gospel; as long as he continues to assent to Reformed doctrine as
he grows older, and lives a moral life, he can have confidence he will go to heaven. If he
lives in this manner, then “his baptism [was] effectual to him” as a “seal of adoption,
remission of sin, regeneration, and eternal life, and all other promises of the covenant of
grace” and he was planted in infancy “into the likeness of the death and resurrection of
Christ” and had “the body of sin being destroyed in him” and was brought “into the
bosom of [Christ’s] church, to be partak[er] of his inestimable benefits” and had “inward
grace and virtue” conveyed by the sacrament. As a Reformed document, following John
Calvin and opposed to the universal salvific benefit of infant baptism taught by

Lutheranism, non-elect infants—those who, surviving infancy, fall away from Reformed
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doctrine and Christianity or live an immoral life—were not regenerated in infancy and
did not have salvation sealed to them through the sacrament.

The pioneers of the English Reformation were under a mix of Catholic, Lutheran,
Reformed, and Baptist influences that contributed to the various positions on baptismal
salvation among them. The traditional Catholic doctrine of baptismal regeneration was
firmly entrenched in the English State Church at the time of the Reformation. Henry VIII
followed the baptismal views of the medieval Catholic theologians. The “Schoolmen
agreed that the sign and grace necessarily concur except where prevented by insincerity
or unbelief[.] . . . Certainly, a miraculous work is done when the external sign is
administered. By virtue of the divine institution and the passion of Christ the baptismal
sign and the baptismal grace do almost automatically concur. . . . The majority of
medieval scholars, and many of their sixteenth-century admirers and successors, inclined
to the most obvious and simple view that God had given to the water itself a regenerative
force: the grace, or virtue, was in the water. Thomas himself favored this view, for

8

which he could cite Augustine and Bede as venerable guarantors.''® In the sixteenth

century it found an exponent in Henry VIIL. . . . As Henry VIII put it, quoting Hugo de

511955120

Sancto Victore, ‘the sacrament of baptism cleanses internally. This view

continued among later “High Church” Anglicans like Stephen Gardiner, who “asserted
bluntly that we are all justified ‘in the sacrament of baptisme before we could talk of the

99121

justification we strive for. The opening prayer in the Anglican Baptismal Office

included the words, “Who by the baptism of Thy well-beloved Son in the river Jordan
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didst sanctify water to the mystical washing away of sin. However, Lutheran and

Reformed influences made the situation in the English Protestant State-church more
complex:

The position in England was complicated. The earlier formularies used the
language of medieval theology, and even the Prayer Book and Article might
suggest a traditionalist understanding. The Article, for example, described
baptism as an instrument, and referred to forgiveness as one of its benefits. But
there is evidence that from quite an early period the baptismal forgiveness was
understood by the Reformers in a Lutheran or Reformed sense rather than the
Scholastic. The King’s Book is perhaps the one exception which confirms the
general rule. Even the formularies themselves make this plain. The Ten Articles
ascribe the forgiveness primarily to Christ Himself, and the Baptismal Office
speaks of the benefits rather than the effects of the sacrament, and relates them in
the first instance to the author of grace, and only secondarily to the means. The
Homilies have exactly the same emphasis, for although it is boldly stated that
baptized infants are washed from their sins, the washing is by virtue of the
sacrifice of Christ and not of the sacrament. The Article certainly describes
baptism as an efficacious sign, but it then shows clearly that its efficacy is not to
cleanse from sin, but to sign and seal the divine promise of forgiveness. . . . The
individual Anglicans were all anxious to maintain the traditional connection
between baptism and forgiveness.”'>’
While English Anglicanism never attained anything like theological uniformity in the

Reformation era (or any subsequent period to the present day), Reformed views of
baptismal salvation eventually became dominant:

It was the Reformed view which finally prevailed in England . . . Cranmer himself
made it plain that in baptism infants do not believe either vicariously or actually,
but sacramentally; i. e. they have the sign of faith. Philpot, too, did not think that
infants may make any profession of present faith. The Elizabethans were if
anything even more definite, for Whitaker disowned the Lutheran view in his
controversy with Bellarmine, although he stressed the fact that his opponent was
misrepresenting it. Rogers flatly denounced it as an error. . . . The Puritans, of
course, took up the Reformed view with vigour.”'**
The Reformed doctrine found advocates in Cranmer, Jewel, Whitgift, and others.

Bromiley explains their views well:

Pg. 9, Baptism, Bromiley.
Pg. 174, Baptism, Bromiley.
Pg. 114-115, Baptism, Bromiley.
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Whitgift believed that “Although the necessity of baptism is not so tied to
the sacraments, that whosoever hath the external sign shall therefore be saved, yet
it is so tied to them, that none can be saved that willingly and wittingly is void of
them.”'** . ..

The statement of Jewel clearly reflects the language of the Prayer Book:
“For this cause are infants baptized, because they are born in sin, and cannot
become spiritual but by this new birth of water and of the Spirit.”'** . . . Jewel'?’
.. linked together the baptismal remission and the baptismal entry into newness of
life in Christ and in the church of Christ. The emphasis is important, because it
marks a return in Anglican teaching to the . . . patristic doctrine, and a rejection of
the quasi-material conception of cleansing. Baptism was not merely an
obliteration of past sin, but the giving of a new and divine life, an entry into the
resurrection. The baptismal forgiveness was not as it were a literal washing of the
soul from sin and its endowment with new grace and virtue. It was a forgiveness,
and accompanying renewal, by identification in faith with the crucified and risen
Redeemer.

The true grace of baptism was, in fact, the new creation of God in which
by the divine promise and faith the old things are passed away and all things are
become new. It was a genuine and full regeneration, an incorporation into Christ
with all the benefits which that implied and involved. It was more than the formal
uniting with Christ, or the change in external status, which might be presumed of
all those who received the outward sign. For although the Reformers
distinguished between the first regeneration of faith and the process of moral
renovation in which we become by sight that which we are already by faith,
regeneration itself was a deep and inward operation of the Holy Spirit; not a bare
ontological change, but a renewal of the whole life by saving faith in Jesus
Christ.'** . ...

Cranmer referred “to baptism as a receiving of the Holy Ghost and putting
Christ upon us.”'* According to Cranmer, no greater reverence ought to be paid
to the bread and wine than to the water, for the presence and ‘shewing’ of Christ
are the same in both sacraments.”’*” . . . [T]he Holy Ghost was not given in the
water or the font, but in the ministration.””! The true baptismal transformation
was not the transformation of the water, but “that wonderful change which God
Almighty by his omnipotence worketh really in them that be baptized
therewith.”'** . . . Cranmer . . . perceived that there is both an outward work of
baptism and also an inward, but that the true baptism will include both: “Through
baptism, in this world, the body is washed, and the soul is washed: the body
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outwardly, the soul inwardly: the work is one.”'** ** . .. Cranmer’s Catechism . .
Yy Yy

. related baptism directly to the regenerating activity of the Holy Spirit: “the Spirit
works in faith and baptisme to make us new men agayne.”">> In baptism the old
life comes to an end with the identification of the believer with Christ’s death and
the non-imputation of sin. But in baptism, too, a new life begins with the
identification of the believer with Christ’s resurrection and the imputation of the
whole righteousness of Christ: “baptism delivereth from death and the power of
the devil, and gyveth salvation and everlastynge lyfe to all them that believe.”"*
137 . Cranmer said that unbaptized infants of Christians could possibly be saved;
he rejected “as impious the unscrupulous superstition of those who so entirely
confine the grace of God the Holy Spirit to the elements of the sacraments as to
affirm that no infant of Christians will obtain eternal salvation, who shall have
died before he could be brought to baptism, which we consider to be far
otherwise.”'*®
The main Anglican Reformers affirmed baptismal salvation, as the continental Reformed

denominations did. They likewise joined with continental Reformed theology in
rejecting the Catholic notion that all unbaptized infants of Christians were necessarily lost
and in shifting the materialistic aspects of Catholic baptismal regeneration to an emphasis
upon the imputation of the alien righteousness of Christ, in accordance with their
Protestant understanding of justification.

Anglican documents of all sorts followed the position of the Anglican Reformers
in affirming baptismal salvation. The binding 39 Articles affirm that as “by an
instrument, they that receive baptism rightly are grafted into the Church; [and] the
promises of the forgiveness of sin, and of our adoption to be the sons of God, by the Holy
Ghost are visibly signed and sealed.”"”® The 1662 Book of Common Prayer, in “The

Ministration of Publick Baptism of Infants, to be Used in the Church,” requires the priest
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to pray, “by the Baptism of thy well-beloved Son Jesus Christ, in the river Jordan, [Thou,
God] didst sanctify Water to the mystical washing away of sin . . . We call upon thee for
this Infant, that he, coming to thy holy Baptism, may receive remission of his sins by
spiritual regeneration. Receive him, 0 Lord, as thou hast promised . . . that this Infant may
enjoy the everlasting benediction of thy heavenly washing, and may come to the eternal
kingdom which thou hast promised by Christ our Lord. Amen.” The form for “The
Ministration of Private Baptism of Children” requires the priest to “pour Water upon [the
child], saying these words; ‘I baptize thee in the Name of the Father, and of the Son, and
of the Holy Ghost. Amen.” Then, all kneeling down, the Minister shall give thanks unto
God, and say, ‘We yield thee hearty thanks, most merciful Father, that it hath pleased
thee to regenerate this Infant with thy Holy Spirit, to receive him for thine own Child by
adoption, and to incorporate him into thy holy Church. And we humbly beseech thee to
grant, that as he is now made partaker of the death of thy Son, so he may be also of his
resurrection; and that finally, with the residue of thy Saints, he may inherit thine
everlasting kingdom; through the same thy Son Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.’” It further
commends the “baptizing of [a] Child; who being born in original sin, and in the wrath of
God, is now, by the laver of Regeneration in Baptism, received into the number of the
children of God, and heirs of everlasting life.” While a great variety of issues were
debated within the Anglican communion, the communication of saving grace through

baptism was a point of general agreement.'*

140 The Wesley brothers and the Methodist denomination retained the Anglican belief in salvation

through baptism, as taught in the 39 Articles, when they left the English state-church to start their own
religion. Commenting on John 3:5, Wesley affirmed, “Except a man be born of water and of the Spirit—
Except he experience that great inward change by the Spirit, and be baptized (wherever baptism can be
had) as the outward sign and means of it [he cannot enter into the kingdom of God].” He states here that
baptism is the means of the new birth. He also declared, “It is certain our Church supposes that all who are
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John Knox, the great enemy of Scottish Catholicism, and essentially the founder

of Scottish Presbyterianism, also supported the Reformed connection between salvation

and baptism. He described baptism as “a holie syne and seale of God’s promises.”""!

Knox referred to being “received in baptism into [God’s] familie and congregation,” and

spoke of baptism as “the syne of our entrance into the household of God our Father.”'**

Knox declared, “That lyke as water outwardlye doth wash away filth, so by baptism we

are cleansed in soul.”'*

The liturgy of Knox claimed that regeneration “stands chiefly in
these two points, in mortification, that is to say, a resisting of the rebellious lustes of the
fleshe, and in newness of life, whereby we continually stryve to walk in that pureness and

»14 The Scotsman followed Calvin in

perfection wherewith we are clad in baptisme.
affirming a necessity of precept for infant baptism, but not an absolute necessity:

“Without injurie infants cannot be debarred from the common syne of God’s children,”

but “neither yet is this outwarde action of such necessitie, that the lacke thereof shuld be

baptized in their infancy are at the same time born again; and it is allowed that the whole office for the
baptism of infants proceeds upon this supposition” (Wesley, sermon, The New Birth). In his Doctrinal
Tracts (pg. 246, 251) he wrote, “What are the benefits . . . we receive by baptism, is the next point to be
considered. And the first of these is the washing away of original sin, by the application of Christ’s death. .
. . the merits of Christ’s life and death, are applied to us in baptism. . . . infants are . . . proper subjects of
baptism, seeing, in the ordinary way, they cannot be saved unless [sin] be washed away in baptism. Infants
need to be washed from original sin. Therefore they are proper subjects for baptism.” (cited in chapter 9,
The Evils of Infant Baptism, Robert Boyt C. Howell, accessed in the Fundamental Baptist CD-Rom
Library, Oak Harbor, WA: Way of Life Literature, 2003). John’s brother, the Methodist hymn-writer
Charles Wesley, wrote against the Baptists, “Partisans of a narrow sect/ Your cruelty confess/ Nor still
inhumanly reject/ Whom Jesus would embrace./ Your little ones preclude them not/ From the baptismal
flood brought/ But let them now to Christ be saved/ And join the Church of God.” (Charles Wesley’s
Journal, 18 October 1756, 2:128). The Wesleys only called adults already baptized as infants to
conversion because of their heretical Arminian theology. Since they rejected the Biblical truth that once
one is saved, he is always saved (Romans 8:28-39), they held that one who was regenerated in infant
baptism could fall away and become a child of the devil again, at which time he would need a second new

birth.
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prejudiciall to their salvation, yf that prevented by death, thei may not be conveniently be

h 99145

presented to the churc Knox’s fierce opposition to Popery appeared in his

contention that Papist baptism is not the “true baptisme whilke Cryst Jesus did

institute.”'*¢

The problem with the Catholic sacrament was not its connection with the
salvation of the infant receiving it, for Knox retained the salvific baptismal doctrine of
Reformed theology; the Catholics erred, rather, in the nature, end, and necessity of the
grace communicated in infant baptism.

The medieval English Bible translator Wycliff progressively rejected aspects of
the Catholic doctrine of infant baptism. Wycliff taught, “Bodily baptizing is a figure,
how mennis soulis shuld be baptisid fro synne both originall and actual. . . . Baptisme is a
tokene of waishing of the soule fro synne . . . bi virtu taken of Cristi’s deth.”'*’ He taught
that the baptismal immersion (the mode practiced upon infants in English Catholicism
and early English Protestantism) was a picture of Christ’s death and resurrection, and of
the death to sin and resurrection to new life in the one baptized. “And so this water that
we ben putte inne is token of Cristis tribulacioun fro his bygynnyng to his deth . . . the
baptizing of us in this water betokeneth biriynge of Crist. . . . Oure taking up of this water
betokeneth the rysinge of Crist fro deth.'*® . . .The baptizing of us in this water
betokeneth . . . how we ben biried with him fro synne that rengneth in this world. Our

takynge up of this water betokeneth . . . how we shulden rise goostli in clennesse of newe

life.”'* “Wycliffe seems to have argued that the sacrament is not necessary to any who
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Pg. 24, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Arnold, 11, pg. 258.
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die in infancy, but his protest merely called down Episcopal and conciliar denunciations,
and even at a later date ‘Wycliffe of damnable memory’ was still condemned for his
conclusion ‘that it is presumptuous to say, that infants dying without baptism will not be
saved.”"” ... In England there had been a long tradition of protest against the belief in an
absolute necessity [of baptism for infant salvation], and Wycliffe had already made some
pertinent criticisms of it. Perhaps the main reason for his rejection was his refusal to
believe that God cannot and will not ‘save an infant unless an old woman or someone
perform this ceremony of baptism.” But again, his doctrine of the twofold baptism made
it impossible for him to accept the external rite as the test of the internal work, for after
all, could not Christ ‘without any such washing, spiritually baptize, and by consequence

9’151

save infants .. . Even in the fourteenth century automatic theories [of baptismal

efficacy] had been opposed by such thinkers as Wycliffe, who had separated between the

external baptism of water and the inward purgation of the Holy Spirit, which ‘God

515255153

Himself must do. Furthermore, “Wycliffe had had no place for the doctrine of

»154

‘character’ ™ [an indelible character being conveyed in baptism] and the later Reformers

dismissed it as meaningless and artificial. The English attitude was summed up by

Tyndale, when he described ‘character’ as ‘one of those feigned words with which the

515555156

Papists make merchandise. It is a matter of historical dispute if Wycliff ever
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Pg. 50, Baptism, Bromiley, citing H. Hart, Ecclesiastical Records, pgs. 365, 386.
Pg. 55, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Trialogus, pg. 160.

Arnold, 11, pg. 4.

Pg. 186, Baptism, Bromiley.

Wycliff, Trialogus, pg. 157-159.

Tyndale, Parker Society Series, 1, pg. 342.

Pg. 182, Baptism, Bromiley.

127



adopted the Baptist baptismal position, but it appears certain that many of the Lollards
William Tyndale, translator and promulgator (with Coverdale and Rodgers) of the

immensely influential Tyndale Bible, held Baptist views on baptism. He described the

157 J. T. Christian, in his History of Baptists (the chapter, “The British Baptist Churches,” accessed in

the Fundamental Baptist CD-ROM Library, Port Huron, MI: Way of Life Literature, 2001), stated the
following: “It is evident that Wyclif made great advances in reform over the Roman Catholic Church of his
day. Year after year marked a further departure from Rome and her dogma. In nothing was this more
manifest than in infant baptism. In the early years Wyclif firmly believed in the efficacy of infant baptism,
but in later years he appears to have greatly modified his views. Thomas Walden gees so far as to call him
“one of the seven heads that came out of the bottomless pit for denying infant baptism, that heresy of the
Lollards, of whom he was so great a ringleader.” Walsingham says: “That damnable heretic, John Wyclif,
reassumed the cursed opinions of Berangarius” (Walsingham, Ypod. Neust., 133), of which it is certain
denying infant baptism was one. Collier expressly tells us “he denied the necessity” of infant baptism
(Collier, An Ecclesiastical History of Great Britain, III. 185). The statement of Collier is unquestioned.
Whyclif did not deny infant baptism itself, but the necessity of it. He did not believe that a child dying
unbaptized would be lost (Wall, History of Infant Baptism, 1. 436, 437). This was greatly in advance of the
age and marked Wyclif at once a heretic and “an enemy of the Church.”

There is no effort in this place to assign Wyclif to a position among Baptist martyrs, but there is
no doubt he held firmly to many Baptist positions. Crosby, on the other hand, declared he was a Baptist and
argues the question at great length. “I am inclined to believe that Mr. Wyclif,” says he, “was a Baptist,
because some men of great note and learning in the Church of Rome, have left it upon record, that he
denied infant baptism.” Among other authorities he quotes Joseph Vicecomes (De Bit. Bapt., lib. ii. chap.
i). “Besides,” continues Crosby, “they charged him with several of those which are called Anabaptistical
errors; such as refusing to take an oath (art. 41. condemned by the Council of Constance), and also that
opinion, that dominion is founded in grace (Fuller, Church History of Great Britain, 1.444, Art. 51). Upon
these testimonies, some Protestant writers have affirmed that Wyclif was a Baptist, and have put him in the
number of those who have borne witness against infant baptism. And had he been a man of scandalous
character, that would have brought reproach upon those of that profession, a less proof would have been
sufficient to have ranked him among that sect” (Crosby, The History of English Baptists, L. §, 9).

No doubt the sentiments of Wyclif, on many points, were the same as those of the Baptists, but
there is no document known to me that warrants the belief that he was a Baptist (Evans, The Early English
Baptists, 1. 13).

It is certain that the Lollards, who had preceded Wyclif and had widely diffused their opinions,
repudiated infant baptism (Neal, History of the Puritans, II. 354). The testimony of Neal is interesting. He
says:

That the denial of the right of infants to baptism was a principle generally maintained among
Lollards, is abundantly confirmed by the historians of those times, (Neal, History of the Puritans, II. 354).

The followers of Wyclif and [the] Lollard[s] united and in a short time England was full of the
“Bible Men.” “Tis, therefore, most reasonable to conclude,” says Crosby, “that those persons were Baptists,
and on that account baptized those that came over to their sect, and professed the true faith, and desired to
be baptized into it” (Crosby, 1. 17).

The Lollards practiced believers’ baptism and denied infant baptism. Fox says one of the articles
of faith among them was “that faith ought to precede baptism.” This at least was the contention of a large
portion of those people.

