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PREFACE

The appearance of this volume has been facilitated by initial translations of its different parts by Kim Batteau and Allan Janssen. As with the previous volumes, I have reviewed and revised their work and given the translation its final form. The editorial footnotes are mine.

The relative distribution of attention to the topics treated in this volume is striking and will likely be surprising to many familiar with Vos’ interest in eschatology prominent in his later work in biblical theology. Here less than one-fifth of the whole is devoted to eschatology, the rest to the church and the means of grace. Approximately 60 percent more attention is given to baptism alone than to eschatology, and only slightly less attention given to the Lord’s Supper than to eschatology. Still, in this treatment of eschatology we find a clear recognition of the two-age construct, including the present interadvental overlapping of this age and the age to come, and the structural importance of this construct for biblical eschatology as a whole—an insight that he subsequently develops so magisterially in works like The Pauline Eschatology. The in-depth discussion of the church and of the sacraments will repay careful reading in any number of places. Even those who disagree at points—say, in the case made for infant baptism—will be stimulated by the challenge to their own thinking.

As noted in the preface to Volume One,1 the Reformed Dogmatics does not include a section on introduction (prolegomena) to systematic theology. In that regard, the answer to question 11 in part two, chapter three in this volume, “In how many senses can the expression ‘the word of God’ be understood?,” warrants careful consideration not only in its own right but also because it provides an indication of key elements that surely would have marked Vos’ formal treatment of the doctrines of special revelation and Scripture.

This is the final volume of the Reformed Dogmatics. With the completion of the translation as a whole, several points made in the preface to Volume One bear repeating. The goal throughout has been to provide a careful translation, aiming as much as possible for formal rather than dynamic equivalence. Nothing has been deleted, no sections elided or their content summarized in a reduced form. Vos’ occasionally elliptical style in presenting material, meant primarily for the classroom rather than for published circulation to a wider audience, has been maintained. The relatively few instances of grammatical ellipsis unclear in English have been expanded, either without notation or placed within brackets.

At the same time, it should be kept in mind that this is not a critical translation. Only in a very few instances has an effort been made to verify the accuracy of the secondary sources Vos cites or quotes, usually by his referring to no more than the author and title and sometimes only to the author. Also, no exact bibliographic details have been provided, and explanatory footnotes have been kept to a minimum.

The Reformed Dogmatics makes a welcome addition for anyone wishing to benefit from a uniformly sound and often penetrating presentation of biblical doctrine. Also, English readers will now be able to explore the relationship between the early Vos of the Reformed Dogmatics and his subsequent work in biblical theology. With this translation now completed, I am confident in saying that whatever differences such comparisons may bring to light, the end result will confirm a deep, pervasive and cordial continuity between his work in systematic theology and in biblical theology.

Who were teachers or other theologians, contemporary to Vos or recently past, who may have directly influenced his views and his presentation of material in the Dogmatics? That question, raised in the prefaces to several of the preceding volumes, so far remains unanswered, for others perhaps to examine.

From its beginning in 2012, this translation project has been a collaborative undertaking that would not have been possible without the substantial help of others. Those mentioned above and in previous volumes have provided initial translations of its various parts and, in some instances, reviewed them. Thanks are also due those who have been involved with the copy editing, Elliot Ritzema and Abigail Stocker—their careful work has also added a measure of smoothness to the translation at a number of points—as well as those who prepared the extensive and useful indices, Dustyn Eudaly and Spencer Jones. Finally, my heartfelt thanks go to Justin Marr, the project manager at Lexham Press, for all his help and for serving as a continuing source of patient encouragement throughout this project.

May God be pleased to grant that the value of the Reformed Dogmatics be duly appreciated. May it be used for the well-being of His church and its mission in and to the world in our day and beyond.

R. Gaffin, Jr.
May 2016




PART 1

Ecclesiology: The Doctrine of the Church





1. Essence

1. What is the nature of the transition from soteriology, handled previously, to the doctrine of the Church?

Everything discussed so far has had reference to the individual believer and to what the Spirit of God brings about in him as an individual. As such he was called; as such he was regenerated; as such he believed and was justified; as such he is an object of sanctification. But the individual believer cannot remain by himself. The work of the application of the merits of the Mediator also has a communal side. A root of unity is latent among those individuals. This unity originates not only in retrospect but existed beforehand. Believers were all reckoned in Christ, regenerated by the Spirit of Christ; they were all implanted into Christ in order to form one body. Therefore, now that what concerns the individual has been handled, what is communal ought to be discussed. This takes place in the doctrine of the Church.

Evidently connected with this doctrine is that of the sacraments, for they, too, do not have an individual character. They are inseparable from the Church, proceed from it, and point to it. By baptism a relationship to the Church is represented and established. One is not baptized as a solitary individual but in connection with the Church of Christ. Likewise, no one can hold the Lord’s Supper by himself and for himself; the Supper refers to the communion of the saints.

Now, one could still ask whether it is not necessary to deal with the doctrine of the Church before individual soteriology. Does not the individual Christian exist from the outset if he is born into the covenant of God, according to and under what is communal? This would, in fact, be the case if we taught, with modern theology, that the life of the children of God resides in the church and is passed on from the church to those who join it. With Rome, too, that must be the sequence. Here it is not believers who form the church, but the church forms believers, and that not only in an external sense through the ministry of the Word and sacraments in the covenant of God, but in the most real sense, to the extent that all grace must come through the material substance of the sacraments, which the church has at its disposal. Someone is regenerated through his baptism, and in the array of sacraments he receives in succession from the treasury of the church all the grace necessary for his salvation.

This is not the case according to the Reformed conception. Although we believe in the ministry of the covenant of grace and attach great value to that ministry, it is still firmly established that real re-creating grace passes not from one believer to another, not from the church to the individual, but from Christ directly to the one called. Through this unity with Christ, believers also become one with each other. In this way, too, the ministry of the covenant of grace originates. God calls efficaciously, and then establishes His covenant with them and with their seed. He has done so with Abraham. This is why we have the doctrine of the Church following soteriology.

2. Which words in Scripture are used for the concept “church”?

The proper word for “church” is ekklēsia (ekklēsia), from ekkalein (ekkalein), “called out.” For the Greeks this ekklēsia is the gathering of free citizens who make decisions about matters of the state and who are called together by a herald.

In the Old Testament, this word is now used by the Septuagint for the translation of the Hebrew qahal (qahal), which has the similar derivation: “gather, call together.” It means, then: (1) the Israelite nation in its entirety as a church-state, even when it was not called together (e.g., Lev 4:13, “If now the entire congregation of Israel will have gone astray”); (2) an assembled gathering of this Israelite nation (e.g., 1 Kgs 8:65, “At the same time Solomon also held the feast and all of Israel with him, a great congregation”).

In the books of Moses, qahal is rendered, where it appears, as synagōgē (synagōgē). However, in these books it is mostly replaced by another Hebrew word, namely, ‘edah (edah), which likewise means “assembly.”

For the New Testament use of the word ekklēsia, attention must now be paid to different things, namely:

a)The use of the word in antithesis to the name that the Jews used for their assembly.

b)The use of the word in the mouth of the Savior in the Gospels.

c)The connection between the concepts “church” and “kingdom of heaven.”

d)The differing meanings in which the word itself appears in the New Testament.

3. Is there a contrast with the assembly of the Jews in the word ekklēsia?

Yes, a few times in the New Testament the term ekklēsia also appears for the Jewish church; for example, “This is he [Moses] who was in the congregation of the people in the wilderness” (Acts 7:38). But here it looks back to the old Israelite church. On the other hand, for the present Jewish assembly, synagōgē is generally used: “And when the synagōgē was dismissed” (Acts 13:43). In antithesis, on a single occasion the gathering of believing Christians is called a synagōgē: “If a man with a golden ring on his finger comes into your gathering” (Jas 2:2). But those are exceptions. As a rule, it is the case that the assembling of Jews and of Christians are contrasted with each other as “synagogue” and “church.”

Thus it must be of significance when the Lord and His apostles refrained from the use of the word synagōgē and reverted to a word that, although entirely scriptural, had nonetheless fallen more and more into disuse by the Jews. That the Jews made use of synagōgē had various reasons. For them the word ekklēsia had a pagan flavor. Moreover, the word synagōgē was the usual word in the law of Moses. Since Judaism after the exile now thought it had to focus on keeping the law with the exertion of all its powers and so had degenerated into a legalistic Judaism of holiness by works, it surely had to give preference to this term from the law. When we take this into consideration, then the choice of ekklēsia by the Lord acquires a deeper sense. He chose a word that transcends the legalistic meaning of Israel, that points to the call of God, that causes one to think back to the call of Israel, that thus from the outset places the New Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace on a basis that is no longer limited to a single nation; see Acts 2:39: (a) for the promise comes to you and to your children, and (b) to all who are far off, as many of you as the Lord our God will call.

With this it is not maintained that the synagogues of the Jews fell outside the circle of the Old Testament dispensation of the covenant. This was clearly not the case. Christ himself went into synagogues; later the apostles found a point of contact for their missionary work in the synagogues. They did not break off the line of the ministry of the covenant, even after the resurrection of the Lord and the outpouring of the Holy Spirit.

One thing must not be lost from view here. The synagogue of the Jews was not a solely religious gathering everywhere. The Jews in the Diaspora naturally had no civil power, and when they gathered it was as a religious community. This was the case even in Palestine, everywhere where a mixed population was found. There were, however, many places where the civil government of the elders and the administration of the synagogue coincided. Thus, in such cases, notwithstanding the abolition of the Jewish state, the Old Testament identification of state and church continued. In this respect as well, the concept of the church will have formed a antithesis to that of the synagogue.

4. What is the distinctive meaning of the word “church” in the mouth of the Savior?

In the Gospels, ekklēsia is used by the Lord only twice:

a)Matthew 16:18: “And I also say to you, that you are Peter and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of hell will not overcome it” (epi tauta tē petra oikodomēsō mou tēn ekklēsian).

b)Matthew 18:17: “And if he does not listen to them, then tell it to the church (eipe tē ekklēsia), and if he also does not listen to the church, then let him be to you as a pagan and tax collector.”

Here, both times, the congregation in view—that is, “the church”—is spoken of as something future: “I will build my church.” In Matthew 16, almost immediately following the Word of the Lord cited, is the prediction of His suffering, His death, His resurrection. The building of the church is thus indisputably related to that. Earlier, it was always “kingdom of heaven”; now, where the prophecy of the suffering and the resurrection occurs, it suddenly becomes “church.” It is likewise so in Matthew 18:20—“For where two or three are gathered in my name, there I am in the midst of them”—something that evidently refers to the absence of the exalted Mediator in His human nature. Thus, on the one hand, the church is something future. On the other hand, there is present in the word itself, pointing back clearly enough to the church of Israel, that it is not something absolutely new. It has existed earlier but will now come in a new form; it will now be His church par excellence—that is, the church in the form that He Himself, having appeared in the flesh and as duly authorized by the Father, has given it. In essence, the church under the old and new covenant is the same; in form and manifestation there is a difference. And this difference resides in more than one thing.

a)The church under the old dispensation was more than church; it was equally state. The Old Testament covenantal dispensation had two faces, something that at the same time had the dependence of the church as a consequence. Just because the church was more than church, it could not be completely church. The church did not receive its own form, was not something separate and distinguished from all other things.

b)The church of the old covenant was not only a state church; it was also essentially a national church—that is, limited to one nation. A pagan who wanted to belong to it could only join by becoming a Jew. It is certainly true that this particularism is used in the design of God for a purpose encompassing the entire world, but in itself, it was still a limitation.

c)The outpouring of the Holy Spirit, as it is specific to Pentecost and could only follow the accomplished work of the Mediator, likewise distinguishes the Old and New Testament church. It is not as if earlier there had been no activity of the Spirit. Prior to that outpouring, the Spirit also regenerated and led to the Mediator and effected being united to Him by faith. But in the particular form in which this now happens, it forms a distinction between the Old and the New.

5. What does it mean when the Savior says, “I will build my church”?

In the first place, this image is without doubt suggested by that of the rock, which is applied to Peter’s confession. At the same time, there appears to be yet another thought present, namely that of the house-family connection. For the person in the Middle East, house means his family as well as his dwelling. That the church is a house connects it with the administration of the covenant. It is continued by God in the line of families. In Scripture, then, the church appears in this sense as the “house of God” (cf. 1 Tim 3:15; Heb 3:6, 10:21); the members of the church are “family” (Gal 6:10; Eph 2:19; Matt 10:25).

6. What is the connection between the two concepts “kingdom of heaven” and “church”?

This connection is twofold:

a)On the one hand, “kingdom of God” is the narrower, and “church” the wider concept. While the Church has both a visible and invisible side, and so can often be perceived of an entire nation, the kingdom of God in its various meanings is the invisible spiritual principle. It is the lordship Christ exercises over our souls if we truly belong to Him, our submission to his sovereign authority, our being conformed and joined by living faith to His body with its many members. It is the gathering of these true members and subjects of Christ. It is called the “kingdom of heaven” because it has its center and its future in heaven. All the spiritual benefits of the covenant are linked to it: righteousness, freedom, peace, and joy in the Holy Spirit [cf. Rom 14:17]. As such a spiritual entity, it is within man and does not appear with an outward face. Understood in this sense, the kingdom of heaven equals the invisible church, but then in its New Testament particularity, for Christ preached that the kingdom of heaven had come near, namely, through His coming. He is the king, and through His clear self-revelation and through His completed work, the invisible church also receives a new glory that it did not have previously, so that even the least in this kingdom is still greater than John the Baptist [Matt 11:11].

b)On the other hand, the “kingdom of God” or “of heaven” is a broader concept than that of the church. In fact, it is presented to us as leaven that must permeate everything, as a mustard seed that must grow into a tree that with its branches covers all of life. Plainly, such a thing may not be said of the concept “church.” There are other spheres of life beside that of the church, but from none of those may the kingdom of God be excluded. It has its claim in science, in art, on every terrain. But the church may not lay claim to all that. The external side of the kingdom (the visible church) must not undertake these things; the internal essence of the kingdom, the new existence, must of itself permeate and purify. It is precisely the Roman Catholic error that the church takes everything into itself and must govern everything. Then there appears an ecclesiastical science, an ecclesiastical art, an ecclesiastical politics. There the kingdom of God is identical with the church and has been established on earth in an absolute form.

According to us, it is otherwise. The true Christian belongs in the first place to the church, and in it acknowledges Christ as king. But besides that he also acknowledges the lordship of Christ in every other area of life, without thereby committing the error of mixing these things with each other. The Old Testament church-state, which comprehended the entire life of the nation, was a type of this all-encompassing kingdom of God.

If now one compares the visible church and the kingdom of God viewed from the first side, then one can say that the former is a manifestation and embodiment of the latter.

If one compares the visible church and the kingdom of God viewed from the second side, then one can say that the former is an instrument of the latter.

If one looks to the final outcome, then one must say that the church and kingdom of God will coincide. In heaven there will no longer be a division of life. There the visible and the invisible will coincide perfectly. Meanwhile, for now the kingdom of God must advance through the particular form of the church.

7. With what meanings does the word “church” occur in the New Testament?

a)In the sense of the totality of those internally, effectually called, thus all who by faith are united to Christ the Head—the sum of true believers. The New Testament concept of the Church emerges from that. What is internal and invisible is what is first, and then not as it is limited to one place but as it extends to all places where the body of Christ has its members. In the first place, it is those called by Christ and to Christ, not those called together to a particular assembly. That already follows from the fact that, in the mouth of the Savior, “church” was also connected with the Old Testament qahal. And this qahal always comprised the entire nation. Thus, “Church” comprises all the people of God, where they are in heaven and on earth; for this meaning see Acts 2:47, “And the Lord added to the church daily those being saved.” “And God has placed in the church first apostles,” etc. (1 Cor 12:28); “because I persecuted the church of God” (1 Cor 15:9; cf. Gal 1:13); “to shepherd the church of God which He has obtained through His own blood” (Acts 20:28). In all these passages, the reference is to the church of the elect called on earth. In Hebrews 12:23, it also refers to those who have already entered heaven, “to the general assembly and the church of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven.”

b)The second meaning of the word “church” is that of the local, visible church—thus, the gathering of believers who meet in a particular place or city. In this sense it occurs numerous times: for example, the church in the house of someone, “Greet also the church (congregation) in their house” (Rom 16:5; cf. 1 Cor 16:19; Col 4:15; Phlm 2); the church of Antioch (Acts 13:1), of Jerusalem, (Acts 8:1), of Thessalonica (1 Thess 1:1); “no church” (Phil 4:15); “everywhere in all the churches” (1 Cor 4:17); “the churches of the Gentiles” (Rom 16:4). So throughout, the local church.

c)The question arises whether besides these two meanings the word ekklēsia has yet a third, namely a collective, meaning, so that it would stand for the union of a number of local churches in a certain region or country. The resolution of this question depends on a single text—namely, Acts 9:31, where one reads, “Then the churches throughout all Judea and Galilee and Samaria had peace,” etc. Here the Statenvertaling1 follows the reading hai ekklēsiai, plural. If this is correct, then it must be said that there is no text in the New Testament where “church” appears for a number of churches taken together. There are, however, manuscripts that have the singular, and these, it would seem, are the oldest and best. Westcott and Hort also read hē ekklesia, “the church.” But that reading is not entirely certain. For this generally current use, one could appeal to the Old Testament, where the visible gathering of all Israel in its unity is called a qahal, ekklēsia. Still, this appeal is not sufficient to legitimize the more recent use. Indeed, the Jewish church was in fact centralized in a sense in which the Christian church under the new covenant is not and may never be. Thus it will not do to draw a conclusion from that. And the usage of our fathers, who preferred to speak of “churches,” has in fact a scriptural foundation. On the other hand, however, one must also not forget that the churches as they appear in the New Testament history had their unity in the apostolate. To begin with, they did not yet need to form a unity of themselves and among each other through representation. Thus there existed no occasion to speak of “church” in the singular. Later, it was otherwise.

It seems to us that for these reasons no well-founded objection can be offered against the application of the term “church” to the totality of local churches. To say something does not appear in the New Testament is not equivalent to saying it is in conflict with the principles of church government laid down in the New Testament.

One will have noted that in the two places where the term “church” is used by the Savior, both meanings are found. In Matthew 16:18, it is the universal church of those called of which the Lord speaks, the church that He will build everywhere. In Matthew 18:17, on the other hand, it is the local church to which the brother to be censured and his accuser belong. This is seen in “tell it to the church,” something that can only refer to the local church.

Finally, there is still the question whether in the New Testament “church” is used of the place, the building where the church gathers. “Synagogue,” as is well known, is used in this way. In our usage, “church” in this sense has almost completely superseded the use of the term for the local church. Roman Catholics maintain that there are examples of this in the New Testament—wrongly. The first Christians had no church buildings but gathered in houses or where they were best able to. Appeal is made to 1 Corinthians 11:18 and 22, but here “when you come together in the church” is equivalent to “when you come together as the gathering of believers.”

d)To the three meanings discussed, one could still add that of Matthew 18:17, since “say it to the church,” according to many, will have to refer the representatives and rulers of the church, thus the so-called ecclesia representativa. Roman Catholics even derive from this passage that “church” can be equivalent to the Pope. If, then, the Pope would obey what is said here to Peter, he would have to understand “say it to the church” in the sense of “say it to yourself.” Bellarmine too, then, does not hesitate to explain the matter in this way.

Presently we are accustomed to making a distinction between “congregation” and “church”—and then, in this sense, that the former is local and the latter general, inclusive of a number of “congregations.” The old usage of our language was the reverse. Preference was given to calling the local gathering of believers “church” [kerk] and to calling the universal gathering of believers in all places “congregation” [gemeente]. Still, this too was not followed strictly. When one consults the Statenvertaling, one will see that it uses both gemeente and kerk of the one as well as the other, apparently without a fixed rule. Only for this usage, one should take note that throughout, the Greek word is the same [ekklesia] and that there are not two Greek words that correspond to these two Dutch words. Naturally, one need not therefore reject the distinction.

8. What is the derivation of our word “church” [kerk]?

This comes from the Greek kyriakon, the neuter of kyriakos, “what is of the Lord,” “what belongs to the Lord.” Some have doubted this derivation, but it still appears to be correct.

9. Is it easy to give a definition of “the church”?

No, for as the matter is considered from differing viewpoints, the definition will also come out differently. The concept of the church is many-sided, and what matters is that one does justice as much as possible to all sides and aspects.

10. From what three viewpoints has one attempted to define “the church”?

For this some have begun from election for one viewpoint; from baptism for another; then again, from confession.

a)From election. Some say that the essence of the Church is not latent in any external institution but in internal unity with Christ. As has already been observed repeatedly, Rome works from the outside to the inside. For it, what is outward imparts a share in what is inward. We cannot reason this way. And so to show that the true essence of the Church lies in what is inward, one would have it delimited through election. The elect, be they already in heaven or still on earth or yet unborn, would then as such fall within the Church. One easily sees that the concept can be exchanged with that of the invisible church. At the same time, it already has within itself as a subdivision the distinction between the church militant and triumphant. Many of the theologians also begin with election in defining the church.

Against that, however, is one objection: election comprises all who belong to the body of Christ, regardless of whether they are already engrafted into the body of the Lord or are still completely estranged from Him. Now, one can scarcely say of the latter that they belong to the Church. The concept of Church does not refer to being destined for the body of Christ but actually being in this body. Election as delimiting the Church must thus be replaced by effectual calling. When we substitute the latter, there is no longer anything against saying that the invisible church is the gathering of those effectually called by God’s Word and Spirit, who are bound by true faith and by mystical union with Christ and in Him with one another. This concurs completely with the term Church itself. The ekklēsia still is the gathering of those called (from ekkalein, called out).

b)From baptism. Engrafting into the body of Christ and belonging to it are outwardly signified and sealed in baptism. Thus here we no longer have to do with the invisible church, but with a visible form that it assumes. Naturally, in consideration here must be a Christian baptism that can be recognized by us as legitimate. However, one of the most difficult questions is where the line must be drawn here. Roman Catholic baptism is recognized by us as baptism, and yet it would be difficult to call members of the Roman Catholic church believing brothers and to have Christian communion with them as such. In any case, there is a visible church where faith manifests itself, the genuineness of which we have no ground for doubting. God has put at our disposal certain external signs that we have to evaluate and to treat someone as Christian without legitimating further expression of judgment over his condition. Wherever, then, the obligation is incumbent upon us to presuppose the presence of faith by these external signs, we also have to recognize the existence of the visible church.

c)Finally, some have begun from confession. Insofar as confession is the principal external means to manifest the invisible essence of the church and to cause it to materialize outwardly, it already belongs under the preceding approach. Confession, however, is also a bond that binds the members of the church together in the external form of the church. To this extent, it is what is characteristic for the visible church in its institutional form. One can define the visible church as “the gathering of those who, through the external Word, the use of the sacraments, and ecclesiastical discipline, unite into an external body and association.” To such a visible church belong the ministry of the Word, the administration of the sacraments, the office of rule, and discipline. Only through this union in a fixed form does the visible church actually appear. What is discussed above under (b) can certainly be called a sporadic manifesting of the one invisible church. The visible church as such, it is not. To be able to retain the designation “visible” over the long run, the church must be organized, assume a fixed form; it may not exist in a completely disjointed manner. That is the duty incumbent on it for this earthly dispensation, and where that duty is continually omitted and willfully neglected, one has well-founded reasons to doubt the presence of the invisible church as well. Thus the major distinction that remains for us is that between the visible and the invisible church.

11. What then is the connection between these two?

As is well known, Rome starts from the absolute identification of these two. Through the visible church—that is, through the Roman Catholic church as institution—one also gains access to all the invisible benefits of salvation. Everything is tied to the church. Only joining the external institution makes someone a full member of the Church. For consistent Roman Catholics, catechumens who are not yet baptized, excommunicated persons, and schismatics do not belong to the Church, although some, like Bellarmine, would consider them as potential members, like a child who is conceived but not yet formed and born. Rome will not acknowledge an invisible church, and its spokesmen constantly charge Protestants with deliberately fashioning this concept to evade the difficult question of where their church was prior to the Reformation. Naturally, that is not so. That Protestants start from the concept of the invisible church has a much deeper basis—namely, that they desire to have no mediator between God and the believer. For the deepest thought of Rome comes down to that: that the church places itself between us and Christ, as Christ stands between the Church and God. Since now Christ, although visible in His humanity, is still absent from us according to the flesh and is only to be seen by faith, since also union with Him is something spiritual, not in the sphere of the sensible-visible, so this standpoint, once taken, directly includes that the Church is invisible. Therefore, this doctrine of the invisibility of the Church is not an aid in the polemic against Rome, but the deepest expression of the antithesis to Rome. The invisibility of the Church must be further defined:

a)It is not ascribed to the Church in an absolute sense, as if the Church raised to its perfection and having reached its goal would still be an invisible entity—that is, something that by its nature cannot be seen. Such a dualism would be completely intolerable. The invisible is oriented toward the visible and vice versa, as the soul to the body and the body to the soul. When the Church is perfect, it will also be entirely visible as well as invisible, and the former will be an adequate manifestation of the latter. The Church does not consist of angels but of men, and men are visible beings. But the re-creation, which is invisible, is during the present dispensation still resident within the visible creation, which is unrenewed. Believers do not have a different body than unbelievers. If they did, we could easily distinguish between the two, and the invisible church would coincide with the visible. In this respect, Rome, accordingly, anticipates the heavenly and the perfect as it in other respects repristinates—that is, draws out the old again from the days of the old covenant.

b)To begin with, there is invisibility in the form of the Church (invisibilitas formae seu essentiae). By that is meant that the essence of the Church, faith, does not come within the scope of the senses, that therefore we can never specify determinatively and infallibly this or that person belongs to the Church in the deepest sense of this judgment. Only for God, who sees and knows all things, is the Church manifest according to this form, according to this its essence. He sees and searches out the entire organism of the body of Christ in all its parts. We see only here and there a trace of a few points on the surface from which we can form an idea of its shape in general, but we do not see the body as such.

c)Next there is an invisibility of parts (invisibilitas partium). By that is really meant “the incalculability” of the Church. The church is spread over the entire earth. Apart from the fact that its inner essence is invisible, if we keep ourselves to what is external it also remains the case that the greatest part of the catholic (universal) church falls outside our purview; we cannot survey it all. In this sense, even Rome would have to grant that the Church is invisible, if, in the Pope and the clergy with an ascending order of ranks, it had not fashioned a means to concentrate the entirety of the body of the Church within a small compass. In the Pope, the entirety of the Roman Catholic church is visible to itself. But we do not believe in such invisibility. Perhaps it will be possible in heaven. For the present, it is excluded.

d)The Church is also invisible, or can be invisible, when error or persecution hinders its outward manifestation. One calls this the invisibility of marks (invisibilitas characterum). It has its basis in accidental and temporal conditions. With the previously mentioned meanings of the word “invisible,” the basis in part of invisibility lay in something else. That the Church therefore does not adequately possess its outward-sensible form of manifestation lies in the development of the plan for the world. That it cannot be seen by us in all its inward ramifications, in its deepest essence, lies in the limitation of our knowledge. That it cannot be surveyed in its entirety is bound up with our finitude.

It is the invisibility intended under (b), that of the form or the essence, that is at issue between Rome and us. And here, too, one must take note that it has not become a question of terms. It finally comes down to the following issue: Scripture speaks of a Church. Certain goods are granted to this Church. Now the question is, to what are these properties and goods given? Rome says, to the visible church. Thus it follows that salvation and all that belongs to it attaches to external things. We say, to the invisible church; thus, the opposite follows. The entire way of salvation belongs to it. That the Church viewed in its essence or its form is invisible appears from the following:

a)The terms by which the Church is designated in Scripture are such that they do not coincide with outward, visible things. It is called the body of Christ. But this is a body that is formed through mystical union. The question is not whether in the organized, visible church there are members who do not belong to the body of Christ, but the question is only whether it can be said of the mystical body of Christ that there are dead members in it. Further, the Church is called the bride of Christ, to whom He is betrothed in righteousness, in truth, forever, whom He cares for and loves as His own flesh, with whom He will one day celebrate the eternal wedding (Eph 5:23; Hos 2:19; 2 Cor 11:2; Rev 19:9). That too may not be said of the external, visible hope, but only of the invisible, spiritual Church hidden within it. The Church is a spiritual temple built from spiritual stones, from living stones, which are not visible in their quality as living stones [1 Pet 2:4–5]. The Church is called holy, and we therefore describe it in the Apostles’ Creed as “the communion of saints.” It can now only be holy through the possession of the Spirit and through its union with Christ—again, both invisible things.

b)That the Church is invisible in its essence the Apostle Paul has clearly taught in his dispute with Roman Catholics before Rome, with the Judaizers. They also taught that the essence lay in external things, in circumcision, etc. In opposition, Paul says in Romans 2:28, “For one is not a Jew who is that openly, nor is circumcision that which is open, in the flesh; but one is a Jew who is that in secret and the circumcision of the heart, in the Spirit, not in the letter, whose praise is not from men but from God” (cf. Rom 9:6; Gal 6:15; Phil 3:3; 1 Pet 3:4; Rev 2:17; 2 Tim 2:19).

c)All that constitutes the essence of the Church belongs to the realm of invisible things: regeneration, righteousness, union with Christ.

d)What is said in the Apostles’ Creed accords with this: I believe a holy, universal Christian Church. Faith has as its object something invisible, not something visible. The Roman Catholic church must therefore say, if it will be consistent: I see a holy, universal Church.

If then it is established that one may not identify the invisible church with the visible, the question still remains unanswered: What is the connection between the two? One may not place them beside each other dualistically as if there were two churches. The Reformed have always taught that the distinction between the visible and invisible church is not a bifurcation of a generic concept into two species, but simply the description of one and the same subject from two different sides. On this point one must be careful, because here many are caught in a great misconception. There are not two churches, (a) an invisible and (b) a visible, but there is one Church that must be defined from the one side as invisible and from the other as visible. If one grants the dualism just noted, then one would have to allow that a visible church of Christ is also there where no believers are present. God has not placed on earth alongside His invisible church a salvation association, an external institution, so that it would be permissible for us to establish a visible church everywhere men are inclined to unite with a part of such an institution. It is completely the other way around: God, through His Word and Spirit, begets believers in a place, or sends them there from elsewhere, and on the basis of the confession of these believers that they desire to belong to Christ they can now form a visible church. The visible thus everywhere presupposes the invisible, rests on it, derives from it its right of existence. It is called “church” because it is thought to stand in connection with what the essence of the Church is, to be a manifestation of the body of Christ. By that it is not at all denied that in such a visible church members can appear who do not belong to the invisible church. But this coheres inseparably, as we will see, with the unique calling and goal that the visible church has on earth. Someone has quite rightly observed that although sand is mixed with gold, still the gold is not therefore called gold because of the sand mixed in it but because of its own quality.

This, however, is not the only relationship in which the invisible and the visible church stand to each other. If the former is what is primary, the antecedent of the latter, there is also a reverse relationship. In a certain sense, one can say that again and again the visible church is used by God to form and continue the invisible church, insofar as the former precedes the latter. Theologians express this by saying that the visible church is twofold: (1) the company of believers (coetus fidelium)—that is, the manifestation of the body of Christ in visible form through the assembling of the individual members; (2) the mother of believers (mater fidelium)—that is, the matrix of the seed from which the church of the future grows.

Now, both of these characteristics of the visible church must be retained and are in need of each other to present the concept of the visible church fully. Rome separates them by ascribing one to the clergy and the other to the laity; they both belong to the church as a whole. Neither of these two can be overlooked where a true, pure church is. Where God’s Word is purely proclaimed by a true church, this church is also propagated.

From what is said it now follows that the visible and the invisible church do not perfectly coincide. For (a) the triumphant Church as a whole belongs to what we call invisible and not to what we call visible; (b) it always remains possible that someone here on earth is regenerated and united with Christ who has not had the occasion to join with a visible church; (c) a true believer can fall into sin and be excluded from the visible church through discipline; (d) there will always be hypocrites in the church, false members, who as members are not right before God but who nonetheless cannot be excluded by the church. So, in each of these four respects the visible and invisible church diverge.

12. Is the visible church in its essence a visible entity, or is its form of organization something accidental that may also be set aside?

There are many at present who view the organization of the church with its offices and its ministry, etc., as accidental, as a purely human creation, as a form that the Church gives to itself to reach its goals. Of course, some then grant that in the life of believers the impulse to unite must necessarily be at work, and that in the long run union without organization is impossible, but still will acknowledge no higher authority for the institutional character of the Church than this necessity. The refutation of this notion of the Church is really already given in what is said above. Precisely because the church must be both the gathering of believers and the mother of believers, it must appear from the outset not only as a visible body but also as an organization. Its continuation is guaranteed by the fixed form it receives. Thus we also see already at the beginning of the founding of the church that the Lord instituted the office of the apostolate. That was an extraordinary office. But it comprised in itself everything that was later distributed among the other ordinary offices. Other office-bearers were appointed by the apostles, or they allowed their election by believers, and so new offices originated. This clearly shows that the church was intended to be an institution, and that a loose gathering of believers without a tighter connection has no right to arrogate to itself the name of church. Certainly, the government of the church is not prescribed in all its details in the New Testament, but that there must be a government is established, and its outlines also drawn clearly enough.

13. What is meant by the attributes of the Church?

The features that are peculiar to the invisible church. To that end, one usually recognizes the following:

a)Unity. The Apostles’ Creed already speaks of one church. By that Rome naturally means unity of organization, subjection to one external authority, presently to the Pope. According to Protestants, it is a spiritual unity, not one of place or time or ritual, in all aspects of which the greatest diversity can reign without abrogating the unity of the Church. Further, it is a unity:

1.of the body; that is, the Church in all places and throughout all times forms one and the same mystical body of Christ (1 Cor 12:12; Gal 3:27–28);

2.with its head, namely, Christ (Eph 1:22–23);

3.of the Spirit (1 Cor 6:17);

4.of faith, and that both in an objective and in a subjective sense: what is believed and the form of believing. Concerning the former, there can certainly be difference in matters of secondary importance and all sorts of error, but all true members of this one Church of Christ must still be one in the fundamental parts;

5.of love (Eph 4:2, 16);

6.of hope (Eph 4:4; Rom 8:17);

7.of baptism [Eph 4:5]. This, however, can be a point where unity is not absolute, for one can belong to the one church without being baptized. Baptism, as said above, is valid rather as an attribute of the visible church.

But in general it must be observed that these attributes, although belonging primarily to the invisible church, nonetheless find their manifestation in the visible church. The visible churches should not act as if they had nothing to do with each other, as if, in spite of the differences that preclude living together, no deeper unity existed. One can recognize a church as a less-pure manifestation of the body of Christ without thereby understanding himself as able to join it under the particular circumstances. So, for example, Reformed churches have never denied to Lutheran churches the character of true churches and never denied fundamental unity with these churches. The antithesis can never be “my church or no church,” for this notion is Roman Catholic through and through.

b)The Church is holy. The righteousness of Christ is reckoned to it, and in principle it has received holiness subjectively. This holiness is manifested on the visible side as well. It is seen in believers that they are distinguished from the world; they are a city on a hill, the salt of the earth [Matt 5:13–14], children of light [Eph 5:8]. But this holiness is not absolute and may not be made the foundation of belonging to the Church. Imperfection always remains in this life. A part of the old nature asserts itself in the believer, and consequently this old nature is carried along into the Church.

Rome extends this perfection of the Church strictly on the intellectual level, and then naturally ascribes it to the external institution when it teaches of itself that it is infallible. This is discussed in the introduction to dogmatics. Here we can suffice with the observation that only in a fundamental part, and of which the knowledge for salvation is absolutely necessary, the invisible church cannot err, but that otherwise during this life its knowledge of divine truth always remains imperfect and relative. We do not ascribe infallibility to an institution and to ecclesiastical assemblies. Their judgments have great weight and no one will lightly set his individual authority over against them, but they do not bind the conscience. For Rome they certainly do. The Pope stands above all except God.

c)The Church is universal or catholic, “one holy universal (catholic) Church.” The question is what is meant by that. The word first appears in Ignatius. In the second half of the second century, it appears to have become common as a designation and then subsequently found entry in the Apostles’ Creed. One understood by it:

1.That all local churches, even those that are not connected by a bond of external church government, nonetheless belong together and confess this solidarity. In this sense, catholicity means about the same thing as the unity of the Church.

2.That under the new dispensation the Church is not limited by local or national boundaries but encompasses all times and places—as many as the Lord God will call both out of Israel and the nations; thus in antithesis to the national church in the Old Testament.

3.One can also take the catholicity of the Church intensively; that is to say, from the religious life of a Christian, insofar as it is manifested in the church, an influence must proceed in every area of life, so that everything is Christianized in the noblest sense of the word. Where religion is reduced to a matter of secondary importance, as something for Sunday, then that is the opposite of catholicity. We have already seen above that Scripture designates this side of Christianity with a particular name—namely, with that of the kingdom of God. For Rome, catholic = Roman Catholic.

d)The Church is imperishable (perennis). It can never completely disappear from the earth. The number of members of the true Church who fall within the church militant may continually change—are now more, then less; it is always there. The Socinians deny the imperishability of the church militant. This is related to their denial of the perseverance of the saints (Matt 16:18; 28:20).

14. What are meant by the marks of the Church?

The marks (notae, gnōrismata) refer to the visible church and not, like the attributes, the invisible church. A mark by its nature is something that must fall within the sphere of what is visible. Although the Church, viewed in its entirety, can never disappear from the earth, there is still no guarantee that its individual parts will continue to exist. They can completely degenerate and deteriorate; believers who are still therein can die off so that only apparent members remain. But the presence of true members does not let itself be recognized. We cannot see into the heart of men. There is accordingly a need for external visible data, from which we can make out that we indeed have to do with a manifestation of the body of Christ in which for us there will be a communion of saints, in which office is ministered in the name of Christ, and in which we can discharge our Christian calling. If the Church on earth were also one externally, then marks would naturally be superfluous. However, it is divided. This results from different causes:

a)Division of insight into what is recognized as divine truth. The one has this view of truth, the other yet another view, and there is no one who entirely avoids being one-sided. That is the case for both churches and individual persons. One could now say that such difference of insight may not lead to division in individual churches, since the one side needs to be completed by the other, and so they should continue to exist alongside each other. But in fact that is not so, and it would appear to be completely impossible to have paedobaptists and Baptists live together ecclesiastically.

b)The difference in language and nationality makes ecclesiastical coexistence impossible in many cases.

When now for these reasons the church appears split and broken apart into a number of churches, then it is self-evident that there will be differing degrees of purity. A more accurate knowledge of the truth is granted to the one part of the body of Christ than to the other. Again, the practice of piety will shine in another church more than in this one. Consequently, the question arises here not only whether in the particular situation in which I am, I have to do with a true church, but also which church is the purest, so that the calling is incumbent on me to unite with it. The marks are thus in part about whether or not a true church is present, in part about the greater or lesser purity of a church.

What, then, are these marks? Usually three are given:

a)the pure proclamation of God’s Word;

b)the orderly administration of the sacraments;

c)the faithful exercise of ecclesiastical discipline.

Not everyone, however, accepts just these three marks. Some are content with two—namely, Word and sacrament. So, for example, Calvin. Still others, like Turretin, limit themselves to the Word alone. It must be admitted that these three marks are not neatly coordinated. If the pure proclamation of God’s Word is more than a semblance and sham, one will inevitably also be serious about the administration of the sacraments formulated according to the institution of that Word. And so with discipline. Submission to the Word is thus in the deepest sense the sole mark. But, of itself, this one mark divides into three when one recalls that each visible church must be the gathering and the mother of believers at the same time. That they have the pure proclamation of the Word must now serve as a mark for the one as well as for the other. Thereby the church still declares that it obtains its salvation on no other foundation than that given in the Word. The pure proclamation is at the same time a pure confession. At the same time, however, the church shows through this proclamation that it understands and exercises its calling as the mother of believers. The ministry of the Word is the means ordained by God to maintain the church and continue it. A church that would abandon this ministry, at least in its fundamental elements, would cease to be mother of believers. It strikes at the sign and seal for the continuation of God’s covenant. To abandon this ministry is equivalent to endangering the continuity of the church. Baptists allow for a congregation to originate through the ministry of the Word but reject infant baptism. One may now imagine the situation where all confessing members of the church die out. According to the Baptists, there is then no longer a church. The administration of the second seal of the covenant is also a mark. When, likewise, in the Lord’s Supper—the communion of the saints with the head—Christ is confessed and exercised, then here the inward essence of the church emerges directly in a visible phenomenon. When the celebration of the Lord’s Supper with preparation is neglected, the church denies its essence and lacks an essential mark. Finally, the exercise of discipline also belongs to the marks. It is the calling of the church to manifest itself as true Church both in walk and confession. Now the walk always remains imperfect on account of the piece of the world that is still present in believers. But there must be a limit. To leave all sins unpunished and unjudged in its midst would involve, for the church, a failure of a principal part of its calling. Consequently, through discipline it is determined to what extent holiness of the life is demanded of the church.

15. Can one show from Scripture that the pure proclamation of the Word is a mark of the true Church?

Yes, the Lord says that His sheep and His disciples can be known by the fact that they hear His voice and abide in His Word (John 10:27; 8:31–32, 47; 14:23). “The disciples persevered in the teaching of the apostles, in fellowship, in the breaking of the bread and in prayer” (Acts 2:42). Here Word and sacrament are joined. On the contrary, the false, feigned church is known by the falsehood of teaching from the fact that it does not subject itself to God’s Word. “To the law and to the testimony; if they do not speak according to this word, it will be that they will have no dawn” (Isa 8:20; cf. Deut 13:1–2; 1 John 4:1; 2 John 9). In Galatians 1:8, a curse is pronounced upon those who proclaim a different gospel. The words of God are entrusted to the Church, both in antiquity to the Jews and now to the Church of the new covenant (Rom 3:2). Where now the words of God are to be found, the Church, too, will have to be sought. If the candlestick is removed from its place, the Church ceases to exist (Rev 2:5), and although the believers who are in it are saved as by fire, one will still have to fear that God will not carry out His covenant but cause the church to perish.

16. How far must this mark of the pure ministry of the Word be carried out?

A church does not immediately cease to be a true church with every deviation on a subordinate point of doctrine. The possibility even exists that, in a church with impure doctrine, more true believers are present than in a church that remains closer to Scripture. Purity of doctrine is not always a measure of the number of believers. But it is a mark for us to which we need to hold ourselves objectively. Where the pure proclamation of the Word exists, there the church is revealed. There is gold among the sand. Whether there is more or less sand does not matter for us. We do not have the freedom to make the all-or-nothing presence of spiritual life a mark of the church. There can be a dead orthodoxy where all true communion of saints appears to be lacking. And on the contrary, there can be a church that in spite of all sorts of errors and false notions in the area of doctrine, displays spiritual power. But the church that is pure in doctrine is the church that, all things considered, can satisfy the existence of its calling; that has a guarantee for the future; that in the long run must engender the greatest number of believers, will be the most fruitful mother of children. It is in no case permissible to make what is doctrinal a subsidiary or incidental point, as many in our days wish to do. The true Church is a teaching church, a confessing church. Whoever comes in contact with its word also comes in contact with the Root of its life, its holy walk. It is completely impossible to give the church an objective content without the Word and apart from the Word, by which it is clearly distinguished from the world and heretics. Churches that abandon or dispense with their confession are in a process of dissolution. There are differing degrees in purity of doctrine. But there is a null point where its Christian character ceases. Paul himself indicated that where he speaks of another gospel (Gal 1:8–9). If the Word of God is completely absent—as, for example, in a Socinian congregation—there the Church is also missing, and one does not have the freedom under any circumstance to engage in fellowship with such a church. Such a church, which abandons the fundamental truth and no longer rests on the catholic ground of Christendom, is called a heretical church. Socinians are heretics. On the other hand, one could not rightly call the historic Lutheran church a heretical church. However, one cannot draw a sharp line, and it is difficult to say where precisely impurity ceases and heresy begins. In any case, it remains the calling of every Christian to join with the church about which he is convinced, according to God’s Word, that it has and maintains the purest doctrine.

17. What are the marks of the true church according to the Roman Catholics?

They are presented by them in different ways. The Catechism of Trent speaks of only two. Others, however, make mention of many more than these two (catholicity and apostolicity). One finds a full statement in Bellarmine:

a)Catholicity and the name Christian Church. This is meant in an external sense. That is, the church that calls itself catholic and excludes others from catholicity is the true Church.

We answer: Exclusivism and arrogating to oneself an external name is not true catholicity. This must be viewed as we have described it above. That church is catholic that recognizes all as Christians who submit to the Word of God and confess Christ as the only savior. Rightly grasped, this mark consequently falls under the first.

Roman Catholics say: The church as an external visible body is a better-known entity than doctrine, than the Word of God; thus you maintain that the better-known must be distinguished from the lesser-known. The church must lead us to doctrine and not, on the contrary, doctrine to the church. In this, as to the actual state of things, there is an element of truth. That the church is the mother of believers already involves that each individual does not find the truth on his own through independent inquiry, and then through individual judgment finds the true Church. But the question at issue here is not at all about how one comes to the truth or to the church historically, but simply how logically and rightfully these two stand in relation to each other.

And then we say: for us the power and the authority of the church are based on God’s Word. Rome says: The power and authority of the church is the foundation of my faith in God’s Word. That is ecclesiolatry, “church-idolatry.” This error, however, goes back very far, as far as Augustine and even farther. In its protest against heresy and schism the ancient church allowed itself to be driven so far that it maintained (also in the mouth of Augustine), Extra ecclesiam nulla salus, “Outside the (visible) church there is no salvation.”

b)Antiquity (antiquitas) is not a good mark, for the kingdom of Satan is also old. Freemasonry also calls itself old. Thus antiquity cannot be a mark, since it is established only by a wide-ranging historical inquiry, an inquiry that lies beyond the reach of most. The antiquity of doctrine can only be proven from Scripture, so that here too the Word appears to be the only true mark. Measured by that, the entire Roman Catholic system of doctrine has been built up from innovations.

c)Permanent duration, again naturally of the visible institution of the church. This is antiquity that also extends forward. That in this way the visible church cannot be broken off is true only in a relative sense, and does not apply to an institution. Heresy, too, is sometimes persistent and spreads ineradicably like cancer.

d)The great number of believers. This is an accidental mark. When the church began its course, it was a small flock, and it was still the true Church. There have been times in which the great majority deviated and became heretical (Luke 12:32; Matt 7:14; Rev 13:3, 16). Arianism appeared for a long time to occupy the entire church.

e)The unbroken succession of bishops. This is not a mark. Annas and Caiaphas were the followers of Aaron. Arian bishops were the followers of orthodox fathers. The entire Greek [Orthodox] Church, which the Roman Church declared to be schismatic or even heretical, maintains succession on equally good grounds as Rome. Thus the church is not necessarily where succession is. The church can exist without succession. If all the presbyters in a church were to die at once, it would not thereby cease to be a church. Succession in its entirety cannot be demonstrated, not even by the most exacting historical inquiry. One should be clear that one single gap in the succession makes the entire following series of bishops illegitimate. Whoever attaches the authenticity of the church to the unbroken line of bishops hangs by a hair. It is apparent that by such reckoning not a single authentic church exists.

One speaks of succession in another sense—namely, successio doctrinae, “the continuity of doctrine.” So understood, this mark naturally comes down to our first [the pure proclamation of God’s Word], and it is a good mark. Only, one must take care that it is not understood all too formally and externally. True doctrine has always been implicitly present and has always lain in Scripture. But the church has not always had it in conscious dogmatic formulation. It is a futile undertaking to seek our formulas for the doctrine of the Trinity and Christology in the patristic writers of the second century. Nonetheless, at work in the faith of the church were all the factors from which these dogmas are composed, and only one heretic needed to arise who attacked one or other element, or the church reflected directly on the content of its faith, and it began to formulate that content.

f)Agreement with the ancient church and the postapostolic fathers in doctrine. Not only does Rome make much of that, but the Anglican church also places weight on it. One must consider, however, that a distinction is to be made between the individual opinions of many fathers and the consensus of all. The fathers often groped in darkness; they wrestled for light. In them it is not the truth but the process of finding the truth that is to be noted. Someone has said it well: “They were not church fathers but church infants.” On the other hand, when one sees that the fathers were as good as in agreement on a point, this had much weight, for in this way the church arrived at the formulation of its dogma and is still continually at work for greater clarity. In this sense, our confession also connects with Nicaea and the church councils that followed. Still, this authority of the ancient church may not be separated from God’s Word. We do not have to do here with an independent mark. The consensus of the fathers is based on Scripture. It is the outline of Scripture itself that they have traced. For this reason, and this reason alone, someone is excluded from Christianity who, for example, will not stand on the ground of Nicaea. So the Socinians.

g)The connection of the members mutually and with the head. Applied to Christ, this is a mark of the invisible church; applied to the Pope it is not a good mark. Mutual unity among believers can be disturbed by many things without the essence of the Church thereby disappearing.



	h)Holiness of true doctrine.

i)Efficacy of doctrine.

	Both these ultimately coincide with our mark, the pure proclamation of the Word. Every word of God is holy and powerful (Psa 19:7; Heb 4:12; John 17:17).





j)Holiness of life. True holiness effected by God is invisible; external holiness is not always to be trusted. Gross unholiness is naturally negative, since manifested unhindered it is an evidence that the church is not present. But for that reason, we also speak of discipline as a mark.

k)The glory of miracles. This only comes into consideration insofar as it accompanied the Word in the beginning and so is subservient to the Word. Therefore, from the Word, too, an answer must be found to the question whether continuing revelation is still to be expected and whether this will be accompanied by miracles. Scripture does not know of miracles without revelation, simply as a mark of the church in history. In order to extend miracles, one must make the church into a church of revelation. This cannot now be done. God has spoken in the last days through His Son, and the Son has given the apostles authority to speak in His name, and with that, revelation is finished. Moreover, Scripture itself says that false doctrine—that is, feigned revelation that is in conflict with earlier revelation—cannot be accredited, not even by a miracle. The Word stands above the thing (cf. Deut 13:1–5).

l)The light of prophecy. This, understood as a real prophecy, is not a characteristic of the church. Only the Old Testament had prophets, and not always. Prophecy, in the broader sense of the interpretation of Scripture, falls under the proclamation of the Word.

m)The significance of opponents. The impossibility of letting this be valid as a mark is obvious.

n)The woeful end of enemies and persecutors. As to that end, no judgment is to be made. True believers, too, sometimes die in doleful ways.

o)Temporal success. The opposite is true, for “in the world you will have oppression” [John 16:33].




2. Organization, Discipline, Offices

1. How many views are there concerning the organization and government of the visible church?

a)The view of those who declare every external form as unnecessary or even illegitimate. So judge the “Plymouth Brethren,” or Darbyists, who have separated themselves from all organized churches. They think that every church formation necessarily corrupts and leads to results that are irreconcilable with the spirit of Christianity, and that therefore it is not only unnecessary to form a visible church, but positively sinful. Of itself, then, office also falls with external formation. All believers are priests, and the Holy Spirit is the only bond that may bind them as one (Darby 1800–1882). The Quakers have a similar view. They too reject office.

b)The Erastian system. This teaches that the church as such is entirely spiritual, and that it belongs to the state to provide it with an external organization, to exercise the power that there must be in it. Erastus (1524–1583) had taken over his ideas from Zwingli. The sin of confessing Christians may not be punished by ecclesiastical office-bearers by denying them the use of the seals of the covenant. Only the civil government may concern itself with sin. The church cannot make laws or decrees. It can only instruct, admonish, convince. This Erastian system can be applied in different ways.

1.The application found in England, where it is connected with Episcopalianism. At the time of the Reformation, the English king had assumed for himself the power of the Pope as head of the church. All the bishops had to swear allegiance to him and to receive their office from his hands. Some said that by virtue of his office the king had also received the mandate from God to care for the spiritual concerns of his subjects. Others said that Scripture does not provide a form of church government, and so the church is completely free if it wishes to permit itself to be governed by the state. They are not strictly Episcopalian. The “high churchmen” tried in one way or another to diminish the authority of the crown.

2.The application of the Remonstrants. They too were zealous proponents of the authority of the state in ecclesiastical matters. This was connected with the political conditions of those days in Holland, but, moreover, also had a still deeper basis—namely, a weakening of the concept of the church and, in connection with that, of the kingship of Christ.

3.The application of the Lutheran church. In Germany, the Reformation certainly did not originate with civil power but still was taken up and advanced by it. The Reformers allowed consistories, which were charged with ecclesiastical discipline, to be appointed by the electors. The ruler of the land consequently received the power to appoint instruments for the government of the church and in fact became Summus Episcopus, “Highest Bishop.” Some have the following theory for the explanation of this actual situation: the ruler is not the highest governor of the church on the basis of his civil position but only as its most eminent member. In the execution of his power, however, he is bound by the judgment of the clergy and the people. Others, however, are consistently Erastian and ascribe ecclesiastical authority to the ruler as such.

c)The episcopal system. This teaches that the unity and authority of the church resides with the bishops in their totality. It views the bishops as the successors of the apostles and thinks that authority has come by transmission from the latter to the former. Thereby an ordering naturally appears among the clergy, for the apostles certainly had a wholly unique position. Whoever thinks that the apostolate has been perpetuated in the episcopate must thus place the bishops higher than others who work in the church under their control. From this, it further follows that all the clergy must be ordained by the bishops if they are to be recognized as legitimate ministers of the church. The episcopal system is thus insupportable to other churches that reject its basic conception. That is, the episcopal system is schismatic in nature; it hinders practicing communion with other manifestations of the body of Christ on earth. It is said that the Episcopal Church of England rebaptizes children who were baptized in Presbyterian churches, and reordains ordained ministers from such churches. For a long time the episcopal system was the system of the Roman Catholic Church, first generally and later in opposition to the ultramontane theory. The French church appeals to bishops over against the Pope.

d)The system of the present-day Roman Catholic Church. This has already been discussed in part above. Since the Vatican Council,1 it is a complete system. The Roman Catholic Church is an absolute monarchy. The Pope is accountable to no one; he stands above the church; indeed, the church is dependent on him. In a certain sense, he is the church. This system involves a great transformation, since it imports something absolute and tangible into our world of relativities and abstractions. If the church must surely be an institution, many say, then preferably it should be a perfect institution that acts with authority and finality. But this is an utterly unscriptural system, as is shown in detail in the introduction to dogmatics. It may be maintained neither exegetically nor historically nor dogmatically.

e)The system of the Independents. To begin with, this system agrees with the Puritan principle. One conceives of the church too much as a spiritual body of believers only, without reckoning with the calling that the church has to fulfill as an organized institution. Owen was an Independent or a Congregationalist. According to him, then, the individual visible church consists of those regenerate who are united by a specific relationship for the service of God and to exercise mutual oversight of one another. Believers are the material of the church, and this relationship is the form of the church.

Now it is self-evident that when in this way one limits the significance of the visible formation of the church, unity among the local churches is out of the question. Each church stands by itself. When a kind of union between different churches comes about, then this is completely accidental and not jure divino, “by divine right.”

At the same time, internally Independentism also has its own distinctive mark by which it is distinguished from other systems. It has office ministry permanently bound to the choice of all believers; that is, it is absolutely democratic in its government of the church. There are no office-bearers in the Presbyterian sense of the word. The people, the sum of believers, invest with office and therefore can also, when they desire, withdraw it. Further: only confessing believers are subject to ecclesiastical discipline, for only they make up the church, properly speaking. On this point one can perhaps best see the difference between the Independent and the Presbyterian-Reformed concept of the church. Finally, many Independents also allow ordination to the ministry of the Word only in relation to the local church in which it took place. According to this understanding, when a teacher has left his church in which he was ordained, he becomes an ordinary member and must be ordained anew to be able to minister in a new local church. It is said that such ordinations regularly occurred among the Puritans in New England. According to the Presbyterian concept, ordination does not only apply to a local church. An elder is only an elder in the one congregation that chose him, but a minister of the Word is minister of the Word wherever he proclaims the Word in the church of God. The system of the Independents must in fact exclude missions to pagans.

f)The collegial system. This is the system developed by Samuel Pufendorf (1687), by Christoph Mattäus Pfaff (1719), and J. H. Böhmer (1744) in Germany. The old Roman guilds were called collegia—free associations that originated out of a particular interest but that were recognized by the state as such. So Christian churches, which in the beginning had been collegia illicita [unlawful associations] for the Romans, later became collegia licita [permitted associations]. The collegial system will have churches viewed as such free societies. They originated by a contract.