The Lollard movement was later merged into the Anabaptist, and this was hastened by the fact that
their political principles were identical (Hook, Lives of the Archbishops of Canterbury, VI. 123). The
Lollards continued to the days of the Reformation. Mosheim says: “The Wyclifites, though obliged to keep
concealed, had not been exterminated by one hundred and fifty years of persecution” (Mosheim, Institutes
of Ecclesiastical History, III. 49).
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ordinance as “the sign of repentance (or, if they will so have it called, penance), washing

h 95158

and new birt As Baptists would, “Tyndale identified baptism primarily with

repentance: ‘baptism is a sign of repentance signifying that I must repent of evil, and

999159

believe to be saved there from by the blood of Christ. He denied the necessity of

baptism for salvation. “Tyndale . . . deduced that ‘the infants that die unbaptized of us
Christians are in as good case as those that die baptized.” He could also allow that adults

who believed in Christ and lived a Christian life might well be saved even without the

160

sacrament. .. Tyndale . . . pointed out that the main function of [baptism] is that of

‘testifying and exhibiting to our senses the promises signified.”'®' '* ... The Holy Spirit

does not work in the water, but ‘accompanieth the preaching of faith, and with the word

516355164

of faith, entereth the heart and purgeth it. He also “described dipping or plunging

99165

[not pouring or sprinkling] as the true sign. It is possible, but not certain, that

Tyndale was a member of a Baptist church. J. T. Christian comments:

Davis (History of the Welsh Baptists, 21) claims that William Tyndale (A. D.
1484-1536) was a Baptist. He was born near the line between England and Wales,
but lived most of the time in Gloustershire. “Llewellyn Tyndale and Hezekiah
Tyndale were members of the Baptist church at Abergaverney, South Wales.”
There is much mystery around the life of Tyndale. Bale calls him “the apostle of
the English.” “He was learned, a godly, and a good-natured man” (Fuller, Church
History of Britain, 11. 91). It is certain he shared many views held by the Baptists;
but that he was a member of a Baptist church is nowhere proved. He always
translated the word ecclesia by the word congregation, and held to a local
conception of a church (Tyndale, Works 1I. 13. London, 1831). There were only
two offices in the church, pastor and deacons (1.400). The elders or bishops

158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165

Pg. 11, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Tyndale, British Reformers Series, pg. 407.
Pg. 25, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Tyndale, Parker Society Series, 111, pg. 171.
Pg. 56, Baptism, Bromiley, citing Tyndale, Parker Society Series, I, pg. 350-351.
Tyndale, Parker Society Series, 1, p. 357.

Pg. 179, Baptism, Bromiley.

Tyndale, Parker Society Series, 1, pg, 423-424.

Pg. 192, Baptism, Bromiley.

Pg. 140, Baptism, Bromiley.
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should be married men (I. 265). Upon the subject of baptism he is very full. He is
confident that baptism does not wash away sin. “It is impossible,” says he, “that
the waters of the river should wash our hearts” (Zbid, 30). Baptism was a plunging
into the water (/bid, 287). Baptism to avail must include repentance, faith and
confession (III. 179). The church must, therefore, consist of believers (/bid, 25).
His book in a wonderful manner states accurately the position of the Baptists.
The involvement of Baptists, or at least those with Baptistic views, in Bible translation is
in accord with Scriptural promises of the responsibility of the saints and the church for
the propagation of Scripture (Matthew 28:19-20; John 17:8, etc.). Furthermore, the
diligent study of Scripture evident in and required for the production of the historic,
Christ-honoring, anti-Papist English Bibles'®® would tend to move translators toward the
Baptist baptismal doctrine'®” taught in the Word of God.

In stark theological contrast to the mainline Catholic, Lutheran, and Reformed
positions, but in closer continuity with at least some of those involved in the translation
of the English Bible, Baptists maintained the Biblical position on the ordinance of
baptism and opposed a connection between the ordinance and the receipt of salvation,
infant baptism, and other corruptions of the ordinance by the old Catholic and the new
protesting Catholic movements. “Anabaptism . . . insisted that baptism is merely a sign
of individual conversion and the new birth.'"®® . . . The Anabaptists . . . envisaged the
external rite [of baptism] purely as a sign, and that it was not in any way, except the

psychological, a means of spiritual grace.'® . . . The contribution made by . . . the

Anabaptists was on the whole the negative one of attacking the prevailing notion that the

166 It has been estimated that the readings in the Authorized Version are well over 90% the work of

Tyndale.
te7 It is possible that Baptist doctrine influenced other translators of the English Bible; for example,
Coverdale said, “In baptism we have an undoubted true token and evidence of the grace of God” (Pg. 18,
Baptism, Bromiley, citing Coverdale, Parker Society Series, 11, pg. 86), a declaration consistent with the

Baptist position on the ordinance.
168

169

Pg. xiv, Baptism, Bromiley.
Bibliotheca Reformatoria Neerlandica, pg. 188, 11, pg. 280, cited on pg. 188, Baptism, Bromiley.
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external element could itself accomplish an internal cleansing.'”’ . . . [T]hey maintained
with truth that it is the blood of Christ which cleanses from sin,'”" they did not think of
baptism as in any way a means of grace, but only as a sign of grace, and more especially
as a sign of individual conversion.'”* . . . The main bulwark of the Anabaptists was that
infants cannot have faith, and therefore lack the essential qualification for the [ordinance
of baptism].”'”> The Schleitheim Confession of 1527 stated well the Anabaptist position:
Baptism shall be given to all those who have learned repentance and amendment
of life, and who believe truly that their sins are taken away by Christ, and to all
those who walk in the resurrection of Jesus Christ, and wish to be buried with
Him in death, so that they may be resurrected with him, and to all those who with
this significance request it [baptism] of us and demand it for themselves. This
excludes all infant baptism, the highest and chief abominations of the pope.'”
If baptism is given only to those who, having repented, know that their sins “are” taken
away already by Christ, the ordinance cannot have saving efficacy, for conversion and
justification are prerequisites to being “buried” with Christ in baptism. Since infant
baptism is an abomination, indeed, “the highest and chief” of popish abominations, it
must not be in any wise countenanced; the view of the early Zwingli, that infant baptism
is unscriptural but “on account of the possibility of offence I omit preaching this; it is

better not to preach it until the world is ready to take it,”'”

is entirely unacceptable.
Protestantism may maintain that the practice of or opposition to infant baptism is a non-

separating, secondary issue or a non-issue; but Baptists, who recognize infant baptism as

an abomination, cannot trivialize its practice.
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Corpus Reformatorum, 1V, pg. 215, 627

Bibliotheca Reformatoria Neerlandia, 11, pg. 280, IV, pg. 44.

Pg. 173, Baptism, Bromiley.

Pg. 113-114, Baptism, Bromiley.

Article 1 of the Schleitheim Confession, pg. 25, Baptist Confessions of Faith, William L.
Lumpkin. Valley Forge, PA: Judson Press, 1969.

17 Pg. 199, The Reformers and Their Stepchildren, Verduin.
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The rejection of infant baptism had as its corollary a rejection of the universal
State-church concept of the Catholics and the Reformers; indeed, many Baptists,
following the New Testament definition of ekklesia as solely a local, visible body,
entirely rejected the concept of a universal church. The ancient Donatists and the
medieval Anabaptists that succeeded them denied the existence of a universal or catholic
church.'’® The Reformation Anabaptists affirmed that the body of Christ was the local,
visible assembly, entered by believer’s baptism,'’” not a universal entity composed of the
entirety of the elect.

The Baptists also held to what became known as the Regulative Principle,'”
namely, that whatever God did not explicitly command in His worship was forbidden. In
this they were joined by the generality of the Reformed, who used the Principle to attack
the patently extrabiblical ceremonies of the Papists and the Lutherans and their corollary
affirmation that whatever was not explicitly forbidden in worship was permitted. In
England, the Puritans endorsed the Regulative Principle, while the Anglicans opposed it.
The Baptists, however, were the only ones able to consistently implement this Scriptural
(Leviticus 10:1-3) teaching, since the rest maintained the practice of the infant baptism

' In Zurich, “Zwingli

the New Testament was, at the very best, entirely silent about.
took steps to purge the office [of the state church] of all its non-scriptural elements. In

this matter he was in full agreement with the Anabaptists, who were clamoring that all
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Pg. 34-35, The Reformers and Their Stepchildren, Verduin.

Articles 2 + 3 of the Schleitheim Confession, pg. 25, Baptist Confessions of Faith, William L.
Lumpkin.

178 A Biblical and historical analysis is found in “Biblical Authority and the Proof of the Regulative

Principle of Worship in The Westminster Confession,” John Allen Delivuk, Westminster Theological
Journal 58:2 (Fall 96) pgs. 237-256.

17 See “Infant Baptism and the Regulative Principle of Worship,” Fred Malone:
http://www.gracesermons.com/robbeeee/regulative.html.
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ceremonies which had no sanction in the New Testament ought ruthlessly to be
discarded. . . . Calvin called for the complete destruction of . . . added ceremonies . . . and
he did not retain a single one of them in the Genevan liturgies. His disciples vied with
2180

one another in their attempts to heap scorn and ridicule upon the ancient customs.

The Regulative Principle was an important component of the Baptist doctrine of baptism.

II1. Conclusion

Baptists stand for the necessity of conscious, personal and evangelical conversion
as a prerequisite to baptism. The ordinance adds the saint to the membership of a local,
visible assembly separated from a universal or catholic church or church-state. The
Baptist restriction of immersion in the Reformation era to already justified believers
accorded with the necessity of a Biblical mandate for elements of worship, but was in
radical contrast to the baptismal theologies of Catholicism and all wings of the Protestant
Reformation. The Catholic and Protestant movements that put Baptists to death, and the
Baptists who declared that their opponents’ acceptance of infant baptism was an
abomination, indeed, a chief abomination, were far more in accordance with the reality of
the divergence of their soteriological doctrines than are the opinions of the many moderns
in this soft, ecumenical age in Christendom who minimalize baptismal differences.
Modern Baptists who affirm that the Reformers were set for the defense of the gospel are
greatly in error. Without sacrificing the heart of their Biblical soteriology to affirm that

baptismal and sacramental salvation and a rejection of the necessity of personal,

180 Corpus Reformatorum, IV, pg. 707, cited from pg. 149, Baptism, Bromiley.
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conscious faith in Christ for justification are non-issues, Baptists must believe that the

81 Purthermore, when

soteriology of all of the mainline Reformers is damnable heresy.
Baptists read, or promulgate through their church bookstores and Christian schools,
fundamental or evangelical books that glamorize the Reformers as great heroes of the
faith, they must warn their flocks that these men are false teachers and their
denominations are founded on a false gospel—or refuse to use such literature at all.
Baptist soulwinners should also be well acquainted with the Reformation baptismal
heresies, because modern conservative Protestants are likely to hold the same views as
their denominational founders, and an overly cursory inquiry into a Protestant prospect’s
personal state will likely lead soulwinners to erroneously conclude that their prospects are
already regenerate. One who holds to a traditional Lutheran or Reformed soteriology of
baptismal salvation will heartily affirm a belief in justification by faith alone if asked
solely this question. Baptist involvement in interdenominational ministrial or educational
activity with those who hold to infant baptism as a “secondary” or “non-separating” issue
also demonstrates a wild lack of discernment; the main body of “brothers in Christ” in
the Protestant denominations hold to a sacramental salvation. Finally, any truly
regenerate persons in Protestant denominations, who of necessity reject sacramental
salvation as inconsistent with the Biblical terms of the gospel they have received, should
leave their false religions at once and be immersed into the membership of a Bible-
believing Baptist church. The gospel that saved their souls is rejected in their

confessional documents. Saints associated with the Romish whore (Revelation 17:1ff.)

181 This is established by their doctrine of baptism alone. The mainline Reformers also held many

other heresies; see the Appendix to this paper.
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or her Protestant daughter churches (17:5) "~ should take heed to the inspired command:

“Come out of her, my people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, and that ye receive not

of her plagues” (Revelation 18:4).

Appendix: Other heresies of the Reformers

Apart from their connection of baptism and salvation, the Reformers adopted
many other heresies. Zwingli held that “noble” heathen who had never heard of Christ
would be in heaven, and only maintained the salvation of unbaptized infants by vitiating

the Biblical doctrine of original sin (Romans 5:12-19).'%

Luther either questioned or
denied the canonicity of Hebrews, James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, and Revelation, as
well as several Old Testament books, providing a basis for the rise of theological
modernism in Germany a century after his death. In Luther’s preface to James, from his
first edition of his German New Testament, he stated that “this epistle of St. James was
rejected by the ancients . . . I do not regard it as the writing of an apostle; and my reasons
follow. In the first place it is flatly against St. Paul and all the rest of Scripture in
ascribing justification to works. . . . This fault, therefore, proves that this epistle is not the
work of any apostle. . . . [T]his James does nothing more than drive to the law and to its
works. Besides, he throws things together so chaotically that it seems to me he must have
been some good, pious man, who took a few sayings from the disciples of the apostles
and thus tossed them off on paper. . . . In a word, he wanted to guard against those who
relied on faith without works, but was unequal to the task in spirit, thought, and words.
He mangles the Scriptures and thereby opposes Paul and all Scripture . . . Therefore, I
will not have him in my Bible to be numbered among the true chief books.” In a
Tabletalk comment in 1542, Luther affirmed, “We should throw the Epistle of James out

of this school [Wittenberg], for it doesn’t amount to much. It contains not a syllable about

182 See “Can You Identify This Woman And Her Daughters?” Appendix III of Three Witnesses for

the Baptists, Curtis A. Pugh (Bloomfield, New Mexico: The Historic Baptist, n. d.); electronically
available at http://users.aol.com/libcfl/witness1.htm.

183 Schaff, Philip, History of the Christian Church, 7:preface:11; 7:1:7:110; 8:2:9; 8:5:45; 8:3:29.
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Christ. . . . I maintain that some Jew wrote it who probably heard about Christian people
but never encountered any. Since he heard that Christians place great weight on faith in
Christ, he thought, ‘Wait a moment! I’ll oppose them and urge works alone.” This he did.
.. . Besides, there’s no order or method in the epistle. Now he discusses clothing and then
he writes about wrath and is constantly shifting from one to the other. He presents a
comparison: ‘As the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead’
[Jas. 2:26]. O Mary, mother of God! What a terrible comparison that is! James compares
faith with the body when he should rather have compared faith with the soul! The
ancients recognized this, too, and therefore they didn’t acknowledge this letter as one of
the catholic epistles” (Luther’s Works (LW) 54:424). He also said, “Some day I will use
James to fire my stove”®* (cf. Jeremiah 36:23-32).

Luther wrote concerning “the epistle of St Jude . . . he also speaks of the apostles
like a disciple who comes long after them and cites sayings and incidents that are found
nowhere else in the Scriptures. This moved the ancient fathers to exclude this epistle
from the main body of the Scriptures . . . it is an epistle that need not be counted among
the chief books which are supposed to lay the foundations of faith.”'® Concerning
the book of Hebrews, Luther wrote that the book “does not lay the foundation of faith . . .
Therefore we should not be deterred if wood, straw, or hay are perhaps mixed with
[sound teaching in the epistle] . . . to be sure, we cannot put it on the same level with the
apostolic epistles.” In certain places, Hebrews is, “as it stands . . . contrary to all the
gospels and to St. Paul’s epistles” (LW 35:394).

In Luther’s Preface to the Revelation of St. John (1522), he wrote, “About this
book of the Revelation of John . . . I say what I feel. I miss more than one thing in this
book, and it makes me consider it to be neither apostolic nor prophetic. . . . For myself, |
think it approximates the Fourth Book of Esdras; I can in no way detect that the Holy
Spirit produced it. Moreover he seems to me to be going much too far when he
commends his own book so highly—indeed, more than any of the other sacred books do,

though they are much more important—and threatens that if anyone takes away anything

184 Weimer, “Tischreden” (5) pg. 5854, cited in “Luther and James: Did Luther Use the Historical-

Critical Method?” by Mark F. Bartling; a paper presented to the Pastor-Teacher Conference, Western

Wisconsin District, LaCrosse, WI, April 12, 1983.

185 See Luther’s preface to Jude in his first edition of the German New Testament.
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from it, God will take away from him, etc.'®® Again, they are supposed to be blessed who
keep what is written in this book; and yet no one knows what that is, to say nothing of
keeping it. This is just the same as if we did not have the book at all. And there are many
far better books available for us to keep. Many of the fathers also rejected this book a
long time ago; although St. Jerome, to be sure, refers to it in exalted terms and says that it
is above all praise and that there are as many mysteries in it as words. Still, Jerome
cannot prove this at all, and his praise at numerous places is too generous. . . . My spirit
cannot accommodate itself to this book.”

In his Preface to the New Testament (1522), Luther stated, “John's Gospel is . . .
far, far to be preferred to the other three and placed high above them. So, too, the
Epistles of St. Paul and St. Peter far surpass the other three Gospels—Matthew, Mark,
and Luke.”

Luther’s relegation of portions of the New Testament canon to a secondary status
is followed by “conservative” modern Lutheranism to this day. Lutheran editions of the
Bible in the centuries after the Reformation generally contained their Reformer’s prefaces
to the Scriptures along with the books, perpetuating his blasphemies among the following
generations of Lutherans.'®’

Luther attacked portions of the Old Testament as well. He said, “Job didn’t speak

the way it is written [in his book] . .. One doesn’t speak that way under temptation.”'™

186 Note that here Luther explicitly rejects the warning of Revelation 22:18-19! It goes “much too

far”! Is the book of Revelation correct, and Luther in error, when the inspired prophecy warns that for he
who add or take away from it (Is not rejecting its inspiration most certainly taking away from it?), “God
shall add unto him the plagues that are written in this book . . . and . . . God shall take away his part out of
the book of life, and out of the holy city, and from the things which are written in this book™? Or is Luther

correct, and the Word of God in error, so that God goes “much too far” here?

187 “The German Bible available to homes in the Missouri Synod in the late 1800’s and early 1900’s,

the Altenburger Bibel (Concordia Publishing House), contained Luther’s introductions to the New
Testament books, giving his views about Hebrews, James, Jude, and Revelation. The laymen therefore
were acquainted with the view of [the] Scriptures [of Luther, questioning their inspiration].” The American
Lutheran Synod of 1857 (minutes, pg. 334ff) affirmed, “The Lutheran church must leave it uncertain
whether Revelation, or any of the other books of the New Testament which were spoken against by a few
in the early church, were written by an Apostle or under Apostolic authority. . . . Consequently, it was an
unwise, unchristian, and provocative act on the part of [a Lutheran minister] to conceal the actual status of
the doubted New Testament books. Thereby he gave rise to rumors which cast aspersions on those who
maintain the distinction between canonical books of the first and second rank; whereas in this distinction
they were following the earliest church Luther, and the older orthodox theologians” (Quotations from
“Luther and James: Did Luther Use the Historical-Critical Method?” by Mark F. Bartling; a paper
presented to the Pastor-Teacher Conference, Western Wisconsin District, LaCrosse, W1, April 12, 1983.).

188 Luther on Job from the Table Talk, John Aurifaber’s version; LW 54:79.
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He affirmed that “The [author of the] book of Solomon's Proverbs [is like] . . . the author
of the book of [the Apocryphal book of] Ecclesiasticus. [He] preaches the law well, but
he is no prophet. [Ecclesiasticus] is not the work of Solomon, any more than is the book
of Solomon’s Proverbs. They are both collections made by other people. ... [Concerning
the book of] Esther . . . I wish [it] had not come to us at all, for [it has] too many heathen
unnaturalities. . . . Daniel and Isaiah are [the] most excellent prophets.”'®” In Luther’s
Preface to Ecclesiastes, he wrote, “Now this book was certainly not written or set down
by King Solomon with his own hand. Instead scholars put together what others had heard
from Solomon’s lips, as they themselves admit at the end of the book . . . In like manner
too, the book of the Proverbs of Solomon has been put together by others, with the
teaching and sayings of some wise men added at the end. The Song of Solomon too has
the appearance of a book compiled by others out of things received from the lips of
Solomon. For this reason these books have no particular order either, but one thing is
mixed with another. This must be the character of such books, since they did not hear it
all from him at one time but at different times” (LW 35:263). Luther stated concerning
“Esther . . . [that] despite [the Jews] inclusion of it in the canon [it] deserves more than all
the rest in my judgment to be regarded as noncanonical” (LW 33:11). Before Luther
attacked inspired books of the Old and New Testaments, instead of trembling before them
(Isaiah 66:2), he should have considered more carefully that “Whoso despiseth the word
shall be destroyed” (Proverbs 13:13; cf. 2 Timothy 3:16; Proverbs 30:5-6; Deuteronomy
12:32; Revelation 22:18-19).