However, this is a more or less rationalistic conception of the matter. It is certainly true that one obtains his full rights in the visible church only by confession, but still one is already associated with the church earlier, apart from his own doing. That the church has originated through a contract is equally quite as mistaken as the theory that the state had come into existence in that way. As the state rests on the basis of the family and the clan in the sphere of natural law, so also in the spiritual sphere the church rests on the ministry of God’s covenant. To wish to derive its right from a free act of man is completely Pelagian. The collegial system is usually connected with the idea that the local churches are parts of the visible association as a whole and not, in antithesis, to be viewed as a product of the gathering of local churches through their representatives in larger assemblies.

One can compare the collegial system with the partitioning of France. France is a republic, and the separate provinces are determined from Paris. The whole is greater than the parts, and all power and jurisdiction comes from above. One can compare the Reformed-Presbyterial system, on the other hand, with the union of the states of North America. Here the parts precede the whole and authority rises from below, from which then it further follows that the state has rights that it has not ceded to Washington, and, conversely, those rights that the individual states can no longer exercise.

g)The Reformed system of church government. This is based on the following fundamental theses:

1.The church, in its deepest essence, is a kingdom, for Christ is anointed king over it. Accordingly, no authority may be exercised in the church unless it is derived from the kingship of Christ and remain bound to it. To want to make the church entirely into a free association shortchanges this kingship. Believers are not free to unite or not to unite, but from the outset stand under the command of Christ, their king.

2.This kingly authority of Christ over the church is connected to the kingly word of Christ. Christ is in the church, and He rules over the church through His word. Therefore, no one can do anything in the church that would be right and conflict with that word. All believers owe unconditional obedience to the word of their King, and that obligation takes precedence before all other things. In this way, all despotic authority is excluded. There are no truly sovereign rulers in the Christian church. Christ is the only sovereign. In the Roman Catholic Church, the Pope claims that he is such a sovereign and then is also called the representative of Christ on earth. He is bound by nothing, does not live according to the law of Christ, but produces the law of Christ in a sovereign manner. In the Reformed church, something like that is completely inconceivable. In God’s Word we have the commands of Christ once for all. In it, also, the outlines of government are drawn, while what is subordinate is left to Christian wisdom according to time and circumstances. But the main thing is to carry out and to apply the word of Christ. Thus, insofar as the church itself is concerned, it is entirely a ministerial and not a ruling power.

3.Christ as King has invested the church with power (potestas). However, this potestas does not reside, as the Roman Catholic and the Episcopal system would have it, with a separate class that would possess it without the church and beyond the church. It resides with the church as a whole. The whole church has received this power from its King. The power of the keys resides with the church. Everywhere the church is, there is the power of the keys. Everywhere the church originates or manifests itself, there the power of the keys appears. In Matthew 18:18 it is said to the congregation, “All that you will bind on earth shall be bound in heaven,” etc. The church can exercise this power through the ministry of overseers as it generally does, and it is even its calling to choose such overseers and to subject themselves to their direction, to maintain a special ministry of the Word, but all this does not negate the fact that the church as a whole is the seat of power that is exercised in it on behalf of Christ. Voetius expresses it like this: “that the ministering key of authority and government is in the whole body of the church as such virtualiter [virtually], but only in the ministers formaliter [formally].”

Viewed from this angle, Reformed church government is a democracy in antithesis to the oligarchic and despotic character of the Roman Catholic and Anglican system. Voetius asks “whether the potestas [power] resides in the church council [consistory] or with the ministers of any particular church, or with the people in distinction from the church council, or in the entire church body consisting of people and church council?” His answer is, “We deny that all the power resides either with the church council alone or with the ministers alone. This would still be oligarchic and papist, so that the people as laity would be excluded from all power and everything would be guaranteed to the clergy and that certainly a hierarchical clergy.” Subsequently, “We deny that all the power resides with the people as distinct from the church council, with them as first and sufficient subject, so that it would devolve from there to the ministers and the church council with regard to its possession or at least with regard to its use, namely, because the people choose and appoint ministers and elders, and transmit to them power, or rather, the exercise of power; just as if they possess no proper power in themselves or through themselves by virtue of their ministry or work by divine right.” (This is the Independentist theory, indicated then in the context as the teaching of the Brownists.) Consequently, “We deny that all power in the same sense belongs to the church council and its members and to the people head for head or taken collectively.” Finally, “We affirm that ecclesiastical power taken universally and collectively resides with the whole body of the church, as that consists of church council and people as its proper and sufficient subject; that it is not passed from the body of the people to the church council and also not the reverse—no more than my right eye is the real, first, immediate and nearest subject of my sight and this sight passes over to my left eye, nor the reverse.”

Therefore, the conception is this:

a)Power resides with the church as a whole.

b)The exercise of this power cannot occur other than by the office-bearers in the church connected with the congregation. It is not legitimate for a congregation to act without government in the manner of Independents

c)Neither can a government act apart from the congregation.

d)Church as institute and government originate with each other, for the individual church is organized as a separate body by the election of overseers—that is, church and church council originate with each other.

e)The power that the church council has is not transmitted from the individual members of the church by election and installation. Calling or election is nothing other than the concrete application of office to this or that person, and only to this degree is it a causa sine qua non, “condition without which not.”

f)Conversely, the power that resides with the members of the church does not first descend from above and derive from the church council. When the office-bearers admit someone to the visibly Reformed church, this act of reception is naturally indispensable, but it is not the source of ecclesiastical power.

This conception is in fact supported by Scripture. At its beginning, the church existed with the apostolate. The apostles were of course much more than ordinary ministers of the church, but still their office also included ordinary authority.

These apostles were not chosen by the church but by Christ, who gave power both to them and the church. The eleven apostles did not choose a new apostle as though they had formed a college that could refill itself. They had two chosen by the congregation, while the final choice remained to the one who knows the heart. Later, too, it was Christ Himself who called the apostle Paul. Thus, if one were to drop the apostles, one could say that the church was there before its office-bearers. But that one cannot exclude the apostles and view them merely as missionaries appears certain from Matthew 16:19, where the keys of the kingdom of heaven were given to them.

4.This potestas ecclesiastica [ecclesiastical power] is distributed in different ways. Some speak of (1) a dogmatic power, and (2) a juridical power. To the first, then, belong the preaching of the Word, the administration of the sacraments, and all that serves these as means: the gathering and organization of churches, the choosing of ministers, the calling together of assemblies, etc. To the second belong ecclesiastical discipline and all that pertains to it. Hence one speaks of two keys: a key of knowledge and a key of government (clavis scientiae et regiminis). Others make a threefold distinction: (1) a dogmatic, (2) an ordering, and (3) a judicial power.

5.Dogmatic power, like all ecclesiastical power, is naturally a ministerial power and bound to the Word of God. It includes:

a)The preservation of Holy Scripture. The words of God are entrusted to the church. It preserves the Scripture not only as a Bible society does, but it is its official calling (Rom 3:2).

b)The ministry of Holy Scripture. This happens through the ministers of the Word. They speak on the basis of the Word and from the Word, and so open or shut the kingdom of heaven. This is a declarative power that then is only valid before God when it agrees with Scripture and when the situation to which it is applied is in fact as one assumes it to be. Consequently, there is a distinction in this power between mere scriptural interpretation by a private member and the official ministry of the Word. God or Christ speaks to the congregation through the latter, through such who are called by Him to that end. Christ has given them the ministry of reconciliation, and they are ambassadors on behalf of Christ, who implore: Be reconciled with God (2 Cor 5:20; cf. 1 Tim 4:13; 2 Tim 2:15; cf. [Heidelberg] Catechism, 84).

c)The explanation and determination of the meaning of Holy Scripture by means of creeds and confessions, especially against erroneous opinions. Accordingly, the church is called a pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim 3:15). Of course, the Word of God has its ground in itself, and this Word is not unlocked, as Rome would have it, only by the church. But through the ministry of the church the truth is expounded and upheld; its certainty is made manifest.

There are many who deny to the church the power and right of making creeds, and think that to do so is in conflict with the sufficiency of Holy Scripture. Hence, too, there are many communions that hold to no confession, such as the Quakers, Darbyists, etc. One should grant that creeds are not absolutely necessary. A church, if one wishes to reason in the abstract, can exist without confessional documents, and has existed without such. These, however, were exceptional situations. It is impossible to guide someone through Scripture in its entirety or to ask him his opinions concerning the whole of Scripture. The essential things must be gathered together in order that the church may show how it understands Scripture in the light of the Spirit. The authority of these creeds is always bound to Scripture; they are susceptible to improvement, but may not be lightly revised, inasmuch as they are not a compendium of theology but the ripe fruits of the spiritual development of the church, sometimes obtained through a long struggle. A true revision does not tear down the old but explains and confirms it and further illumines it in connection with new times and circumstances. But it remains true that the Scripture is the norma normans [norming norm], the confession the norma normata [normed norm].

6.According to some, what we have already enumerated above as parts of the dogmatic power of the church belongs to the potestas ordinis [power of order], since one limits this power to the official ministry of the Word. If one takes the first part more broadly, as we have done, falling under the potestas ordinis is the making of laws and rules, thus of a church order and the implementation thereof; in short, all that occurs in the church apart from the power that is related to the Word and that belongs to discipline. The ordinances that the church makes are distinguished from the ordinances that God Himself has prescribed in His Word. The latter bind the conscience, something that cannot be said of an ecclesiastical ordinance. That there must be gatherings in which God’s Word is proclaimed and the sacraments are administered is a “law” that obligates the conscience; how those gatherings will be further organized in detail is an ordinance of the church, a canon or constitution. If the latter are transgressed, then it is not sin because they are binding in themselves, but only because by transgressing them one devalues the ecclesiastical power by which they are established. The laws are only declared by the church; the ordinances are made by it. Laws are spoken of in Matthew 28:20, “teaching them to keep all that I have commanded you.” Of the ordinances (at least in part), there is an example in Acts 15 (cf. with 1 Cor 8:9, 13 and 10:23, 25, 27; cf. also 1 Cor 14:40; 11:34; 16:1).

Now, every church order consists of two different parts. In it are elements that belong to the most fundamental parts of scriptural government; thus church laws. In it are also elements that are freely made and about which Scripture is not decisive, at least gives no direct command. A good church order must include both, since free stipulations can only be made on the basis of the foundations of scriptural church government and so be suitable. Thus there is also an unalterable element in the church order, derived from God’s Word, to which the human element is added. The latter too, however, must be followed, although on a different basis than the former, namely, since the church has also bound itself to that element by its own rulers. Whoever acknowledges ecclesiastical power to make ordinances must also keep those ordinances, even when he may consider them less useful or serviceable. A canon that need not be followed eo ipso [thereby] ceases to be a canon.

Discipline2

7.The third part of ecclesiastical power is the potestas judicialis or disciplinaris, “ecclesiastical discipline.” Not everyone acknowledges that the church has this power to maintain oversight of its members through discipline or to exclude from its fellowship by excommunication. Erastians deny every such action, maintaining that such discipline belongs to the sphere of the state and that therefore the church must keep itself out of it entirely. Only if the state does not fulfill its duty, or cannot since it is unbelieving, may the church, according to some, take discipline into its own hands.

It was Calvin who brought to the fore specifically ecclesiastical discipline, as something distinguished from civil discipline, in connection with the presbyterial office. And for these two things—discipline and the office of elder—the Reformed church is indebted, under God, to him. However, in Geneva, according to the church order introduced in 1541, on more than one point ecclesiastical discipline was still dependent on the power of civil punishment. Elders were chosen from and by the government. Only in lands where the government stood over against the church was this good principle developed with complete purity.

The question is where and to what extent Scripture teaches discipline in the narrower sense—that is, the sort of handling of the members that ends up in public and official excommunication. It is not sufficient to appeal to the character of an association, for the church is more than an association. It acts not by its own hand but in the name of its King. May it in His name proceed to banish? Theologians (such as Turretin) appeal to the Old Testament. Fallen man is thrown out of paradise and eating from the tree of life is denied him. Paradise was a type of the congregation, the tree of life a sacrament, as was what happened with Cain (Gen 4:14). The uncircumcised, lepers, the impure were excluded from holy places within Israel (Lev 5, 6, 7, 10); also from the use of holy things. Priests and Levites had to separate the pure and the impure (Ezek 44:28; cf. also 44:9). One may understand all this as a type, but the question is whether it is a type for the visible church or for the invisible, the kingdom of God. At that time there could not be a real excommunication as it exists under the New Testament. Church and state were one. Therefore, someone could not be put out of the church or he must also be eliminated from the state, that is, be eradicated from his people and punished with death. Only later, when the Jews lost their independence and this law could no longer be exercised, did actual excommunication, the termination of religious communion, originate. “And he himself would be separated from the congregation of the exiles” (Ezra 10:8). After the exile, the maintenance of this excommunication was an issue of its existence for Judaism. Surrounded on all sides by the pagan world, they had to rigorously exclude all pagan elements so that they were not gradually absorbed completely into paganism. The Jews made a distinction between nidduy and cherem, “temporary” and “final” excommunication. In the New Testament, this Jewish excommunication is spoken of in Luke 6:22; John 9:22; 12:42; and 16:2. The right to excommunicate resided with the elders of the synagogue (“the Jews had already made a decision together”; John 9:22).

This excommunication was the application in new situations of the principles prescribed in the Old Testament. Through Ezra it had received divine sanction, which Christ connected with the power of the keys that He gave to His church. Matthew 16:19 and 18:17 is the communication of this power. Its application is found in 1 Corinthians 5; 2 Thessalonians 3:14–15; Titus 3:10–11 (“Reject a heretical person after the first and second admonition, knowing that such a person is perverse and sins, having condemned himself”); 2 John 10; 1 Timothy 1:20 (“Among whom are Hymenaeus and Alexander, whom I have handed over to Satan in order that they would learn to no longer blaspheme”); and Romans 16:17.

Does all this have to do with the ordinary exercise of terminal discipline as this is understood to take place even now, or is this something that was only legitimate for the apostles? In 1 Corinthians 5, Paul says that the church should remove the incestuous person from its midst and that only if they did not do so, he himself intends to intervene with his apostolic authority (1 Cor 5:2–7). But even then it is not a solely apostolic excommunication that will be pronounced on such a person, for the apostle intends that his spirit will be present when the church is assembled, with the power of the Lord Jesus Christ. Accordingly, there are two elements here: (a) excommunication by the congregation, which the apostle urged and in which he participated through his spirit; (b) handing over to Satan for the destruction of the flesh (5:5). By that it is evident that something quite extraordinary is meant. We may not say that the church that applies discipline to someone and cuts him off hands over such a person to Satan. Our formula for removal does not use such expressions. Likely the apostle refers to bodily suffering, to which he had then gives over the one guilty (cf. the case of Elymas, Acts 13:9–11). First Timothy 1:20 is to be judged similarly. At the same time, we see from this case that the terminal exercise of discipline still has a remedial significance. Handing over to Satan also happened in order that the spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus Christ. The other texts mentioned above also place that in the foreground.

But this is not the sole purpose. If discipline has reference to the individual member, no less does it have reference to the body of the church. It serves to remove such members who, by remaining in the church, would infect others, would completely pollute the body, and would defile the table of the Lord. About that 1 Corinthians 5:6–7 says, “Do you not know that a little yeast leavens all the dough? Then clean out the old yeast that you may be new dough.” But these two things do not necessarily exclude each other. As long as someone lives in sin and does not repent, he can be a dangerously sick member of the congregation and it can be necessary to cut him off while he still is and remains truly a child of God. Then he will return with confession, and discipline will have accomplished its double purpose. Of course, it may also be that he belonged among the hypocrites, who ought not to be in the congregation.

But the church cannot say that decisively when it pronounces excommunication; it must leave to God the judgment on what is inward. Its excommunication is always on the basis of God’s Word and declarative—that is, if the person does not repent and his inward state corresponds to his outward conduct, then he will be excluded from the kingdom of God, as he is now excluded from the fellowship of the visible church. Thus, while those in the church are judged objectively according to their confession and are to be dealt with as Christians, the church has no further judgment to pronounce over someone who is excommunicated, for those who are outside God judges. Also, in subsequent dealings with such a person the church must reckon with both possibilities: that he can be a true member of the body of Christ who has taken a wrong path, and also that he can have been an apparent member. If he returns with repentance and confession, then the church deals with him (again objectively) in the first sense.

Connected with this is the question whether one can apply discipline to someone who puts himself outside the church. This question is difficult to answer. On the one hand, one can say that the individual has not become a member by a free act of the will, that by virtue of God’s covenant he belongs to the church by his baptism and is under the oversight of the church, that he therefore cannot withdraw by a free act of the will. Consequently, if a freely self-willed separation from the church eliminates the further exercise of discipline, nearly nothing of discipline remains. If someone silently permits his being cut off to happen, then in most cases he will also not hesitate to sever the bond beforehand. In the worst illness, the radical cure has to remain unused.

However, there is also much to be said on the other side of this question. If one would carry out the execution of discipline strictly, then one must not only proceed if a member under censure separates himself, but also once a member free from censure takes this step. Indeed, even members by baptism must then come under censure if they withdraw, and the entire process of discipline must be carried out with all its steps from beginning to end. That smacks more or less of Rome. One can also say that by the self-willed withdrawal of a person the goal of discipline is in part reached, in part made unreachable. As far as the surgical aspect of discipline is concerned, this has become superfluous; the offender has freed the congregation from himself. As to the healing aspect, there is little chance that someone who of himself evades exclusion from the seals of covenant and from the termination of ecclesiastical fellowship will cause much disturbance. It seems to us that discipline must be exercised in ordinary circumstances. Many who have the sad intention to separate arbitrarily can perhaps be affected by official admonition or even by formal removal. Such cases have taken place. However, it is not advisable here to lay down a rule that must be valid for all instances. In any case, to say that one may not deal with someone who has separated goes too far.

Does this discipline also extend to those baptized who are not members by confession? That question is judged differently. The examples of discipline described for us in the New Testament concern those who were baptized as adults. This question is connected with another: whether the children of the covenant, the children of the confessing members of the church, belong to the institutional church. Voetius poses this question, “Whether the children of covenantal members are of the visible church and help to constitute it? Answer: They are called members of the church by the Netherlands Liturgy in the formula for the administration of baptism, in the first question put to the parents (“as members of His church ought to be baptized”). And that is shown from 1 Corinthians 7:14 and Acts 2:39. But this must be understood with a qualification, as Ames expresses it very well: The children are not in this sense mature members of the church that they … are able to share in all privileges.” This, however, may not be understood as though the church had no calling and no right to deal with the children and to admonish them. There is, therefore, a kind of discipline. But when someone becomes a confessing member, he promises that he will subject himself to ecclesiastical discipline. Formal, proper discipline, then, is designed for mature persons who have reached years of discretion, and not for children. The latter are members of the visible church, fully members and not half-members, but immature members who do not have the full right of members. But this in no way proves that the church does not possess its full rights with respect to them.

Discipline does not concern all sins, but so-called public sins—that is, those that openly give offense. Thus, by public sin is not meant a sin that is committed in the clear light of day, for there are many unrighteous acts that by their nature seek darkness and ecclesiastical discipline would thus become completely useless with such a limitation. Something becomes a public sin ipso facto [in itself] as soon as it openly produces offence in the congregation, even if it would also be committed behind closed doors. One may imagine what an untenable position the church would occupy against all the secret societies of our time if it would take “secret sin” in the strictest sense of the word. A sin can be secret and public at the same time, according to how it is understood. The demand that for a censurable sin one must be able to specify the day and the hour is completely untenable.

How the process of discipline should proceed is prescribed in Matthew 18:

a)Brotherly admonition between the one who has become aware of the sin and the sinner alone.

b)If this does not avail, admonition in the presence of one or two witnesses in order that it is clear later how the personal handling of the affair has taken place.

c)If this too does not help, the sin is presented to the congregation. The question here is whether by “the congregation” the church council is to be understood. Beza and our formula for the induction of elders understand it that way (“which by no means can be understood of each and every member of the congregation”). The truth appears to be that here it is not the particular form of government of the congregation that is in view, since that still lay in the future. By saying the church council, one says the congregation. In Corinth too, moreover, the entire church appears to have taken part in the exercise of discipline (cf. Heidelberg Catechism, question 85).

d)As soon as a sin is brought before the church council, it becomes public if the admonition does not avail. If the admonition does avail, the sin need not be made public further. If, on the other hand, it has been public from the outset, the church council naturally need not wait for someone to be concerned with it in private but must press for public confession. Public sins must be confessed publicly, whether they were originally public or become so by scorning ecclesiastical admonition.

The first step following fruitless admonition by the church council is the minor excommunication (excommunicatio minor), denial of the use of the Lord’s Supper. Between this minor excommunication and the final removal fall three admonitions, according to article 77 of the Church Order of Dort. In the first, the name of the sinner is not mentioned; in the second, his name is mentioned with the recommendation of the classis. In the third, his removal is finally declared, in order that it can take place with the silent agreement of the church. This removal is called “major excommunication” (excommunicatio major). Reinstatement must also take place with the prior knowledge of the congregation.

Only individual persons are objects of discipline, not collective bodies, as Rome would have it when it excommunicates entire lands and nations. The consequences of discipline are not civil, as if one may not have any sort of contact in civil life with a censured or excommunicated person. Paul has expressly warned against this excess in 1 Corinthians 5:9–12. One must have no religious fellowship with such person. In a religious respect, he must be as a pagan or publican. But one may certainly work with a pagan and a publican. The church is also obligated to that after the exercise of discipline (2 Thess 3:15).

One sees that in general, with respect to its foundational principles, discipline rests on God’s Word. Individual steps, on the other hand, possess no biblical authority and so do not belong to laws but to ecclesiastical regulations. Matthew 18 says nothing more than that those who do not listen to the church must be kept from all fellowship. However, discipline in stages is already very old in the church. A first and second admonition is already spoken of in Titus 3:10, after which a heretic must be expelled. The ancient church was rigorous not only in exclusion but also in readmission, which occurred in four steps (proklausis, akroasis, hypoptōsis, systasis). There were even parties that would not readmit the fallen. One who was placed under church discipline was excluded from office. In later times discipline fell into disuse, especially in the Roman Catholic Church through trafficking in indulgences.

It is almost superfluous to observe that excommunication does not exclude from the scope of the ministry of the Word but only from the ministry of the sacraments. Someone who is excommunicated has accountability toward the Word as much as do pagans and publicans when it is brought to him.

Ecclesiastical and civil dealing with sins do not exclude each other but run parallel. That someone has borne his civil punishment and so is once again right with the civil authority does not vindicate him before the church. It can also occur that in one way or another civil law does not condemn him while there are still reasons to deal with him ecclesiastically. The church need not conform to the opinions of worldly justice. It has its own administration of justice, and is itself responsible to God.


Offices3

8.To exercise the government of the church Christ has instituted offices. “He has given some to be apostles and some to be prophets and some to be evangelists and some to be pastors and teachers” (Eph 4:11). “And God has placed some in the church: first apostles, second prophets, third teachers, after that miracles, after that gifts of healings, helps, governments, various kinds of tongues” (1 Cor 12:28). “Whether prophecy, according to the measure of faith, whether service, in serving, whether the one who teaches, in teaching, whether the one who admonishes, in admonishing, whether the one who distributes, in simplicity, the one who is an advocate, with diligence, the one who shows mercy, with cheerfulness” (Rom 12:6–8). From these passages one should start with the distinction of offices in the New Testament church. They are in part ordinary and in part extraordinary—Calvin (Institutes, 4.1.1 and following) divides them as follows: apostles, prophets, and evangelists are of an extraordinary and temporary kind; pastors and teachers have an ordinary office that is permanent. Teachers have to do with the interpretation of Scripture, pastors with the preaching of the gospel and the administration of the sacraments. Further permanent offices (derived from Rom 12:7 and 1 Cor 12:28) are government (kybernēsis) and care for the poor (antilēmpsis). Government resides with the elders, and care for the poor with the deacons. There are two sorts of deacons, those having to do with good for the poor and those having to do with the persons of the poor.

Apostle (apostolos), from apostollein, properly means “envoy,” “one sent.” It can be used in a general sense (cf. 2 Cor 8:23). Usually, however, it has a quite specific meaning. Jesus designated the twelve whom He chose with this specific name (Luke 6:13), which thus implies the particularity of their office. They were not called apostles as ordinary missionaries (cf. Acts 1:2, 8). Paul certainly did not merely claim the position of an ordinary preacher when he defended and established his apostleship with such emphasis and so frequently.

The apostles are chosen, twelve in number, as representatives of spiritual Israel. Thereby it was meaningfully indicated that the New Testament church rested on the ground of the Old and that it was built upon that ground. They are at the same time stones that, with the prophets, form the foundation (Matt 19:28; Luke 22:30). When one considers the matter from this viewpoint, the election of Matthias (Acts 1:26) cannot be called a mistake or hasty action. Paul did not appear in the place of Judas, but stands outside the circle of the twelve (cf. Rev 21:14). He was the Gentile-apostle, apostolos ethnōn (Rom 11:13), apostolēn … eis ta ethnē (Gal 2:8).

An apostle has an office that not only extends over his lifetime but is valid for the entire earthly dispensation of God’s covenant. Presbyters and deacons in the New Testament are no longer our deacons and presbyters. For us, they are past historical persons. It is otherwise with the apostles; they are our apostles as well as the apostles of the first Christians, sent to us, authoritative for us. There is no knowledge of Christ other than through the word of the apostles. Christ prays for those who will believe in Him through their word. Whoever withdraws himself from the authority of the apostles places himself outside the pale of Christianity. Paul says: my gospel is the only, genuine gospel, and if an angel or whoever else proclaims another gospel to you, let him be cursed.

The marks of an apostle are:

a)That he must have a mission directly from Christ. That is implied in the name. He is not an “envoy” in a general but a specific sense, an envoy directly from Christ. The Gospels say, “Jesus sent out these twelve” (Matt 10:8; 11:1; Mark 6:7; Luke 9:2). One could say then that Matthias could not be an apostle since he was chosen by the church. But the church chose two then, and left the decisive choice to Christ. Paul, too, was directly called by Christ (Gal. 1:1).

b)The apostles had to be witnesses of the life of Christ during His state of humiliation, of His mediatorial work in that state, of His suffering, and above all of His resurrection (John 15:27). “It is necessary then that of the men who accompanied us during all the time in which the Lord Jesus went in and out among us, beginning with the baptism of John to the day in which He was taken up from us, that one of these become with us a witness of his resurrection” (Acts 1:21–22). Hence Paul asks, “Am I not an apostle? Am I not free? Have I not seen Jesus Christ our Lord?” (1 Cor 9:1). And accordingly, his seeing of the Lord on the way to Damascus must have been a real seeing and not merely a leaving of his senses. Elsewhere, then, the apostle also puts it on the same line with a series of other bodily appearances of the Lord (1 Cor 15:8).

c)An apostle spoke and wrote by inspiration. The Lord promised that to His apostles (Matt 10:19; Luke 12:12). The Holy Spirit, whom the Father would send in His name, would teach them all things (John 14:26), lead them into all truth (John 16:13). This promise is fulfilled in Peter (Acts 4:8). Later they could say, “It seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us” (Acts 15:28). “So then whoever rejects this, does not reject man but God, who has given us His Holy Spirit,” Paul says in 1 Thessalonians 4:8. An apostle can certainly sin and make mistakes, but he cannot proclaim false teaching. When by his conduct Peter appeared to teach the obligation of the Gentiles to keep the Jewish law, he acted hypocritically but did not err (Gal 2:13).

d)An apostle possesses the power to work miracles. That too was promised them in their sending, and they made use of it (Acts 3:15–16; Heb 2:3–4).

e)An apostle receives validation from God by the success of his work. Paul, at least, has repeatedly appealed to that for his apostleship, and others have acknowledged it as a verdict of God (Gal 2:8; 1 Cor 9:1–2).

These facts are sufficient to settle the question whether there are still apostles or can be. Episcopalians make the apostolate something transmissible and think they may view their bishops as apostles. But they cannot say that they have seen the Lord, are not inspired, work no miracles, and are not chosen by Christ Himself. Hence they maintain that besides the qualities mentioned above, the apostles had this as well: that they could ordain and govern, and that is passed down to the bishops. Now it is certainly true that the apostles possessed this power. They rule with absolute authority over the churches, appoint elders, deacons, etc. But only they? This is evidently not the case. By virtue of its entirely unique character, their office included all these other things (cf. 1 Tim 4:14 with 2 Tim 1:6).

In recent times, the Irvingites have sought to revive the apostolate. According to them, the gift of tongues has also returned. The return of Christ is about to take place. Hence the name: “Catholic Apostolic Church.” There are prophets, apostles, evangelists, and pastors.

A second office reckoned as extraordinary is that of prophet. Under the Old Testament there were two sorts of prophets: those who stood on the same line with the New Testament apostles, that is, who were infallible proclaimers of the counsel of God, and those who applied and further disseminated the truth proclaimed by the former. In the New Testament, prophets appear along with the apostles (Eph 3:5; 2:20; 4:11; 1 Tim 1:18; 4:14; 1 Cor 14:3; 13:8; Rev 11:6). From these passages, it appears that in the apostolic era the gift to speak for the edification of the congregation was developed in an extraordinary way, that through the Spirit mysteries were revealed, future things sometimes foretold (Acts 13:1–2; 11:28). To that extent, this prophetic office was temporary and extraordinary. In the broader sense of “speaking for edification,” it is permanent and was also in use in old Reformed churches.

A third office is that of evangelists. This designation is easily misunderstood. Biblical evangelists were essentially distinguished from ours. They are connected with the apostles. They were their associates, traveling companions, fellow workers. Philip, Timothy, Titus, Mark, Silas belonged to this group. The seventy disciples whom the Lord sent out are also to be noted here. Their work consisted in preaching and baptizing. To that extent they corresponded to ordinary pastors, except that these served in a set place. But at the same time, they appear to have had special power. Titus appointed elders (Titus 1:5) and exercised discipline (3:10). Timothy laid on hands (1 Tim 5:22). From all this it appears that there was something extraordinary in the office of evangelist. Jerome already said, “Every apostle was an evangelist, not every evangelist an apostle.” The popular notion that an evangelist stands a little lower than a pastor is, in any case, unbiblical. If this office of evangelist can still exist, there is much more reason to place them higher (cf. also “helps,” 1 Cor 12:28).

We come now to the ordinary offices. Here different questions must be discussed: (a) The relationship in which the offices of elder (presbyter) and bishop or overseer (episkopos) stand to each other, and whether this is one and the same office. (b) The relationship in which the office of pastor (poimēn) stands to the two mentioned in (a); that is, whether within the eldership there is a distinction between those who are pastors and those who are not pastors. (c) The question concerning the office of teacher and whether this was a particular office, distinct from the office of pastor. (d) The question concerning the office of deacons and deaconesses. (e) The question concerning calling to the offices and the way in which one is invested with office.

a)The relationship between the episcopate and the presbyterate. Advocates of the episcopal system say that the two offices of bishop and presbyter are different. Bishops are higher than presbyters. They have the power to ordain and to govern the presbyters. The latter cannot ordain each other. Some go much further, as we saw, and make bishops successors of the apostles.

In antithesis, we posit the thesis: bishop and presbyter, overseer and elder wholly indicate the same office. An overseer is an elder and an elder is an overseer. If there was a distinction in the eldership and in the overseership, this had nothing to do with the double name. One called the two kinds of elders that there were both overseers and presbyters. It is reported of Paul (Acts 20:17) that he summoned the elders of the church of Ephesus and then addressed them as overseers (20:28). In Philippians 1:1 overseers appear next to deacons, as in other places elders are next to deacons (cf. also 1 Tim 3:2 with 3:8); “that you should appoint elders from city to city” (Titus 1:5) and “for an overseer must be above reproach” (1:7). Consequently, nothing is clearer than the identity of these two offices. The only difference lies in these two points: elder (presbyter) is a Jewish term derived from the synagogue, which was also administered by the eldest men; overseer (episkopos) is a Greek term. Elder refers to the dignity of the office, overseer its work.

b)The second of the questions above concerns the distinction within the eldership itself. Were there two kinds of elders? It appears from 1 Timothy 4:14 that in one and the same church there was a plurality of elders, and that they formed a closed whole, a college, “presbytery,” “eldership.” From 1 Timothy 5:17 it appears further that there were elders who worked in the Word and teaching, and so also elders who were not occupied with such work. The distinction between teaching elders and ruling elders rests on that.

We will now have to think about the matter as follows. Originally all the emphasis with the eldership fell on ruling, maintaining oversight. The reason for that was that the extraordinary office of prophecy and the extraordinary charismata (charismata), in general, as well as the continuing presence of the apostles and evangelists made the need for an ordained office of teacher less visible. Elders could all teach and speak the Word, but there were many besides them who also taught and prophesied in the congregation. Later, when extraordinary gifts had already waned, there arose of itself the need for a regulated office of teacher. In the Pastoral Epistles of Paul this already appears as an established structure. Still, it seems to us that one derives too much from the data if one argues that all the elders were not free to be active in teaching in the congregation. Only this follows with certainty: there were a number of elders who had the specific duty to teach. The others may have had the freedom; they did not have the duty. Hereby, in fact, the Reformed distinction between two kinds of elders is legitimized in principle.

Some difference prevails concerning the office of ruling elders. According to one theory, they must be viewed as representatives of the people. The church is then governed by two sorts of office-bearers: (a) ministers of the Word, who are clergy; (b) ruling elders, who are laity. Both have identical rights in all ecclesiastical bodies to which they are delegated. But the elders who only rule bring along these rights from the people whom they represent; teaching elders have those rights, as it were, in themselves. From that it follows that the latter also continue to possess them in ecclesiastical assemblies when they do not represent a church council or congregation. A teaching elder without ministry nonetheless has a vote in assemblies. The Presbyterian Church of the United States says in its “Form of Government”: “The ordinary and permanent office-bearers in the church are overseers or pastors; the representatives of the people are commonly called ruling elders and deacons.” And again: “Ruling elders are properly the representatives of the people and are chosen by the people to exercise government and discipline in connection with the pastors and ministers of the Word” (ch. III, 2, and ch. V).4

There are substantial objections to this view:

1.It could be inferred from it that the congregation that chooses these representatives can give them a specific mandate—now broader, then less broad—all according as it chooses. Strictly speaking, one can give instruction to a representative and say: you must act so. Now, it is clear that in this sense ruling elders are not representatives of the people. They have received an office from Christ; the Holy Spirit has appointed them as overseers of the flock; they are not accountable to their constituents but to God and His Word.

2.It cannot be proven that the New Testament makes such a distinction with respect to the power of the teaching and ruling elders. They apparently form one institution, bear the same names (bishop, elder), and it is completely impossible to explain this if there is such a profound difference as this theory presupposes. Some of its advocates (Charles Hodge, among others) would then retain the term presbyter in a specific sense for ruling elders—completely without support, in our thinking. If anything is clear, then it is this: that in 1 Timothy 5:17 both kinds of elders are specifically called presbyter.

3.It is certainly true that power is given by Christ to the church as a whole, but this must be understood in the sense described above and not as if it is transferred democratically from the congregation to the elders, who govern. Elders have their power to rule from Christ as they belong to the organism of the congregation.

4.That elders are chosen by the congregation does not mean that they are representatives of the congregation. It is well established that even in electing an apostle the congregation is consulted for its choice. No one would infer from this that an apostle represents the congregation. And the congregation likewise takes part in the election of a teaching elder. Conversely, it would seem, sometimes the apostles also appointed both ruling and teaching elders directly or had them appointed by their evangelists. If the office of ruling elder were in its essence an office of representation of the congregation, then one must say: a ruling elder chosen by an apostle is a contradictory notion. But the matter becomes completely otherwise if one abandons this idea of representation. Then it becomes clear how there are two ways along which Christ chooses office-bearers, both to rule and to teach—namely, sometimes directly by His apostles, sometimes by the choice of the congregation.

Nevertheless, there is some truth in this theory. It has already been noted above that a ruling elder can only serve in the particular congregation that chose him. He cannot function in another congregation. But a minister of the Word can certainly do that. This, however, does not prove that ruling elders get their authority from the congregation. That simply follows from the limitation on their work. Ministers of the Word have a general or a limited mission. But they too, for example, can be delegated by a classis to a broader assembly.

While a ruling elder does not have the rights and duties of a teaching elder, in antithesis a teaching elder certainly has the rights and duties of a ruling elder. Those who teach likewise govern, but not the reverse. The installation formula for ruling elders specifies their activities as follows: (1) having oversight of the congregation; (2) to be helpful to the ministers of the Word in exercising the governing power of the church (see above); (3) having oversight of the doctrine and conduct of the ministers of the Word.

On the other hand, teaching elders have: (1) the ministry of the Word; (2) the accompanying administration of the sacraments; (3) the public invocation of the name of God on behalf of the entire congregation; (4) the exercise of governing power; (5) oversight and discipline of the congregation.

Is there a particular term that is standard for teaching elders in Scripture? For that some have wanted to take the term “shepherds” (poimenes). From that come our “pastors,” which is no longer applied to ruling elders. But Scripture does not make this distinction. In Ephesians 4:11, the “pastors” are put next to the “teachers,” and by the former are apparently to be understood “elders,” “overseers,” without further specification or division. In Acts 20:28, again, it is said of all the presbyters that they are appointed as overseers to shepherd (poimainein) the congregation of God. Also, that concept includes a twofold shepherding: (a) feeding; (b) leading or ruling. In all its dimensions, it is therefore only applicable to teaching elders, and to that extent one has a certain right to call them “pastors” preeminently, as those alone in whom the concept of “pastor” is realized in full. On the other hand, there is another term for overseers and elders that then lets more emphasis fall on the ruling element alone, namely, “upholder” (proistamenos, proestōs, from proistanai, Rom 12:8; 1 Tim 5:17); see also “administrations” (kybernēseis, 1 Cor 12:28).

c)The third question concerns the office of teacher. “Teachers” are spoken of in more than one place in the New Testament. Ephesians 4:11 has poimenas kai didaskalous, [“pastors and teachers”]. Is that one concept, one office, characterized from two sides? Calvin (Institutes, 4.1.5; 4.3.4) separates the two. “Teachers” (doctores) have only to do with the interpretation of Scripture, in order that the pure, biblical truth endures; “pastors” have to do with the preaching of the gospel and the administration of the sacraments and discipline. In a similarly but less decisive vein is his Commentary on Ephesians, on 4:11. It is best explained (according to Calvin): pastors are at the same time teachers, but, conversely, to be a teacher one need not at the same time be a pastor. Most Reformed theologians follow Calvin and speak of a specific doctorate (cf., e.g., Maastricht, [Theoretico-practica theologia] 2.7.20). But there is no proof that something like that existed in the New Testament as a regular office. One could rather identify the teachers who appear there with catechetical instructors. If one would view professorship as a separate ecclesiastical office, one can infer that from the general concept of a teaching office. The Church Order of Dort also speaks of doctors or professors in theology (article 18). They, however, are not appointed by the church. In any case, the scientific degrees granted by the universities may not be confused with ecclesiastical offices. An ecclesiastical office must be granted by the church. The question here simply comes down to this: Is this teaching office that the church confers on some a particular alteration of that of the minister of the Word, or is it a new office that someone can occupy without being a minister of the Word? So far the church has not given a clear answer.

d)In the fourth place, deacons and deaconesses should be spoken of. Diakones (from diakonein) is in general a “servant.” It can be said of all office-bearers in the church that they are servants. Paul calls himself a “deacon” [diakonos] (Col 1:25). The government is God’s minister (Rom 13:4; cf. 2 Cor 3:6). But “deacon” also appears in a narrower sense along with the office of “elder,” “with the overseers and deacons” (Phil 1:1; cf. 1 Tim 3:8, 12). Mention is made of a woman as a deaconess, “Phoebe, a deaconess of the church at Cenchreae” (Rom 16:1; according to some, 1 Tim 3:11 as well).

In Acts 6, one finds the establishment of the office of deacons. There are, however, not a few who dispute that.

1.According to some, in Acts 6 we do not have the origin of the diaconate but of the presbytery [body of elders]. One gathers that from the fact that according to Acts 11:30 the congregation in Antioch sent aid to Jerusalem, which was handed over not to deacons but to elders. If there had been deacons, it is said, these must have received it. So judge Lange, Lechler, and others. But this conclusion is hasty. It was no more than natural that representatives from a different congregation approached the elders as the leaders of the congregation, not the deacons. It is also said that if this is not the institution of the office of presbyter, where then is this to be found? But we can just as well ask, vice versa: if the diaconate is not instituted here, then where?

2.Others say that what is first instituted in Jerusalem according to Acts 6 was a mixed entity that united in itself the functions of both eldership and deaconate. This too is not plausible. It is not said there that the men who were chosen must do the work of a presbyter. They must serve tables.

3.According a few (Vitringa), we have to do here with an extraordinary, temporary office that may not be confused with our diaconate. But there is also no proof for this. It is difficult to see where that great difference would have consisted between these and later deacons.

We have Acts 6 for the institution of the ordinary diaconate throughout history. It arose through the pressure of circumstances. The apostles could not “serve tables,” that is, not busy themselves with the distribution of foodstuffs, when their principal work of the ministry of the Word of God and prayer had to suffer by doing that. Hence the designation “deacon, “serving,” had the specific meaning of “serving table” (John 2:5, 9). The office is designated according to what had first been given it, the ministry of tables. From Romans 12:8 and 1 Corinthians 12:28, Calvin inferred that there were two kinds of deacons.

e)Finally, the question must be discussed how these offices were continued in the church after they had once been instituted. Accordingly, this is an inquiry concerning the calling of office-bearers in the church. All authority of office comes from Christ. But Christ does not speak from heaven and does not appoint directly the persons by whom He would be served in His church. Provision, therefore, must be made by external means to make this appointment in a fair and orderly manner. The church must have grounds for believing of its servants that God calls them. Calling is to be viewed not as an absolute transfer of power but as an appointment of those who will exercise power. They are distinguished in differing ways:

1.Into an external and an internal call. In the latter, God works through His word and through His Spirit directly on the heart of the individual person to give rise in him, more or less strongly, the conviction that he is intended for official service in the church. Paul speaks of that in 1 Timothy 3:1: “If someone aspires to the office of overseer, he desires an excellent work.” To that desire belongs a consciousness that one is impelled to the office not by fleshly ambition or greed but by love for God and zeal to build the church; further, with the conviction that the gifts necessary for occupying the office and the exercise of its ministry are not completely lacking; finally, that by providence the paths are also opened and paved for us to reach our goal by external calling. Where these things are present, one ought not to expect something additional and extraordinary.

Christ has made external calling to reside with the congregation. Here, too, we come into conflict with Rome. According to Rome, it resides with the bishops as far as the lower clergy is concerned, with the Pope for the bishops. We say that the church normally has the power of calling exercised by its already-installed ministers, by presbyters, both teaching and ruling, but that this is not at all absolutely necessary, so that if the circumstances demand, a church should not call a teaching elder directly as it normally calls ruling elders. One may imagine that a number of believers suffer shipwreck during a storm and land on an isolated island in the midst of barbarians, and that they have to remain there without communication with Christian churches in Christian lands. Have those Christians the right to call from among themselves a teacher to administer the Word and sacraments? To that all Reformed theologians answer affirmatively. We surely say that no one may arrogate an office to himself without a call. Still, the calling of the church is sufficient, and that of the ministers of the church is not absolutely necessary. That Rome answers differently is connected with the distinctive understanding it ascribes to calling and ordination. For Rome, this is a sacrament (sacramentum ordinis). The common folk of the laity cannot administer the sacrament. Further, a sacrament impresses with a character indelebilis, “an imperishable character.” Something granted in this way can only be ascribed to the bishops.

Our arguments are: the power of the keys is given by Christ to His entire church (Matt 18:17). The church is also sent by Christ into the world in such a way that it bears in itself the fullness of power necessary to discharge its calling. It must be able, if necessary, to call its ministers if it would be and remain a true church. The ministry of office-bearers may not be a stumbling block that drags the church down on its way and that impedes it in its movement, but must be an instrument and means through which it reaches its goals—naturally not a purely human means but one commanded and approved by God. It is not a legitimate or illegitimate office that makes a true church, but the reverse. Paul appeals to the congregation, “Whether Paul, whether Apollos, whether Cephas …; all are yours” (1 Cor 3:22). Thus, there is order in the congregation prior to office, even though temporally they both have existed side by side. The church abides eternally; office ceases when the militant church ceases to exist (1 Cor 4:5). The congregation must expect false teachers and distinguish between false and true teachers (Matt 7:15; John 10:14, 27; 1 John 4:1; Gal 1:8).

The practice of the apostles also teaches us this. If with anyone, then with them the right resided to appoint office-bearers directly in the congregation. They have apparently also made use of that right. But still by no means always, as one would have to expect according to the Roman Catholic view. It has already been noted that the congregation at Jerusalem was consulted even for the choice of an apostle (Acts 1:23). In Acts 6, the entire assembly of believers again chooses the seven men who were intended by God for the diaconate. How the presbyters in the Jerusalem congregation were appointed is not mentioned. They appear for the first time as something known (Acts 11:30). In Acts 14:23 we read, “And when they had chosen elders for them in each congregation, with the raising of hands, having prayed and with fasting,” etc. (cheirotonēsantes de autois katʼ ekklēsian presbyterous). Two things are apparent from this: on the one hand that the congregations had existed for a time without having chosen presbyters. It was only on their return trip that Paul and Barnabas did what is recorded here. We will therefore have to assume that with their initial visit, on their outward-bound journey, they will have entrusted leadership of the nascent congregations to a few persons. But now with their return, where the congregations were sufficiently mature for such a choice, they must themselves designate their presbyters. For the power of choosing with “the raising of hands,” one may compare 2 Corinthians 8:19. It indicates a choice that took place freely, by which each of those choosing raised his hands. Raising hands does not intend to say laying on of hands, as the Roman Catholics hold—namely, for ordination. Another word is used for that, on which below (cf. Acts 15:22, 25). Even of Timothy it is said that a gift has come to him through the laying on of hands of the eldership. It is possible that Titus 1:5 may speak of the placing of elders by Titus as an evangelist, but it may also be that we must explain this as analogous with Acts 14:23.

All this is very clear for ruling elders. There the individual congregation calls externally, but for teaching elders or ministers of the Word one must differentiate somewhat further. A teaching elder must satisfy certain requirements. An examination must take place whether he possesses those requirements. By the nature of the case, that is difficult for the presbyters of a single congregation. That was different in the apostolic era. Then there were extraordinary charismata and the weight of office rested less on individual persons. There was also a gift of the distinguishing of spirits. Now that conditions have become ordinary, recourse must also be taken to ordinary expedients.

With that there is still another consideration. A minister of the Word is minister not only for a single church, but can be called by all churches, can speak with authority and administer the sacraments anywhere. Thus where his office is more general, the nature of the case also demands that examination by the aggregate of churches will initiate his calling, or at least a part thereof. Thus it occurs that not a single presbytery but an assemblage of them (classes or presbyteries) institutes an examination, grants freedom to the examinee to preach in public, proposes him as eligible for a call. In the distant past it was the custom first to institute an examination after the candidate was called in the congregation, thus immediately prior to his ordination. The classis did this. Later, this inquiry was divided in two. First came the examination after someone had left school, by which he received the right to preach in the congregations. Then, after a call was extended by the congregation, came a final examination, upon which ordination followed. The examination that granted someone access to the ministry of the Word resided in any case with the classis and not with the school where he was educated. Conditions are now markedly changed. Earlier the schools did not stand in that direct connection with the church in which the theological schools of the free church stand toward it. Accordingly, the church is represented in the school. The church looks into the examinations at the school. Still, along with that the peremptory examination remains, so that we now have twice what naturally should only be once. If the church believes that it may not take the examination out of the hands of its ordinary assemblies, then these assemblies must properly examine in everything. The right admitting to preaching in the congregation must reside with them. In any case, there is much to be said that the latter should not depend on the faculty of the school but on the classes or the curators. That is good old-Reformed practice.

The proper call is the call of a congregation, that is, of a local church. Prior or subsequent examination also belongs there, but the crux of the matter is still the choice of the congregation, by which it desires someone as its minister. See the Church Order of Dort, article 4 and article 7, in which the latter article says: “No one shall be called to the ministry of the Word without placing him in a specific location, unless he is sent to preach here and there within the Church under the Cross or otherwise to gather churches.” In ordinary circumstances, where one does not have to do with mission work, the work of the local church in the external calling of ministers is therefore essential. It does that with the prior knowledge of the classis, but still does it itself. It can do it through its governance (church council and deacons) when that appears advisable to it, without the whole congregation itself voting. But even then the congregation has a silent voice in the matter, for the final confirmation may not take place unless the name of the minister is first announced in the church for fourteen days (cf. Church Order of Dort, article 4). Ordinarily, however, already at the outset the entire church is also consulted in the choice and the call.

Most old theologians also ascribe to the civil government a right to involve itself in the call. Voetius disputes this as a principial right. For most, however, such a notion of the connection between church and state reigns that they acknowledge the right of the government without scruple (cf. the Church Order of Dort).

2.Calling is also distinguished as ordinary and extraordinary. Ordinary is the calling of priests under the old covenant, that of pastors under the new. Extraordinary was the calling of prophets under the old dispensation, that of apostles under the new.

3.External calling may be distinguished as immediate and a mediate. Prophets and apostles were called immediately (Gal 1:12–22). God calls ordinary ministers of the church mediately. Immediately calling can be absolutely immediate (e.g., for Moses and John the Baptist) or relatively immediate (e.g., for Elisha, who was called by Elijah at the command of God).

A heated polemic was conducted by the Roman Catholics against the validity of the call of Protestants. Rome says: In part, the first pastors at the time of the Reformation never had a legitimate call; in part, they lost it when they exited from the Catholic Church and became apostate. The answer to that is that by their struggle against Rome and by leaving the Church, the Reformers who had been office-bearers in the Catholic Church—for example, bishops—have only done what accompanies their office according to God’s Word; that they, however, by faithful fulfillment of the obligations of their office could not lose their office but remained legitimate ministers of the church. It is noteworthy that they did not maintain that Rome’s call was no longer a legitimate call. Apparently, they deemed the continuation of the obligations of office to be compatible with the deeply debased condition of the Church and its hierarchy. Turretin, for example, writes: “Here again two kinds of call must be distinguished. First, one that on account of its particular institution is false, in every way illegitimate insofar as it serves entirely the propagation of godlessness and idolatry. Then, a call that in its institution is holy and right, but is corrupted and perverted by the abuse of men and is directed by them to the propagation of error. The first must be absolutely rejected because there is nothing good in it. But the second is to be improved and purified so that after the removal of error and corruption introduced by men, only the institution and use of Christ remain, according to the intention of God. Such (namely, like the second), now, is the call of presbyters and bishops in the Roman church” (Institutes, XVIII, 25, 8). When Roman Catholics say: but that was dishonest, for you were certainly not ordained and have not let yourself be ordained with the intention that you would oppose the church that ordained you and do injury to it, then one responds: one must first heed the command of Christ, for He is the one who calls and ordains in His church. The finis primarius (“the supreme purpose”) in every calling is the purpose of God. Only in the second place does the intention of the calling instruments come into consideration.

From this reasoning, however, the old theologians did not intend to infer that Rome was a true church. Certainly, where the true church is, there is legitimate calling; but not the reverse: where legitimate calling is, there is the true church. With this matter, one says, it is like baptism, which can also be legitimate in a heretical church. Augustine: “It matters little whether the water is conducted through a stone channel or a silver pipe.”

For other cases, namely, where ministers of the Word did not bring their call with the from Rome but set to work themselves, one appealed to the office of believers in connection with the fact that a reformation of any kind could not be expected from the rulers of the church. As long as the ministry of the Word in a church is pure or gives hope for reformation, it must be purified in order to call and ordain new ministers, and in ordinary conditions it is not permissible to make ministers of the Word outside the body of teaching elders. But in extraordinary circumstances it is different. There must be a ministry of the Word; that is a necessitas salutis, “something that is necessary for salvation.” But that already serving presbyters shall participate in calling is a necessitatis ordinis, “a necessity of order.” The former takes priority over the latter.

Ordination, of course, must be distinguished from calling. When a minister of the Word is ordained, he must be called beforehand and the question proposed to him whether he believes himself to be called by God’s congregation and therefore by God Himself. Thus ordination appears as the validation and public declaration of the call. For ordination in the apostolic church the laying on of hands was practiced (epitheseōs tōn cheirōn, 1 Tim 4:14). Laying on of hands was an ancient ceremony. The Lord Himself sometimes laid on hands to heal and to bless. The apostles also did so to devote to a certain task in the service of the church. After the congregation had chosen deacons, they were placed before the apostles and they laid hands on them (Acts 6:6). Ananias laid hands on Paul (Acts 9:17). In Antioch, where Paul and Silas were sent on their first missionary journey, the prophets and teachers laid hands on them (Acts 13:3). In this case, as with the ordination of deacons, prayer or fasting and prayer preceded. Laying on of hands was also used to communicate the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:17; 19:6). The body of elders laid hands on Timothy (1 Tim 4:14). Thus New Testament laying on of hands was evidently of two kinds—namely, extraordinary and an ordinary. By the former something special is communicated; the latter was a solemn and public setting apart for an ecclesiastical office. Rome lost sight of this distinction and invested the laying on of hands with a sacramental character. With us, too, the laying on of hands is used in the ordination of pastors and missionary-teachers. A more than symbolic significance cannot be attributed to this. It belongs to the non-essential parts of introduction into office. Accordingly, the question of who is permitted to take part in this laying on of hands is also of secondary importance. In the New Testament, the whole body of elders took part. But, as we have seen, in this first period the offices of ruling and teaching elders were not sharply separated. Thus one can not necessarily conclude: according to Scripture all elders can participate in the laying on of hands.

Once the presbyters divided in two, it appears in every way proper that the laying on of hands took place by those who serve in the same work as the minister to be ordained will be occupied. Accordingly, ministers of the Word lay on hands at the ordination of a minister of the Word. Hands are not laid on elders, although according to Acts 6 it even occurred with deacons, namely, by the apostles.

According to Hodge, in the Presbyterian Church it is not permissible for ruling elders to take part in the laying on of hands at the ordination of a teacher (Church Polity, pp. 288ff.).

Up to this point, only the government and the offices of the individual church established in a particular place have been discussed. The Bible does not contain a worked-out church order concerning the mutual relationship of local congregations. It was said above that the unity of the visible church was embodied in the apostolate. But this is not to be understood as if the apostles had formed a college that could rule over the churches either by its full number or by majority. Every apostle had apostolic power personally, even apart from the others. Paul, chosen as an apostle, did not consult with flesh and blood, that is, with the other apostles, but felt himself called independently by God. But at the same time it remains true that whoever resists the apostles or an apostle excludes himself from the church.

But even apart from that fact, there is sufficient evidence that the New Testament does not portray for us independent churches. There was a lively interaction among the differing congregations. There was a certain unity that was felt as binding, even in external things. The Christians at Jerusalem felt in solidarity with those at Antioch, and vice versa. In particular, that bond had to be felt between the Jewish-Christian congregations. They all looked to Jerusalem in Palestine. Paul knew a still-higher Jerusalem, the Jerusalem that is above, mother of us all (Gal 4:26). Also between congregations from the Gentiles and those from the Jews real fellowship was maintained through collections and in other respects. In his congregations, Paul continually emphasized that they may not stand alone and may not act arbitrarily. “But if someone appears to be contentious, we do not have such a custom, nor does the congregation of God” (1 Cor 11:16). And in 1 Corinthians 14:36 he asks very sharply, “Has the word of God come from you? Or has it come to you alone?” That is, you must hold to the things that are generally in use with all Christians. From Acts 15 it appears that matters of common concern may and must be deliberated on communally. Present were the apostles, elders, and the congregation at Jerusalem; Paul, Barnabas, and a few others from Antioch. It may not be concluded from verse 6 that it was a separate gathering of apostles and elders; the church was present, as is sufficiently clear from verses 12, 22 and 25. Together they chose the representatives who would deliver the decrees. In Acts 15 we have in principle the example of a classical or synodical meeting, but in a special form. The participation of the congregation in the voting may not be transferred to the present. Also present there were infallible apostles, who now are no longer. One may note, however, that the decision is not merely a matter of giving advice but has binding validity. Gentile Christians must conform to it. This is contrary the system of Independents (cf. vv. 28–29).