In 1519, Luther exhorted his congregation to “call upon the holy angels,
particularly his own angel, the Mother of God, and all the apostles and saints,” although
later on he moved away from prayers to angels, Mary, and other dead people.
Nevertheless, Luther kept a graven image of Mary in his study his entire life.'” Luther
also believed his entire life in Mary’s perpetual virginity. He taught, “Christ . . . was the
only Son of Mary, and the Virgin Mary bore no children besides Him . . . [when Scripture

189 Table-Talk Of Martin Luther Translated By William Hazlitt, Esq. Philadelphia: The Lutheran

Publication Society. Utterance XXIV. Available at http://www.ccel.org/l/luther/table talk/table talk.htm.

190 cf. Reformation Church History, Lecture 5, W. Robert Godfrey, (Grand Rapids, MI: Institute of
Theological Studies); www.itscourses.org.
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speaks of the Lord Jesus’] ‘brothers’ [it] really means ‘cousins.””'"!

Calvin similarly
affirmed, “Helvidius has shown himself too ignorant, in saying that Mary had several
sons, because mention is made in some passages of the brothers of Christ,” arguing that

“brothers” meant merely cousins or relatives.'”?

Calvin never denied the perpetual
virginity of Mary. Zwingli affirmed, “I firmly believe that Mary, according to the words
of the gospel as a pure Virgin brought forth for us the Son of God and in childbirth and
after childbirth forever remained a pure, intact Virgin.” Zwingli used Exodus 4:22 to
defend the doctrine of Mary’s perpetual virginity.'”?

Luther also taught that Mary was conceived without sin, as Christ was, preaching
that “It is a sweet and pious belief that the infusion of Mary’s soul was effected without
original sin; so that in the very infusion of her soul she was also purified from original sin
and adorned with God’s gifts, receiving a pure soul infused by God; thus from the first
moment she began to live she was free from all sin.”'**

The Bible teaches that Mary was a very godly woman (Luke 1:48), although John
the Baptist was greater than she (Matthew 11:11). Mary needed to have Christ as her
“Saviour” (Luke 1:47) because she was a sinner just like every other descendent of Adam
(Romans 3:10, 23; 5:12, 19). The gospels record her bringing a sin offering for her
uncleanness (Luke 2:21-24; Lev 12:1-8). Jesus was her “firstborn” son (Matthew 1:25;
Lu 2:7), after which God blessed her marriage to Joseph with many other children
(Matthew 13:55-56; John 7:5 + Psalm 69:8; Acts 1:14; 1 Corinthians 9:5; Galatiansl
1:19). She does not have special access to the Lord Jesus (Matthew 12:46-50; Luke
11:27-28) and praying to her, saying she is the queen of heaven, making her a mediator
between God and man, and all other Catholic or Protestant additions to Biblical teaching
about her are abominable idolatry (Deuteronomy 12:32; 1 Timothy 2:5; Isaiah 48:11).
“Idolaters . . . shall have their part in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstone”
(Revelation 21:8).

Luther also confused the cross-work of Christ by going beyond the truth that the

Savior bore the sins of mankind, and thus suffered the judgment that the world of sinners

191
192
193
194

Sermons on John, chapters 1-4, 1537-39.

Bernard Leeming, “Protestants and Our Lady,” Marian Library Studies, January 1967, pg. 9.
Ulrich Zwingli, Zwingli Opera, Corpus Reformatorum, Volume 1, 424.

“On the Day of the Conception of the Mother of God,” 1527.
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deserved, adopting instead the dangerous idea that Christ Himself became the sin of men.
He wrote:

All the prophets of old said that Christ should be the greatest transgressor,
murderer, adulterer, thief, blasphemer that ever was or ever could be on earth.
When He took the sins of the whole world upon Himself, Christ was no longer an
innocent person. . . . So the Law judged and hanged Him for a sinner. . . . [ am
told that it is preposterous and wicked to call the Son of God a cursed sinner. I
answer: If you deny that He is a condemned sinner, you are forced to deny that
Christ died. It is not less preposterous to say, the Son of God died, than to say, the
Son of God was a sinner. . . . Being the unspotted Lamb of God, Christ was
personally innocent. But because He took the sins of the world His sinlessness
was defiled with the sinfulness of the world. Whatever sins I, you, all of us have
committed or shall commit, they are Christ’s sins as if He had committed them
Himself. . . . . By stripping Christ of our sins, by making Him sinless, [false
teachers] cast our sins back at us, and make Christ absolutely worthless to us. . . .

Our merciful Father in heaven saw how the Law oppressed us and how
impossible it was for us to get out from under the curse of the Law. He therefore
sent His only Son into the world and said to Him: “You are now Peter, the liar;
Paul, the persecutor; David, the adulterer; Adam, the disobedient; the thief on the
cross. . . . Holy Writ does not say that Christ was under the curse. It says directly
that Christ was made a curse. . . . Although . . . passages may be properly
explained by saying that Christ was made a sacrifice for the curse and for sin, yet
in my judgment it is better to [conclude that] . . . Christ was made sin itself; Christ
was made the curse itself. . . . .

To finish with this verse: All evils would have overwhelmed us, as they
shall overwhelm the unbelievers forever, if Christ had not become the great
transgressor and guilty bearer of all our sins.'*”

Luther’s confusion on the work of Christ, his deliberate rejection of the fact that Christ

suffered the penalty for the world’s sins to affirm instead that He Himself became a
sinner, is another dangerous heresy.

Luther also agreed that Philip of Hesse could have two wives to help the prince
stop committing adultery; the second marriage just needed to be kept secret. Luther was
joined in this immoral counsel by Philip Melanchthon, Martin Bucer, and other lesser
Reformers. They stated that “We declare under an oath that it ought to be done secretly .

.. It is nothing unusual for princes to have concubines . . . and this modest way of living

195 Comment on Galatians 3:13 in Commentary on the Epistle to the Galatians (1535), Martin Luther.

Trans. Theodore Graebner (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1949). Elec. acc. in
Accordance Bible Software.
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would please more than adultery.”'”®

Luther wrote, “I cannot forbid a person to marry
several wives, for it does not contradict the Scripture.”'®’ After the secret got out, Luther
lied, denying his role in the bigamy. He and the others who agreed to the second wife
later were sorry that they had counseled Philip of Hesse as they had done—after they had
already been exposed and the Lutheran cause had been damaged.

General Lutheran antisemitism and widespread complicity in the Holocaust under
Hitler is also not surprising, in light of Luther’s affirmations about the Jews, such as:
“Let their houses also be shattered and destroyed . . . Let their prayer books and Talmuds
be taken from them, and their whole Bible too; let their rabbis be forbidden, on pain of
death, to teach henceforth any more. Let the streets and highways be closed against them.
Let them be forbidden to practice usury, and let all their money, and all their treasures of
silver and gold be taken from them and put away in safety. And if all this be not enough,
let them be driven like mad dogs out of the land.”'*®

The Lutheran view of the Lord’s Supper, consubstantiation, is a well known
heresy. The idea that one actually eats Christ’s real human body and drinks His real
blood in the Lord’s supper was retained in Luther’s split from Rome. To support the
doctrine that Christ’s humanity is actually eaten in the bread of the Supper, Lutheranism
also developed the doctrine of the ubiquity of the human nature of Christ, which claims
His humanity is omnipresent, rather than localized in heaven at the right hand of God the
Father (Mark 16:19; Luke 22:69; Acts 2:33-34; 7:55-56; Colossians 3:1; 1 Peter 3:22).199

Since, by definition, a real human body cannot be omnipresent, or in countless numbers

% Document dated December 10, 1539, Luther's Letters, De Wette -- Seidemann, Berlin, 1828, vol.

6, 255-265.
Y7 De Wette, vol. 2, 459.
8 Durant, 422; About the Jews and Their Lies, 1543; citing Janssen, 111, 211-212.

199 In the words of the confessionally binding Lutheran Formula of Concord (1577), “We believe,
teach, and confess that in the Lord’s Supper the body and blood of Christ are truly and substantially
present, and that they are truly distributed and taken together with the bread and wine. . . . That the right
hand of God is everywhere; and that Christ, in respect of his humanity, is truly and in very deed seated
thereat.” (Articles I, V). If the right hand of God is everywhere (contrary to Scripture, which affirms it is in
heaven, Mark 16:19; Acts 2:33-34; Ephesians 1:20; Hebrews 1:3; 8:1; 1 Peter 3:22; etc.), and Christ’s
humanity is at this “everywhere” location, His humanity is omnipresent, and Lutherans are bound to
believe this heresy by their confessional documents. Not only does this heresy undermine the Lord Jesus’
true nature as man, but it makes a mockery of the ascension. Did the Lord “ascend” to everywhere? Did
His body “ascend” to the earth, to the exact place where the disciples were standing looking up into
heaven? Did His body “ascend” into the heart of the earth, or back into the grave where He had been laid,
or to the placemat where men wipe their feet? What errors does a stubborn refusal to believe in the
Scriptural, memorial view of the Supper bring!
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of pieces of bread all over the world at the same time, the Lutheran doctrine of ubiquity,
invented to defend Luther’s heresy of consubstantiation, denies the genuine humanity of
Christ (as does the Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation) and so is antichrist (1 John
4:3).

The Calvinistic and Reformed doctrine of the Supper is also heretical, in that it
joins the Lutheran position in affirming that the ordinance is a vehicle of saving grace,
and maintains that Christ’s human body is somehow spiritually eaten in the ordinance.
Calvin and the Reformed were not willing to go all the way and agree with the Biblical,
Baptist position that the Supper is simply performed “in remembrance of” Christ (1
Corinthians 11:24-25) as a memorial. After the words of consecration, the bread is still
bread and the juice is still juice, and nothing more is eaten or drunk than bread and the
fruit of the vine (Matthew 26:29; Mark 14:25; 1 Corinthians 11:26). The Reformers

erred on much more than infant baptism alone.
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The confessions of faith of Lutheran churches commendably follow Martin
Luther in teaching many essential Biblical doctrines, such as the Trinity, the inspiration
of Scripture, and the authority of the Word of God for faith and practice. Faithful
Lutherans also agree with what the Bible teaches about the sinfulness of humanity. God’s
Word teaches that all men sinned in Adam (Rom 5:12-19) and all are born with a terribly
sinful nature: “The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately wicked: who can
know it?” (Jer 17:9). Because of this sin, “the wickedness of man [is] great in the earth,
and . . . every imagination of the thoughts of his heart [is] only evil continually” (Ge 6:5).
Indeed, you are so sinful by nature that until you are “born again” (Jn 3:3) and given a
new nature by God (Eze 11:19) even your most seemingly righteous actions are actually
sinful: “But we are all as an unclean thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags;
and we all do fade as a leaf; and our iniquities, like the wind, have taken us away” (Is
64:6). You must recognize that “there is none righteous, no, not one . . . all the world [is]
guilty before God” (Rom 3:10, 19). God’s standard is: “Be ye therefore perfect, even as
your Father which is in heaven is perfect” (Mt 5:48), but you have fallen so miserably
short of His standard of sinless perfection that you—Iike all the children of Adam—
actually cannot please God at all until God sees you with a righteousness as pure and
perfect as His own. Luther described this complete depravity of man in his book The
Bondage of the Will, and Lutheran confessions of faith also agree: “[S]ince the fall of
Adam all men begotten in the natural way are born with sin, that is, without the fear of
God, without trust in God, and with concupiscence [sinful lusts and desires]; and that this
disease, or vice of origin, is truly sin, even now condemning and bringing eternal death
upon those not born again” (Augsburg Confession (AC), Article 2).

Indeed, any and every failure to perfectly conform to the holy standard of God’s
Law is sin (1 Jn 3:4), but you have committed numberless sins, every one of which is
written down in God’s books (Rev 20:11-15). The Lord Jesus Christ said that unjust
anger is murder (Mt 5:21-22), and a lustful thought is adultery (Mt 5:27-28), so you are a
murderer and an adulterer. You have lied (Prov 6:16), been proud (Pr 6:16-19), bitter (Ro
3:14), unthankful (2 Tim 3:2), covetous (2 Tim 3:2), and hypocritical (Is 33:14). You
continually break the greatest commandment of all: “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God
with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind” (Mt 22:37). Indeed, until
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you are born again, you “cannot please God” (Rom 8:8) in any way, but are “defiled and
unbelieving” with “nothing pure; but even [your] mind and conscience is defiled” (Tit
1:15). You cannot truly please God at all—but even one act of sin makes you deserve the
wrath of God and His judgment! “For whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet
offend in one point, he is guilty of all” (Jam 2:10). God’s Law warns: “Cursed is every
one that continueth not in all things which are written in the book of the law to do them”
(Gal 3:10), yet you have not continuously and perfectly obeyed, so you are cursed. Since
“the wages of sin is death” (Rom 6:23), you are subject to both physical death, the
separation of the soul and spirit from the body (Heb 9:27), and spiritual death, the
separation of man from God. The sobering truth is that you are “dead in trespasses and
sins” (Eph 2:1), your “damnation is just” (Rom 3:8), and you are consequently headed for
the second death, eternal separation from God in the lake of fire: “This is the second
death. And whosoever was not found written in the book of life was cast into the lake of
fire” (Rev 20:14-15). In the lake of fire you “shall drink of the wine of the wrath of God,
which is poured out without mixture into the cup of his indignation; and [you] shall be
tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the holy angels, and in the presence
of the Lamb: and the smoke of [your] torment ascendeth up for ever and ever: and [you]
have no rest day nor night” (Rev 14:10-11). You need to admit that you are a terrible and
exceedingly wicked sinner who deserves nothing other than the wrath of God in hell, or
you will never be saved (Lu 5:32). As Martin Luther said: “[T]The Law was instituted . . .
to tear to pieces that monster called self-righteousness. As long as a person thinks he is
right he is going to be incomprehensibly proud and presumptuous. He is going to hate
God, despise His grace and mercy, and ignore the promises in Christ. The Gospel of the
free forgiveness of sins through Christ will never appeal to the self-righteous. This
monster of self-righteousness, this stiff-necked beast, needs a big axe. And that is what
the Law is, a big axe. Accordingly, the proper use and function of the Law is to threaten
until the conscience is scared stiff. . . . The Law is a mirror to show a person what he is
like, a sinner who is guilty of death, and worthy of everlasting punishment.”
(Commentary on Galatians (COG), 3:19). Have you accepted the teaching of God’s
Word about your own sinfulness? Have you ever come to a point where you recognized

that you were headed to hell for your sins—and that eternal damnation was exactly what
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you deserved in strict justice because of your incurably sinful nature and your awful
crimes against God? If not, you will certainly be damned because of your self-righteous
pride. “Every one that is proud in heart is an abomination to the LORD: though hand join
in hand, he shall not be unpunished” (Prov 16:5). Hear the words of the Son of God: “Ye
serpents, ye generation of vipers, how can ye escape the damnation of hell?” (Mt 23:33)

Happily, as the Bible teaches and Martin Luther recognized, God has provided a
way of salvation from sin and hell through His Son, Jesus Christ! The Lord Jesus existed
from eternity past with the Father and the Holy Spirit, the three Persons of the one and
only true God (1 Jn 5:7). The Son took to Himself a human nature, so that, although He
was still 100% God, He became 100% Man as well. He lived a sinless life and then died
on the cross, where His Father “made him to be sin for us, who knew no sin; that we
might be made the righteousness of God in him” (2 Cor 5:21). Christ then rose bodily
from the grave and ascended to heaven, showing that He had paid in full the penalty for
your sin. He will soon return to judge the world. On the cross, God laid your
transgressions on His Son, who suffered to pay your sin debt. The Law demands perfect
righteousness for entry into heaven, but Christ died as your Substitute so that His death
and shed blood could pay for your sin, and you could have His righteousness put to your
account and be counted perfectly righteous in God’s sight for the Savior’s sake. You can
be saved, not through your own works, but through His work; not by your attempts to
obey the Law, but by Christ’s perfect obedience to it and death to satisfy it. “Christ hath
redeemed us from the curse of the law, being made a curse for us” (Gal 3:13). “Christ
also hath once suffered for sins, the just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God,
being put to death in the flesh, but [made alive] by the Spirit” (1 Pet 3:18). Since by “one
offering he hath perfected for ever” those that are washed in His blood (Heb 10:14; Rev
1:5), there is nothing that you can do to save yourself or to keep yourself saved.
“Salvation is of the LORD” (Jon 2:9). Luther said: “Christ took all our sins and died for
them on the Cross. . . . Christ was charged with the sins of all men, that He should pay for
them with His own blood” (COG 3:13).

Both the Bible and Lutheran confessions recognize that faith in Jesus Christ is the

only way to have His blood wash away your sins. “He that believeth on the Son hath
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everlasting life: and he that believeth not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God

abideth on him” (Jn 3:36). Saving faith in Jesus Christ involves:

a.) Repentance. “Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish” (Lu 13:3). “Repent ye
therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blotted out” (Ac 3:19). When you
repent, you agree with God that you are as bad as the Bible says you are, you recognize
that you are headed to hell and deserve it for your sins, and you turn from your sins to
submit unconditionally to God as your Master and trust in His Son. The Lord Jesus said,
“Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow
me. For whosoever will save his life [wants to live his own way and will not turn to
God’s way] shall lose it [in hell]; but whosoever shall lose his life for my sake and the
gospel’s, the same shall save it. For what shall it profit a man, if he shall gain the whole

world, and lose his own soul?”” (Mark 8:34-36).

b.) Trust in the Lord Jesus alone to save. You do not trust in or believe on Jesus Christ for
salvation if you think that any good deed you have done, are doing, or will do, or any
religious ritual, such as baptism or communion, has a particle to do with the forgiveness
of your sins. Scripture says, “For by grace [undeserved favor] are ye saved through faith;
and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man should boast.”
(Eph 2:8-9). The Bible states, “to him that worketh not, but believeth on him that
justifieth [declares righteous based on Christ’s work on the cross] the ungodly, his faith is
counted for righteousness. . . . God [credits] righteousness without works . . . a man is
justified by faith without the deeds of the law” (Rom 4:5-6; 3:28). If salvation is “by
grace, then is it no more of works: otherwise grace is no more grace. But if it be of works,
then is it no more grace: otherwise work is no more work” (Rom 11:6). You must forsake
all confidence in your supposed goodness and place your confidence in the Savior’s
death, blood, and righteousness alone. Lutheran confessions agree with Scripture on this
truth: “They also are rejected who do not teach that remission of sins comes through faith
but command us to merit grace through satisfactions of our own. . . . [M]en cannot be
justified [declared righteous] before God by their own strength, merits, or works, but are

freely justified for Christ’s sake, through faith . . . their sins are forgiven for Christ’s
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sake, who, by His death, has made satisfaction for our sins.” (AC 4, 12). As Luther stated:
“To keep the Law in order to be justified means to reject grace, to deny Christ, to despise
His sacrifice, and to be lost. . . . the true Gospel has it that we are justified by faith alone,
without the deeds of the Law. . . . The true way of becoming a Christian is to be justified
by faith in Jesus Christ, and not by the works of the Law” (COG 2:21; 2:4-5; 2:16).

Have you ever become a Christian? Attending a Lutheran church, trying to live a
moral and religious life, being baptized and taking the Lord’s Supper, or being catechized
and confirmed do not make you a Christian. Luther was a devout monk without having
understood the gospel. He testified: “[B]efore I was enlightened by the Gospel, I was as
zealous . . . as ever a man was. I tried hard to live up to every law as best I could. I
punished myself with fasting, watching, praying, and other exercises . . . I was so much in
earnest that I imposed upon my body more than it could stand. . . . Whatever I did, I did
with a single heart to the glory of God” (COG 1:14). Yet with all of these moral and
religious deeds, he had not understood the way of salvation!