The mutual government of the churches rests on the autonomy of the congregation. That is, each individual church is a complete church that, if the need demands it, can do everything that belongs to the essence of the church. And when the churches gather, such gatherings are not higher but larger assemblies. The churches gather as equally entitled. This principle also carries with it that the rights and power of the larger assemblies are not unlimited. They cannot proceed to rule over individual congregations or members by setting aside church councils. If the classis and synod would wish to proceed without more ado to order things that belong to the internal governance of each congregation, the church council should not put up with that. When the individual churches take up correspondence with each other and enter into connection, mutual rights are defined. The church order serves that end. This order at the same time says not only what the churches have to hold themselves to mutually by virtue of their alliance but also guarantees the rights of the congregation that may not be infringed by the churches jointly. The idea that a classis or synod could impose anything on a congregation is completely un-Reformed and of Roman Catholic origin.

But the matter also has a reverse side. If the church order is a kind of constitution that guarantees the freedoms and privileges of the congregation, then, on the other hand, it is no less a valid norm to whose maintenance one has solemnly bound oneself. Things that appear in it and that are not left to the consent of individuals are things in which all have interest. The organism of the church is so interrelated that the one member shares the fate of the other. The States of the Union have their freedoms and rights as states, but from this autonomy of the state it may never be concluded that the Constitution of the United States does not need to be obeyed. There is autonomy in principle, but not autonomy that in its scope extends to every point. If by its own hand the State of New York proceeded to create money and to maintain its own rate of currency, it would soon turn out that the central power would have to intervene; otherwise the financial system of the other states would be jeopardized. It is so, too, mutatis mutandis, in the churches of God. Autonomy and strict compliance with mutual alliances do not exclude each other, but go together.

The object of the deliberations of the larger assemblies (classis, synod) is:

a)What all churches have in common. This is absolutely left to the larger assemblies, since the smaller ones naturally cannot undertake it.

b)What belongs specifically to individual churches. Naturally, this can only be taken up by the churches jointly in particular instances, namely: (a) in case of inadequacy, when the local church is unable to discharge its own affairs; (b) in case of irregular or illegitimate conduct, as when a disease that is spreading must be counteracted by all in contact with it; (c) in case of appeal, when one or another party believes itself to be wronged by the smaller assembly (So Voetius, III. I. 4).




PART 2

The Means of Grace




3. Word and Sacraments

1. In how many senses can one speak of grace?

In three senses:

a)As an attribute of God. Then in a broader sense grace is unmerited favor and in a more specific sense, that favor toward sinners. This grace has no means by which it is induced or brought about. It chooses and creates its own means. The entire plan of salvation, not excluding the Mediator, is a fruit of this grace.

b)As an objective gift in Christ. In Him as the exalted Mediator is found the basis of all manifestations of favor granted to the sinner. From His fullness we have all received grace for grace [John 1:16]. The means by which this grace was obtained and brought about are found in the satisfaction of the Savior.

c)As a subjective action in us. Everything that happens in us or to us as the outworking of the attribute of God and the gift of grace in Christ is called grace in the specific sense of the word. And this third grace is in view when we speak of the means of grace. There are certain instruments by which God wills for us to come to know and to apply His favor residing in Christ. These are means connected with the communication of grace. Grace is hereby taken in its widest sense, so that it is not limited to effectual, seeking, or regenerating grace, but includes everything that happens subjectively in or below our consciousness.

2. What follows when we understand the word “grace” in the expression “means of grace” in this way?

A certain indefiniteness that makes it difficult for us at a first glance to delineate sharply the concept of the means of grace. Everything that God uses as a means in order to show me any unmerited favor and by which He acts for my good then becomes a means of grace. There is common grace and special grace. But what serves for receiving and granting the former must also count as a means of grace. What occurs in the sphere of God’s providence cannot be excluded. Through the particular circumstances of life, God can act on me, and it is grace from Him when He does this. However, one senses that we cannot let the expression depend on this indefinite sense. The concept, taken so generally, would lose its theological significance for us.

3. In what way can one place some limits on this generalization?

a)By showing that many of these things that one would like to call means of grace, in the widest sense, are not such in an independent way and by virtue of their own content, but only through the connection into which they are brought with instrumentalities that are the proper means of grace. One or another experience that I have in my life can certainly be used by God to strengthen the life of grace in me, but it could not do this by itself. It does this only because it brings me anew into contact with the Word of God and has as its consequence a new application of that Word to my life. It is therefore not a means of grace in the proper sense.

b)By saying that not every connection with preparatory grace or with common grace makes something a means of grace, but only the specific connection with the regenerating, effectual, converting, justifying, sanctifying grace of God. Said more succinctly: its connection with the beginning and the continuation of special grace. If something is not connected with that in one way or another, it may not be called a means of grace.

c)By saying that something must be linked with the gracious working of God not just incidentally on a single occasion but that it must be the regular, ordained means that accompanies that working. The means of grace are constant, not exceptional.

If we accept these three conditions, then it appears that they only apply to the Word of God and the sacraments. These two are the only means of grace in the narrower sense.

4. Is the concept “means of grace” (media gratiae), so understood, valued equally by all?

No, varying value is attributed to it. There are those who deny all ordered working of grace, who compare it to the blowing of the wind, in which man can discover neither a law nor a norm. Grace is then tied to nothing—neither to the church nor to office, neither to Word nor to sacrament. It comes and it goes, just as God wills it (mystics).

Others go less far but will not acknowledge an organic connection between inward grace and outward means. The former works, according to them, not unrestrained and arbitrarily but nonetheless completely controlled by its own secret law, as life that spreads and proliferates in a certain sphere (the Ethical theologians).

Still others will have grace bound completely to the means, and then in different ways. In the first place, one can identify it with the natural significance of the means. The Word of God then works, for example, through its reasonable, moral content, convincing and admonishing (Rationalists). One can also let it flow into the outward means in a supernatural way, so that they actually cease being natural means but change into something higher, so that, for example, in the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper bread and wine become flesh and blood, or the water of baptism washes away sin ex opere operato, “through the worked work” (Roman Catholics). Finally, one can bind grace completely to its means in a secret manner, so that it does remain distinguished from these means but still occurs nowhere separated from them (Lutherans).

The Reformed doctrine of the means of grace may never be confused with any of these views.

5. Where does the difference between us and the Ethical theologians lie?

In this: that the order and regularity that God follows in the working of grace is not a mystical inward one, set for it by a life process, but an objective, outward one, determined by the ministry of God’s covenant according to Scripture.

6. Where does the difference between us and the mystics lie?

In this: that we do not acknowledge any working of God’s grace other than in the orbit where the Word of God from Scripture is present. God works sovereignly, but not in a disorderly or arbitrary manner. In general, He has circumscribed the working of grace by the means of grace.

7. Where does the difference between us and the Rationalists lie?

In this: that according to us grace makes use of the means, and is served by them, but is not identical with the means. When under the preaching of God’s Word sinners are regenerated, then it is still something other than the convicting moral power of the Word that causes the change in them from death to life. The working of grace as the action of God and the means of grace are things that accompany each other organically, but nevertheless in no sense coincide.

8. What is the difference between Rome and us on this point?

a)When we say that the means of grace are ordained by God in order to keep us in union with Christ in an objective way, and so to cause grace to flow to us from Him objectively, then it is immediately apparent of how great importance it is not to place something else in back of the means of grace that intervenes between them and Christ. Rome does exactly that. Behind the means of grace, between these and Christ, stands the Catholic Church. That is why it always speaks of “the means of grace of the Holy Church.” Grace is deposited in it; therefore it has the means of grace at its disposal.

b)From this first difference flows a second. One can easily see that the Word of God does not lend itself easily to the Roman Catholic concept of a means of grace. A means of grace, as Rome conceives it, must be, strictly speaking, a thing, a work, an action, not a thought, a word that brings God’s thoughts to our souls. Only the sacraments really fit in this system. They are means of grace as Rome requires them to be. The Word has something general, something unofficial, something extra-ecclesiastical about it that Rome does not know what to do with. The result of this is that for Rome it must recede into the background. For Rome the Word is not honored half as much as it is for the church of the Reformation. If the latter is the church of the Word, Rome is the church of the sacrament. Not as if Rome in theory would deny the value and the significance of the Word, but in practice it comes down to that denial. The worship of a Roman Catholic constantly gravitates to the sacrament.

c)This is not all. The Word thus forced into the background cannot remain what it is and ought to be for Rome. It is externalized. The gospel is changed into a law. Faith, as was seen earlier, becomes historical faith instead of saving faith. And Word and faith, both, no longer bring real grace; they belong to the preparatory stage. Grace in the specific sense first begins where a person receives his first sacrament from the hands of the Church. However much happened to him previously, he cannot have received grace before or apart from the sacrament; he has remained without grace. With us, precisely the reverse occurs. The Word is the beginning, middle, and end. If necessary, we can think of Word as a means of grace without sacrament, but it is impossible to think of sacrament as a means of grace without Word. The sacraments depend on Scripture, and the truth of Scripture speaks in and through them.

9. What is the difference between the Lutherans and us?

Initially, Luther stood where Calvin stood. Later, in reaction to a fanatical trend, he took a step back toward Rome and taught something about the Word similar to what Rome taught about the sacraments. The Holy Spirit has become incarnate—flesh, as it were—in Scripture. Since Scripture has come into existence, the power of the Holy Spirit resides only in Scripture. Even when that Word of Scripture is not spoken, not preached, not read, it still has the power of the Spirit in it. As the power of procreation is in a seed, the power of sight in the eye, so the power of conversion is in the Word. In the controversy with Rathmann (1612–1628), who challenged these conceptions, the Lutheran view was developed in all pointedness. Rathmann said that it meant dishonor for Christ and the Holy Spirit to so interpose something between Him and man. It may not be denied that in this he was right. The theologians on the other side went so far as to maintain that the Word is God, a “piece of God” (verbum Dei esse aliquid Dei), “an outflow of God.” We have to do here with a divinization of Scripture, a communication of divine attributes to Scripture, as it were. It began to be asked whether Scripture could still be called a creature.

Connected with this great significance ascribed by the Lutherans to the Word as Word is the fact that they had a separate locus in their dogmatics for “the Word of God,” that is, not only at the beginning, where the Word of God must be discussed as the source of knowledge of theology, but immediately before the doctrine of the sacraments. The Reformed, of course, also discussed the Word of God at the beginning, but generally did not have a separate treatment of the Word insofar as it is a means of grace. From the doctrine of the church they generally went on to the doctrine of the sacraments. This was something of a lacuna. One may not overlook, however, that the two parts of which God’s Word consists, law and gospel, also had to be discussed elsewhere. The law, then, is the requirement within the covenant of works, and the gospel has its place within the covenant of grace. It appeared therefore less necessary to dedicate a special discussion to the unity of these two as the Word of God. Lutheran dogmatics was not covenant theology, as was Reformed dogmatics. Hence the difference.

See the Heidelberg Catechism, answer 65: “From the Holy Spirit, who works faith in our hearts by the preaching of the gospel, and strengthens it by the use of the sacraments” (cf. also the Belgic Confession, article 33).

10. What is distinctive about the Reformed doctrine of the means of grace?

a)That effectual grace only works where the means of grace are present.

b)At least at one point it works directly, without any means being used—namely, in regeneration.

c)Even when it works mediately, it is not bound up entirely with the means but accompanies them and causes the soul to be receptive to them, so that there is a concurrence of two factors, each of which does its particular work; and they belong with each other.

d)The Word of God is never separated from the sacrament—not only because the sacrament is a word, conveyed in an image and intended for the eye, but also because a spoken word always accompanies the sacrament.

e)All knowledge given to the person granted grace is taken from the Word of God. There is certainly an immediate working of grace, but not an immediate communication of knowledge.

11. In how many senses can the expression “the word of God” be understood?

a)The Word of God can mean the Logos, the personal Word (John 1:1).

b)The word of God can be every word of power spoken by God. At the creation God spoke such a word, and subsequently He has so spoken repeatedly. This word of God is thus something other than Scripture. Mention is made of such words of power in Scripture, but not all of them are recorded for us. Some wish to see that the word of God is spoken of in this sense when regeneration is attributed to it (e.g., Jas 1:18). With this, they say, the Word of Scripture is not meant but the word of God’s power that proceeds out of His mouth and effects re-creation. See, however, what was noted regarding these texts in treating the doctrine of regeneration.

c)All revelations that God has given to man and in which He communicates His counsel can be called the word of God. Those revelations are contained in Scripture, and to the extent this is the case one can say: God’s word is in Scripture. But this may never lead to a denial of the other affirmation, that:

d)Scripture as a whole is the Word of God. In a plain and clear manner one must give an account of the basis on which Scripture is called this. It is called this in its entirety for two reasons:

1.Because it is inspired by God. It makes no difference what is communicated in it, whether the words of men, of angels, of Satan, or of God Himself. God Himself vouches for each of those words as if it were His own account to us. If the Evil One is presented as speaking, then it is certainly his words that form the content of the discourse, but it is God who recounts these words to us as spoken by Satan. The account is God’s word to us.

2.Because the various parts of this inspired Scripture have been so ordered and arranged that the whole, however manifold and diverse it may be, forms one discourse of God to us. The one part functions with the others such that it becomes the whole: all that God wishes to convey to our minds in order to bring us to understand His entire counsel for salvation. The account of the fall thus forms an integral part of the Word of God, not only because it is an inspired account, for the truth of which God vouches word for word, but also because it makes up a part of what God wills to bring to our understanding in connection with law and gospel.

12. In what sense is God’s Word a means of grace?

In the sense in which we use it of the whole of Scripture. It is then usually differentiated into two parts, namely, law and gospel.

13. In how many ways is the law contained in the Word of God used as a means of grace?

One usually speaks of a threefold use of the law:

a)A usus politicus and civilis: a civil use. The law serves to prevent a profuse outbreak of sin. It is a restraint on sin, an aid to promote civil righteousness.

b)A usus elenchticus sive paedagogicus: a convicting use, by which it serves as a disciplinarian, convicts man of his sin and inability so that he might go to Christ, who has fulfilled the law.

c)A usus didacticus, normativus: a didactic, normative use for the believer. For him the law becomes a rule of life, according to which he orders his life out of true thankfulness. This is the so-called tertius usus legis, “the third use of the law,” about which conflict arose in the Lutheran church between Agricola and his opponents.

Reformed dogmatics laid the emphasis, above all, on this third use of the law. The law is not treated so intentionally as promoting repentance, as happens with the Lutherans. Our [Heidelberg] Catechism treats the law in its teaching on gratitude, and so do many dogmaticians who treat the Decalogue under sanctification. Only in the second and the third use can the law be seen as a means of grace. In the first use it only accompanies common grace, not special grace.

14. What is nature of the relationship between law and gospel?

We saw earlier that there is a sharp division, indeed an antithesis made in Scripture, especially by Paul, between the law and the promise. Proceeding from this, many theologians say that everything in Scripture that relates to demands and commandments belongs to the law; everything that relates to unconditional promises belongs to the gospel. So, if “believe,” “repent,” etc. is spoken of, then because it is in the form of a demand, it must be reckoned as belonging to the law. The result of this would be that much that we usually reckon as belonging to the gospel must be removed from it.

This issue is connected with another, namely, the question whether the covenant of grace is conditional or unconditional. Due to the error of the Remonstrants, who had made a second law of the gospel, and faith a second keeping of the law (“evangelical obedience”), many of the older theologians were extremely averse to the term “conditional covenant.” Witsius says: “When God presents the formulation of the covenant of grace, then the words that belong to its substance are solely promises … (Jer 31 and 32). For this reason our teachers, who after the clever contrivances of the Socinians and Remonstrants learned to speak very carefully, indeed rightly stressed that the gospel, strictly speaking, consists of pure promises of grace and glory.” And in another place, “The covenant of grace or the gospel, strictly so termed, … really prescribes nothing as an obligation, demands nothing, commands nothing, not even ‘believe, trust, hope in the Lord,’ nor any more such obligations. Rather, it tells, proclaims, and signifies to us what God promises in Christ, what He wills to do and will do. All prescriptions of obligation belong to the law—as in a similar manner, after others, the esteemed Voetius most certainly inculcated. And that is to be maintained in all respects, if we, with all the Reformed, wish steadfastly to defend the perfection of the law, comprehending within its scope all the virtues, all the obligations of holiness.”

Thus, the view of the one party. In opposition were those who pointed out, for one thing, that the law had its promises, that the gospel presents its demands, and that it was completely impossible to realize such a sharp division.

Practically, it seems to us, the question comes down to this: When someone is brought into the covenant of grace by personal assent to the covenant relationship that exists between God and the believer, is he then completely passive or does he in fact recognize as well that accepting this covenant is an obligation that rests on him, a requirement that can be rightly put to him? If the former must be maintained, then the separation will be made, then nothing of the law enters into the gospel; it is accompanied solely by promises and not by requirements. If, on the other hand, the latter is true, then it will not be possible to make the separation, since a promise comes to us that at the same time lays hold of us as an obligation and immediately assumes the form of a command.

The answer will have to be as follows:

a)Law can be taken in more than one sense. It can indicate a natural obligation toward God that is incumbent on us and must always be incumbent on us. It can also indicate a specific obligation, determined by a pact, to which certain consequences are linked if it is kept or transgressed. The latter, for example, was the case with the law in the covenant of works. In Scripture, then, the antithesis between law and gospel is meant such that the law as the condition of the covenant of works and the gospel exclude each other. Thus, if in Scripture the law as such occurs, then that is not gospel. When Christ said, “You know the laws,” etc. [Mark 10:19], He did not speak as preacher of the gospel but as exponent of the law; likewise Moses when he said, “The one who does them shall live by them” [Lev 18:5].

b)The matter is different if we understand the law as the natural obligation that man as creature has toward God. It is completely impossible to think of man being in a state in which he would be ex lex,“outside the law.” That would be antinomianism. That is not the case after his conversion and in his sanctification. It is also not the case in his accepting the covenant of grace. The law of God lays claim to the entire life of man and to every act in it. It also lays claim to the relationship in which man is faced with the gospel. The natural relationship of man to God entails that when the Lord comes to him with a covenant of grace, he is obligated to accept it. Now if one wishes to label that law and maintain that there is law in the gospel, then that should be allowed—only if it is clearly understood how here there is no thought of the law as an instrument of the covenant of works. Of itself the law cannot yield the covenant of grace, for it knows of no grace. As to its content, the covenant of grace is not in the law. But formally the law lays claim to the covenant of grace; that is, after the covenant of grace has come to us from God’s free determination, it falls under the general terms by which the law establishes norms for our life. Theologians call this the serving of the law within the covenant of grace, a term that should not be confused with the service that the same law has with respect to the covenant of grace insofar as it is a disciplinarian to Christ. For this entire question, see Witsius, The Economy of the Covenants 3.1.8 and following.

When someone meets the demand of God to believe, to be converted, etc., then that is not a fulfilling of a condition upon which he can demand the benefits of the covenant; rather, the path is simply followed along which access to the benefits of the covenant is opened.

15. May the difference between law and gospel be interchanged with that between the Old and the New Testament?

No, for the gospel is just as properly in the Old Testament as in the New Testament, the law just as properly in the New Testament as the Old. One need only think of the Sermon on the Mount, where the demands of the law are held high and the comfort of the gospel nevertheless follows closely upon them. And the gospel runs like a stream through the entire Old Testament.

16. What is there along with the Word as a means of grace?

The sacraments. Here we are faced with this question: why the sacraments along with the Word? This cannot be by accident. But while all agree with this and seek a rationale, the explanations of the fact turn out to vary greatly:

a)The Roman Catholics, of course, say that the sacrament is the beginning and end, and needs no explanation. It is the normal, indispensable instrument of a church that is the mediatrix of grace and has in its possession the treasures of salvation. Here it is much more necessary to ask why a Word along with the sacrament than the reverse.

b)There are those who say: because in the sacrament a special, specific grace is dispensed to us distinct from the grace effected by means of the Word. For two kinds of grace there are also, accordingly, two means of grace. Since Gerhard, the Lutherans have spoken of the materia coelestis, the “heavenly matter” in the Lord’s Supper.

c)Amounting to approximately the same thing is a distinction made by recent Lutherans. In the sacraments, they say, God works directly by physical means on the nature of man, on his so-called psycho-physical essence (whatever that may be), without the agency of his intellect and will. In this way the sacraments transplant us into Christ. They are church-forming instruments. The Word, on the other hand, works upon the self-conscious personality, upon the intellect, thus gradually. One easily sees that this is a pantheistic idea that at the same time goes back to the Roman Catholic conception. It is completely untrue that Word and sacrament are distinguished in this way, as if the latter addresses itself only to the unconscious and the former only to the consciousness. The sacrament has meaning for conscious life because it is always a sign and seal, the meaning of which God wants us to understand. And, conversely, the invisible grace of the Holy Spirit, who changes and renews our nature, also works with and through the Word. But that nature is not a psycho-physical nature, not a third entity elevated above matter and spirit. Word and sacrament are both intended for our spiritual nature. They are spiritual things, and as such they pertain not only to the grace of renewal (regeneration, etc.), but also to the grace of forgiveness (justification, etc.).

d)Still others say: The Word apportions grace in a multiplicity of thoughts and passages, and how richly and fully they will come to us in the ministry of the Word so much depends on the capability of the minister. Further, the Word goes out to all the hearers of the Word without distinction. In that, it is lacking in personal application or there is a personal application that is not suited for everyone.

On the other hand, there is the sacrament, which (1) concentrates grace; and (2) applies it specifically. In the sacraments, the heart of the gospel is summarized in a single sign, or in a pair of signs, and in a simple action. Here we have the whole Christ. And flowing from this of itself is the second result: now that the believer is thus brought into union with the whole, personal Christ, he can take from His fullness what, according to time and circumstances, meets his needs.

This conception, too, is mistaken, although it may not be denied that there is some truth to it. As far as the first point above is concerned, in preaching the whole counsel of God must be proclaimed and also be focused in such a way that what is essential is distinguished from what is secondary, what is absolutely indispensable from what belongs to well-being. It is true, however, that this happens in the sacraments in a particularly striking way. Only, one thing must not be forgotten: it is only through the Word that the sacrament has this focusing power. As far as the second point is concerned, it is not clear why the sacrament would work in a more specialized way than the Word. It is true that the sacraments are administered to us personally, while the Word does not speak directly to us as individuals. But by the Holy Spirit we can be brought to the point where we apply the proclaimed Word personally. And in the same way the Holy Spirit must move us to the believing use of the seals of the covenant. The one is not more personal than the other.

The true view is this: God has so created man that he obtains the knowledge of things in a higher sense by two of his senses. These two are sight and hearing. Through these two capacities, the higher attributes and ideas resident in things come to our knowledge. Speech, word answer to faith; form, image, to sight. This distinction is already felt very early. Augustine already said that the sacrament is a visible Word, a picture as it were of the Word (pictura verbi), having the same meaning as the Word. See also the Belgic Confession, article 33: “visible signs and seals”; “better to present to our external senses.”

While now, on the one hand, the normal state of man brings with it this dual nature of his capacity of perception, there is also, on the other hand, something involved that is connected with the sinful state of man. Some say: the Word is spiritual, the sacraments involve the senses, hence the distinction. But the Word, too, involves the senses, for it must come to us through sound; there is no direct speech to our soul. It is true, however, that the Word is closer to the realm of spiritual things than the image. It is less tangible and involving the senses than the latter. Mysticism, for example, virtually drifts between sound and thought. Man feels that difference especially in his sinful state. His weakness makes him long for something more tangible than the fleeting sound of words. And it is to be so understood when “our ignorance and weakness” [Belgic Confession, article 33] are named as the motivation for God to ordain the sacraments.

17. Will it do to associate Word and sacraments coordinately, or is there certain subordination between them?

Strictly speaking, there is not coordination. The Word is resident in the sacrament. The Word is accompanied with the sacrament. If one takes away the Word, there is nothing left of the sacrament. If one takes away the sacrament, because of that the Word is still not lost. If we do not take children into consideration, there is no salvation without the Word of God. But we cannot assert the same thing of the sacraments. All this shows how there is some difference between them.

18. Show in what respects Word and sacraments agree and in what respects they differ from each other.

They agree:

a)In the author, God, who is the one who institutes both.

b)In the content, Christ, who is brought to us in both Word and sacrament. This is a point to which attention must be given. In the Word Christ is wholly present, and in the sacrament Christ is wholly present—as in 1 Corinthians 1:30 He is called our wisdom, righteousness, sanctification, and complete redemption; the Christ, who is the same yesterday, and today, and forever [Heb 13:8].

c)In the manner in which the content or the object is received. For both Word and sacrament this is faith. Without faith we cannot share in the thing signified by the sacraments. But also without faith we have no enjoyment of Christ, who is presented in the Word.

They differ:

a)In their necessity. The Word is absolutely necessary; the sacraments are not absolutely necessary. Expressed otherwise: the necessity of the latter does not lie on the side of God but on the side of man.

b)In their purpose. The Word serves to produce faith; the sacraments serve to strengthen faith.

c)In their extent. The Word of God is brought and comes to everyone we are able to reach with it. The sacrament is a seal of the covenant and comes only to those who belong to the covenant.

19. In how many ways can we proceed in treating the doctrine of the sacraments?

One can begin with the general concept of a sacrament, that is, apart from the bifurcation into baptism and the Lord’s Supper, and seek on the basis of Scripture to establish what a sacrament is and what belongs to a sacrament.

Conversely, one can treat baptism and the Lord’s Supper separately and then see what is common to both, in order to bring this to a focus in the concept of a sacrament.

The first method of treatment is somewhat problematic. First, Scripture never speaks expressly about the concept of a sacrament in general. So one must deduce from some general data what a sacrament in a scriptural sense is. By doing that, one can easily err. This historically is the error of the Roman Catholic Church. Starting from a general concept of sacrament, established a priori, it has proceeded to falsify the individual sacraments. For us, too, a danger exists in this approach. Whatever is said here should accordingly be seen as something tentative; it is factually derived from teaching regarding baptism and the Lord’s Supper, and so must be tested by this teaching in order to see whether it is in fact appropriate in every respect.

20. Does the word “sacrament” occur in Scripture?

No, it is from a Latin word, sacramentum. Originally it meant an amount of money that people deposited with each other in a civil lawsuit. When two people, for example, had a dispute about a piece of land, one might say to the other, “Since you wrongly lay claim to this property, I challenge you with a sacrament of 500 asses [copper coins].” This money would then be paid to the priest by both parties. The winner received his money back, the convicted person had to give up his amount, and it was then used for a religious purpose. At a later time, one did not ask for money but only for a guarantee that it would be paid. Opinions diverge about the purpose that one had with this demand for a monetary deposit. Most judge that it was to prevent rashly initiating a lawsuit. Others say that the matter had a religious origin. Both persons had to swear an oath (sacramentum) that their statements corresponded to the truth. If the oath of the loser proved to be false, an appeasement for the gods was necessary. And the deposit would then originally have served for that.

Whatever the case may be, the thing in question could only be called a sacramentum because it was related in one way or another to the gods. The lawsuit itself was also called a sacramentum because it had a religious meaning. The transition from the pagan to the Christian use appears to have been located in two things in particular:

a)In its military meaning. A sacramentum is the military oath by which the soldier solemnly binds himself to obedience to his commanders. Tertullian alludes to this military oath when he writes, “We are called to military service of the living God in our answer to the words of the sacrament (at baptism).”

b)In its more specifically religious meaning. Sacramentum was the Latin translation of the Greek word mustērion (mystērion), “mystery.” Thus the Vulgate speaks of the “sacrament of godliness” (1 Tim 3:16); “the sacrament of the seven stars” (Rev 1:20); “the sacrament of the woman and the beast” (17:7). In Latin translations older than the Vulgate, it occurred in many other places where mysterium is found in the Vulgate (Rom 16:25; 1 Cor 13:2). Now under “sacrament” it was indeed possible to understand every mystery, but it was also quite obvious to see the term referring to certain kinds of mysteries that had a certain resemblance to Christian signs and actions. First, there was a similarity in form between the pagan mysteries (washings, etc.). Further, there was a kind of secret character in both. This led to a slowly more limited use of the term. Tertullian speaks of the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper, Cyprian of “each of both sacraments,” referring to baptism and confirmation; again, others speak of the sacrament of marriage (Eph 5:32). One sees how this loose use of language can contribute to leading Rome down a false dogmatic path. When baptism and confirmation and marriage are all called sacraments, then it was no longer easy to keep the difference clear and alive in the consciousness of the people.

21. Is the word to be rejected because it is not scriptural?

No, for it shares this character with many other terms that we nevertheless cannot do without. Time and time again there have been those who have expressed objection to its use, but in spite of all criticism the word has remained.

22. Who is the first to have begun giving a definition of the concept of sacrament?

Augustine. He said, “A sacrament is the visible form of an invisible grace”; sometimes as well, “A sacrament is a sign of a holy thing.” Both of these definitions sound too indefinite. Although by them Augustine is thinking mostly of baptism and the Lord’s Supper, he nevertheless still uses the word with other meanings. (Some say that the first definition first occurs with the Scholastics.) For present-day Roman Catholic theology, these definitions no longer apply. In the sacraments of penance and of marriage, for example, the visible thing is lacking. Moreover, it is not said that the sacraments communicate grace. The Catechism of Trent meets both objections by saying: “A sacrament is a thing that is perceived by the senses and has the capacity not only to portray grace but also to effect it.”

23. How do Reformed theologians define the concept of sacrament in general?

From Calvin come two definitions (Institutes 4.14.1): “An outward sign by which the Lord seals to our consciences the promises of His goodwill toward us in order to sustain the weakness of our faith, and by which we in turn attest our commitment to Him, both in the presence of Himself and His angels and before men.” The other: “A testimony of divine grace toward us confirmed by an outward sign and sealed from our side with a reciprocal attestation of our commitment toward Him.”

We may say: “Holy, visible signs and seals instituted by God, by which the grace of God in Christ is signified and sealed to the participants in the covenant of grace, and they, in turn, attest their faith and obedience toward God.”

24. With reference to this latter definition, what should be noted further?

a)The outward material of the sacrament, the visible sign and seal—for example, water in baptism and bread and wine in the Lord’s Supper—and what is done with them.

b)The inward, invisible material of the sacrament, the spiritual benefit that is signified and sealed by the outward material.

c)The connection or relationship between these two, how that is conceived of by others and how it is to be conceived of by us.

d)The characteristic modes of speech that flow from this definition.

e)What belongs to the essence of a sacrament, and in connection with that, the question concerning the number of sacraments.

25. What is understood by the outward material of the sacrament?

The external material (materia externa et sensibilis) is that side of the sacrament that is perceived by the senses, specifically what reaches our sight and our hearing. Now it all depends how one defines a sacrament, whether or not one will be able to speak of outward along with inward material, visible along with invisible material. If one describes a sacrament as is done in the two definitions above of Calvin and in the other added to them, then a sacrament is the outward material plus an action. It then makes no sense to speak of an inward material of the sacraments. There are, however, many among the theologians who take a sacrament in a broader sense. It is then the thing that signifies plus the thing signified. So, for example, Turretin. And then one can appropriately distinguish between the twofold materials of the sacrament.

The difference ultimately comes down to a difference in words. If one but knows what one means by a sacrament and always remembers that, there is no objection to either view. But if one forgets this, misunderstanding can easily arise. If one proceeds from the broader concept and poses the question whether the unbelieving partaker receives the sacrament, then he will naturally have to answer no. He has already said himself: a sacrament is the thing that signifies plus the thing signified. The unbeliever does not receive the latter. But one would be equally mistaken if from this one wanted to draw the conclusion that no objective signs and seals of God’s covenant of grace remain when subjective faith is absent. He intends only to say that it is not a sacrament in the full sense of the word.

26. Do only the inert elements belong to this outward material, or does still more belong to it?

More belongs to it. The outward material is twofold:

a)The elements themselves: water, bread, and wine. These have not been chosen at random, but by their particular nature are suited to serve as elements. In general one can say that they have a certain relationship of resemblance to Christ, who is the invisible matter of the sacrament. Their natural use corresponds to the use that is made of Christ spiritually. As we will see, their being a sign is based on this natural resemblance. That they are seals, on the other hand, is based on the institution of God. For the sealing, God could just as well have chosen other elements, but not for their significance, simply because other elements did not possess the suitability to depict.

b)The action done with these elements. This action is essential to the material. Water as such is not a sacrament. It must be water that is sprinkled. Bread and wine as such are not sacraments. The bread must be broken, the wine poured out, and both must be used by those who sit at the table. That is the reason that even the definition of the sacrament speaks about an “action” instead of a sign. But the word “sign” is broad enough to also include the action. The sign is not only what one sees; it is also what one sees happen.

27. Does Scripture itself take the lead in calling the sacraments signs?

Yes, it speaks of them as “signs of the covenant” (Gen 9:12–13; 17:11; Exod 12:13; oth habberith).

28. How is a sacrament further designated?

It is not only called a sign but also a “seal.” This, too, is scriptural. In Romans 4:11 the apostle says of Abraham that he received the sign of circumcision as a “seal” of the righteousness of faith (kai sēmeion elaben peritomēs sphragida tēs dikaiosynēs tēs pisteōs). A seal is thereby distinguished from a sign in that it confirms and not only portrays something (for this usage of the seal, cf. texts such as Rev 7:2; John 6:27; 2 Tim 2:19; 1 Cor 9:2; Rev 5:1, 9:4; 2 Cor 1:22; Eph 1:13; 4:30).

29. Does this sealing character of the sacraments mean only that they apply a promise of God to our consciousness theoretically and also confirm it for our consciousness?

That too belongs to it, but not only that. The sacraments are no nuda signa, “bare signs,” no signa theoretica, “theoretical signs.” They are also signa practica, “practical signs.” When they are used in faith, the user actually receives, by the working of the Holy Spirit, the grace that they portray and seal. The sacraments are means of grace. The Zwinglians and Remonstrants deny that, making them into bare symbols, whether of the grace of God or the confession of man. As other symbols work by the association of ideas and by means of imagery, so too do these symbols. That is not the biblical and Reformed teaching, as will appear in treating baptism and the Lord’s Supper.

See the declaration of our [Belgic] Confession (article 33): “For they are visible signs and seals of an inward and invisible thing, by means of which God works in us by the power of the Holy Spirit.” There is a materia interna, an internal material of the sacrament. But it has already been pointed out above that this is not otherwise with the Word. On the other hand, however, this does not do away with the fact that it is essential and must be distinguished from the moral influence that the truth has on every receptive person. With the Word, too, the latter is only incidental. God has associated the working of His Spirit with the Word so that something much higher comes about. It is the same with the sacraments.

30. In what does the form of the sacrament (forma sacramenti) consist?

This lies in the relationship of the outward material to the inward, of the thing that signifies to the thing signified. In this relationship or connection, surely, lies the essence of the sacrament, what makes it a sacrament, for the expression forma is meant in this sense. And then the answer to the question about this form is that it is not physical or natural, through bodily contact, as if grace flowed into us by contact with the outward sign. Also it is not local, as if grace accompanied the sign, bound to it within the same space, as if it were. But it resides relatively and sacramentally in three things, namely, in signifying, in sealing, and dispensing (exhibitio).

The first negation is directed against Rome, the second against the Lutheran confession. One can express the difference between these two no better than by saying: Rome materializes grace, Luther localizes it. That is, the Roman Catholics maintain: this bread and this wine are the body and blood of Christ, the entire Christ. Luther says: within the same space is the entire Christ—in, with, and under the bread and wine. In both the Reformed find an unscriptural and unspiritual outlook. Grace does not allow itself be changed into matter, but neither does it allow itself be drawn within the confines of space.

We say, therefore: where the sacrament is used in faith (this applies at least for adults), there at the same time the grace is sealed. But where is not taken in a localized sense. Luther spoke in a localizing way: where, etc. Rome says even more than that. And while we make faith a condition for the presence of the working of grace, the Lutherans make it only the prerequisite in relation to the recipient for the working of grace that blesses. If there is no faith, grace works therefore in a localized connection with the sacrament as well. It is in fact so, too, with the Word. Preached or not preached, believed or not believed, the Word has supernatural, mystical power as something that is inherent. Rome, finally, even makes the working of grace that blesses independent of faith, and must certainly do this since it has identified grace and sacrament.

According to the Lutherans, there is a vis inhaerens [“inherent power”] of the Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit works “in the sacrament.” According to the Reformed, there is a virtus Spiritus Sancti extrinsecus accedens, a “power of the Holy Spirit added from outside.”

It has already been said above that on this point a difference prevails among the Lutherans before and after Gerhard (1582–1637). Before Gerhard grace was in the sacrament through the Word; after him one spoke of a heavenly matter that was distinguished from the Word. One then attributed power to the Word in order to unite the earthly matter with the heavenly matter. It was an acting cause for joining these two into one sacrament.

31. What results from this union or relationship between the sign and the thing signified?

The so-called sacramental phraseology, or “way of speaking,” which one can compare to some degree with expressions resulting from the personal union of the two natures in the Mediator. Because by the institution of Christ the sign and the thing signified have come into a certain relationship to each other, what belongs to one can be attributed to the other.

a)The thing signified is designated by the name of the sign. So Christ is called our Passover (1 Cor 5:7); true faith, circumcision of the heart (Rom 2:29; cf. 1 Cor 11:24).

b)The sign is designated by the name of the thing signified. So circumcision is called “the covenant” (Gen 17:10), and as a result things are attributed to the sign that belong to the thing signified (Acts 22:16: “Let yourself be baptized and wash away your sins”), as if outward washing in water can wash away sins, while surely only inward grace, which is thereby signified and sealed, is able to do this.

32. What is the nature of the relationship between the word spoken with the sacraments and the sacraments themselves?

a)The word that accompanies the sacraments belongs essentially to them and is a part of the sacramental action; it may not be omitted. Sprinkling at baptism, without the baptismal formula, is not permissible. And the same is true at the Lord’s Supper. This applies at least for the sacraments that have been ordained for us by the institution of Christ, although it cannot be proven for those in the Old Testament, something that is perhaps bound up with the overall character of the Old Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace. This was surely not a speaking but an acting and symbolizing dispensation (cf., however, Exod 12:27).

b)The word of institution as it was originally spoken by Christ is the basis of the sacrament as sacrament. This is the sole guarantee by which we are assured that God wills to have His grace joined with these means. For the sealing part, this link, as we have seen, is undoubtedly a positive link. Naturally there is nothing in the sacrament that can cause us to rely on the thing signified when we see or use the sign. But because Christ has so instituted it and so willed it, it is so. Augustine already said: Accedit verbum ad elementum et fit Sacramentum. “The word is added to the element, and thereby it becomes a sacrament.”

c)This institution of Christ has two parts:

1.A word of command. By that the sacrament becomes necessary for believers, with a necessity of command. Christ says, “Go therefore and baptize,” and, “Do this in remembrance of me.” And this command has been transmitted to us by the agency of the apostles. “For I received from the Lord what I also delivered to you” (1 Cor 11:23). And the apostles had to teach all whom they would make disciples to observe all that Christ had commanded them.

2.A word of promise. Christ says: If you do according to this my institution and obey my command in faith, then the grace signified and sealed in the sacrament will surely be given. “Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved” [Mark 16:16]. “This cup is the new covenant in my blood, which is poured out for you” [Luke 22:20].

d)Both of these words of institution—the command and the promise—are repeated in carrying out the sacrament. Thus it is Christ who makes use of His servants in order to continually speak the same words that He once spoke at the time of institution.

But while all agree so far, here at once the difference begins. The Roman Catholics clearly maintain that this sacramental word is a consecrating and effective word that, spoken by the priest, really changes the elements. It infuses grace into them. That is why that word does not need to be spoken loudly; the priest can whisper them to himself, and the mystical working of transubstantiation, etc., will still follow. The Reformed, on the contrary, maintain that it is a verbum praedicatum, a “preached word,” that as such must be spoken out loud so that the gathered congregation may hear it. The purpose of the preached word is not to change the elements substantially but to set them apart for a holy use. Before the pronouncement of the words, it is nothing but ordinary bread; afterward it is still ordinary bread, but ordinary bread that became a sacramental sign and seal. The sacramental word is a part of the sacramental sign. The sacramental sign serves to depict the invisible thing. An image must be seen, a sign must be observed. Therefore the words, too, insofar as they are part of the sacrament, must be perceptible, spoken with an audible voice. Christ himself, at the institution of the sacraments, spoke to His disciples so that they could understand it (1 Cor 11:28). Even, for example, at infant baptism where the recipient of the sacrament cannot understand the spoken words, they may nevertheless not be omitted.

33. How far does the import of the word extend with the sacrament?

It can only hold for the use of the sacraments. As soon as this use is over, the signs, too, have lost their sacramental design and are no longer distinguished from ordinary elements. After the celebration of the Lord’s Supper, someone who uses the elements that are left over does not receive the sacrament in them. For Rome this, too, is otherwise. Grace remains materialized in the elements, and therefore they are carefully stored so that they may be kept from being profaned. The Lutherans, reasoning consistently, would have to arrive at such a conclusion.

34. According to Rome, is more needed than the word spoken according to the institution of Christ?

Yes, the intention, the aim of the ministrant to do what the church intends with the sacrament, must also be present. If this is lacking, then a real sacrament does not occur. Accordingly, here the sacrament is bound to a person, and then to something in the person over which he alone has control and that no mortal in the world can verify other than himself. Not all Roman Catholics agree regarding the character or the degree of this intention. Some speak of a habitual intention, others of an actual intention, and still others of a virtual intention (see Hodge, Systematic Theology, 3:515). Now a great difficulty arises here for Roman Catholics themselves. They are accustomed not even to rebaptize children who, for example, have been baptized in Calvinistic churches. But when this baptism in a Reformed church was administered, the minister certainly did not have the intention to do what the (Catholic) Church intended to have done by baptism. Thus it turns out that Rome, contrary to its own teaching, must acknowledge a sacrament in which the intention was lacking.

We teach, on the contrary, that the validity of a sacrament is not to be judged subjectively but objectively, and that if it is administered in a congregation of God, and the proper intention is missing, it nevertheless retains its validity by virtue of the institution of Christ. It is no different with the Word. In Philippians 1:16–18, Paul says that Christ can be preached in all kinds of ways—in pretense, with evil intentions, out of envy and rivalry—but that still a preaching of Christ remains in which he rejoices. It is no different with the sacrament. This, too, is not tied to the sin of man but depends entirely on the faithfulness and the powerful working of God.

Naturally, in saying this it is not being denied that the absence of the proper intention is sinful for the ministrant himself, but that this does not impair the sacrament. And conversely, the objective requirements for the validity of the sacrament must always be kept in view. The administration of the sacraments belongs to the ministry of the Word, and the ministry of the Word belongs to the gathering of believers in an organized church.

According to Rome, in the sacrament of ordination the priest receives a character indelibile, “an indelible stamp,” as a result of which he always retains the capacity to impart sacramental grace and to let it flow through him. Having once become a priest, for his entire life thereafter he can physically distribute grace where and when he wills. This position, together with the preceding one that everything depends on his intention, shows to what absurd consequences the Roman Catholic system leads.

35.What must be taught regarding the necessity of the sacraments?

According to Rome, with the sacraments there is a necessity of means (necessitas medii). They are the only means that God intends to use in order to communicate His grace. Excluding the sacraments excludes grace. The unbaptized children of believing parents do not go to heaven but to the limbus infantium, where they do not endure positive punishments but still lack salvation. Lutheran dogma, too, makes the sacrament of baptism necessary, at least for children, with a necessity of means (not for adults, for their regeneration precedes baptism, which seals it). Still, Lutherans do make a distinction and say that only “contempt” for baptism (not the deprivation of baptism in itself) is already the cause of being lost.

For Rome, not all sacraments are absolutely necessary for salvation. But they are the only means to receive that specific grace that is connected to them by the Church. If someone wishes to be a priest, then this is only possible through the sacrament of ordination. Baptism is absolutely indispensable.

According to the Reformed, the sacraments are necessary with a necessity of command. Contempt for them and neglect of their use is a sin, for they are not human ordinances but institutions of Christ. But they are not absolutely necessary for salvation. Not the outward sign but the inward grace that is signified is indispensable. “The one who believes and is baptized will be saved, but the one who does not believe will be condemned” (Mark 16:16). “Unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God” (John 3:5). Only the Word is absolutely necessary for salvation—that is, for adults, hearing the Word, and for children, being born under the ministry of the covenant by the Word.

36. Is there a difference between the sacraments of the old and the new covenants?

Rome maintains that there is. As the Old Testament priests were not priests in a proper sense but only priests as types, so also the sacraments of the old era were only typical sacraments. The full reality of the sacraments depended on the sacrifice of Christ, so for this reason believers who died before that sacrifice remained in the abode of the fathers [limbus partum] until Christ freed them from it and brought them into full glory.

We say from our side that there is a sameness of substance between the sacraments of the old era and those of the new, with differences in circumstances. The author is the same, the thing signified is the same, the organ of application is the same, the sacramental word has the same double content, although the wording differs, and the purpose is the same.

The difference lies:

a)In the fact that in Israel the sacraments, besides their significance for the covenant of grace, also had a national aspect, from which a difference in practice arose between them and the New Testament sacraments on a few points. For us, one comes to the table of the Lord only after one has learned to discern the body of Christ. In Israel the children also ate the Passover. This was because the Passover together with its covenantal significance had national significance. The same is true for circumcision. Baptism in the New Testament is administered to both sexes of the children of believers. In the Old Testament, circumcision was only for infant boys. Indeed, in the national life of Israel only the men counted and represented the women, and this also had to come to light outwardly.

b)In the Old Testament there were different symbolic representations of the truth, which, even if they could not be called full sacraments, still came close, more or less, to being sacraments. To these belonged the sacrifices, the purifications, etc. In the New Testament there are just two sacraments, and one may not add any others to them, not even in a secondary sense.

c)The Old Testament sacraments portray a Christ who was to come and they sealed benefits of salvation that still had to be obtained, although certainly those benefits were already granted to believers at that time by virtue of the suretyship of Christ, which is eternally valid. The New Testament sacraments signify and seal the benefits of salvation that have already been obtained.

d)At the same time, resulting from this there is a greater degree of grace attached to the sacraments of the new covenant than to those of the old era. Sealing can now come with greater power where the fullness of the Spirit has been obtained, for the Spirit Himself is the seal.

37. Show that there is no difference, as Roman Catholics think that there is, between the sacraments of the old and the new covenants.

a)In 1 Corinthians 10:1–4, Paul ascribes to the Old Testament church our baptism and our Lord’s Supper, so far as the thing signified is concerned. The fathers were all under the cloud and all passed through the sea, were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, ate the same spiritual food, drank the same spiritual drink, etc. Now if these spiritual benefits of salvation were present, then they certainly must have been signified and sealed by the usual sacraments. The purpose of the apostle is to warn the Corinthians that they must not allow themselves to be misled by the possession of their great privileges to think that God cannot reject them. The Israelites in the wilderness also possessed those privileges, and yet God was not pleased with most of them.

b)Concerning circumcision, Paul showed intentionally how for Abraham it was a sign and a seal of the righteousness of faith (Gen 17:7; Rom 4:11; cf. also Heb 11:16).

c)The names of the sacraments of both dispensations are interchanged with each other. Circumcision and the Passover are ascribed to us (1 Cor 5:7; Col 2:11), and, conversely, as seen above, baptism and the Lord’s Supper to Old Testament believers.

All this does not detract from the fact that the sacraments of the old covenant had their typological side. In the old covenant, everything had two aspects (Heb 10:1; Col 2:17). But they were types of Christ, and not of our sacraments. The shadow is a type of the body, not of the sign of the body. The latter are called antitypes by Peter (1 Pet 3:21, antitypa). But this intends only to say that they are counterparts of the Old Testament sacraments insofar as they, in a sacramental manner of speaking, represent the thing signified. Not baptism itself but what is signified and sealed by baptism is really the antitype, and then insofar as baptism portrays this, baptism itself.

38.Do all recognize the same number of sacraments?

No, Scripture knows only two in the new era. The Roman Catholic Church, in part under the influence of a vague definition of terms, began quite early to multiply the number. After much wavering, bishop Otto of Bamberg (1124) fixed the number at seven, and the Council of Florence sanctioned this in 1439. The Greek [Orthodox] Church, as well, has its seven mysteries. There was a time when the Lutherans, too, displayed a tendency to admit a third sacrament along with baptism and the Lord’s Supper, namely, poenitentia, “penance.” However, it has never gone that far. The Protestant churches all accept that there are only two sacraments, and reject the other five that Rome wishes to place beside these two.

The five sacraments that Rome adds to ours are (1) confirmation, (2) penance, (3) ordination or consecration of priests (ordo), (4) marriage (matrimonium), (5) the last rites, anointing with oil (extrema unctio).

39. In what does the sacrament of confirmation consist for Rome?

It is an anointing or spreading of the anointing oil on the forehead of a baptized person in the form of a cross, done by the bishop with the words: “I mark you with the sign of the cross and confirm you with the anointing oil of salvation in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit.” The result of this anointing is the increasing of sanctifying grace and the impressing of an indelible stamp.

40. What must be observed against this?

That the essential requirements of a sacrament are lacking here: institution by Christ, the element, the rite, the word of promise—everything is unscriptural. Confirmation has to be elevated at the expense of baptism, as if it were not sufficient to seal to us the grace of the Holy Spirit.

Appeal is made to the laying on of hands that followed upon baptism in the apostolic age (Acts 8:16–17; 19:6). In the first instance, baptism and the laying on of hands do not even coincide in time. This is generally seen as something extraordinary that only took place in the apostolic church. The Holy Spirit stands for “extraordinary gifts of the Holy Spirit.” It does not mean the Holy Spirit as indwelling in believers, thus in a personal sense. In order to receive the Spirit as indwelling Spirit, no laying on of hands was necessary. Hence, too, the expression: the Spirit falls on them (epipiptein), something that completely befits this extraordinary situation, but not what is ordinary (Acts 8:9–19; 10:41, 46). In Acts 19:1–2 it is also meant in this sense. That is why Simon Magus desired the laying on of hands of the apostles (Acts 8:19).

Protestants have replaced the Roman Catholic confirmation with a confirmation of their own. However, they make no claim that it is a divine institution; it is something purely human that may not be elevated at the expense of baptism. Baptism and the Lord’s Supper belong to each other as sacraments; the so-called profession [of faith] or confirmation indicates only the time when the right to the Lord’s Supper, constantly held forth, becomes actual, is in force. It may not be denied that, by a more-or-less watered down conception of baptism, profession has so risen in value for many that the heart of the matter is now sought entirely in it. One senses that faith belongs at the Lord’s Supper and, since faith does not come into consideration in infant baptism, profession compensates for this lack.

By noting this, it is not being claimed that profession need merely be a profession of the mouth. In it the heart must certainly be speaking too. But one may not proceed from the presupposition that only now is it to be ascertained who are truly members of the church—as if one had been dealing with unbaptized persons who came out of paganism.

41. What is the sacrament of penance, and what end does it serve?

Penance serves to obtain forgiveness for those sins committed after baptism. The material of the sacrament of penance consists of three parts: abasement of the heart, confession of the mouth, and satisfaction of works. The form is absolution granted by the priest, which should be seen as a judicial act.

Against this: In penance the sacramental sign is completely lacking. Only in an extremely forced manner can one claim that the three parts constitute a sign. They are not visible, only in part audible. Abasement of the heart is something within the sinner himself, and cannot help form a sacrament. The same can be said of the satisfaction of works. Absolution is not a judicial act, for God has reserved to Himself to forgive sins judicially. In this the church has only a ministering role.

There is and may be a confession of sins by believers to each other (cf. Jas 5:16). When someone feels burdened by the consciousness of trespasses not known to anyone else, then it can be a relief to share them with a brother. A deep sense of sin always awakens a longing for truth, and to be known to be as bad as one really is can be more satisfying than to have an undeserved good name. But such a confession of private sin must always remain something voluntary, whether expressed before an ordinary brother or before a minister. The person himself must judge if he needs to do this. There even exists the danger that the comfort and the exoneration of men may replace the absolution that only God can give (cf. Calvin, Institutes 3.4.12).

Rome binds the forgiveness of sins to the confessional, the confession with the mouth. This is one of the many means by which it unsettles the conscience. Instead of holding forth the omniscience of God as a basis of comfort, forgiveness is made dependent on the limitedness and fallibility of human consciousness. The distinction between mortal sins and venial sins is not always easy. No one can be completely sure that he has completely searched out his sinful heart and that nothing has evaded his notice (Psa 19:12).

42. What is the sacrament of extreme unction?

This is anointing a dying person with oil by Rome with the aim of removing the remnants of sin that baptism and penance have left in the believer, and with the subsidiary aim of sometimes restoring the sick person to health. The material is oil. The form is the formula: “Through this holy anointing and His most holy mercy, may God forgive you whatever sins you have committed by sight, hearing,” etc. The oil, consecrated by the bishop, is spread on different parts of the body. This sacrament can be repeated.

In fact, in two passages in the New Testament something is found that resembles such a sacrament. The first is Mark 6:13: “And they cast out many demons and anointed many who were sick with oil and healed them.” This is said of the Twelve, who were sent out two by two with a special authority to perform miracles (v. 7). The second is James 5:14–15: “If anyone among you is sick, 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. And the prayer of faith will save the one who is sick, and the Lord will raise him up. And if he has committed sins, he will be forgiven.” As far as the first passage is concerned, this was a gift of healing; that is:

a)an extraordinary, miraculous gift only given to the apostles;

b)a gift that they exercised on all kinds of sick people, and not, like a sacrament, only on certain people;

c)exercised not only on those whose lives were in danger;

d)not exercised with the intention of taking away sins.


As far as the second passage is concerned, here too something is described that differs considerably from the Roman Catholic ceremony. The apostle does not make a distinction between fatal diseases and other diseases, and directs the anointing to apply exclusively to the healing of the body. The forgiveness of sins is connected to the prayer of faith, which has great power. Perhaps there is also an allusion to particular sins, for which sickness was a special chastisement, so that the healing in fact would be linked with restoration to God’s favor (1 Cor 11:30).

43. What is the sacrament of ordination?

This consists in the rites customary at the ordination of Roman Catholic office-bearers. Rome has three ordines majores, “higher orders,” four ordines minores, “lower orders.” To the first group belong: sub-deacons, deacons, and presbyters; to the second: ostiarii, sectores, exorcists, and acolytes. Only the bishop can consecrate for the ordines majores. This consecration of priests is one of the three sacraments that leave an indelible stamp. The other two are baptism and confirmation.

With this sacrament there is no outward, visible sign, unless one sees it in the laying on of hands. This, however, is no more than a symbolic practice. It is not an element but an action, and in a true sacrament both—element and action—are always united. There is no institution by Christ. What an odd sacrament that must be, moreover, in which material and form differ according to the seven different ranks of clergy for which it opens access.

44. Can one call marriage a sacrament?

Rome can do this on the basis of a dualistic view of human life. What is natural is as such unholy, unconsecrated, but the Church can take it and consecrate it so that it becomes holy. The Church also does this with marriage. It views marriage as a means for propagation of the Church and has a special grace accompany it, insofar as it is concluded ecclesiastically. The marriage of Roman Catholics is thus something other in the eyes of the Church than the marriage of people who are outside the saving activity of the Church. Otherwise one would say that marriage common to all is not in the least suited to serve as a sacrament. According to Rome, marriage is indissoluble without a dispensation from the Pope.

For this sacrament, the outward sign is again completely lacking. Some say that this is found in the words of assent of both contracting parties. Others say that the persons themselves form the sign. Both views are absurd. The material of the sacrament and the persons who receive it cannot be the same.

The most noteworthy thing is that Rome denies this sacrament to priests. The two sacraments of ordination and marriage thus exclude each other. One would expect that marriage, thus sanctified and elevated above the natural sphere, would be holy enough to be used by priests. But Rome does not deem it so.

We do not view marriage in the first place as something ecclesiastical. It rests on the basis of creation (Gen 1 and 2). But from that it does not follow that marriage is unholy. There is no specific grace needed to consecrate it. Of itself the kingdom of God also permeates marriage, so that it again answers to its natural ideal. Besides that, it also has an ecclesiastical side because it is connected with God’s covenant.




4. Baptism

1. What were the two ordinary sacraments for the Old Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace?

Circumcision and Passover. These were ordinary sacraments. Certainly some are accustomed to speaking of more sacraments and add, for example, the rainbow, the flood, the exodus through the Red Sea. But the covenant established with Noah was not a covenant of grace, although it was related to the covenant of grace. The flood and the exodus were facts that only occurred once, and thus could be types of later salvation facts, thereby acquiring a certain sacramental significance, but they were not ordinary sacraments that were repeated and used at set times (cf. Calvin, Institutes 4.15.18; our Form for Baptism).