Have you ever come to a specific point in your life where you recognized that you
were on your way to hell—that you were lost, and needed to become a Christian? “The
Son of man is come to seek and to save that which was LOST” (Lu 19:10), and to “call . .
. SINNERS to repentance”—not those who think they have no need (Lu 5:31-32). When
a lost sinner repents and comes to Christ for salvation, he must agree with God that he is
indeed lost and not in any way acceptable to God (Lev 26:40-41; Neh 9:33-35). An
unsaved adult or child who does not agree that he really is lost rejects what God’s Word
says about who he is and cannot truly repent. Every person on earth who has never come
to a specific point where he agreed with God about his wickedness and the fact that he is
justly on his way to hell has never truly agreed with God, and has thus never truly
repented. Every person who has never truly repented is lost and headed for eternal
damnation, even if he has received infant baptism, takes the Lord’s Supper, and is a good
Lutheran. There is no difference between those who grow up in Lutheran churches or
devout Lutheran homes and those who do not. Nobody has always been a Christian (Eph
2:1-3). Lutheran confessions agree with the Bible that at a particular moment in time—
the moment of repentance and faith—one is instantly born again (Jn 3:1-21), passes from

death to life, from condemnation to justification, from spiritual death to spiritual life, and
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from being a child of the devil to being a child of God (Jn 5:24). The new birth and
justification are not a process. Have you ever been lost? Have you ever become a
Christian?

Furthermore, simple intellectual assent to the facts of the gospel and the way of
salvation are not saving faith. Even memorizing every single truth in a catechism is not
the same thing as true repentant faith in Jesus Christ. The Lord Jesus warned: “Verily |
say unto you, Except ye be converted . . . ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven”
(Mt 18:3). While repentance involves agreeing with God intellectually (Jer 8:6), there is
more to it. Repentance also involves your will—it is a wholehearted turning from sin to
Christ, a radical change of direction. “Repent, and turn yourselves from all your
transgressions” (Eze 18:30). Repentance is also emotional—it is a change of desire. A
“godly sorrow worketh repentance to salvation” (2 Cor 7:10). Those who repent “lo[athe]
themselves for the evils which they have committed in all their abominations” (Eze 6:9).
Repentance is a change of mind, direction, and desire. It is more than just professing
Christianity, being baptized, and living a moral life. When you repent, you agree with
God about who you are and what you deserve. You turn from all known specific sins, as
well as sin in general, to surrender unconditionally to Christ as Lord. You turn from the
ungodly way of this world, from false religion, and from self-righteousness, to God. You
determine to follow Jesus Christ, whatever the cost. Have you ever repented? The Lord
Jesus warned: “Except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish” (Lu 13:3).

Saving faith in Christ is also more than simply knowing and assenting to Bible
truths. It is to “trus[t] in Christ” (Eph 1:12), and to “receive Christ” (Jn 1:12). You must,
at a particular point in time, decisively repent and “come to” the Savior to eternally save
you (Jn 6:37, 44). The devil knows all kinds of Bible truths, but he is not saved (Jam
2:19). While you must know the facts about how to be saved, you do not have saving
faith until you come to a point where you actually trust in the Lord Jesus Christ to justify
you, change your heart, and give you eternal life. Until you trust Him, you are still lost.
Saving faith says: “I know whom I have believed, and am persuaded that he is able to
keep that which I have committed unto him against that day” (2 Tim 1:12). Saving faith
is being “fully persuaded” of the fact that God promises to save anyone who trusts in

Christ’s Person and His work on the cross, and then relying on and resting upon Christ to

149



give you deliverance from sin and eternal life (Rom 4:20-5:1). Furthermore, true faith
will always result in a radically changed life, since “if any man be in Christ, he is a new
creature: old things are passed away; behold, all things are become new” (2 Cor 5:17).
Everyone who has truly been saved by faith alone is given a new heart that makes him
love God, holiness, and purity of life (Heb 8:10-12; Eph 2:8-10). If you believe “any
other gospel” than the one Paul “preached” you are “accursed” (Gal 1:8-9)—headed for
eternal damnation in the lake of fire. Have you merely mentally assented to the way of
salvation, or have you fully placed your trust in Christ alone? If you think that baptism or
communion or any other religious ritual will save or help save you, you are rejecting
God’s grace (Gal 5:4-5; 2:21) by trusting partially in these rituals, instead of trusting in
Jesus Christ alone, and so are lost. Salvation is by repentant faith alone (Rom 5:1). True
faith also always results in a supernatural and radical change of life. Have you ever
trusted in Christ? “He that believeth on the Son hath everlasting life: and he that believeth
not the Son shall not see life; but the wrath of God abideth on him” (Jn 3:36).

Summing up what God’s Word teaches, dear Lutheran friend, even if you have
Bible-believing parents and believe the Bible yourself, attend church faithfully, confess
your sins, mentally assent to the doctrine of justification by faith alone and every other
doctrine taught in the Bible, and try to live a moral and upright life, [F YOU HAVE
NEVER COME TO A SPECIFIC POINT IN YOUR LIFE WHERE YOU HAVE
AGREED WITH GOD THAT YOU WERE A LOST, ABOMINABLE, AND
WRETCHED SINNER, UNDER THE WRATH OF GOD AND ON YOUR WAY TO
HELL, AND AS A LOST SINNER YOU CONSCIOUSLY, FOR THE FIRST TIME,
FORSOOK ALL TRUST IN BAPTISM AND OTHER SACRAMENTS AND CAME
TO CHRIST IN TRUE REPENTANCE AND FAITH, AND AS A RESULT JESUS
CHRIST SUPERNATURALLY AND DRAMATICALLY CHANGED YOU, YOU
ARE NOT SAVED. There is not the slightest doubt that you will be eternally damned.
Turn to Christ immediately! Tomorrow may be too late. “Boast not thyself of to morrow;
for thou knowest not what a day may bring forth” (Prov 27:1) “Repent ye therefore, and
be converted, that your sins may be blotted out” (Ac 3:19) “Believe on the Lord Jesus
Christ, and thou shalt be saved” (Ac 16:31).
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Tragically, despite the many commendable and Biblical doctrines that were taught
by Martin Luther and which are found in Lutheran confessions, a very high percentage of
Lutherans have never truly come to Christ and are not saved. In fact, God is highly
displeased with various aspects of Lutheranism today. How can this be? There are several
major reasons.

First of all, when Luther left Roman Catholicism, he recognized that “the papists .
. . teach self-devised traditions and works that are not commanded of God, [but] indeed
are contrary to the Word of God” (COG 1:7). Luther even said: “The Pope is the
Antichrist, because he is against Christ, because he takes liberties with the things of God,
because he lords it over the temple of God” (COG 3:10; cf. 1 Jn 4:3; 2 Thess 2:3-10).
Luther rightly recognized that Roman Catholicism had added many unscriptural
traditions to the truth of the Word of God;** indeed, he agreed with the Biblical fact that
the religious system centered in Rome is described in the Bible as “the mother of harlots
and abominations of the earth” (Rev 17:5). Luther commendably sought to reform many
of Rome’s errors and abuses. However, he did not eliminate one of Rome’s key false
doctrines—infant baptism. Lutheranism undermines and actually contradicts Luther’s
Biblical insight into the truth that justification is by faith alone by following Roman
Catholicism in connecting infant baptism and the forgiveness of sin. Thus, Lutheranism
affirms: “Baptism . . . is necessary to salvation . . . children are to be baptized who, being
offered to God through Baptism, are received into God’s grace,” and Lutheranism
“condemn(s] the Anabaptists [that is, Baptists] who reject the baptism of children, and
say that children are saved without Baptism” (4C 9).

Contrary to the Roman Catholic and Lutheran idea of salvation by infant baptism,
the Bible teaches that baptism is “the answer of a good conscience toward God” (1 Pet
3:21), and thus it is “he that believeth [that] is baptized” (Mr 16:16; Ac 2:38, 41). The
Biblical order is that one is to first “hear” the gospel preached, then “believe” (Rom
10:14-15; Ac 18:8), and only after having “gladly received [the] [W]ord [can one be]
baptized” Ac 2:41; 8:13). The question, “[W]hat doth hinder me to be baptized?” is

answered in the Bible, “If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest,” and baptism is

200 For more information, see “Bible Truths for Catholic Friends,” available online for free at

http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation; contact the church listed at the end of this work for a
free printed copy of this composition.
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given only to those who can say, “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God” (Ac 8:35-
38). Scripture records that those who were baptized had first brought forth “fruits meet
for [befitting] repentance” (Mt 3:6-8). No infants are baptized anywhere in Scripture.
Luther admitted: “It cannot be proved by the Sacred Scriptures that infant baptism was
instituted by Christ, or begun by the first Christians after the Apostles.”*”' Since “to him
that worketh not, but believeth on him [Christ] that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is
counted for righteousness” (Rom 4:5), people are “justified by faith” (Rom 5:1) before
they are baptized. They believe and are saved first; then they receive baptism. Christ told
people: “Thy faith hath saved thee” (Luke 7:50; 18:42) totally apart from baptism. The
Apostles baptized people because they had already received the Holy Spirit and been
saved by faith alone (Acts 10:34-48). Baptism never has and never will save anyone. It

22 people must already have eternal life and be justified

cannot wash away a single sin.
by faith alone before they can be baptized.

Some Lutherans have tried to reconcile the truth of justification by faith alone
with infant baptism by saying that infants believe and are justified by faith alone at the
moment they are baptized. However, Scripture teaches what is also obvious from
common sense—infants are too little to understand and believe the gospel. God’s Word
says infants “cannot discern between their right hand and their left hand” (Jon 4:11)—
how then can they understand and believe the gospel, the good news about salvation
through Christ’s death, burial, and resurrection (1 Cor 15:1-4)? Infancy is “before [a]
child shall know to refuse the evil, and choose the good” (Isa 7:16), for infants are “little
ones, which . . . ha[ve] no knowledge between good and evil” (Dt 1:39) and “neither
hav[e] done any good or evil” (Rom 9:11). How can an infant repent and turn from evil to
Jesus Christ if he has not done any good or evil and does not even know what they are?

Can infants confess their sins and bring forth fruits of repentance (Mt 3:6)? Nobody, if he
just read the Bible, would adopt the absurd notion that infants believe in Christ when they

201
202

See Vol. 1, chapter 10, History of Baptists, Thomas Armitage.

For a detailed study and refutation of the false doctrine that baptism remits sin, see Heaven Only
for the Baptized? The Gospel of Christ vs. Pardon through Baptism, by Thomas Ross, available online for
free at http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation, or available in print from the church listed at
the back page of this composition.
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have baptismal water applied to them. The idea is simply a way to try to reconcile the
truth of justification by faith alone and the false human tradition of infant baptism.
Furthermore, when believers are baptized, immersion, not sprinkling or pouring,
must be practiced. One who is baptized is “planted together in the likeness of [Christ’s]
death” and “shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection” (Rom 6:5). Baptism is a
symbol of the death, burial, and resurrection of the Savior, as well as the death of the
believer’s old sinful life and his resurrection to new life in union with the Lord Jesus.
Only immersion pictures death, burial, and resurrection. Does anyone bury a person in a
graveyard by pouring or sprinkling a little dirt on his head? Then how can one be “buried
with [Christ] in baptism” (Col 2:12) by pouring or sprinkling a little water on him? Why
did people in the Bible enter a river and go “down . . . into the water . . . and . . . come up
out of the water . . . [when] baptized” (Ac 8:38-39; Mt 3:16) if baptism involves only
little water being poured or sprinkled on the head? In fact, the Greek verb baptize means

2203 Martin Luther said that

“to dip” or “to immerse,” not “to pour” or “to sprinkle.
“baptism is . . . when we dip anything wholly in water, that it is completely covered over.
.. . it should be thus, and would be right . . . [for] any one who is to be baptized, [to] be
completely sunk down into the water, and dipped again and drawn out.”*** Luther knew
that immersion is New Testament baptism. Lutheranism changes immersion in water,
which God Himself commanded to picture His Son’s death, burial, and resurrection, and
sprinkles or pours water on the heads of infants instead. Such practices are no baptism at
all. By corrupting the ordinance of baptism and teaching that infants are saved from their
sin at the time of baptism, Lutheranism keeps many people from true salvation, which
comes by repentant faith in Jesus Christ alone.

Second, Lutheranism properly recognized that “the Mass in the Papacy must be
the greatest and most horrible abomination, as it directly and powerfully conflicts with
[the] chief article . . . [that] all have sinned and are justified without merit . . . [and] faith

alone justifies us . . . [therefore] above and before all other popish idolatries [the Mass]

has been the chief” (Smalcald Articles, 2:1-2). The Roman Catholic doctrine that in

203 Thus, the standard classical Greek dictionary defines the Greek verb baptidzo as to “dip, plunge”

(Greek-English Lexicon, Liddell-Scott). No definition such as to “pour” or “sprinkle” is listed.

2% Opera Lutheri, 1. 319; cf. pg. 108, Christian, J. T., 4 History of the Baptists, vol. 1. This book is
available online at http://sites.google.com/site/thross7.
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communion or the Mass the bread and fruit of the vine change into the body and blood of
Jesus Christ, and His literal body and blood are eaten to forgive sin, is indeed a horrible
abomination that contradicts the truth of justification by faith alone and many plain texts
of the Bible. Unfortunately, Lutheranism did not entirely reject this Roman Catholic
heresy to adopt the true view that the broken bread and fruit of the vine are simply
symbols of Christ’s death on the cross. Rather, Lutheranism affirms that in communion
“the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ under bread and wine [is given] for us
Christians to eat and to drink” (Small Catechism 6:1) so that at the time of this sacrament
“the forgiveness of sins, life and salvation are given” (Small Catechism 6:3). To explain
the Lutheran position that Christ’s human body is literally in, with, and under the bread
and wine of the Lord’s Supper, Lutheranism affirms that Christ “truly fills all things . . .
being everywhere present, not only as God, but also as man . . . [so that] He can be and
truly is present with His body and blood in the Holy Supper” (Formula of Concord 8:27).

Both the Lutheran doctrine that Jesus Christ’s literal human body is in, with, and
under the elements in the Lord’s Supper and the idea that the Lord’s Supper remits sin are
entirely absent from the Bible. They are a reaction against the Roman Catholic Mass, but
they do not go far enough to reach the Scriptural position. The Bible states: “[T]he Lord
Jesus the same night in which he was betrayed took bread: And when he had given
thanks, he brake it, and said, Take, eat: this is my body, which is broken for you: this do
in remembrance of me. After the same manner also he took the cup, when he had supped,
saying, This cup is the new testament in my blood: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in
remembrance of me. For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye do shew the
Lord’s death till he come” (1 Cor 11:23-26). Since, referring to the bread, Christ said
“This is my body,” Romanism wrongly affirmed that the bread changed into Christ’s
body, arguing that such a change is required by the word “is.” Rome ignored the fact that
Christ also said “This cup is the new testament,” so that if the bread changed into Christ’s
literal body because of the word “is,” then the cup would have to change into a testament
or covenant (whatever that could possibly mean!). It is obvious that “This is my body . . .
this cup is the new testament in my blood” means “This bread represents my body . . .
this cup represents the new testament in my blood.” The broken bread and the fruit of the

vine represent the broken body of Christ on the cross and the blood He shed there. They
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are beautiful symbols, but that is all they are. Luther correctly recognized that, since
Scripture specifically calls what people eat and drink in the Supper “bread” (1 Cor 11:26)
and “fruit of the vine” (Mr 14:25), the Roman Catholic position is impossible.
Unfortunately, the view Lutheranism invented when it reacted against Rome—that
Christ’s literal human body and blood are in, with, and under the elements—has no
support at all. It gets no support from the false Romanist view that the verb “is” in the
words of Christ about the Supper is “literal.” It gets no support from what is obviously
correct in the context of the passage, the fact that the elements in the Supper represent
Christ’s body and blood. Nothing in the Bible gives any support whatever for the
Lutheran doctrine. Furthermore, since the Apostles already had been saved from their
sins when Christ instituted the Lord’s Supper with them (Mr 14:22-25; Mt 19:27-29),
communion did not save the Apostles from sin, and no text in the Bible says that
communion ever has or ever will save anyone else. On the contrary, salvation is not by
eating bread and drinking liquids, but by faith alone (Rom 3:28).

Furthermore, the Lutheran doctrine that Christ’s human body is present
everywhere, invented to get His human body in, with, and under the elements in the
Lord’s Supper, is an attack upon the true humanity of Jesus Christ. The Lord Jesus is one
Person with two complete and distinct natures, one Divine (Jn 20:28) and one human (1
Cor 15:21-22). Were Christ not the Son of Man (Mt 8:20), He could not have been a
Substitute for mankind on the cross; were He not the Son of God (Mt 14:33), He could
not have satisfied the debt we owe because of our sin. The characteristic of being present
everywhere in the universe at the same time is unique to God—no one else can say: “Do
not [ fill heaven and earth?” (Jer 23:24). As God, the Lord Jesus is and always has been
everywhere present (Mt 28:20; Jn 3:13; Eph 3:17); as Man, He has a real human body, so
that from His childhood to adulthood He “grew” (Lu 2:40) and “increased . . . in stature”
(Lu 2:52). His body was buried in one place and raised from that place, so that it could be
said, “He is not here [in the tomb], for he is risen” (Mt 28:6). His human body ascended
to heaven (Ac 1:11) and is no longer on earth, for He said “I leave the world” (Jn 16:28).
In His humanity, Christ has “gone away” to heaven, and will “come again” from thence
(Jn 14:28; 16:7). He is still the believer’s truly human representative, mediator,

intercessor, and High Priest (1 Tim 2:5; Heb 7:24-28)—in fact, “if he were on earth, he
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should not be a priest” (Heb 8:4), so claiming Christ’s humanity is present everywhere
attacks His High Priestly ministry. Christ’s body had, and still has now, a real “head”
with real “hair,” real “eyes,” real “feet,” and so on (Rev 1:14-15), in one real location.
His human body has never been and never will be present everywhere, for then He would
cease to have a real human nature, and salvation would be impossible. In fact, denying
Christ’s true humanity is the “spirit of Antichrist” (1 Jn 4:3; 2 Jn 7) and the idolatrous
service of a different god than the true Triune God (1 Jn 5:7; Jn 1:1-3, 14) of the Bible.
Lutheranism’s doctrine that Christ’s human body is everywhere present is serious heresy
and idolatry. Lutheran false doctrine on the Lord’s Supper keeps many from coming to
true salvation by faith alone in Christ.

Third, Lutheranism’s doctrine that someone who has believed in Christ and has
eternal life can lose salvation and go to hell confuses the truth of justification by faith
alone with salvation by works. Lutheran confessions “condemn the Anabaptists, who
deny that those once justified can lose the Holy Ghost” (AC 12). However, the Bible
states: “For whom [God] did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed to the
image of his Son, that he might be the firstborn among many brethren. Moreover whom
he did predestinate, them he also called: and whom he called, them he also justified: and
whom he justified, them he also glorified. . . . Who shall lay any thing to the charge of
God’s elect? It is God that justifieth. Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that died,
yea rather, that is risen again, who is even at the right hand of God, who also maketh
intercession for us . . . For I am persuaded, that neither death, nor life, nor angels, nor
principalities, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth,
nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God, which is in
Christ Jesus our Lord” (Rom 8:28-39). God says that all who are “justified” are going to
be “glorified” in heaven—not one is lost. God has “predestinated” and “elected” to
eternal life all who come to Christ in faith (Jn 6:37; Ac 13:48), and His all-powerful
purpose will not be frustrated. Nothing in heaven or earth, alive or dead, present or to
come, nor any created being, including, of course, the individual Christian himself, can
separate the elect from God. Christ “maketh intercession” for all of His believing
people—He prays for them, “Father, I will that they also, whom thou hast given me, be
with me where I am; that they may behold my glory, which thou hast given me: for thou
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lovedst me before the foundation of the world” (Jn 17:24; cf. Lu 22:32; 1 Jn 2:1). If even
one person who has ever been born again by faith alone were not to enter heaven,
Christ’s intercession and prayers would have been rejected by the Father. Also, since
God answers all prayers in His will (1 Jn 5:14-15), the Father’s rejecting Christ’s prayers
would mean that His Son prayed out of the will of God and was therefore a sinner. Such
blasphemies are the necessary consequences of Lutheranism’s doctrine that true believers
can lose salvation and go to hell.