Others go back still further and even speak of the “casting out of paradise” and “denying access to the tree of life” as a sacrament (cf. Witsius, Economy of the Covenants 4.7.3). But a sacrament is always a means of grace and not of punishment or of threatening. That man was driven from paradise, and the covenant of works was thus closed for him, was in itself no assurance that a covenant of grace was opened, and could not confirm Adam’s faith in it.

2. What is the term for circumcision in Hebrew and Greek?

Hebrew = mulah, mulah, Exodus 4:26, from the verb mwl; Greek = peritomē, from peritemnō, “cut around.” In Hebrew the foreskin, which was cut off, is called arlah, arlah; in Greek, akrobystia, “the tip of the male member,” or according to others, “stopped up from the front” (from byein); as some think intentionally formed to remind by the sound the Hebrew, bosheth, bosheth, “shame” (cf. Cremer on this word).

3. Is this circumcision something original with the Jews?

We read of its institution in Genesis 17:11 (cf. vv. 25–27). It appears here for Abraham and his family as something new that was not in use previously. From this many Reformed have immediately drawn the conclusion that there was no circumcision in the world previously, even in the outward sense, and that everything of this sort found in other peoples in earlier and later times was a corruption of the sacrament that Jehovah gave to Abraham and his seed as a sign and a seal of the covenant of grace (Witsius, Economy of the Covenants 4.8.11: “But in all peoples who have been estranged from the true service of God, circumcision was nothing other than pure superstition and evil imitation of the sacrament that God had given to those in His covenant”). The facts, however, show that in this they judged incorrectly. The Egyptians were circumcised, the Arabs (boys between their tenth and fourteenth year), the Phoenicians and other Canaanites, for in the Old Testament the term “uncircumcised” refers specifically to the Philistines. For the Egyptians, circumcision existed before the Jews came into Egypt. Origen says that only the priests in Egypt were circumcised, but although in his day that might have been so, initially that was not so, and nowadays too it is still otherwise. But there is more. Circumcision is found in Central America, among a few races in the Pacific Ocean, in many tribes in Australia, in Africa among the blacks.

In all of this there is nothing extraordinary. When it is also established of baptism that it has different analogies among pagan peoples and that these were partly in use before Christian baptism itself, then it is not apparent why it has to be otherwise for circumcision. One should not therefore say that God took over a pagan practice. But like causes have like results. That is, there is something in the sign of circumcision, as there is something in the water of baptism, that possesses a natural appropriateness to portray a religious truth. That natural appropriateness has at all times struck the most diverse peoples in all parts of the world, and so circumcision arose, probably in different places in an independent manner. But that circumcision was not a sacrament. It could become a sacrament only because God attached the seal of His approval to that natural idea and made circumcision a divine institution for His covenant people.

It is not impossible that many of the tribes surrounding Israel took over circumcision from Israel, such as the Arabians and the Midianites. But it seems to us hazardous to link to this the further thesis that the descendants of Israel and Esau were within the pale of the church until the making of the covenant at Sinai and even still later. Even Witsius does this: “And it is not to be doubted that He had his elect among the other children and descendants of Abraham. And there is nothing more certain than that within the four centuries, circumcision, and with circumcision, the visible church or congregation was propagated within all those eastern peoples who could have had their origin from Israel and from the sons of Keturah and from Esau,” etc. (Economy of the Covenants, 4.8.5).

4. What was signified and sealed by circumcision?

a)Some associate circumcision with the motif of purification. Herodotus speaks in that vein about Egyptian circumcision. Philo the Jew speaks about four reasons given by tradition, among which purity occurs. This may have been a secondary motif, but circumcision is not explained satisfactorily as a purity and health measure.

b)Others have regarded circumcision as a bloody sacrifice, or as a remnant of earlier human sacrifices, or as a symbol that God has a claim on human life. Here too there is an element of truth. Circumcision is distinguished from baptism precisely by this—that it is accompanied by the shedding of blood—and this is a feature that coheres most closely with the character of the Old Testament dispensation as a whole.

c)We will have to hold ourselves to what Scripture teaches on this point. And this comes down to the following:

1.Circumcision is a sign of the covenant of grace (Gen 17:11) and is called “the covenant in your flesh” (v. 13).

2.It points to the impurity of man in his natural state. That natural state must be changed before man can be received into the covenant of God. That is why circumcision is instituted before the birth of Isaac, the seed of the promise. One could ask why the impurity of the natural state of man is signified specifically by this shameful member. There appear to be three reasons. First, the genitals in themselves are already connected to the pollution of sin. The feeling of shame, including physical shame, points back directly to sin (Gen 3:7). Second, original sin is connected with the propagation of the human race. It is the nature that is corrupt, and nature comes from nasci, “to be born.” Third, God has connected the administration of the covenant of grace with the sexual relationship. The promise is for Abraham, and always “to you and your seed.”

3.It signifies and seals the removal of this natural impurity, is a symbol and seal of the renewal and cleansing of the heart as well as the removal of guilt: “Circumcise, then, the foreskin of your heart, and no longer be stiff-necked” (Deut 10:16). “And the LORD your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your offspring, so that you will love the LORD your God” (Deut 30:6). “Circumcise yourselves to the LORD; remove the foreskin of your hearts” (Jer 4:4). Compare also Leviticus 19:23, were mention is made of a circumcision of trees. “Circumcision of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter” (Rom 2:29). “For we are the circumcision, who worship in the Spirit” (Phil 3:3). “In whom also you were circumcised with a circumcision made without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ” (Col 2:11). “And you, when you were dead in your transgressions and in the uncircumcision of your flesh, He made alive together with Him, having forgiven you all your trespasses” (v. 13). Some think that in this last text the death of the Savior is spoken of as a “circumcision of Christ.” This could be, for in the death of Christ was the true and actual cutting away and rooting out by which guilt is wiped away and the handwriting of sins is taken away out of the midst [Col 2:14]. But this interpretation is still doubtful. The “circumcision of Christ” will surely have to have in view the origin of spiritual circumcision. It is Christ who works this by His Spirit, and therefore it is called the “circumcision of Christ.”

Finally, Paul tells us expressly that circumcision was “a sign and a seal of the righteousness of faith” (Rom 4:11).

5. When did circumcision take place and how?

It took place on the eighth day, with sharp stones or with a knife (Exod 4:25; Josh 5:2). The person who performed it at first was the father of the household (Gen 17:23–24). Later, other persons appear to be appointed specifically for that. There are those who believe that the priests ordinarily performed the procedure. But John the Baptist was not circumcised by his father, who was a priest (Luke 1:59, 62). The giving of a name usually occurred on the very same day with circumcision.

6. Was circumcision a temporary thing or a sacrament that would not be eventually abolished?

It was intended to remain valid during the entire old dispensation of the covenant of grace. Against this it has been objected that God says to Abraham: “And my covenant shall be in your flesh an everlasting covenant” [Gen 17:13]. To this the answer has been that the word translated “everlasting” refers to “this age,” that is, the time before the coming of the Messiah. But it is better to say: the covenant sealed by circumcision was an eternal covenant, not the sign. In the same sense it is said that the Lord gave the land of Canaan as an eternal possession. That, too, is meant as a type. The spiritual benefits that are depicted by the land would be an eternal possession of God’s covenant children. The same is true of circumcision. It is abolished in the New Testament dispensation, and baptism has come in its place (Col 2:17; Gal 5:6; vv. 2–4: circumcision regarded as a means of justification cuts off from Christ). However, circumcision still lived on in practice for a time among Jewish Christians.

7. Where should the origin of Christian baptism be sought?

In answering this question, three points should receive attention:

a)The pagan practices that display similarity, more or less, with baptism.

b)Proselyte baptism, and whether historically it has any connection with the Old Testament washings and with the baptism of John.

c)The baptism of John and the connection between it and Christian baptism.

8. Were there practices among pagans that had some similarity with baptism?

Yes, we find religious washings among the Egyptians, the Persians, the Hindus, and others. They were customary especially in the mystery religions. However, finding a general analogy is something completely different than intending to establish a historical connection. Whatever of this sort is encountered with pagans will have to owe its origin to the dictates of conscience that there is guilt and uncleanness that must be taken away before one can have communion with the gods. It is said that in Norway and Iceland such a pagan baptism existed for a long time alongside Christian baptism. In any case, the baptism of the Bible originated entirely independent of such pagan practices.

9. What was proselyte baptism, and what was its connection with the baptism of Scripture?

Gerim (gerim) or proselytes (prosēlytos) are those pagans who by circumcision and keeping the law were received completely into the community of the Jews. In the Old Testament, the gerim are none other than “strangers,” “sojourners”—that is, those pagans who, without becoming Jews, still lived continually in the land of Israel. And the Septuagint, therefore, uses the word “proselyte.” Consequently, later both words changed in their meaning. In the Talmud a distinction is made between two sorts of proselytes, between a “righteous stranger,” who keeps the entire law, and a “stranger who is a sojourner.” Still later, the latter were called “proselytes of the gate.” When a proselyte of righteousness was received into the Jewish congregation, three things had to take place: (1) circumcision; (2) baptism; (3) a sacrifice. Baptism was called tevilah, tebilah.

The question now is how old this use of proselyte baptism is. Since the beginning of the eighteenth century the opinion has arisen among scholars that it has a much more recent origin than Christian baptism, and is probably only an imitation of it. At present, opinion is divided. Lightfoot, Danz, Bengel, Delitzsch, Edersheim, Schürer maintain that this baptism is very old and existed already at the time of Christ. According to Meyer and others, the usage only arose later, in any case after the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem by the Romans (commentary on Matt 3:6).

The truth seems to be as follows. A pagan who lived as a pagan is impure in numerous ways. Thus, when he is received by circumcision into the Jewish community, this is not sufficient to cause him to participate fully in the community of the pure Jews. To that end, he must undergo a washing, bathe himself, as it is demanded of Jews themselves in the law when they have made themselves impure in one way or another (Lev 11–15; Num 19). Now, it may well be that later various usages were attached to this water bath that were not yet connected to it at the time of Christ. But there is no doubt that the essence of this proselyte baptism is nothing other than the usual Levitical cleansing demanded in this particular case. And as such, baptism will have existed at the time of John, indeed even before that time.

But from that, then, it also follows that it is incorrect to want to explain the baptism of John historically from this practice. John appeared with his demand of baptism in order to indicate that Judaism as a whole was apostate and not any better than paganism; that, consequently, they all had to undergo what the pagans underwent when they became Jews, namely, proselyte baptism. It cannot be proven that at that time the baptism of a proselyte took on such an important place in the initiation ritual that this view could be called correct. It must have still been something more or less subordinate then, to which one could not simply connect the idea of becoming a Jew. Jewish baptism will have only gained this importance as an initiation ceremony at a later time, perhaps under the influence of Christian practice. John himself did not present his baptism from this point of view. Rather, he associated himself with the same Levitical purifications of which the proselyte baptism was a particular application.

10. How should the significance of the baptism of John be assessed?

The Council of Trent has said: “If anyone says that the baptism of John possessed the same power as the baptism of Christ, let him be anathema” (session 7, canon 1). The Reformed maintained the opposite. While Rome thus said that those baptized by John had not received the dispensation of grace of proper baptism and later were baptized again or baptized as Christians for the first time, the Reformed insisted that such a rebaptism did not take place.

It can hardly be denied that there was some difference between the baptism of John and baptism in the New Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace. But the question is whether it was an essential difference, so great that the new baptism was necessary. There was difference:

a)In the way in which baptism pointed to Christ. John was not yet in the kingdom of heaven. He stood at the dividing line. The Law and the Prophets were until him [Luke 16:16]. He was the forerunner who announced that the kingdom of heaven was nigh. His baptism, therefore, had to look forward to Christ. Christian baptism points back to the same Christ.

b)A second point of difference is connected with this. Although forming the transition, the baptism of John still belongs to the Old Testament dispensation and derives its features from the latter. The entire Old Testament dispensation places the law in the foreground as a disciplinarian until Christ. It was a dispensation to awaken repentance, consciousness of sin. Accordingly, we also find then that the baptism of John was a baptism for repentance. But this may not be understood as if it had only had a negative meaning, and as if the positive side had been totally lacking. True repentance is not possible without faith.

c)The baptism of John was still national and not catholic. It was a baptism for the Jews, while Christian baptism is a baptism whereby every distinction between Jew and Gentile, barbarian and Scythian, disappears.

d)In the degree of gifts that baptism sealed, the baptism of John naturally ranks below the later baptism of Christians. The Spirit having not yet come, all the special gifts that depended on the Spirit’s outpouring had to be missing at that baptism. But this does not justify saying that in the baptism of John no special gift was sealed that was already available and obtainable at that time.

Alongside of the difference, however, there was essential agreement. The one who instituted the baptism of John was God Himself (John 1:33; Luke 3:3–4; Matt 21:25). Similarly, Christ, out of the fullness of His power as Mediator—by which He, Himself God, represented God—instituted Christian baptism. The thing signified and sealed was the same, namely, forgiveness of sins and regeneration (Matt 3:7–8; Luke 3:3; Mark 1:4; cf. with Acts 2:38). The conversion that John, already preaching, would effect was conversion to faith, for of him it was said that he would convert many of the children of Israel to the Lord, their God (Luke 1:16), that it took place in order to make ready for the Lord a people prepared (v. 17). That thereby John pointed to Christ is apparent from everything (John 1:20, 23, 26–27, 30). The same thing is evident from the fact that Jesus Himself was baptized with this baptism of John, as well as His apostles, and that nowhere are we informed of a rebaptism.

It is asked, however: If this is so, how then can John himself make the sharp distinction he does in Matthew 3:11? He distinguishes there between his baptism, which is a baptism with water, and the baptism of Christ, which is a baptism with the Holy Spirit and with fire. How is that to be understood? Obviously, two outward baptisms are not set over against each other here, for just as John’s baptism was a baptism with water, so the baptism of Christ would be a baptism without water. But contrasted with each other are the outward baptism of John and the special gifts of the Spirit that were signified and sealed by that baptism, and that could only follow later when Christ would have sent the Spirit from the Father. Thus the fire would also have to refer to the dispensation of the Spirit, and it is perhaps added to accentuate the distinction between this extraordinary and ordinary communication of the Spirit. Certainly, the regular activity of the Spirit is described in John 3:5 as “water and Spirit.” Others see this fire as referring to the fiery tongues on the day of Pentecost; sill others to the fire of Gehenna, so that curse and blessing would be set over against each other. Both these interpretations are less satisfactory. Thus we see that nothing can be derived from this saying of John to establish a difference between his baptism and that of Christ. The same thing can also be said of the baptism that Christ had His disciples administer before His suffering (John 4:2; 3:22), namely, that it was not a baptism with the Holy Spirit and with fire. But it was still Christian baptism.

Another objection that is made is that later there were so many who were baptized on Pentecost that there surely must have been those present who had also been baptized by John: thus, rebaptism. So even Charles Hodge, who on this basis in particular expresses himself in favor of a difference between the two baptisms (Systematic Theology, 3:594). But it is not susceptible to proof that all present there had already been baptized by John, and that those who were already baptized by him were baptized again.

The principal objection, however, lies in Acts 19:1–7. There it is reported how in Ephesus Paul found some disciples who had not received the Holy Spirit—indeed, had not even heard if there were a Holy Spirit—who had only been baptized into the baptism of John. Then Paul says: “John baptized with the baptism of repentance,” etc. Then there follows in verse 5: akousantes de ebaptisthēsan eis to onoma tou kyriou Iēsou, [“and when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus”]. “And when Paul laid hands on them, the Spirit came on them, and they spoke in strange languages and prophesied.”

The understanding of this difficult passage depends entirely on the meaning of the words just cited in Greek.

a)The old and most accepted explanation is that these words (v. 5) are not the words of Luke the writer, but the words of Paul the speaker addressed to the disciples. So he intends to say: It is certainly true that John’s baptism was chiefly a baptism of repentance, and that thereby repentance came to the fore, but still those who heard John were also baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus, and therefore it is not necessary that they be baptized again; it is sufficient for you that we lay hands on you and you will receive the gift of the Spirit. So, then, these disciples were not rebaptized. This is the explanation that our Statenvertaling [Dutch State Translation] favors by the added “him,” which refers to John. This is the explanation of Beza, Calixtus, Calov, and many others, including the majority of the dogmaticians.

b)Another explanation is that verse 5 does in fact give the words of Luke, and not of Paul. But, it is said, according to Luke the baptism that the disciples received here in addition to their baptism by John was not a repeated water baptism; it was the baptism of the Holy Spirit, thus baptism in a spiritual sense. This is said to be explained further in in verse 6 by the laying on of hands and what followed, speaking in tongues and prophesying. This is the explanation of Calvin.

c)A third explanation is that of Zwingli, also followed by Dr. [Abraham] Kuyper (De Heraut, no. 643). Zwingli says: These twelve were rebaptized, not because they had received the authentic baptism of John and this was not sufficient for a Christian, but because one or another disciple of John had misled them by baptizing them in the name of John himself and not in the name of Jesus. The meaning of verse 4 then becomes as follows: John certainly baptized unto repentance but also in the name of Jesus, that is to say, “that they should believe in the one who came after him, that is, in Christ Jesus.” You have not received the true baptism of John, but a counterfeit baptism. Verse 5 then becomes the account of Luke. The disciples were baptized by Paul, not rebaptized.

For this latter explanation, an appeal is made especially to verse 3. “And he said to them, ‘Into what then were you baptized?’ And they said, ‘Into John’s baptism (e baptism (aid, b baptis).’ ” That will then have to mean: “baptized in the name of John.” But it is totally uncertain that the words can mean that. Baptism in someone or into someone is never called the baptism of someone. For this explanation we would simply expect “into John.”

d)Others say that the baptism of John was certainly authentic, but that these disciples were not sufficiently instructed regarding the future gifts of the Holy Spirit, the extraordinary charisma, and that this is meant by their saying: “We have not even heard that there is a Holy Spirit.” That this certainly cannot mean “We have never heard of the existence of the Holy Spirit” is self-evident (cf. John 7:39). And now, supposedly, Paul, taking their weakness into consideration, rebaptized them at their request, which did not happen in normal circumstances. That they desired this is supposedly indicated by the words, “on hearing this” (v. 5).

One must grant that this, in light of the context, is the most natural explanation of all. The rebaptism will then be based on the dual character that Christian baptism initially had, on the charismatic aspect. If one accepts this explanation, then it in no way follows that therefore rebaptism is permissible, as Anabaptists propose, who have always attempted to make capital of this text. That Apollos was baptized by Aquila cannot be positively proven (Acts 18:26).

However, the objection remains to this view, too, that the laying on of hands followed baptism. Usually one assumes that this laying on of hands had specifically as its aim to communicate the charisma of the Holy Spirit. And here too that is the case, for they immediately begin to speak in tongues and to prophesy. One could still say: baptism and the laying on of hands belong with each other.

The first explanation would be the most preferable if we could translate the Greek of verse 5 as “those who heard him.” But one would expect that then the text read: hoi de akousantes auton. This text is and remains a crux interpretum [“crossroads for interpreters,” a passage difficult to interpret]. Turretin acknowledges that rebaptism is possibly spoken of here, but that nevertheless an essential difference need not exist between the baptism of John and Christian baptism. He says that John perhaps did not use a formula such as was used later, and that thereby the repetition was warranted. One can hardly prove that John used a set formula, but with no less difficulty that this in itself gave rise to repetition.

11. What word in the New Testament is used for baptizing, and what is the force of that word?

Baptō (baptō) means “to dip,” “immerse,” for to baptize and to immerse are related to each other (cf. the English “to dive,” “to dip”). In John 13:26 it is used for the dipping of the morsel by Jesus that he gave to Judas. See also Ruth 2:14 [Septuagint] for dipping the morsel in vinegar by Ruth; Luke 16:24 for dipping Lazarus’ finger in water. In all these passages, the word used is baptō, so that positively no doubt need exist about the original meaning. When a Baptist says that baptō means “immerse,” then one should grant him that without reservation.

A strengthened form of baptō is baptizō (baptizō), and this is the usual word in use for “baptize.” This, too, is originally “immerse.” Actually, baptizein means “immerse repeatedly”; it is an iterative form. Hence it is used instead of baptō in 2 Kings 5:14 [Septuagint], which recounts how Naaman dipped himself seven times in the Jordan. But this iterative meaning is not always maintained, so that often enough baptizein is equal in meaning to baptein. Now, however, this baptizein appears at the same time to have been the usual Greek translation for the Levitical washings and purifications, which again may be connected with the fact that this took place generally by bathing—that is, by immersing the body in water. One may compare, for example, Matthew 15:2, “For they do not wash their hands when they eat” (ou gar niptontai tas cheiras), with Mark 7:4, “unless they first wash” (ean mē baptisōntai).

With this, the concept of baptizō is placed directly under the viewpoint of “washing,” a fact of the highest importance. That this “washing” was in most instances a washing by immersion appears as something accidental that could also be something else, and that, if it had been something else, nothing of substance would have changed. The Levitical purifications were washings of the whole body, also where a sprinkling accompanied them (Num 19:19; see also v. 18; Lev 11:24–28 and following; 17:15; 14:2–8; 15:16–18, 19–24, 25–29, 2–15). That in all these purifications the whole body had to be washed and not just a part had to do with the ceremonial and burdensome character of the Old Testament dispensation. If an easy sprinkling had been sufficient, then perhaps it would have quickly become an outward form. The bathing of the whole body did not easily become a meaningless custom. Then one should also not forget that for the Levitical purification its symbolic character came to the fore. It was therefore in all respects fitting that in the case of uncleanness the whole body was subject to a washing. By that was certainly pictured how the entire person is polluted by sin and how complete renewal is necessary. However, from that it may not be inferred that at baptism as a sacrament, too, complete immersion of the body is necessary. With baptism, not the sign but the seal is surely in the foreground. The New Testament sacraments are not in the first place symbols; they are above all seals of the covenant. Thus it is in no way necessary that the entire symbolism of the purifications of the Old Testament be transferred to the baptism of the New Testament.

The error the Baptists make when they insist that baptizein is immersion and nothing else lies in overlooking the fact just mentioned. Words have their meaning by their use, not by their etymology. One can safely grant not only that originally baptizō means to immerse; indeed, one can even go so far as to say that initially immersion was the customary mode of baptism, without playing into the hands of the Baptists. The point at issue between them and us surely lies in this: whether immersion constitutes the heart and essence of the symbolism of baptism, so that abandoning it would be the same as abandoning baptism itself. When one asks a Baptist, “Why did Christ institute the sacrament of incorporation into the Christian church in this way?” then his answer is: “Because it had to be portrayed by descending into and emerging from the water.” That thereby washing takes place at the same time, since one cannot immerse someone without the water at the same time washing his body is, according to him, something incidental. Baptism would be baptism, and its essence preserved, if one could immerse someone in something else that does not have a cleansing quality. If one poses the same question to us, then we answer: The sacrament was instituted by Christ in this way because He intended to have washing and purification portrayed. The fact that this ordinarily took place in a land like Palestine and according to the Jewish law by immersion or bathing was something incidental and subordinate. If a washing takes place without immersion, then baptism retains its essence.

Thus the issue between us and Baptists is not at all whether baptizein means to immerse or to sprinkle. One can grant, and probably will have to grant, that nowhere in the New Testament has it completely lost its original meaning of “immersing” or “dipping.” The issue is simply whether immersion was the main point or something incidental. And then we say the latter. It was immersion with the purpose of washing, and in order to portray purification. We rely on this when we claim that baptism by sprinkling is just as much the ordinance of Christ as baptism by immersion. From their side, Baptists believe that the Reformation has taken half measures, that Luther and Calvin did not fully clean out the Roman Catholic leaven, and that on them the duty rests to restore original Christianity in its purity.

One should preferably not combat Baptists with weak historical arguments from the New Testament. One can appeal to Mark 7:4: baptismous potēriōn kai xestōn kai chalkiōn kai klinōn, “washing of cups and pots and copper vessels and couches.” It is said that cups and pots and copper vessels could be immersed, but not couches. It is a question, however, whether these words (kai klinōn) belong in the text. Westcott and Hort omit them. The Revised Version does also. One can also point to Acts 2:41–42. There were 3,000 people added to the church, who for the most part were also certainly baptized. Was that possible in so short a time if baptism took place by immersion? It is not impossible. An equally large number of converts have been baptized in a relatively short period of time by immersion. The appeal to Acts 10:47 is also not strong, since we evidently have to do there with a figurative expression. Peter intends to say: the Holy Spirit has already come upon them; can anyone still forbid water, by which they are signified and sealed? From Acts 16:33 it has generally been inferred that the jailer and his family were not baptized by immersion but simply by sprinkling. But Baptists say that the jail, like most of the large buildings in the Middle East, had a fountain and a cistern. First Corinthians 10:1–2 states that all the fathers were under the cloud and passed through the sea and were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea. The fact that they went through the water, and that certainly with dry feet, can, it is said, be called already being baptized. They were simply sprinkled with the spattering drops. But there is no mention of sprinkling in the account of these events. The apostle apparently conceived of them such that the sea and the cloud surrounded the people, and so became an element in which they were located. The sea was on both sides, the cloud was over the Israelites; that was their baptism.

Appeal is also made to passages that speak of a baptizing with the Holy Spirit: Matthew 3:1 (en pneumati hagiō kai pyri); Mark 1:8 (egō ebaptisa hymas hydati, autos de baptisei hymas en pneumati hagiō); John 1:33 (houtos estin ho baptizōn en pneumati hagiō); Acts 1:5; 11:16 (hymeis de baptisthēsesthe en pneumati hagiō); 1 Cor 12:13 (kai gar en heni pneumati hēmeis pantes eis hen sōma ebaptisthēmen). The question is how this “in the Holy Spirit,” as it literally stands in all these passages, is meant. Is the Holy Spirit the element in which one is baptized, in which God, as it were, immerses, or is it to be understood as a being baptized with the Holy Spirit? In the latter case, en, equivalent to b in Hebrew, would be an instrumental preposition. In Mark 1:8 it is without doubt “by means of water … by means of the Holy Spirit.” But from this it does not yet follow that sprinkling is thought of, for one can also call baptism through immersion a baptism by means of water. In 1 Corinthians 12:13, the translation “by means of one Spirit” appears to us the most natural, but sprinkling is not proven by it. By all of these things one can only deprive Baptists of proofs, not obtain proofs for his own views. See the commentaries on these passages.

12.What is the testimony of the history of the postbiblical period regarding the question of immersion or sprinkling?

It appears that sprinkling was already in use early, especially in so-called “clinical baptism,” namely, for sick persons who had to receive the sacrament. For them immersion was excluded. It appears, however, that in the earliest times many superstitious persons did not regard such a baptism as being complete. Those who were baptized by sprinkling were called “clinici.” At first it was thought that there was no proof from the second century for baptism by sprinkling, because a few texts in Tertullian are regarded as uncertain, and also the age of certain pictures in which sprinkling occurs cannot be determined precisely enough. But change has come through the discovery of the Didache of the Twelve Apostles. From it, it is certainly evident that even in the very earliest times no offense was registered if sprinkling replaced immersion. Still, here it is also added that there had to be an objective grounds that made immersion impossible or inadvisable; for example, if there was no running water in the vicinity. Along this path, too, one cannot prove the apostolic origin of sprinkling.

13. To what, finally, can one still appeal against the Baptists?

To the universal character of Christianity. Christianity is catholic, that is, intended for all times and places. That must come out in its sacraments too. Hence, the signs in these sacraments are such as are to be found everywhere: water, bread, wine—the most common products of nature that can be kept everywhere. But the same thing will also have to apply to their manner of use. Immersion is something that is sometimes feasible in Middle Eastern lands, but then again in many regions, not. If Christianity is thus bound to something like this, then in this respect it is the same as Islam, which obligates all its adherents to a pilgrimage to Mecca. But Islam is then also particularistic; Christianity is universal, catholic, intended for all times, countries, circumstances, and conditions.