Furthermore, Jesus Christ, comparing the salvation by faith that He gives to the
quenching of thirst, promised: “Whosoever drinketh of this [physical] water shall thirst
again: but whosoever drinketh of the water that I shall give him shall never thirst; but the
water that I shall give him shall be in him a well of water springing up into everlasting
life” (Jn 4:13-14). A person must drink physical water over and over again, or he will get
thirsty and eventually die of thirst, but Christ guarantees that everyone who drinks, as a
one-time, one-point action, the “living water” (Jn 4:10) of “everlasting life” that He gives
to those who “believe on Him” (Jn 7:37-39) “shall never thirst” again (Jn 4:14). If
salvation could be lost, Christ’s spiritual blessings would be no better than physical
water—one who did not continue believing enough and working enough to stay saved
would go to hell, nullifying Christ’s promise that all who ever drink of Him will
absolutely never thirst again. Thus, the truth is: “[T]o him that worketh not, but believeth
on him [Christ] that justifieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for righteousness. . . . God
[credits] righteousness without works” (Rom 4:5-6). The idea that a Christian who does
not do enough good works loses salvation attacks the truth that “by grace [unmerited
favor] are ye saved through faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of
works, lest any man should boast” (Eph 2:8-9). Salvation is an unearned gift that God
gives unworthy sinners. God keeps His people saved and does not change His mind about
giving them the gift of eternal life, although they continue to be unworthy. Lutheranism’s
teaching that Christ sends some of His own blood-washed people to hell is a dangerous
heresy and an attack on the truth that “not by works of righteousness which we have
done, but according to his mercy he saved us” (Tit 3:5). It also lends itself to the
dangerous error that true faith is simply intellectual assent rather than a complete trust in

and committal to Christ, because people who claim to have faith but are living for the
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devil in perpetual sin are said to have lost salvation and simply need to confess their sins
to get salvation back. The truth is that people who claim to believe in Christ but have not
had God powerfully transform their lives have never truly believed at all (Jam 2:14-26)—
the Lord Jesus prays for all of His own both that they will be forever with Him in heaven
(Jn 17:24) and that they will be “sanctified through . . . [the] Word” (Jn 17:17). The
answer to both prayers is certain. People who have not been transformed by Christ do not
need to just confess a few sins. They need to admit that they are hypocrites who have
never been saved, and then they must turn to Christ in true repentance and faith so that
they can be given a new heart and be supernaturally changed (Eze 36:26). Lutheranism’s
error on the truth that salvation is not maintained based on works and obedience keeps
many from receiving true salvation.

Lutheranism also engages in false worship, dishonoring “the Father” who
“seeketh . . . for . . . true worshippers . . . [who] worship . . . in spirit and in truth” (Jn
4:23). In Biblical worship, whatever God commands must be done, and whatever
elements of worship He does not command are forbidden simply because He has not
commanded them. “What thing soever I command you, observe to do it: thou shalt not
add thereto, nor diminish from it” (Dt 12:32; cf. Mt 28:20; Mr 7:13). When exactly what
God commands in worship is done, with nothing added or taken away, He is honored and
blesses His people (Lev 9:1-24). However, the Lord has burned people up with fire from
heaven for offering Him that “which he commanded them not” (Lev 10:1-3). True
churches consequently worship God by preaching (2 Tim 4:2) and teaching (Eph 4:11)
His Word, singing (Eph 5:19), encouraging one another spiritually (Heb 10:25),
following the godly leadership of their pastors (1 Tim 3:1-7; 1 Pet 5:1-4), offering their
lives as living sacrifices to God (Rom 12:1-2), immersing in baptism those who have
believed in Christ (Ac 8:36-38), celebrating the Lord’s Supper in remembrance of Christ
(1 Cor 11:24-25), maintaining a church membership made up only of people who profess
to have been justified by faith and are living holy lives (1 Cor 1:2), and sorrowfully
removing from church membership those who fall into sin and do not repent (Mt 18:15-

20).2%° True churches do not add to the worship commanded in the Word of God, nor do

205 [T . . . . .
This list is not comprehensive. For more information on the beliefs and practices of true churches,

please read “Bible Study #7: The Church of Jesus Christ” at
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they take away from it. In contrast, Lutheran assemblies have hierarchies of boards,
districts, synods, and all sorts of officials not found in Scripture; the Bible presents all
congregations as independent with no hierarchy above the individual assembly (Rev 2-3;
Mt 18:20) and only pastors (also called overseers or elders) and deacons as officers (1
Tim 3; Ac 20:17, 28). Lutheran assemblies allow infants who have not repented and
believed in Christ to be members, based upon a false “baptism” by sprinkling or pouring
that allegedly removes sin. Lutheranism corrupts the Lord’s Supper by claiming that it
removes sin and by saying that the human flesh of Christ is literally eaten and His human
blood is drunk. Lutheranism corrupts worship with liturgy—there are no liturgies or set
forms of prayer repeated in church services (cf. Mt 6:7) in the Bible. Lutheranism does
not purely preach the Word of God because it confuses the gospel through its sacramental
heresies and by teaching that those who have been saved by faith can become lost and be
cast into hell. The false worship in Lutheranism exceedingly displeases God and brings
His curse upon Lutheran congregations.

Finally, Lutheran congregations do not match up with the fact that Christ
promised, “[T]he gates of hell shall not prevail against . . . my church” (Mt 16:18). God
will receive “glory in the church . . . throughout all ages” (Eph 3:21). The Lord Jesus said
there would be a succession of churches believing and practicing the truth, including the
truth about baptism and the Lord’s Supper, beginning in the first century when Christ
started His church and then “alway, even unto the end of the world” when He returns (Mt
28:18-20; 1 Cor 11:26). There were no Lutheran congregations until Martin Luther came
along some 1,500 years after Jesus Christ started His church. Lutheran congregations
cannot be the true churches of Christ since they did not exist for the first 75% of church
history. The Roman Catholic assemblies that Luther separated from cannot be Christ’s
true churches because they deny His gospel and are filled with all kinds of heresy;
furthermore, no churches believed many of the doctrines of modern Roman Catholicism
for centuries after the Lord Jesus started His church.?*® In contrast, Baptist churches have
existed from the first century until today. The famous Lutheran historian Mosheim wrote:

“The origin of the sect . . . called Anabaptists . . . is hid in the remote depths of

http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation, available online for free, or obtain a free copy from
the church listed on the back page of this composition.

206 See “Bible Truths for Catholic Friends,” http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation.
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antiquity[.] . . . Prior to the age of Luther, there lay concealed in almost every country of
Europe, very many persons, in whose minds were deeply rooted th[eir] principle[s] . . .
centuries before Luther’s time.”*’’ J. J. Durmont & Dr. Ypeig, historians specifically
appointed by the State of Holland to ascertain if the historical claims of the Baptists were
valid, affirmed that the Baptists “descended from the tolerably pure evangelical
Waldenses [a name for Baptists in the Middle Ages]. . . . They were, therefore, in
existence long before the Reformed Church. . . . We have seen that the Baptists, who
were formerly called Anabaptists . . . were the original Waldenses; and who have long in
the history of the Church, received the honor of that origin. On this account the Baptists
may be considered the only Christian community which has stood since the Apostles; and
as a Christian society which has preserved pure the doctrine of the gospel through all
ages.””*® Churches that believe in salvation by faith and practice believer’s immersion
and other Scriptural truths never needed to separate from or attempt to reform Roman
Catholicism because they never were part of that false religion. They are older than
Romanism and than all the Protestant denominations. Their Biblical doctrine and practice
proves what is confirmed by the testimony of history—they are the churches founded by
the Lord Jesus Christ. All other religious groups are guilty of schism and division from
the Lord’s true churches. All other groups—including Lutheranism—have no Divine
authority to carry on the work of God or even exist.

Dear Lutheran friend, the Bible commands: “Examine yourselves, whether ye be
in the faith; prove your own selves” (2 Cor 13:5). Have you ever come to a particular
point where you saw yourself as lost, forsook all confidence in sacraments and all other
religious rituals, and consciously repented and believed on the Lord Jesus Christ? If you
have, you will be able to describe when and how you were born again and how God
clearly and powerfully changed your life.”” If not, you are currently on your way to hell,
and, no matter what else you believe and do that is good and right, you will certainly be

damned unless you repent. You should, right now, submit to the Biblical truth that you

207 Institutes of Ecclesiastical History, 111. 200, cited in History of Baptists, J. T. Christian, vol. 1

chap. 7, http://sites.google.com/site/thross7.
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Ypeij en Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk. Breda, 1819, cited in
History of Baptists, J. T. Christian, vol. 1, chap. 7.

209 Compare  the  testimonies at the “Lives Changed by God” Ilink at
http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation.
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have never yet been saved, and immediately come to Christ for salvation. If you reject
His Word and insist that you are saved, or that your baptism or previous life is in any way
pleasing to God and able to help you be saved, you will certainly suffer in unquenchable
fire for all eternity. If you forsake all confidence in your previous religious actions and
good works and come to the Savior as a worthless, empty-handed sinner, with nothing
but your black heart and your innumerable sins, He will receive you and save you freely
by His grace. The Lord Jesus is calling you to come to Him right now (Mat 11:28). He
promises, “He that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out” (John 6:37). He commands
you to repent and believe in Him today: “[B]ehold, now is the accepted time; behold,
now is the day of salvation” (2 Cor 6:2).

Once you are saved, you must submit to believer’s immersion and join and
faithfully serve Christ in one of His true churches (Heb 10:25). The Son of God said,
“Whosoever will come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow
me” (Mr 8:34). Although people are not in any way justified before God by their works,
there are no examples in the Bible of true Christians who refused to follow the Lord Jesus
and who stubbornly refused and rejected believer’s baptism (cf. Ac 2:41-42; Mr 16:16).
Separation from all religions that practice heresy, including salvation by infant sprinkling
or pouring and salvation by taking the Lord’s Supper, is the plain command of the King
of heaven: “Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord,
and touch not the unclean thing; and I will receive you, and will be a Father unto you, and
ye shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty” (2 Cor 6:17-18). “[M]ark
them which cause divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned;
and avoid them” (Rom 16:17). “[H]ave no fellowship with the unfruitful works of
darkness, but rather reprove them” (Eph 5:11). The Lord Jesus said, “If ye love me, keep
my commandments” (Jn 14:15). You should immediately separate from Lutheranism, and
attend, be baptized, and serve joyfully in a Bible-believing and practicing Baptist
church—not in order to be justified before God, but out of love for “the Son of God, who
loved me, and gave himself for me” (Gal 2:20).

For more information on the nature of true repentance and faith, and a careful
analysis of the Biblical teaching on baptism, please visit

http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation and read Bible studies #5-7 (“How
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Do I Receive the Gospel?” “The Christian: Security in Christ and Assurance of
Salvation,” and “The Church of Jesus Christ.”), as well as the work Heaven Only for the
Baptized? The Gospel of Christ vs. Baptismal Regeneration at the same web address. A
true church in your area that you can attend, and that would also be happy to help you

spiritually and study the Bible with you personally, is:

The Reformed Doctrine of Salvation

Reformed churches teach many important and essential Biblical doctrines, such as
the Trinity, the inspiration of Scripture, and the authority of the Word of God for faith
and practice. Furthermore, as the Bible teaches “that a man is justified by faith without
the deeds of the law” (Rom 3:28), so Reformed confessions teach “that God imputes
righteousness . . . without works. . . . And therefore we always hold fast this foundation,
ascribing all the glory to God, humbling ourselves before him, and acknowledging
ourselves to be such as we really are, without presuming to trust in any thing in ourselves,
or in any merit of ours, relying and resting upon the obedience of Christ crucified alone,
which becomes ours, when we believe in him” (Article 23, Of Justification, Belgic
Confession). “Those whom God effectually calls, He also freely justifies; not by infusing
righteousness into them, but by pardoning their sins, and by accounting and accepting
their persons as righteous; not for any thing wrought in them, or done by them, but for
Christ’s sake alone; nor by imputing faith itself, the act of believing, or any other
evangelical obedience to them, as their righteousness; but by imputing the obedience and
satisfaction of Christ unto them, they receiving and resting on Him and His righteousness
by faith; which faith they have not of themselves, it is the gift of God. Faith, thus
receiving and resting on Christ and His righteousness, is the alone instrument of
justification: yet is it not alone in the person justified, but is ever accompanied with all
other saving graces, and is no dead faith, but works by love” (Westminster Confession,
Chapter 11:1-2). These Reformed statements line up entirely with the Word of God.

Likewise, just as the Bible teaches that “whom [God] justified, them he also
glorified” (Rom 8:30) so Reformed confessions teach that “they, whom God has accepted
in His Beloved, effectually called, and sanctified by His Spirit, can neither totally nor

finally fall away from the state of grace, but shall certainly persevere therein to the end,
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and be eternally saved” (Chapter 17:1, Westminster Confession). Both the Bible and
Reformed confessions agree that true believers are eternally secure and not one of them
can ever be lost.

Since these Reformed doctrines are Biblical, members of Reformed churches do
very well to believe them heartily. Reformed church members, with their commendable
acceptance of the authority of Scripture for faith and practice, also need to recognize all
other Biblical truth that relates to the gospel of Jesus Christ. This includes the essential
fact that nobody has always been a Christian, including those born in Bible-believing
homes. “And you hath he quickened [made alive], who were dead in trespasses and sins;
wherein in time past ye walked according to the course of this world, according to the
prince of the power of the air, the spirit that now worketh in the children of disobedience:
among whom also we all had our conversation [conduct] in times past in the lusts of our
flesh, fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind; and were by nature the children
of wrath, even as others” (Eph 2:1-3). Ephesians was written to the Christian
congregation at Ephesus (Eph 1:1), which, of course, included parents who had infants
and children (Eph 6:1). The children of Christians, like everyone else, are dead in their
sins, under the power of the devil, and fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind,
until they are made alive at the moment they are born again by grace through faith in
Christ, as Ephesians two goes on to explain: “For by grace are ye saved through faith;
and that not of yourselves: it is the gift of God: not of works, lest any man should boast”
(Eph 2:8-9). Since infants have “no knowledge between good and evil” (Deut 1:39; Isa
7:16; Jon 4:11; Rom 9:11), they do not conduct themselves “in the lusts of [their] flesh,
fulfilling the desires of the flesh and of the mind.” Since all those made alive in Christ at
one time conducted themselves in the lusts of the flesh and of the mind, people—
including those with Christian parents—are only born again after they have reached an
age where they are able to so conduct themselves, and consciously repent and believe the
gospel. Every member of a Reformed church should recognize this truth, and believe that
there is nobody who has always been a Christian. The only people who are made alive in
Christ are those who have been consciously lost, walking in sin, and have subsequently

repented and believed.
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Reformed confessions also agree with the Bible (Jer 17:9; Rom 5:12-19) that
“through the disobedience of Adam, original sin is extended to all mankind; which is a
corruption of the whole nature, and an hereditary disease, wherewith infants themselves
are infected even in their mother’s womb, and which produceth in man all sorts of sin,
being in him as a root thereof; and therefore is so vile and abominable in the sight of
God, that it is sufficient to condemn all mankind” (Article 15, Belgic Confession).
Indeed, until someone is “born of the Spirit” and made alive by Christ, he is dead in sin,
simply “born of the flesh” (John 3:6)—but “they that are in the flesh cannot please God”
(Rom 8:8). Someone who has not been born again has never truly pleased God in any
action he has ever done in his entire life. The Lord Jesus said, “[E]xcept ye repent, ye
shall all likewise perish” (Lu 13:3). The Reformed agree, stating, “Repentance is of such
necessity to all sinners, that none may expect pardon without it” (Chapter 15,
Westminster Confession). “Repentance unto life is a saving grace, whereby a sinner, out
of a true sense of his sin, and apprehension of the mercy of God in Christ, doth, with grief
and hatred of his sin, turn from it unto God, with full purpose of, and endeavour after,
new obedience” (Westminster Shorter Catechism, 87). When a lost sinner repents and
comes to Christ for salvation, he must agree with God that he is indeed lost and not in
any way acceptable to God (Lev 26:40-41; Neh 9:33-35). A lost adult or child, who does
not agree that he really is lost, does not have a “true sense of sin” and cannot truly repent.
“Jesus . . . said . . . They that are whole [healthy] need not a physician; but they that are
sick. I came not to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance” (Lu 5:31-32). Every
person on earth who has never come to a specific point where he agrees with God that he
is “vile and abominable in the sight of God” and on his way to hell has never truly agreed
with God, and has thus never truly repented. Every person who has never truly repented
is still lost and headed to eternal damnation. “[TThe Son of man is come to seek and to
save that which was LOST” (Lu 19:10). There is no difference in this way between those
who grew up in Reformed churches or homes and those who did not. Reformed
confessions agree with the Bible that at a particular moment in time, the moment of
repentance and faith, one is instantly born again (Jn 3:1-21), passes from death to life,
from condemnation to justification, from spiritual death to spiritual life, and from being a

child of the devil to being a child of God (Jn 5:24). Dear Reformed friend, even if you
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have Bible-believing parents and believe the Bible yourself, attend church faithfully,
confess your sins, accept the doctrine of justification by faith alone and every other
doctrine taught in the Bible, and try to live a moral and upright life, IF YOU HAVE
NEVER COME TO A SPECIFIC POINT IN YOUR LIFE WHERE YOU HAVE
AGREED WITH GOD THAT YOU WERE A LOST, ABOMINABLE, AND
WRETCHED SINNER, A CHILD OF THE DEVIL, ONE WHO WAS UNDER
THE WRATH OF GOD AND ON YOUR WAY TO HELL, AND AS A LOST
SINNER YOU CONSCIOUSLY, FOR THE FIRST TIME, CAME TO CHRIST IN
REPENTANCE AND FAITH, YOU HAVE NEVER TRULY REPENTED, AND
YOU ARE NOT SAVED. Unfortunately, despite the many important truths defended
by Reformed churches, a very high percentage of their members are not truly born again,
because many Reformed leaders and teachers either deny or do not preach the absolute
necessity of consciously coming in repentance and faith to Christ, as a lost sinner, at a
particular moment in time. Can you remember a point in time when you came to the
Lord Jesus, recognizing your lost condition, in repentance and faith? The question is not
if you have completed a catechism class or stood in front of the church at some point and
made a public confession of faith. Dear Reformed friend, have you ever been lost? If
not, you have never been saved—and you have never truly pleased God in your life, but
you “are as an unclean thing, and all [your] righteousnesses are as filthy rags” (Is 64:6).
All you are and have every done, no matter how religious you are, is a mass of filthy,
rotten sin, simply making the Holy One ever more angry with you. You “shall drink of
the wine of the wrath of God, which is poured out without mixture into the cup of his
indignation; and [you] shall be tormented with fire and brimstone in the presence of the
holy angels, and in the presence of the Lamb: and the smoke of [your] torment ascendeth
up for ever and ever: and [you will] have no rest day nor night” (Rev 14:10-11). You are
lost, and you will certainly go to hell unless you are converted, by God’s grace.
REPENT!

How can Reformed denominations defend important truths like justification by
faith alone and the authority of the Word of God, yet, tragically, have so many religious
but unconverted people on their membership roles? When the Reformers separated from

the church of Rome at the time of the Reformation, they rightly rejected many of Rome’s
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errors, blasphemies, and heresies, and they correctly affirmed, “There is no other head of
the Church but the Lord Jesus Christ. Nor can the Pope of Rome, in any sense, be head
thereof, but is that Antichrist, that man of sin, and son of perdition, that exalts himself . . .
against Christ and all that is called God” (Westminster Confession, Article 25). In this
they agreed with the Bible, which, in contrast to the true church, the pure bride of Christ
(2 Cor 11:2; Eph 5), identifies the religious system centered at Rome as a “great whore . .
. full of abominations and filthiness of her fornication,” indeed, states that the Roman
religion is “the mother of harlots and abominations of the earth” (Rev 17:1-6).
Unfortunately, the Reformers did not abolish one of the central errors and corruptions of
the false religion they protested against—infant baptism. By not eliminating this heresy
of Antichrist, the Reformed have allowed the doctrine of salvation to be confused.

The Bible teaches that baptism is “the answer of a good conscience toward God”
(1 Pet 3:21), and thus it is “he that believeth [that] is baptized” (Mar 16:16; Ac 2:38, 41).
The Biblical order is that one is to first “hear” the gospel preached, then “believe” (Rom
10:14-15; Ac 18:8), and only after having “gladly received [the] [W]ord [be] baptized”
Ac 2:41; 8:13). The question, “[W]hat doth hinder me to be baptized?” is answered in
the Bible, “If thou believest with all thine heart, thou mayest,” and baptism is given only
to those who can say, “I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of God” (Ac 8:35-38). In the
Bible, those who were baptized had first brought forth “fruits meet for [befitting]
repentance” (Matt 3:6-8). Since infants do not “know to refuse the evil, and choose the
good” (Isa 7:16) and “cannot discern between their right hand and their left hand” (Jon
4:11), much less understand and believe the gospel, confess their sins (Matt 3:6), and
show fruits of repentance, they cannot be Biblically baptized.

Sometimes people who do not wish to repent of the heresy of infant baptism, but
do not want to admit that it is merely a human tradition added to the Word of God,
attempt to argue in favor of it because there are several records of entire households
receiving baptism in the Bible (Ac 16:15, 33; 1 Cor 1:16). Defenders of infant baptism
assume that these households had infants, and the infants were baptized. However, in
each example, it is never stated that the households had infants, and it is actually obvious
that believer’s baptism was practiced. In Acts 16:31-34, all in the household had the
“word of the Lord” preached to them, and having received Christ by faith, the whole
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household “rejoiced, believing in God” (v. 34). In Acts 16:15, the head of the house was
a rather wealthy unmarried woman doing business far from her home, and her household
consisted of servants who responded, as she did, to the gospel. Do babies make good
household servants? In 1 Cor 1:16, the household of a man named Stephanas was
baptized (1 Cor 1:16), and the members of the household “addicted themselves to the
ministry of the saints” (I Cor 16:15). Do infants go around performing all kinds of
Christian ministry? Just about the only other passage in the New Testament that those
who practice infant baptism try to employ in its favor is 1 Cor 7:14, a verse that does not
use the word baptize or have anything to do with baptism at all. The verse simply teaches
that when one believing person is in a household, an unbelieving spouse, and infants or
unbelieving older children, are “sanctified” by the believer’s presence. This simply
means that unbelievers participate in some of God’s blessing on account of the presence
of the Lord’s favor on a believer in a household (cf. Gen 39:5). This sanctification takes
place the very moment the first household member is saved; it does not wait until later
when infants are supposedly baptized. 1 Cor 7:14 no more proves that infants are
baptized than it does that the unbelieving spouse in the verse is baptized without his or
her consent. Finally, advocates of infant baptism argue that baptism replaces
circumcision, and since infants were circumcised in the Old Testament, babies are to be
baptized in the New. However, neither Christ nor the apostles ever stated that baptism
replaces or is equivalent to circumcision. The Jewish and Gentile Christians who
received both baptism and circumcision in the New Testament (cf. Ac 10:45; 16:3)
obviously did not think the one replaced the other. Furthermore, only male babies were
circumcised, but baby girls also receive infant baptism in the denominations that practice
it. The New Testament, using Abraham as our pattern (Rom 4:23-25), also states that
circumcision was a “seal of the righteousness of the faith which he had yet being
uncircumcised: that he might be the father of all them that believe, though they be not
circumcised” (4:11). If one wants to argue that circumcision is replaced by baptism, then
the New Testament pattern would be faith before baptism, as Abraham believed before he
was circumcised, and baptism would not be a means of receiving salvation, but only a
token or sign (Gen 17:11) of a previously received “righteousness of faith” (Rom 4:1-25).

However, the fact is that the spiritual equivalent in the New Testament of circumcision is
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not baptism, but being born again (Phil 3:3), a spiritual act that happens “without hands”
(Col 2:11) and which is a prerequisite to baptism (Col 2:12). There is nothing in the
Bible that teaches infant baptism. It is an error, a false human tradition that the devil has
used to deceive millions.

Those who practice infant baptism inevitably confuse the gospel by doing so. In
any particular location, the “church of God [has as members] . . . them that are sanctified
in Christ Jesus, called to be saints” (1 Cor 1:2; Col 1:2), so only people who have been
justified by faith, only saved people, are fit church members. Since baptism adds one to
the membership of the church that authorizes the ordinance (Ac 2:41, 47; 1 Cor 12:13),
but true churches require the new birth for membership, infant baptism is really only
consistent with the heresy that the salvation of babies is somehow connected to the
application of water to them. At the very least, infant baptism leads people to think that
they do not need to be converted when they get older, while the great majority of
“Christian” groups that practice it say that sins are actually removed at the time of
baptism.

The Reformed claim that God “hath instituted the sacrament of baptism . . . which
serves as a testimony to us, that he will forever be our gracious God and Father” (Belgic
Confession, Article 34). A sacrament is supposedly a “holy ordinance instituted by
Christ, wherein, by sensible signs, Christ, and the benefits of the new covenant, are
represented, sealed, and applied to believers,” so that “sacraments become effectual
means of salvation” (Westminster Shorter Catechism, 91, 92). However, the Bible never
says that baptism or the Lord’s supper “seal” or “apply” salvation to anyone. The word
seal appears 16 times in the New Testament, and none of its appearances indicate that a
“seal” gives a particle of saving grace to anybody. The word sacrament never appears in
the Bible. The Reformed did not go far enough when they reduced the seven sacraments
invented by the Antichrist-led church of Rome to two sacraments. The truth is that there
are no sacraments, and the ordinances of baptism and the Lord’s Supper do not do
anything to justify anybody—salvation is by faith alone (Rom 3:28).

Absolutely nothing in the Bible either affirms that baptism is the way to be born
again or teaches infant baptism. The Reformed claim that they “reject all mixtures and

damnable inventions, which men have added unto, and blended with the [ordinances], as
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profanations of them: and affirm that we ought to rest satisfied with the ordinance[s]
which Christ and his apostles have taught us, and that we must speak of them in the same
manner as they have spoken” (Article 35, Belgic Confession). This is in accord with
God’s command, “Ye shall not add unto the word which I command you, neither shall ye
diminish ought from it, that ye may keep the commandments of the LORD your God . . .
What thing soever I command you, observe to do it: thou shalt not add thereto, nor
diminish from it” (Deut 4:2; 12:32; Prov 30:6; Matt 28:19-20; Rev 22:18-19). If the
Reformed were consistent with their own confessions, they would reject infant baptism
just like they reject infant communion, and just like they reject many other of the
damnable inventions of the church at Rome. The error of infant baptism was recognized
at the time of the Reformation by men like Zwingli, the father of the Swiss Reformation,
who said, “Nothing grieves me more than that at present I have to baptize children, for I
know it ought not to be done,” and “if we were to baptize as Christ instituted it then we
would not baptize any person until he has reached the years of discretion; for I find it

nowhere written that infant baptism is to be practiced.”*'’

By retaining infant baptism—
as Zwingli did, against what he knew the Bible taught—the Reformed undermine the
gospel and confuse justification by faith alone. Dear Reformed friend, you must face the
fact that your infant baptism did absolutely nothing to contribute to your salvation—so
far from helping to save you, or from proving that you were somehow already saved or
destined to be saved, it was not true baptism at all, but actually an abomination to God.
Furthermore, when believers are baptized, immersion, not sprinkling or pouring,
is necessarily practiced for Biblical baptism. One who is baptized is “planted together in
the likeness of [Christ’s] death” and “shall be also in the likeness of his resurrection”
(Rom 6:5); baptism pictures the death, burial, and resurrection of the Savior, as well as
the death of the believer’s old life and his resurrection to new life in the Lord Jesus. Only
immersion pictures death, burial, and resurrection. Does anyone bury a person in a
graveyard by pouring or sprinkling a little dirt on his head? Then how can one be “buried
with [Christ] in baptism” (Col 2:12) by pouring or sprinkling a little water on him? Why

did people go “down . . . into the water . . . and . . . come up out of the water . . . [when]

210 See pgs. 198-199, The Reformers and Their Stepchildren, by the Christian Reformed author

Leonard Verduin.
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baptized” (Ac 8:38-39; Mat 3:16) in the Bible if only a little water was poured or
sprinkled on the head? Furthermore, the Greek verb baptize means to dip or immerse,
not to pour or sprinkle. The father of Reformed denominations, John Calvin,
acknowledged this, saying that “it is evident that the term baptize means to immerse, and
that this was the form used by the primitive church” (Calvin, Institutes, 4:15:19), while
the first of the Reformers, Martin Luther, said that “baptism is . . . when we dip anything
wholly in water, that it is completely covered over. . . . it should be thus, and would be
right . . . [for] any one who is to be baptized, [to] be completely sunk down into the

21 The Reformers themselves acknowledged that

water, and dipped again and drawn out.
the Bible teaches immersion is New Testament baptism, and what is probably the most
influential Reformed work of systematic theology ever written admits: “[I]n baptism we
have changed immersion for sprinkling . . . [t]he church by changing the custom of

»212 Do we dare change what God Himself has

immersing, substituted sprinkling.
commanded to picture His Son’s death, burial, and resurrection to practice instead a
corruption inherited from the false religion of Rome? Do we change the ordinance of
God to that of a system of religion that the Holy One calls “the mother of harlots and
abominations of the earth” (Rev 17:5)?

No church, including those within Reformed denominations, can be a true church
if it confuses the gospel by not demanding that the children of believing parents come to
a place where they see themselves as lost and at a point in time repent and believe the
gospel. All who do not preach this therefore fall under the dread curse of Galatians 1:8-
9: “But though we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that
which we have preached unto you, let him be accursed. As we said before, so say I now
again, If any man preach any other gospel unto you than that ye have received, let him be
accursed.” Furthermore, Reformed denominations cannot be Christ’s churches because
they reject Biblical baptism, the immersion of the believer, to practice instead the heresy

and human tradition of sprinkling or pouring water on the head of infants. Furthermore,

Reformed denominations cannot be Christ’s churches because they did not exist for 1,500

2 Opera Lutheri, 1. 319, cf. pg. 108, Christian, J. T., A4 History of the Baptists, vol. 1,

http://sites.google.com/site/t/hross7.
212 Pg. 458 (Q25:21), Institutes of Elenctic Theology, by Francis Turretin (trans. George M. Giger, ed.
James T. Dennison, Jr.), vol. 3.
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years after Christ started His church in the first century. The Lord Jesus said “the gates
of hell shall not prevail against” His church (Mat 16:18), but rather that God would
receive “glory in the church by Christ Jesus throughout all ages” (Eph 3:21), and He
would be with His churches “alway, even unto the end of the world” (Mat 28:20). If
Reformed denominations are Christ’s churches, then the Son of God failed to keep His
promises to preserve true churches in the world for the first three-fourths of Christian
history! Furthermore, when people who adopted Reformed doctrine in the era of the
Reformation started new churches, they separated from the church of Rome—which they
rightly saw as headed by “the Pope of Rome . . . that Antichrist, that man of sin, and son
of perdition” (Westminster Confession 25:6). The Reformers and the first generation of
Reformed church members received baptism from a religion they correctly saw as headed
by Antichrist. Unless the church of Antichrist can perform valid baptisms, the Reformers
and the first members of the denominations they started were not baptized, and thus not
truly church members. If they were not church members, they could not baptize anyone
else. For the Reformed denominations to be Christ’s churches, either unbaptized people
must be able to perform baptism, or the church of Antichrist can legitimately administer
the ordinances!

In contrast, churches that believe and practice like modern day Bible-believing
Baptists, churches that defend the true gospel of justification by faith without works and
practice the baptism only of believers, have existed from the first century until today. In
the words of Dr. J. J. Durmont & Dr. Ypeig, Reformed historians specifically appointed
by the State of Holland to ascertain if the historical claims of the Baptists were valid, the
Baptists “descended from the tolerably pure evangelical Waldenses [a name for Baptists
in the Middle Ages]. . . . They were, therefore, in existence long before the Reformed
Church. . . . We have seen that the Baptists, who were formerly called Anabaptists . . .
were the original Waldenses; and who have long in the history of the Church, received
the honor of that origin. On this account the Baptists may be considered the only
Christian community which has stood since the Apostles; and as a Christian society

which has preserved pure the doctrine of the gospel through all ages.”*"> The Christian

213 Ypeij en Dermout, Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche Hervormde Kerk. Breda, 1819, cited in

History of Baptists, J. T. Christian, vol. 1, chap. 7; elec. acc. http://sites.google.com/site/thross7.
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Reformed scholar Leonard Verduin stated, “No one is credited with having invented the
Anabaptism of the sixteenth century for the simple reason that no one did. . . . There were

2214 Churches that believe in

Anabaptists, called by that name, in the fourth century.
salvation by faith and practice believer’s immersion never needed to separate from the
church of Rome because they never were part of that false religion. They are older than
the church of Rome and than all the Protestant denominations. Their Biblical doctrine
and practice proves what is confirmed by the testimony of history—they are the churches
founded by the Lord Jesus Christ. All other religious groups are guilty of schism and
division from the Lord’s true churches. All other groups—including the Reformed
denominations—thus have no Divine authority to baptize, carry on the work of God, or
exist at all.

Dear Reformed friend, the Bible commands, “Examine yourselves, whether ye be
in the faith; prove your own selves” (2 Cor 13:5). Have you ever come to a particular
point where you saw yourself as lost, and consciously repented and believed on the Lord
Jesus Christ? If not, you are currently on your way to hell, and, no matter what else you
believe and do that is good and right, you will certainly be damned unless you repent.
You should, right now, submit to the Biblical truth that you have never yet been saved,
and immediately come to Christ for salvation. If you reject His Word and insist that you
are saved, or that your baptism or previous life is in any way pleasing to God, you will
suffer in unquenchable fire for all eternity. If you forsake all confidence in your previous
religious actions and good works and come to the Savior as a worthless, empty-handed
sinner, with nothing but your black heart and your innumerable sins, He will receive you
and save you by His free and sovereign grace. The Lord Jesus calls you to come to Him
(Mat 11:28), and promises, “He that cometh to me I will in no wise cast out” (John 6:37).
The Lord commands you to come to Him right now: “[B]ehold, now is the accepted time;
behold, now is the day of salvation” (2 Cor 6:2). If you are saved, God commands you to
submit to believer’s immersion, join and faithfully serve Him in one of His true churches
(Heb 10:25). The Son of God said, “Whosoever will come after me, let him deny
himself, and take up his cross, and follow me” (Mr 8:34). Although people are not in any

way justified before God by their works, there are no examples in the Bible of true

214 Pgs. 189-190, The Reformers and Their Stepchildren.
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Christians who refused to follow the Lord Jesus and who stubbornly refused and rejected
believer’s baptism (cf. Ac 2:41-42; Mr 16:16). Separation from all religions that practice
heresy, including infant sprinkling or pouring, is the plain command of the King of
heaven. “Wherefore come out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the Lord, and
touch not the unclean thing; and I will receive you, and will be a Father unto you, and ye
shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty” (2 Cor 6:17-18). “[M]ark them
which cause divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and
avoid them” (Rom 16:17). “[H]ave no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness,
but rather reprove them” (Eph 5:11). The Lord Jesus said, “If ye love me, keep my
commandments” (Jn 14:15). Immediately separate from Reformed religion, and attend,
be baptized, and serve joyfully in a Bible-believing and practicing Baptist church.

For more information on the nature of true repentance and faith, and a careful
analysis of the Biblical teaching on baptism, please visit
http://sites.google.com/site/faithalonesaves/salvation and read Bible studies #5-7 (“How
Do I Receive the Gospel?” “The Christian: Security in Christ and Assurance of
Salvation,” and “The Church of Jesus Christ.”), as well as the work Heaven Only for the
Baptized? at the same web address. A true church in your area that would also be happy

to study the Bible with you and help you spiritually is:

Note the following material on John Wesley also:

Historic Baptists and fundamentalists who obtain their history mainly from sanitized and
hagiographical Protestant sources often have a very inaccurate view of the theology of
John Wesley. The following material should serve as a corrective, and will bring up some
of the facts often left out of the sanitized and hagiographical accounts.

1.) Wesley was an Arminian — he believed saints could lose their salvation.

For example, he said: “"I believe a saint may fall away; that one who is holy or righteous
in the judgment of God himself may nevertheless so fall from God as to perish
everlastingly.” (pg. 81, Works, vol. 6). This heresy of his is so well known that I will not
provide further documentation of it.

2.) Wesley believed in the continuation of the sign gifts.

The Wesley brothers abandoned the dominant Protestant cessationism to adopt a
continuationist doctrine, a view in which they were followed by the Methodist
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movement, and which explains much of the fanaticism that came to characterize much of
Methodism. Wesley said: “[I]f the Quakers [who were strong continuationists] hold the
same perceptible inspiration with me, I am glad” (“Letter to ‘John Smith,” March 25,
1747; elec. acc. Wesley Center Online: Wesley’s Letters, 1747,
http://wesley.nnu.edu/john-wesley/the-letters-of-john-wesley/wesleys-letters-1747/.
Compare pg. 43, Theological Roots of Pentecostalism, Dayton). Thus, nineteenth-
century Methodists, writing to defend continuationism, noted: “[W]e dare to maintain
that many of the phenomena of the Pentecostal times have been continued, are common,
and ought to be expected in every age. . . . [Cessationist] censors are exceedingly severe,
[unjustly so, upon] the habitual reference made by the . . . teachers to the direct influence
of the Holy Spirit . . . [as] a revealer as well as an interpreter of truth . . . speak[ing] to us
not only by the written Word, but also by visions, or feelings, or aspirations, or
impressions, independent of the Word; and extending even to what is sometimes claimed
as a physical consciousness . . . [as by continuationist antecedent] Dr. Upham” (pg. 106,
“The Brighton Convention Its Opponents.” London Quarterly Review, October
1875). Indeed, “much in Pentecostal teaching is a legacy from Anglicanism . . . through
the mediation of Wesley” (pg. 185, The Pentecostals, Hollenweger).

3.) Wesley loved medieval Roman Catholic mysticism, and developed his doctrine of
perfectionism in connection with it.

Roman Catholic mysticism was key to the development of the perfectionism and
continuationism of John Wesley. “John Wesley . . . says that he began his teaching on
Perfection in 1725 . . . [although he] was not converted [on his own testimony] until 1738
... [h]Jow did he come to teach it? His father and mother . . . had both been interested in .
.. Roman Catholic mystical teaching . . . and had read a great deal of it. . . . John Wesley
had read [in addition to other Romanist mystics such as] . . . Tauler . . . Thomas a Kempis
.. .[and the] ‘Protestant mystic . . . [who] wrote a book on Perfection . . . William Law,’
but he was influenced “in particular [by]. . . Madame Guyon . . . [and] the Roman
Catholic Archbishop Fénelon,” although the Romanist mystic “Marquis or Baron de
Renty” was probably Wesley’s single “favorite author,” eclipsing even Guyon and
Fénelon (pgs. 307-308, The Puritans: Their Origins and Successors, Lloyd-Jones). Thus,
Wesley could speak of “that excellent man, the Marquis de Renty” although he knew the
Catholic was infected with “many touches of superstition, and some of idolatry, in
worshipping saints, the Virgin Mary in particular” (cf. Sermon 72, series 2, Sermon 133,
series 4, Sermons, on Several Occasions, and to which reference is made in the trust-
deeds of the Methodist Chapels, as constituting, with Mr. Wesley’s notes on the New
Testament, the standard doctrines of the Methodist connexion, John Wesley. Orig. pub. 4
vol, 1771. Elec. acc. Logos Bible Software). Wesley was also profoundly influenced by
the ascetic, Romanist, and Eastern Orthodox “monastic piety of the fourth-century ‘desert
fathers’” during his time in the “Holy Club” at Oxford University. “[T]he consideration
of Macarius the Egyptian and Ephraem Syrus and their descriptions of “ perfection”
(teleiosis) as the goal (skopos) of the Christian in this life” were influential in “shaping . .
. Wesley’s . . . doctrine of Christian perfection . . . John Wesley . . . was . . . in touch with
Gregory of Nyssa, the greatest of all the Eastern [Catholic] teachers of the quest for
perfection. Thus, in his early days, [Wesley] drank deep of this Byzantine tradition of
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spirituality at its source and assimilated its concept of devotion as the way and perfection
as the goal of the Christian life. . . . The devotional works . . . of two Latin [Roman
Catholic] traditions of mystical spirituality . . . [and] the traditions of Eastern Orthodoxy-
Clement of Alexandria, Gregory of Nyssa, Macarius of Egypt, and others . . . introduced
[important] factors of . . . [Wesley’s] understanding of perfection. . . . Wesley . . . was
inclined to go beyond logical subsequence [in justification and sanctification] to
experiential subsequence because of the deep influence of the Eastern Fathers on him in
terms of the relation of perfection to process and goal.” (pgs. 93-97, “‘Dialogue’ Within
a Tradition: John Welsey and Gregory of Nyssa Discuss Christian Perfection,” John G.
Merritt. Wesleyan Theological Journal 22:2 (Fall, 1987) 92-117). Thus, Wesley
received his idea of Christians entering into perfection or a second-blessing from Catholic
mysticism, and transferred his two-stage notions transferred into the Higher Life
movement and into Pentecostalism. “John Wesley . . . under the influence of Catholic
works of edification, distinguished between the ordinary believer and those who were
‘sanctified” or ‘baptized with the Spirit.” . . . This view was adopted . . . by the
evangelists and theologians of the American Holiness movement . . . such as Asa Mahan
and C. G. Finney . . . [and] the early Pentecostal movement” (pgs. 21, 322, The
Pentecostals, Hollenweger). Along with perfectionism, Wesley (as already mentioned
above) also adopted the ancient and medieval Catholic continuationism (cf. pgs. 44-
45, Theological Roots of Pentecostalism, Dayton) that provided such key support in the
apologetic for image worship in the iconoclastic controversy and at other times, as well
as Catholic worship of the saints themselves, transubstantiation, and other idolatries,
since the marvels which were so often performed by the graven images of and relics
culled from the saints, transubstantiated bread, and so on, validated such Catholic beliefs
in a way that Scripture certainly could not (cf. pgs. 135ff., Counterfeit Miracles,
Warfield).

It is noteworthy that John Wesley, while preaching Methodist perfectionism,
“never claimed the experience for himself. He was a very honest man. He taught this
perfectionism but he would never say that it was true of himself.” Indeed, for “many
years he had great difficulty of producing any examples of it,” although at one point “he
felt he could produce 30 such people; but only one of the 30 seemed to persist—the
others fell away” (pg. 311, The Puritans: Their Origins and Successors, D. M. Lloyd-
Jones).

4.) Wesley held erroneous views on the assurance of salvation.

“Wesley and Fletcher” held to a doctrinal error of an improper “immediate enjoyment of
personal assurance” (pg. 180, The Doctrine of Justification, James Buchanan). Early in
his ministry, “John Wesley summed up his thoughts on this subject in a letter written in
January, 1740: ‘I never yet knew one soul thus saved without what you call the faith of
assurance; I mean a sure confidence that by the merits of Christ he was reconciled to the
favour of God’ [pg. 200, Wesley’s Standard Sermons]. Thus the cognition that saving
grace had worked in a life was seen as the final means to ascertain if saving grace had
indeed been present. The implications of this teaching, taken by itself, seem to lead to a
condition in which superficial self-analysis (‘yes, I’ve got the witness’) results in
spirituality while the kind of doubt which assailed such people as Luther and even at
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times John Wesley himself results in a loss of the hope of salvation” (pg. 171, “John
Wesley and the Doctrine of Assurance,” Mark A. Noll. Bibliotheca Sacra 132:526 (April
1975). However, by 1755 Wesley had moderated his position slightly, so that one could
be shaken in his assurance without losing his salvation, although a total lack of assurance
was still only compatible with a lost estate: “I know that I am accepted: And yet that
knowledge is sometimes shaken, though not destroyed, by doubt or fear. If that
knowledge were destroyed, or wholly withdrawn, I could not then say I had Christian
faith. To me it appears the same thing, to say, ‘I know God has accepted me’; or, ‘I have
a sure trust that God has accepted me.’ . . . [Nonetheless,] justifying faith cannot be a
conviction that I am justified. . . . But still I believe the proper Christian faith, which
purifies the heart, implies such a conviction” (pgs. 452-453, Letter DXXXII, July 25,
1755, in The Works of the Rev. John Wesley, vol 12, 31, ed, with the last corrections of
the author. London: John Mason, 1830). Furthermore, Wesley affirmed that objective
marks cannot be elaborated to distinguish between the witness of the Spirit to one’s
regenerated state and self-delusion; “this kind of defense based on intuition . . . raised the
specter of enthusiasm for some of Wesley’s critics” (pg. 174, ibid.). In this doctrine of
assurance Wesley’s view was similar to that of Jacob Arminius: “Arminius thought that
no one would be a true Christian who did not have a present assurance of present
salvation. He wrote: ‘Since God promises eternal life to all who believe in Christ, it is
impossible for him who believes, and who knows that he believes, to doubt of his own
salvation, unless he doubts of this willingness of God.”” (pgs. 164-165, “John Wesley and
the Doctrine of Assurance,” Noll, citing pg. 348, Arminius: A Study in the Dutch
Reformation, Carl Bangs. Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1971. Compare The Doctrine of
Assurance, with Special Reference to John Wesley, Arthur S. Yates. London: Epworth,
1952).

Wesleyan confusion about conversion and assurance appeared in various
preachers influenced by his theology; thus, for example, Welsh holiness evangelist Seth
Joshua wrote: “[People] are entering into full assurance of faith coupled with a baptism
of the Holy Ghost. . . . I also think that those seeking assurance may be fairly counted as
converts” (pg. 122, The Welsh Religious Revival, Morgan, citing Mr. Joshua’s diary. Of
course, some people who think that they are in need of assurance truly are unconverted,
but such clarity appears to be lacking in Mr. Joshua’s comments. Spirit baptism has
nothing to do with obtaining assurance in the Bible.). Methodist confusion on assurance
passed over into the Pentecostal movement, which taught that assurance was of the
essence of saving faith: “If God for Christ’s sake has forgiven you your sins, you know
it. And if you do not know it better than you know anything in this world, you are still in
your sins. When you go down in the atonement, in the sacrifice of our Lord Jesus Christ,
you are accepted. And if you are accepted, and He has given you a clean heart and
sanctified your soul, you know it. And if you do not know it, the work is not done” (pg.
2, The Apostolic Faith 1:2 (Los Angeles, October 1906), reprinted on pg. 6, Like As of
Fire: Newspapers from the Azusa Street World Wide Revival: A Reprint of “The
Apostolic Faith” (1906-1908), coll. Fred T. Corum & Rachel A. Sizelove).

Scripture teaches that all believers can have assurance of salvation, but that assurance that
one has personally passed from death to life is not of the essence of saving faith (cf. 1
John & London Baptist Confession of Faith of 1689, 18:1-4).
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5.) Wesley rejected the imputation of Christ's righteousness in justification.

John Wesley also rejected the doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s righteousness in
justification, writing: “Does ‘the righteousness of God’ ever mean . . . ‘the merits of
Christ?’ . . . I believe not once in all the Scripture. . . . It often means, and particularly in
the Epistle to the Romans, ‘God’s method of justifying sinners.’ . . . ‘The righteousness
of God’ signifies, the righteousness which the God-man wrought out[?] No. . . . It
signifies ‘God’s method of justifying sinners.”” (pg. 217, Aspasio Vindicated, and the
Scripture Doctrine of Imputed Righteousness Defended, in Eleven Letters from Mr.
Hervey to Mr. Wesley, in Answer to that Gentleman’s Remarks on Theron and Aspasio,
W. Hervey. Glasgo: J. & M. Robertson, 1762; & pg. 137, Eleven Letters from the Late
Rev. Mr. Hervey , to the Rev. Mr. John Wesley, Containing an Answer to that
Gentleman’s Remarks on Thereon and Aspasio, W. Hervey. 2™ ed. London: J. & F. &
C. Rivinot, 1789. cf. pg. 497, The Doctrine of Justification, James Buchanan. Carlisle,
PA: Banner of Truth, 1997 (orig. pub. 1867)). “Many Wesleyan Methodists, following
the example of their founder, have . . . keenly opposed . . . the doctrine . . . of [Christ’s]
imputed righteousness” (pg. 500, The Doctrine of Justification, Buchanan). Thus,
“Wesley could not resist assimilating justification into sanctification—the latter being his
preeminent and enduring interest. The . . . notion that the believer is simul justus et
peccator (at once both righteous and a sinner) Wesley firmly rejected. Many Arminians
[including Wesley] further assert that faith is not merely the instrument of justification
but the ground on which justification rests. Thus Wesley wrote that ‘any righteousness
created by the act of justification is real because of the ethical or moral dimension of
faith®™ (pg. 353, The Cross and Salvation: The Doctrine of Salvation, Bruce
Demarest). Thus, Wesley wrote: “Least of all does justification imply that God is
deceived in those whom he justifies; that he thinks them to be what, in fact, they are not;
that he accounts them to be otherwise than they are. It does by no means imply that God .
.. esteems us better than we really are, or believes us righteous when we are unrighteous.
Surely no. . . . Neither can it ever consist with his unerring wisdom to think that I am
innocent, to judge that I am righteous or holy, because another is so. He can no more, in
this manner, confound me with Christ, than with David or Abraham. . . . [S]uch a notion
of justification is neither reconcilable to reason nor Scripture” (pg. 47, The Works of the
Reverend John Wesley, vol. 1. New York: Emory & Waugh, 1831—mnote that “reason”
is mentioned before “Scripture” as a reason to oppose the Biblical doctrine of
justification.)

6.) Wesley believed in the damnable heresy of baptismal regeneration.

The Wesley brothers and the Methodist denomination retained the Anglican belief in
baptismal regeneration when they left the English state-church to start their own religion.
Commenting on John 3:5, Wesley affirmed, “Except a man be born of water and of the
Spirit—Except he experience that great inward change by the Spirit, and be baptized
(wherever baptism can be had) as the outward sign and means of it [he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God].” Commenting on Acts 22:16, he wrote: “Baptism administered to
real penitents, is both a means and seal of pardon. Nor did God ordinarily in the
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primitive Church bestow this on any, unless through this means.” On both texts John
Wesley clearly affirmed that baptism is the means of the new birth. He also declared, “It
is certain our Church supposes that all who are baptized in their infancy are at the same
time born again; and it is allowed that the whole office for the baptism of infants
proceeds upon this supposition” (Wesley, sermon, The New Birth). In his Doctrinal
Tracts (pg. 246, 251) he wrote, “What are the benefits . . . we receive by baptism, is the
next point to be considered. And the first of these is the washing away of original sin, by
the application of Christ’s death. . . . the merits of Christ’s life and death, are applied to
us in baptism. . . . infants are . . . proper subjects of baptism, seeing, in the ordinary way,
they cannot be saved unless [sin] be washed away in baptism. Infants need to be washed
from original sin. Therefore they are proper subjects for baptism.” (cited in chapter 9, The
Evils of Infant Baptism, Robert Boyt C. Howell, accessed in the Fundamental Baptist
CD-Rom Library, Oak Harbor, WA: Way of Life Literature, 2003). John’s brother, the
Methodist hymn-writer Charles Wesley, wrote against the Baptists, “Partisans of a
narrow sect/ Your cruelty confess/ Nor still inhumanly reject/ Whom Jesus would
embrace./ Your little ones preclude them not/ From the baptismal flood brought/ But let
them now to Christ be saved/ And join the Church of God.” (Charles Wesley’s
Journal, 18 October 1756, 2:128). The Wesleys only called adults already baptized as
infants to conversion because of their heretical Arminian theology. Since they rejected
the Biblical truth that once one is saved, he is always saved (Romans 8:28-39), they held
that one who was regenerated in infant baptism could fall away and become a child of the
devil again, at which time he would need a second new birth.

See “John Wesley’s View of Baptism,” John Chongnahm Cho, Wesleyan Theological
Journal 7 (Spring 1972) 60-73) for more on Wesley's doctrine of baptismal regeneration.

Before making Wesley into a hero of the faith, historic Baptists and fundamentalists
should make sure that their churches know that Wesley believed in Arminianism, in the
continuation of the sign gifts (helping to prepare the way for Pentecostalism), in Catholic
mysticism, in perfectionism, in a false doctrine of justification by becoming inwardly
holy, and in baptismal regeneration.

Meditate for a few moments on the 310t TV TOAANV GAYATNV QOTOD NV NYATNGCEV
Nue.c of Ephesians 2:4 in its context. How should this truth affect your life and your
affections for God?

In Ephesians 2:5, specify the semantic category of conjunction for the kol that begins the
verse.
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What kind of dative is T® Xp1ot® in Ephesians 2:5?

In Ephesians 2:5, what type of participle is Ovtog?

In Ephesians 2:5, specify the structural and semantic categories for the voice of
oec®OOUEVOL. Also state what the construction £€61e 6ec®OUEVOL is called, and what it
indicates.

In Ephesians 2:5, specify the case and case usage of ydpiti. (Compare the question

about YGp1Tt in v. 8 below).

Specify the case and case usage of TA0OTOV in Ephesians 2:7.

In Ephesians 2:7, specify the type of Tva. clause found in the verse.

In Ephesians 2:8, what kind of dative is tfj . . . xG&ptti? Also specify the semantic
category for the article 1.
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Specify the semantic category for the yGp that begins Ephesians 2:8. Which of the
definitions in BDAG does the conjunction fit into?

In Ephesians 2:8, specify the case and case usage of @€0D.

In Ephesians 2:8, what is the antecedent of tovt0 (KJV that)?

In Ephesians 2:9, specify the type of Tva clause in the verse.

In Ephesians 2:10, specify the category in BDAG that best fits the €ri.

In Ephesians 2:10, specify the kind of participle KTIGOEVTEG is.

What is the tense usage of mepimtatiomuev in Ephesians 2:10?

In Ephesians 2:10, is it certain, or only possible, that believers will do good works? Consider, in
addition to the context of the verse, the following texts with Tpoetoywd{® in the NT and other
related literature, and the complete list of texts with in the NT:

Rom. 9:23 kol tva yvopiorn tov tAobtov Tfig d0ENG adtod £mi 6Kevn ELEOVG, G TPONTOINACEY

£ig 80Eav,

Eph. 2:10 adtod ydp éouev moinua, ktic0éviec év Xpiot®d Incod £mi épyolg &yaloic, oig
wpoNToipaoev 6 Oedc, Tva &v OTOIC TEPITUTICOUEV.

Rom. 9:23 And that he might make known the riches of his glory on the vessels of mercy, which he had

afore prepared unto glory,

Eph. 2:10 For we are his workmanship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God hath before

ordained that we should walk in them.

LXX:
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Wis. 9:8 eimag oikodopficon vodv &v dpel dyim 6ov Kol €V TOAEL KOTOGKNVOGEDNS GOV
0vo1LHGTNPLOV pipnuo oknvig ayiag NV Tpontoipacag &an Gpynig

Is. 28:24 un 6ANV TNV NUEPAV UEALEL O GPOTPLOV GPOTPLAV 1| GTOPOV TPOETOIRAGEL TPLY
gpydooacOal Ty yiv

Wis. 9:8 Thou hast commanded me to build a temple upon thy holy mount, and an altar in the city wherein
thou dwellest, a resemblance of the holy tabernacle, which thou hast prepared from the beginning.

Is 28:24 Will the ploughman plough all the day? or will he prepare the seed beforehand, before he tills the
ground?

Apostolic patristics:

1Clem. 33:3 T® YOp TOUUEYEDESTAT® CLVTOD KPATEL OVPAUVOVG EGTNPLOEV KL TH AKATUANTT®
a0vToD cLVESEL SleKOoUNGEY QOTOVG YTV TE SLEYDPLOEV GO TOD TEPLEXOVTOC VTNV VOATOC
Kol Ndpacev €mi 1OV Ac@aAf T0D 18i0v PovAnuotog Ogucdiov: T T &v ot (AU POITOVTO
T £avTod drtdéel ékéhevoey elvar BGAAGGaY Kol T v avTh (Do TpoeTolpdoog [128]
gvéxheloev TH £00T0D dLVAUEL

IClem. 38:3 dvoaloylooduedo ovv, Gdel@ol, €k moiog VANG &yevrOnuev, moiol kol Tiveg
eloNAOaueV €ig TOV KOGUOV: €K TOLOV TAPOL KOl 6KOTOVG 0 TAGSHG NUES KXl SMULOVPYNO UG
gloNyoyev €l¢ TOV KOGUOV ODTOD, TPOETOLPGCOC TOC EVEPYESING CGVTOD TPLV MUGC
yevvneﬁvm

Eph. 9:1 Evav 8¢ nocpoﬁsucocvrocg Tvag £xeibev, Exoviag Komnv 8L80cxnv ovg omc gldoate
cnstpon €lc VUGG, PYoavieg T0 OTO €1¢ TO un TopudeEacdul Ta cnetpousvoc VT AOTAV, mg
ovrsg AlBo1 vO.0D TPOMTOIUACUEVOL [27] etg OLKOSOW]V 0e0D noc‘cpog ocvoc(pepousvm €lg Td
D\UT] i TG uNYoviig Incov Xpw‘con 0g €0tV c‘cowpog csxowuo XPOUEVOL TA TVEVUOLTL TR
ayi® M 8¢ TIGTIC VUAV ocvocymysng VU@V, M 8¢ Ayamn 050g M ocvoccpepovcsoc SLQ 0gov.

MPoly 14:2 gdAoy® e 011 Koctnéwacocg [46] pe rng NUEPQG KO DPOG rowmg T00 AoPeiv
UEPOG €V ocpteuco TOV uocpwpmv [47] év ©® motnpie T0D XpLG‘EOD [001)] [48] £ig GvacTOoLY
Cmng Q1VIon yoxf e KOl COUOTOG €V oc(peocpcwc TVEVUOLTOG Gylov v 01g npocésxesmv
EVOTIOV 00V cnuepov v Ouolg miovi Kol TPOGOEKTH, KOUOMG TPONTOINOCHG KOl
npos(pocvspwcsocg KOCl sn?mpwcocg 0 ocwenéng Kol GAMOLVOg esog

Shep 23:5 mtocys 0VV Kol s&mmcson 'cmg SKKSKTOLQ 100 xvpiov T peyadeion avToD, Kot eime
ovtoic 6TL 10 Onpiov t00TO TVTOC €0Tiv OAlyewe TR perldovong T peydAng &dv ovv
TPOETOIPAONOOE Kol petavononte £§ OANG kopdiag VUAV TPOC TOV KVPLOV, duvioeche
EKQUYETV QOTNV, €0V M Kopdia VUGV YEVNTOL KOBOPR KOl GUMUIOC, KOl TOG Aotwdg ThHg Cofig
NUEPOLG VUAY BOVAEVONTE T KLPI® QUEUTTOC. EMPIYUTE TAG UEPIUVOC VUMV ETL TOV KVPLOV,
KOl 0lOTOG KOTOPODGEL VTG,

1Clem. 33:3 For by his infinitely great might he established the heavens, and in his incomprehensible
wisdom he set them in order. Likewise he separated the earth from the water surrounding it, and set it
firmly upon the sure foundation of his own will; and the living creatures which walk upon it he called into
existence by his decree. Having already created the sea and the living creatures in it, he fixed its boundaries
by his own power.

1Clem. 38:3 Let us acknowledge, brothers, from what matter we were made; who and what we were, when
we came into the world; from what grave and what darkness he who made and created us brought us into
his world, having prepared his benefits for us before we were born.

Eph. 9:1 But I have learned that certain people from there have passed your way with evil doctrine, but you
did not allow them to sow it among you. You covered up your ears in order to avoid receiving the things
being sown by them, because you are stones of a temple, prepared beforehand[12] for the building of God
the Father, hoisted up to the heights by the crane of Jesus Christ, which is the cross, using as a rope the
Holy Spirit; your faith is what lifts you up, and love is the way that leads up to God.

MPoly. 14:2 I bless you because you have considered me worthy of this day and hour, that I might receive
a place among the number of the martyrs in the cup of your Christ, to the resurrection to eternal life, both of
soul and of body, in the incorruptibility of the Holy Spirit. May I be received among them in your presence
today, as a rich and acceptable sacrifice, as you have prepared and revealed beforehand, and have now
accomplished, you who are the undeceiving and true God.

Shep. 23:5 Go, therefore, and declare to the Lord’s elect his mighty works, and tell them that this beast is a
foreshadowing of the great tribulation that is coming. So, if you prepare yourselves in advance and turn to
the Lord with all your heart, you will be able to escape it, if your heart is clean and unblemished and you
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serve the Lord blamelessly for the rest of the days of your life. Cast your cares upon the Lord, and he will
set them straight.

gtoyualm in the NT:

Matt. 3:3 ovt0og Y&p £€oTiv 0 Pndeic Yrd Hoolov 10D mpogntov, Aéyoviog, @mvhy Bodvtog &v
1 épnuw, ‘Etowpdoate tnv 080v Kuplov €00giag motelte tag tpifovg adtod.

Matt. 20:23 kol Aéyer avtolc, TO ueév motipidv pov wieshe, kKol 10 PAnTiIoux 0 £y®
BartiCopar PanticdNoeche 10 8¢ kabicol €k deE1DV LoV, Kol €€ eVOVUU®Y LoV 0VK £6TLV
guov Sodvat, GAL’ 0i¢ NToipacTot VIO T0D TOTPAS LOV.

Matt. 22:4 waAwv arécteldlev dAAovg SovAovg, Aéymv, Eimate toig kexAnuévoig, 180V, 10
APLoTOV OV MTOIPOGa, Ol TODPOL OV KUl TR CLTIOTO TEBLUEVA, KOl TAVTO EToluer deDTE
£1G TOVG YRUOVG,.

Matt. 25:34 101e €pel 0 Baciievg 10ig £k de€1dV avToD, AeDTE, 01 ELAOYNUEVOL TOD TATPOC
LoV, KANPOVOUNGOTE TNV NTOIRACHEVNV VULV BaGIALIOY GO KOTABOARG KOGUOV.

Matt. 25:41 t01e €pel kal T0ig £€ evmVUu®Y, Tlopeveshe am’ €uoD, ol KATNPaUEVOL, €1 TO TOP
TO QL®OVIOV, TO NTOIRAGUEVOV TGO daPOA® Kol TOIg GyYELOIS COTOD.

Matt. 26:17 THj 8¢ wpotn TV A{VpwV Tpoctiilbov ol padntal T@® Incov, Aéyoviec avt®d, I1od
OEAELC ETOIUACOUEY GOl PAYELV TO TACKOL;

Matt. 26:19 kol éroinocav ol podntol ©¢ cvvétagev avtolg 60 Incodg, kol NToipccav To
TAGYCL.

Mark 1:3 @ovn Bodvtog &v 11 £épniuw, Etoipdoate tnv 080v Kvpiov gvbelog molEite TOC
Tpipovg avTod.

Mark 10:40 10 8¢ xoBicar ék SeE1DV pov kol &€ edOVILOV nov 0k €61V £uov dodvar, AL ol
¢ NToipacTorl.

Mark 14:12 Kol T mpodtn Muépy tdV aldpwv, 6t 10 maoyxo £0vov, A€yovosiv avTt®d ol
podntol avtod, [od 0€lelg AmeldOVTEC ETOIRGCOUEY TVO PAYNG TO TAG YK

Mark 14:15 kol 0TOG DRIV dEIEEL AVOYEOV HEYO ECTPOUEVOV ETOLUOV: EKET ETOIUAGATE TUIV.
Mark 14:16 kol EEfAO0V ol podnTol adTod, Kol HABOV €ig THV TOAY, KoL €DPOV KOOMOG EITEV
a0TOolg, KOl NTOIRAC OV TO TACYO.

Luke 1:17 kol O0TOG TPOEAEVGETUL EVAOTIOV CGVTOD &v Tvevuott Kol duvauer HAlov,
EMOTPEYOL KOPAlOG TUTEP®V €Tl TEKVA, KOl GRTEDEG €v QPPOVNOEL dKUIOV, ETOLUGCOL
Kvpim Aa0vV KOTECKEVAGUEVOV.

Luke 1:76 kol 69U, waidiov, Tpo@nIng VWYicTov KANONGT TPOTOPEVST YOUP TPO TPOCHTOV
Kvplov étolpdcar 6600g adToD:

Luke 2:31 0 fTOlpaicOg KOUTR TPOCOTOV TAVIOV TAOV AU®dV:

Luke 3:4 o¢ yéypontar €v BiPro Adywv Hoolov 100 mpogrtov, Aéyovioc, Pwvy Bodvtog &v
1 épnuw, ‘Etowpdoate tnv 080v Kuplov €00siag motelte tag tpifovg avtod.

Luke 9:52 k0l GmEGTEILEV QYYEAOVLG TPO TPOCHOTOV CVTOD Kol TOPELOEVTEG €1GHAOOV €l
KOUNV ZOUUPETOV, DCTE ETOLUACOL COTO.

Luke 12:20 eire 8¢ avt® 0 Oedc, "Ag@pov, tadTn TH VOKTL TV Yux{v 60V &Taltodcy Gmwod
6ol G 8¢ froipacag, Tivi €oTan;

Luke 12:47 £xeivog 8¢ 60 0DA0G 6 YvoLC TO OEAMUO TOD KLPIOL £XLTOD, KO UN ETOLLEGCOG
unde momoag TPog TO OEANUA avTOD, SaPNOETUL TOAAAS

Luke 17:8 &AL ovyxl €peil avt®, Etoipacov 1l deumvicm, kol mepllmoduevog S1oKOVEL Wol,
£0¢C EAY® KOl Tim' KoL LETH TODTO QAYECHL KUl TIEGUL GV;

Luke 22:8 kol Gnéoteire Il€tpov kol Todavvny, einov, IHopevbévieg €roipdoate Muiv 10
TAGY, TVOL QOYOUEV.

Luke 22:9 o1 8¢ eimov ovt®, I1oD BAeIC ETOPACOPEY;

Luke 22:12 k@&Kelvog VUiV dei&el Gvidyeov UEYQ EGTPOUEVOV EKEL ETOIUACATE.

Luke 22:13 &melBdvieg 8¢ eDpov KOOGS elpNKeV oOTOIC KoL NTOIPAG OV TO TEGYO.

Luke 23:56 vmootpéyacal 6 fNroipocov Gpopcte kol Mivpa. Kol 10 pev cappfatov
NOVYOCUY KOTO TNV EVIOANV.

Luke 24:1 1R 8¢ ma t®v coPpdtov, Spdpov Pubdéoc, MABov &mi 10 pvipw, @épovcatl &
NToipacov GpOUATA, KUl TIVEG GVV VTG,

John 14:2 év 1R oixig 10D TOTPOC POV poval ToAAai eiciy: €l 8& un, eimov &v Vuiv: Topevouat
£TOLPAC Ol TOTOV VUIV.
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John 14:3 Kol €0V TOPELOD KL ETOIPAGC® VULV TOTOV, TAAY EPYOUOL KO TOPCUAWOUNL VUGS
PO EUoVTOV Tvar OTov eiul £y, Kol VUELG NTE.

Acts 23:23 KOl TPOCKOUAEGGUEVOS VO TIVOC TOV Ekatoviapx®dv eimev, Etoipdocate
GTPATIOTAG dlak0ci0Vg 0T mopevddolv éwc Kaloapeiog, kol inmelc €pdounkovia, Kol
de€10AGpovg dlakociovg, Ao TPITNG MPOG THG VUKTOC

1Cor. 2:9 &AL kKOOMG YEypamtal, “A O@OUANOC 0VK £18e, kKOl 0VG OVK THKOVLGE, KOl Emi
Kopdiov GvOpOmov 0VK GVERT, O NToipace 6 O£0g TOIG AYUTAGLY AVTOV.

2Tim. 2:21 &&v 0DV T1¢ EKkoOdpn E0VTOV GTO TOVT®V, £6TUL GKEDOG £1¢ TNV, NYIGUEVOV,
KOl €0YpNOTOV TR dE0TOTN, €Ig TGV Epyov GyaOOV NTOINACHEVOV.

Philem. 22 auo 8¢ kol £toipalé por Eeviav: EAmilm yap 071 81 TOV TPOCELYDV VUMV
XOPLoOMGOUaL VUTV.

Heb. 11:16 vuvi 8¢ kpeittovog Op€yovial, ToDT £67TLv, ETOVPOVIOV. 810 0VK EXALCYVVETOL
avToVg 0 Oedc, Oeoc EMKAAEIGOUL GVTOV NTOIRAOE YOP AVTOIG TOALY.

Rev. 8:6 Kai ol &mta dyyelol ol £y0ovieg TOG EMTO COATLYYUC MNTOIRAGOV E£XVTOVG TVOL
COUATIGOOL.

Rev. 9:7 k0l TO OHOLOUOTE TAOV GKPIBd®V OQOLN ITTOLG NTOIRACUEVOLS €1G TOAELOV, KOl €Tl
TOC KEQUAGG COTOV G GTEQPOVOL OUOLOL YPVO®, KUl TO TPOCHOTH CVTOV ©OF TPOCHTN
AVOpPOTMV.

Rev. 9:15 kol EA0ONGOV 01 TECGOPES GYYELOL Ol NTOILAGUEVOL EIC TNV DPOV KO NUEPOV KOL
ufive kol Eviutov, Tval ATOKTEIVOGL TO TPITOV TAV AVOPAT®V.

Rev. 12:6 kol M yovn €@uyev €lg TNV €pNUoV, OTOL EXEL TOTOV NTOLUACKEVOV GO 100D O€oD,
vo €Kel TPEPOOLY DTNV NUEPTS XIALOG S1oKOGTG EENKOVTAL.

Rev. 16:12 Kol 0 €ktog Gyyehog £E€xee TNV QLAANV aOTOD €L TOV TOTUUOV TOV UEYRV TOV
Edppdatnv: kol €EnpavOn 10 Udwp avToV, Tvar Etolpacdf 1 080¢ TOV Paciléwv TOV ATO
AVoTOA®V MATo.

Rev. 19:7 yaipopev kol dyoilidpedo, kot dduev v d6Eav adt®d 611 MABev O Yydpog T0D
&pviov, Kol M YUVI OTOD NTOILAGEV EQVTNV.

Rev. 21:2 kot €yo Todvvng €idov thv mélv v dyiov, Tepovoainu xoviv, katafoivoveoy
amo 100 OeoD £k TOD 0OVPOVOD, NTOIRAGCUEVNV OG VOUPNY KEKOCUNUEVV TA Avdpl DTG,
Matt. 3:3 For this is he that was spoken of by the prophet Esaias, saying, The voice of one crying in the
wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straight.

Matt. 20:23 And he saith unto them, Ye shall drink indeed of my cup, and be baptized with the baptism that
I am baptized with: but to sit on my right hand, and on my left, is not mine to give, but it shall be given to
them for whom it is prepared of my Father.

Matt. 22:4 Again, he sent forth other servants, saying, Tell them which are bidden, Behold, I have prepared
my dinner: my oxen and my fatlings are killed, and all things are ready: come unto the marriage.

Matt. 25:34 Then shall the King say unto them on his right hand, Come, ye blessed of my Father, inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world:

Matt. 25:41 Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand, Depart from me, ye cursed, into everlasting
fire, prepared for the devil and his angels:

Matt. 26:17 Now the first day of the feast of unleavened bread the disciples came to Jesus, saying unto him,
Where wilt thou that we prepare for thee to eat the passover?

Matt. 26:19 And the disciples did as Jesus had appointed them; and they made ready the passover.

Mark 1:3 The voice of one crying in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths
straight.

Mark 10:40 But to sit on my right hand and on my left hand is not mine to give; but it shall be given to
them for whom it is prepared.

Mark 14:12 And the first day of unleavened bread, when they killed the passover, his disciples said unto
him, Where wilt thou that we go and prepare that thou mayest eat the passover?

Mark 14:15 And he will shew you a large upper room furnished and prepared: there make ready for us.
Mark 14:16 And his disciples went forth, and came into the city, and found as he had said unto them: and
they made ready the passover.

Luke 1:17 And he shall go before him in the spirit and power of Elias, to turn the hearts of the fathers to the
children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of the just; to make ready a people prepared for the Lord.

Luke 1:76 And thou, child, shalt be called the prophet of the Highest: for thou shalt go before the face of
the Lord to prepare his ways;

Luke 2:31 Which thou hast prepared before the face of all people;
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Luke 3:4 As it is written in the book of the words of Esaias the prophet, saying, The voice of one crying in
the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straight.

Luke 9:52 And sent messengers before his face: and they went, and entered into a village of the Samaritans,
to make ready for him.

Luke 12:20 But God said unto him, Thou fool, this night thy soul shall be required of thee: then whose shall
those things be, which thou hast provided?

Luke 12:47 And that servant, which knew his lord’s will, and prepared not himself, neither did according to
his will, shall be beaten with many stripes.

Luke 17:8 And will not rather say unto him, Make ready wherewith I may sup, and gird thyself, and serve
me, till I have eaten and drunken; and afterward thou shalt eat and drink?

Luke 22:8 And he sent Peter and John, saying, Go and prepare us the passover, that we may eat.

Luke 22:9 And they said unto him, Where wilt thou that we prepare?

Luke 22:12 And he shall shew you a large upper room furnished: there make ready.

Luke 22:13 And they went, and found as he had said unto them: and they made ready the passover.

Luke 23:56 And they returned, and prepared spices and ointments; and rested the sabbath day according to
the commandment.

Luke 24:1 Now upon the first day of the week, very early in the morning, they came unto the sepulchre,
bringing the spices which they had prepared, and certain others with them.

John 14:2 In my Father’s house are many mansions: if it were not so, I would have told you. I go to prepare
a place for you.

John 14:3 And if I go and prepare a place for you, I will come again, and receive you unto myself; that
where [ am, there ye may be also.

Acts 23:23 And he called unto A#im two centurions, saying, Make ready two hundred soldiers to go to
Caesarea, and horsemen threescore and ten, and spearmen two hundred, at the third hour of the night;

1Cor. 2:9 But as it is written, Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man,
the things which God hath prepared for them that love him.

2Tim. 2:21 If a man therefore purge himself from these, he shall be a vessel unto honour, sanctified, and
meet for the master’s use, and prepared unto every good work.

Philem. 22 But withal prepare me also a lodging: for I trust that through your prayers I shall be given unto
you.

Heb. 11:16 But now they desire a better country, that is, an heavenly: wherefore God is not ashamed to be
called their God: for he hath prepared for them a city.

Rev. 8:6 And the seven angels which had the seven trumpets prepared themselves to sound.

Rev. 9:7 And the shapes of the locusts were like unto horses prepared unto battle; and on their heads were
as it were crowns like gold, and their faces were as the faces of men.

Rev. 9:15 And the four angels were loosed, which were prepared for an hour, and a day, and a month, and a
year, for to slay the third part of men.

Rev. 12:6 And the woman fled into the wilderness, where she hath a place prepared of God, that they
should feed her there a thousand two hundred and threescore days.

Rev. 16:12 And the sixth angel poured out his vial upon the great river Euphrates; and the water thereof
was dried up, that the way of the kings of the east might be prepared.

Rev. 19:7 Let us be glad and rejoice, and give honour to him: for the marriage of the Lamb is come, and his
wife hath made herself ready.

Rev. 21:2 And I John saw the holy city, new Jerusalem, coming down from God out of heaven, prepared as
a bride adorned for her husband.

Chapter 5

Spend c. 1-2 hours studying Ephesians 5:18. Does 5:18a teach “moderate” drinking or
command total abstinence from alcohol? Why? Look at standard lexica on TANPO® and
its NT cognate words for filling, and look at the Biblical instances of these words. Also
read the relevant article in the Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Be ready to
give a detailed explanation of what Spirit filling is in class. You should also interact with
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the view of Wallace on Ephesians 5:18 (see pgs. 93-94, 170-171, 215, 375, 525, 639,
717) and its more extreme advocate William W. Combs, who stated: “[Ephesians 5:18]
would be the only example we have in Greek literature if this really is ‘filled with the
Spirit,” and that is the content . . . there is no filling with the Spirit.*"” Is Combs’
affirmation true, or Wallace’s position? Why or why not? You can work with other
students to tackle different aspects of this question.

213 “Filling of the Holy Spirit,” Dr. William W. Combs, Detroit Baptist Seminary lecture, Mid-

America Conference on Preaching 2003, “The Ministry of the Holy Spirit,” http://www.dbts.edu/5-1/5-
12.asp#03.

185



In relation to Ephesians 5:19, look at the texts below. Are woaAuog and WAAA® ever
clearly used for anything other than singing songs from the book of Psalms? What
impact should Ephesians 5:19 have on the worship of God?

WYOAROG in the NT:

Luke 20:42 kol odtoc AoPid Aéyer év Bifro wolpdv, Eirev 6 Kvpiog 1@
Kvpie pov, Kabov €k de€idv pov,

Luke 24:44 Eime 8¢ avtoic, Ovtol ol 7»(')701 oG éhéc?mcoc TPOG {)udg €TL QV
oLV VULV, 0Tl O€l TANPOOTVUL TAVTIO T YEYPUUUEVO €V T) VOU® MOGE®C
Kol TCpO(pTlTOCLg Kol \yakumg TePL €U0,

Acts 1:20 yeypocmoct yocp gv BLBM) ‘I’ocxumv Fsvnemm 1 enowMg oVTOD
spnuoc_, Kol un €671 0 KoTolk®v €v oty kot, Tnv émtekonnv avtod Adfot
ETEPOC.

Acts 13:33 011 Tom')tnv 0 @ebg EKTETANPOKE TOIG téKvmg VTV MUV,
ocvoccﬂ](socg Inconv (y)g KOl €V T® WUARL® T® SeVTEPW® YEYPURTTAL Y10G LOV
€l 6V, €Y Gnuepov ysyevvmcoc GE.

1Cor. 14:26 Ti ovv €o7iv, oc6£7»(p01 otav cnvspxnc(—)e alc(xcrog mw)v waxuov
SXEL dudaynv €xel, y?»(y)cc(xv €XEL, AMOKAAVYLIV €)EL, EpUNVEIOY €YEL, TAVTA
TPOG 01KOSOUNV YEVECO®.

Eph. 5:19 AaAoUVTIEG £0VTOIG WOALOIG KO VUVOLG KOOI MONIG TVELUOTIKUIG,
ABOVTEC KUl YAAAOVTEG €V TT Kapdig vU®V 1@ Kvpi,

Col. 3:16 60 A0yog T0D XP1oToD £VOIKEIT® €V VULV TAOVOING £V TAGT COPIQ
J1BACKOVTEG KOl VOVOETOOVTEC €XLTOVE, WOAWOIE, KO VUVOLS, KOL MO
TVEVUOTIKOIG, €V XOPITL AOOVTEG €V TT Kupdig DUV T Kvupiwm.

Luke 20:42 And David himself saith in the book of Psalms, The LORD said unto my
Lord, Sit thou on my right hand,

Luke 24:44 And he said unto them, These are the words which I spake unto you, while I
was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which were written in the law of
Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms, concerning me.

Acts 1:20 For it is written in the book of Psalms, Let his habitation be desolate, and let no
man dwell therein: and his bishoprick let another take.

Acts 13:33 God hath fulfilled the same unto us their children, in that he hath raised up
Jesus again; as it is also written in the second psalm, Thou art my Son, this day have I
begotten thee.

1Cor. 14:26 How is it then, brethren? when ye come together, every one of you hath a
psalm, hath a doctrine, hath a tongue, hath a revelation, hath an interpretation. Let all
things be done unto edifying.

Eph. 5:19 Speaking to yourselves in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and
making melody in your heart to the Lord;

Col. 3:16 Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly in all wisdom; teaching and
admonishing one another in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing with grace in
your hearts to the Lord.

The verb yaAA® appears in:
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Rom. 15:9 ta d¢ €0vn Vmep ékéong Sotf,éccoct TOV Odv, Kabwg YEYpamTUL, Ald
10070 e‘éouokoyncoum ool €v €0VED, KOl TG ovou,om GOV YOA®.

1Cor 14:15 11 ovv €o7i; ﬂ:pocanﬁ;oum T0 nvemwm TPOGEVEOUOL OE KOL TA
Vol, YOA® T® nvenuom YoA®d S Kol T@ Vol.

Eph. 5:19 ?»oc?»ouvrsg EO0VTOIC YOAUOIG KL VUVOLS KOl DOUIG TVELUTIKAIG,
ABOVTEC KOl WAALOVTEG €V TT KUPdiQ DUAV T Kvupim,

James 5:13 KakomaBel T1g €V DUIV; TPOGEVXECOH®. EVOVUET TIC; YAALET®.

Rom. 15:9 And that the Gentiles might glorify God for Ais mercy; as it is written, For this
cause I will confess to thee among the Gentiles, and sing unto thy name.

1Cor. 14:15 What is it then? I will pray with the spirit, and I will pray with the
understanding also: I will sing with the spirit, and I will sing with the understanding also.
Eph. 5:19 Speaking to yourselves in psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, singing and
making melody in your heart to the Lord;

James 5:13 Is any among you afflicted? let him pray. Is any merry? let him sing psalms.
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