14. Is it only Baptists who have immersion?

No, the entire Greek Church also maintains baptism by immersion. It took a long time in the Roman Catholic Church before immersion and sprinkling were recognized as equally legitimate (the end of the thirteenth century). The English Church appears to have practiced immersion for a time. The Westminster Assembly said, “sprinkle or pour” [Westminster Confession of Faith 28.3]. Earlier, when immersion came into use by the Baptists, it was seen as a novelty.

15. In what does the outward matter, the outward sign consist for baptism?

In washing with water. Pure water must be used, and not, as Roman Catholics propose, oil, salt, saliva, honey, or what have you. The water must be used in such a way that an image of washing away emerges. It must be brought into contact with the body of the person to be baptized. There are those who insist that this contact of the body with water must be a threefold action, in order to accord with the Trinitarian baptismal formula. Tertullian, Cyril, Basil, Ambrose speak of a threefold sprinkling. Turretin says: “We hold presently to a single sprinkling, and believe that we need not dispute with anyone in the world about this matter, since there is no express command for the number one or three” (Institutes, 19.11.12). Exorcism, consecration of the water, making the sign of the cross on the forehead and chest of the person baptized, hanging a lit wax candle over him—all of them Roman Catholic practices—are rejected.

16. Indicate further how this water and the action performed with it in baptism becomes a sign.

a)The water is that element in nature that has been created by God for the purpose of physical cleansing. The idea of cleansing has been placed by God in water. This choice of water was not made in retrospect, but water was created for that beforehand. The cleansing in a spiritual sense refers to two things: first, the removal of guilt; further, the removal of pollution. There is a washing of justification; there is also a washing of sanctification. The contact of the water refers to both. One, however, can ask further: What is it, then, that produces this twofold cleansing in a spiritual sense? The answer is: the blood and the Spirit of Christ. These two must therefore also be portrayed by the water of baptism. This is so obvious for the blood that it scarcely needs demonstration. But 1 Corinthians 6:11 also has the Spirit in view: “And this were some of you. But you are washed, you are sanctified, you are justified, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God”; Hebrews 10:22: “our bodies being washed with pure water”; Revelation 1:5: “and has washed us by his blood”; 1 Peter 3:21: “of which the antitype, baptism, now also saves you, which is not a putting away of filth from the body but an appeal of a good conscience to God, through the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” That the Holy Spirit is also signified in baptism comes out, among other places, in Titus 3:5: “by the washing of regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit”; John 3:5: “unless one is born of water and the Spirit.” See also Matthew 3:11 as this text has been interpreted above. Here John contrasts the sign and the thing signified with each other and says that he can only give the former, that Christ must and will give the latter.

Scripture does not indicate further how the Spirit is portrayed in the sign of the water. There is no need to be reminded that the outpouring of the Holy Spirit is a common image in Scripture. But outpouring is something that makes us think of water. So, there is nothing in itself incongruous that the Spirit is portrayed by water and His action signified by sprinkling with water. Some have pointed to the life-giving power of water, but this surmise appears to lack scriptural grounding.

The blood of Christ applied to the soul justifies. In the shedding of that blood is both the passive as well as the active obedience of the Mediator. That is why the sign of baptism is also a sign, not of a half, but of a complete, perfect justification. Baptism, says Peter, is the appeal of a good conscience to God through the resurrection of Jesus Christ. In baptism there is the appeal, but also the response to it from the side of God.

b)The Baptists and all who insist on the necessity of immersion proceed in a completely different way in their explanation of the symbolism of baptism. They say that baptizō is “dipping.” “Dipping” is putting something in water so that it first goes under water and then comes out of it again. The movement down and up, then, is what is essential. The movement signifies entering into death and emerging from death. The death into which one enters and from which one emerges is in the first place the atoning death of Christ. The believer must enter into it in order to share in it; that is, he must have fellowship with it—the death must be imputed to him. Christ therefore called His death a baptism: “Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized with the baptism with which I am baptized?” (Mark 10:38); “But I have to be baptized with this baptism, and how distressed I am until it is accomplished” (Luke 12:50). That is why Paul speaks of baptism as follows: “Or do you not know that as many of us as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death?” (Rom 6:3).

But that is not the only thing about the symbolism of baptism that we, in the estimation of the Baptists, fail to appreciate and omit. There is more. When the baptized person descends into the water and is baptized downward, that symbolizes the destruction of his own old man. When he makes the movement upward and rises, it signifies the resurrection of his new man. Further, between both of these symbols of death there is now a connection. Baptism signifies that only through fellowship in the death on the cross and the resurrection of Christ (in a juridical fashion) can the killing of the old and the resurrection of the new man take place in us. Our burial and our resurrection are only possible because we enter into the death and the resurrection of Christ, thus into the water of baptism.

And the conclusion is that only immersionists possess the unimpaired sacrament, that, on the other hand, aspersionists [those who sprinkle] have a corrupted sign and are disobedient to the ordinance of Christ. A Baptist writes: “It is a sad thing that those who follow the practice of sprinkling in place of immersion say by that symbol that a man can regenerate himself, or at least that his regeneration can take place without being connected with Christ’s death.… Purification is made to be the essence of baptism, and one concludes that any form of purification corresponds to the purpose of the ordinance. But if Christ’s death is the meriting cause of our purification, we may expect it will be pictured in the ordinance that attests that purification; if the death of Christ is the central fact of Christianity, we may expect it will also be symbolized in the initiating rite of Christianity” (Strong, Systematic Theology, 529)1

Our answer to this view is as follows:

1.That abundance of water and entering into it is a special image of the death of Christ cannot be proven from any place in Scripture. What Christ says in Mark 10:38 and Luke 12:50, cited above, certainly does not look ahead to Christian baptism but is a figurative expression. The thought is probably connected to Old Testament expressions, such as Psalm 69:1–2, 14–15; Psalm 42:7; 124:4–5; 144:7; Isaiah 43:2; Revelation 12:15.

2.When the water of baptism is brought into contact with the person being baptized, then a connection between him and the death of Christ comes about just as well as it does by immersion. This baptismal water surely signifies, as we have seen, the blood of the Savior. Blood causes one to think immediately of death. And sprinkling with blood shows clearly enough that the death of Christ has something to do with our washing and purification. It is therefore a completely unjustified accusation against the aspersionists when it is said that they detach subjective grace from its origin in the death of Christ. As long as there is an application of water in baptism, in whatever particular way that may be, something like that detachment is naturally impossible. The death of Christ is symbolically there in the water.

3.The Baptistic symbolism is not simple and clear enough to be able do service for the kind of rite that must be generally understandable. The submerging of the person baptized must signify two things at the same time: namely, the death of Christ and the death of the sinner that flows from it. Cause and result merge here. The water in itself, the quantity of water, cannot represent the death of Christ, for, if one admits that, it becomes a purely quantitative question and there are no longer any grounds for saying that the small amount of water that we use does not depict the death. But neither does submerging, for it is the submersion not of the Savior but of the sinner. But few people can understand such a complex symbolism.

4.The passage primarily appealed to from the Baptist side is Romans 6:1–10. One must agree that here Paul here links his argumentation to the symbolism of immersion. He aims to show that justification by faith does not lead to licentiousness, that thereby one does not learn to say, “Let us continue in sin that grace may increase.” The proof lies in the fact that a subjective reversal in the consciousness of man accompanies entrance into the state of objective justification. And for this the apostle finds proof in the ceremony of baptism—that baptism was a baptism into the death of Christ because it was a baptism into Christ. As many of us as were baptized in (into) Christ were baptized into his death. Because by his baptism the Christian has been brought into union with Christ, that union must continue in all its aspects and parts. It must be a union in death. Now it is self-evident that this cannot be understood in an entirely literal way. Our death is not totally the same as Christ’s death. There is only a kind of likeness. The dying of Christ was the dying of sin; our death is a dying to sin. The comparison between these two is thus not so much a comparison between two similar facts as a meaningful allusion. Baptism reminds us that the death of Christ must be at work in us, that the sin that was judged on the cross must now further also be pursued and driven out until its last traces have disappeared. The center of gravity of the discourse, therefore, lies in union with Christ.

Now, however, no one will maintain that baptism loses this element as soon as it ceases to be an immersion. After all, sprinkling, too, takes place into Christ. When the blood of Christ is applied to us in baptism, that signifies not only that guilt but also pollution must be cleansed. The shedding of blood becomes a washing with blood in a double sense, namely, for justification and sanctification. If now in Paul’s day baptism by sprinkling was usual, he could just as well have reasoned from this practice as from baptism by immersion. He could have spoken as follows:

a)In baptism as the sacrament of incorporation into the Christian church, what it means to become a Christian comes out.

b)In baptism the blood of Christ is not only shed outside of us as a sacrifice that is effective for us; it is also sprinkled upon us as blood that cleanses.

c)Baptism signifies and seals, therefore, that the blood of Christ, as the sign of His death, also works in us, that it sanctifies and regenerates us.

d)It is therefore slander if one disseminates that a Christian could say: Let us commit sin, so that grace may increase!

There is, however, more that stands in the way of Baptistic reasoning. One is accustomed to represent this descending into and arising out of the water of baptism as a symbol of regeneration. But Paul is not speaking about regeneration here. It is without doubt that he has conversion in view. Repentance and faith as the source of good works correspond to this descending and arising. It is something that occurs in the consciousness, a breaking with and a crucifying of sin that has the character of something shameful, something painful. Because the Christian, before he came to the peace of justification, had to wrestle through this process of dying, because sin was revealed in him in all its hideousness and is always a disgrace for him, it is therefore impossible that he would ever fall into the frightful error of wanting to commit sin so that grace would increase. Not regeneration, but conversion is thus portrayed here by descending and arising. And now we must agree that for this symbolism immersion alone is fitting. Only submersion with water, plunging into it, produces the thought of something painful and grievous. Paul then also speaks of being buried with Christ, a being crucified of the old man with him, but he never says that the essence of baptism is to be found in that. In Titus 3:5, where he mentions regeneration, he finds the symbolic element in the bath, thus in washing, not in something painful but in something refreshing and enlivening.

The result for us, therefore, is that baptism by immersion can be used with a richer symbolic significance than by sprinkling, but that the latter also is a complete baptism; and that in the institution and origin of baptism, not burial and resurrection but cleansing and washing were in the foreground. Paul used immersion in a meaning-filled way to express a profound thought, but nowhere did he say that he thereby indicated or explained the mode of baptism.

17. Where does one find the institution of Christian baptism?

In principle it already received its divine institution with John the Baptist. But this institution is ratified anew by the Mediator before His ascension (Matt 28:19).

18. What is the meaning of these words of institution?

a)They must be related to verse 18: “And coming to them Jesus spoke, saying, ‘To me is given all authority in heaven and on earth.’ ” As the powerful one, that is, as the one who is fully authorized, who possesses mediatorial power, Christ instituted the sacrament of baptism. It is authority granted, thus the authority of the Mediator.

b)“Having gone out, make disciples of all nations.” This is the literal translation of the word that our translations have rendered with “teach” (mathēteusate). In “all nations” lies the catholicity of Christianity, which with the exaltation of the Lord would receive its full rights. But the Jews are not excluded from this “all the nations.” From now on, Israel is an ordinary nation alongside the other nations. One great Christian people takes the place of the people of fleshly Israel. The Vulgate already translated with docete, “teach,” and thereby this incorrect translation has come into and remained in use.

c)The question further is: What is the connection between the three things: “make disciples,” “baptize,” and “teach”? Evidently, the connection is this: that making disciples takes place by baptizing and by teaching. Accordingly, it has two parts. First, by baptism someone is placed in the relationship of a disciple of Jesus, and then he is taught accurately concerning everything that the Lord has commanded so that he may keep it. By this it is not said, but neither is it excluded, that the persons to be baptized must first receive some instruction. If their baptism is their becoming a disciple, then they must know what that means. For adults that is the case, but if, as for children, instruction is not possible immediately, baptism can precede and the instruction in its entirety allowed to follow. This is important for infant baptism.

d)“Baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” By this baptism, water baptism is to be understood, not, as the Quakers hold, Spirit-baptism by Christ. Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are here mentioned next to each other, and the one word “name” applies to these three together. If the text had read “in the names,” then that could give rise to the impression that each of the three divine persons bore more than one name. The question, however, is: What is meant by this “into the name” (eis to onoma)?

1.The Vulgate has translated it in nomine, “in the name.” Luther has followed this translation, “in Namen.” That would mean: “by order of, by the authority of Father, Son, and Spirit.” But this cannot be so for various reasons. Then nothing would be said about the purpose of baptism, about its signifying and sealing power, and only the person who administers it and his mandate would be mentioned. Further, neither can eis to onoma mean “in the name” (beshem), but will have to be understood otherwise, equivalent to leshem, “into the name.” And this “into the name” does not mean “unto the honor of the name,” neither simply “for the confession of the name,” nor “so that the person baptized may be called by another name.” Rather, the meaning is that by baptism one comes to stand in a personal relationship with the triune God, who is called by the name Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. The name is the revelation of the being; the being of God is in His name. Thus, to be baptized into the name indicates entering into that relationship with God whereby His being becomes the full truth for us. By baptism the first person of the Trinity becomes for us (always sacramentally) a Father who “adopts us for His children and heirs, and promises to provide us with all good and avert all evil or turn it to our benefit” (Form for Baptism). Likewise with the Son and the Holy Spirit. These three names occur here economically in their meaning that they have for the covenant of grace. Of course, at the same time a Trinitarian confession is included, but that is still not all. To be baptized into the name of the triune One speaks of much more than being bound by baptism to believe in the Trinity. It speaks of coming into a practical personal relationship with the Trinity. Baptism is not just a general symbol of Christianity; it is a seal of the covenant of grace. And the covenant of grace is in essence a Trinitarian covenant.

2.We thus avoid two extremes in the explanation of these words. The first extreme is that of the explanations mentioned above; the other is that one understands “into the name” as the sphere into which the baptized person enters. Here it is not in the first place a sphere with which we have to do, but a relationship. Of course, that relationship brings consequences with it. But that stems from the fact that it is not we ourselves who place ourselves in this relationship; it is the Triune God who does this. That is the starting point of our Form for Baptism. The Father declares, the Son declares, the Holy Spirit declares, and that is the meaning of our being baptized into their name.

3.In many respects, one has wished to translate: “immersing them in the name of the Father,” etc., as if here the name occurs as the element in which one is immersed. But then the water must picture the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit. But for that any further basis is lacking in Scripture. The water in which one is immersed is never anything other than the blood and the Spirit of Christ. Thus the entire expression will have to be understood as follows: “Baptize (in water) into the fellowship of the covenant of grace with Father, Son, and Spirit.” And in this is contained the thought that what is signified and sealed by water is the sole means for gaining access into fellowship with Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. One must be brought into contact with the water, into the water, and only in this way is it possible to come to the triune God. In baptism we have to see in the sign not so much the goal as the means to that goal. The blood, as blood of the covenant, as the blood of the Mediator, opens to us the entrance to the covenant relationship with God.


e)Are these words, “into the name of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit” to be regarded as a formula that must be pronounced at baptism and that may never be changed? Tertullian maintained that the form was prescribed; Origen declared that no baptism was legitimate other than that in the name of the Trinity, as did Athanasius. The latter two, however, appear not to have insisted on the precise form. But Augustine, going along with Tertullian, did. Thomas Aquinas also agreed with them, and required the use of the words as a formula. He says that when the apostles sometimes used other words, they had special permission for that from Christ that we do not have. The Roman Catholic Catechism doubts that the apostles ever baptized with any other formula than the full formula. Bellarmine does not appeal to Matthew 28:19 but to tradition and the church to prove the necessary use of the formula.

On the other hand, there are not a few others who declare a baptism in the name of Christ as legitimate, since in the name of Christ that of the Father and of the Son is already implied. We mention only Ambrose, Bernard of Clairvaux, and Peter Lombard.

Luther denied that the strict formula is demanded and that baptism in the name of Jesus Christ would not be valid. Zwingli denied that Matthew 28:19 is intended for use as a formula. Calvin judges otherwise (Commentary on Acts 2:38 and 1 Cor 1:13). He reasons from the thought that Christ certainly intended to prescribe a formula. Voetius said that at baptism there must be an audible word including the command and the promise of God, and for that one does best to keep to Matthew 18:19, but that one may not seek the form and the essence of baptism in the use of those words and in their sequence. Cloppenburg calls it an error to think that Christ gave a command to use precisely these words. Beza, Gomarus, Maresius, Heidegger, and Turretin, in contrast, are in agreement with Calvin. Cocceius said that no formula was prescribed, as do most Cocceians. À Brakel, too, does not hold the formula to be necessary.

One sees that the theologians, in the Reformed church too, answered the question differently. Can it be shown that the apostles used another formula? In Acts 2:38, Peter does call his hearers to let themselves be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ, but it cannot be demonstrated that by that he intended to indicate the formula that was to be pronounced at baptism. Bengel thought that the Jews only needed to be baptized in the name of Jesus, while for the Gentiles, who were completely alienated from the true God, the full formula would have been used by the apostles. In Mathew 28:19, then, “all the nations” would have that in view. But, as already has been said, this expression does not at all exclude the Jews. We believe that nothing can be proven from Acts 2:38, nor from Acts 8:16. Acts 10:48 has “in the name of the Lord”; in 19:5, “in the name of the Lord Jesus.” Apparently here throughout the purpose of baptism is described, with the baptism formula cited, and in order to describe the purpose nothing was more suitable than to say, “into the Mediator,” “into the name of Jesus Christ.”

It is otherwise in Matthew 28:19. Certainly here, too, emphasis is placed on the purpose of baptism, but this time intentionally, in instituting baptism. Thus we may assume that the words found here are the formulation of our Savior regarding the purport of baptism. And if it is now established that at baptism something must be pronounced, and that this pronouncement must express in a few words the purport of the sacrament, then we rightly ask, Where could one better find the words required than in this commission of the Savior? Although it is true that there is no command here to use that specific form of words, still it borders on audacity even to desire to give a better formulation for the meaning of the sacrament than that Christ has given us here. There is not even the slightest reason conceivable why one would deviate from it.

May one say, however, that baptism not administered with that formula is illegitimate? Here one should make a distinction. If omitting the formula takes place out of a deliberate denial of the Trinity in the church that administers baptism, then that baptism is certainly illegitimate. If, on the other hand, the intention was none other than to baptize into the fellowship of the Father, of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, then one may not attach such significance to the words in themselves that by their omission the baptism could be altered.

At the same time, it follows from this that in our day the use of the formula is of more weight than in earlier times. If there were no Unitarians in the world, then the omission of the formula would not provide an occasion to regard anyone with suspicion. But now that the Trinitarian confession is being denied most strongly from many sides, there is a great probability that something more is lurking behind the falling of the formula into disuse. That is why it is not permissible for anyone to change the words or omit any of them lightly.

19. What question is related to what is being discussed here?

That concerning the one who legitimately administers baptism. Roman Catholics, following in the footsteps of Augustine, posit an absolute necessity of baptism for salvation. Since it appears cruel to tie the salvation of a person on occasion to the accidental presence or absence of a priest, Rome has seen itself compelled to allow for baptism by laypeople, even by women in cases of emergency. That is called emergency baptism. Even a nonbaptized layman can baptize others in case of an emergency. Rome will even recognize the baptism of heretics, although in the ancient church there was an intense conflict about that. Cyprian and the African bishops rejected the baptism administered by heretical and schismatic churches, and rebaptized. The Donatists insisted on this even much more strongly and developed this divergent belief into heresy. The Church of Rome, in contrast, did not rebaptize those who had received a heretical baptism. At the Nicene Council this latter standpoint was adopted, but an exception was made for heretics who denied the Trinity.

Regarding the one administering baptism, the Reformed have always held to the rule that the ministry of the Word and the administration of the sacraments belong together. In the institution of baptism is a command to the apostles to make disciples. Baptism belongs to this making of disciples. It is a part of making disciples. Teaching precedes and follows it. This teaching is official teaching, teaching first entrusted to the apostles, but in them entrusted to the whole church, its dogmatic power. It is natural, then, that those who occupy this teaching office also perform baptism. It goes without saying that it was not entrusted only to the apostles to baptize. The command in its generality, “make disciples of all nations,” could only be carried out by the church of all ages. The sacraments are seals of the King of the church, but it is inherent in the nature of a seal that it cannot be used by just anyone. The king appoints his lawful servants to affix it for him to those items to which he wishes to have it affixed. Roman Catholics appeal to Zipporah (Exod 4:25). But the cases are not the same. At that time, there was no regular ministry of the Word, and circumcision was ordinarily done by the father of the household. Finally, since we do not teach the necessity of baptism in order to be saved, we also cannot concede that in any instance it would be necessary to depart from the rule that baptism must be administered by ministers of the Word.

Baptism is not a private matter. As a sacrament, it belongs to the church. Therefore it should be administered in a public meeting of the congregation, when believers are gathered for the ministry of the Word.

Of course, it cannot strictly be proven from the New Testament that only ministers of the teaching office administered baptism in the first Christian churches. At Pentecost, some of the disciples could have assisted the apostles in administering baptism. Philip (deacon and evangelist) baptized. Ananias baptized Paul in Damascus, and we know nothing more about him than that he was a disciple (Acts 9:10, 18). In 1 Corinthians 1:7, Paul says that Christ did not send him to baptize but to preach the gospel. That is, what was specific, what distinguished the apostles from others, what others could not do just as well, was not found in baptizing but in the apostolic proclamation of the word of God—proof that Matthew 28:19 was directed to the church as represented by the apostles, and not to the apostles as such. In Acts 10:48 Peter, too, appears to have left the baptizing to others.

Regarding heretical baptism, the Reformed church also takes the standpoint mentioned above by distinguishing between fundamental heresy and non-fundamental deviation in doctrine. We do not recognize a baptism by Arians and Socinians. We do recognize baptism by Roman Catholics and Remonstrants. When someone comes over to us from the first two groups, we do not rebaptize. We baptize for the first time, for he has not been truly baptized. The point is not whether or not the person who administers baptism has been corrupted by fundamental heresy; at issue is only the standpoint of the church in which and for which he has administered baptism. But it is obvious that this is an area where one could raise many hard questions. When the church tolerates a heretical teacher, is it not then itself partly accountable and accessory to so-called heretical doctrine? Can one acknowledge the baptism of a so-called Reformed church that permits someone who denies the deity of Christ to continue to minister the Word and the sacraments? If the heresy of the minister has remained hidden heresy, then that of course is not an issue for the validity or non-validity of the baptism.

20. To whom should baptism be administered?

Its institution makes clear that those should be baptized who are able to be disciples (Matt 28:19). Thus men, not clocks or buildings or the like, as Roman Catholics maintain. Linked permanently to 1 Corinthians 15:29 is the difficult question whether dead persons may also be baptized, at least representatively—that is, whether someone can be baptized on behalf of the dead. There the apostle says, “Otherwise, what will those do who are baptized for the dead (Epei ti poiēsousin hoi baptizomenoi hyper tōn nekrōn), if the dead are not raised at all? Why then are they baptized for the dead?” Already long past there have been no less than 23 explanations of these words.

a)Calvin and others take this “letting oneself be baptized for the dead” as meaning “letting oneself be baptized in the state of dying, as such who certainly will die, who are as good as dead.” In view then must be sick Christians who had not yet received baptism but still wished to die as baptized persons. It is apparent, however, that the words cannot possibly mean this.

b)Luther and others take hyper in a local sense: “above the graves.” He says that Christians in Corinth carried out the ceremony of baptism above the graves of those who had died. But hyper in such a sense does not occur in the New Testament, and that baptism was administered above the graves cannot provide proof for the resurrection of the dead, for which the words of the apostle must surely contain a proof.

c)Chrysostom: “be baptized for the resurrection of the body,” that is, under the circumstance of confessing the article of Christian faith that speaks of the resurrection of the dead; so the view of many others. But neither can the words mean this.

d)The most natural and, as it appears to us, only tenable explanation seems to be as follows: In the Corinthian congregation a misuse must have existed whereby Christians let themselves be baptized vicariously for unbaptized deceased persons, probably in the superstitious belief that from this baptism the latter would gain an advantage on the day of the resurrection. Thus this misuse included belief in the resurrection of the dead. And to the extent that the practice included this faith, Paul could make use of it as an ad hominem argument. By this, however, it is not being maintained that Paul approved of this superstitious use. Under other circumstances Paul could have remonstrated with the Corinthians about this practice and taught them better. In any case the apostles opposed it, for it did not continue in the church. It is found later only in heretical sects such as, for example, the Marcionites.

One should grant that only this last mentioned explanation does justice to the natural sense of the words. No one will be able to claim, however, that it removes all difficulties. It remains abidingly strange that Paul could make such a dreadful misuse of baptism the basis for his argument without a single word of disapproval.

21. How can one further categorize the recipients of baptism?

Into two groups:

a)Adults who were not baptized in their infancy.

b)Children of the covenant who were baptized as such.

It is necessary to treat the meaning of baptism for these two classes separately. The question of infant baptism is a question of such great importance that it should be discussed independently. It is granted by all that where the New Testament deals with baptism ex professo [by profession], the baptism of adults is meant. In a time of missions, as the New Testament was, that should naturally come to the fore. We first seek, therefore, to establish what meaning the New Testament attributes to baptism as administered to an adult.

22. To what adults was baptism administered according to the ordinance of Christ?

To those who were in truth His disciples. Through baptism one became a disciple of Jesus. One was baptized into Him in order to enter into the fellowship of the covenant of grace with Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. Nowhere is there a hint to be found that by this only an outward relationship is meant, an obligation to be present for or to do this or that. To the words of the Ethiopian eunuch, Philip says: “If you believe with all your heart, it is permitted” (Acts 8:37). Here it is implied that baptism would not be permitted if this heartfelt faith were lacking. Now, Philip is not setting himself up as the judge of the inward condition of the eunuch. Rather, he puts the responsibility completely on the eunuch himself. “If you believe, it is permitted.” The eunuch, knowing that he did not believe, would have had no right to receive baptism. Whoever believes and is baptized will be saved. Thus, saving faith must precede the baptism of an adult. The church may give the sacraments, the seals of God’s covenant, to no one other than believers. There must first be a credible profession of faith.

Whether the profession accords with reality, the church need not investigate further. It is not only possible but also likely in advance that in many cases the reality will not accord with the profession. But even in those cases, the church proceeds freely when it administers the seal of the covenant on the basis of profession, for Christ has not commissioned it to investigate the genuineness of a profession. It only has the commission to take note of a profession and to act on it. And its judgment about that profession itself is purely negative. That is, it may and must put to itself the question: Is there anything that absolutely compels us to doubt the sincerity of that profession? It is self-evident that this question must be posed. It is impossible and would amount to self-mystification, if, for example, one would want to regard as sincere a profession that is openly contradicted by the person’s conduct. Besides that, however, such an investigation is negative—that is, it proceeds from the position that sincerity must be accepted wherever its opposite cannot be shown. It is not the calling of an office-bearer to set himself the task of proving the genuineness of someone’s faith. That is precisely the Labadistic method that demands that, with the help of all possible means, one should obtain moral certainty regarding the inward state of someone who presents himself for the reception of the sacraments. But the Reformed position is to distance oneself completely from doing that after the candidate is satisfactorily instructed regarding the import of the step he is to take. In this entire matter the church does not act in a discretionary manner; it acts by mandate. Fixed rules have been prescribed to it, to which it is to adhere strictly. It is a judge in this sense: it may not rely on subjective impressions or moral convictions that it has formed by itself but must submit to the divine right of its King. And as a judge does not ask himself: Can I regard that man as innocent or trust him? But rather: Is or is not what that man has done within the terms of the condemnation of the law? So, too, does the church. A judge can see himself forced to acquit someone of whose guilt he is morally convinced. The church can see itself forced to permit someone to be baptized about whose sincerity it entertains reasonable doubt. In both cases, any lack of absolute proof benefits the person who is under suspicion.

One can also express all this as follows: the church has no right to withhold the sacrament of baptism from someone if for the same reason it would not be entitled, if the person were already baptized, to excommunicate him. And since now someone is not excommunicated on moral suspicions or subjective convictions but only on objective grounds, so also only the latter are sufficient to warrant withholding the sacrament. The profession that should precede baptism is a profession that can be believed, not one that compels us to believe it.

Our Form for Baptism, in that section that is to be used for adults, understands the matter in this way. It begins with the words: “And although the children of Christians (apart from the fact that they do not understand this) should be baptized by virtue of the covenant, nevertheless it is not permissible to baptize adults, unless they, with a prior sense of their sins, make a profession of their repentance and faith in Christ.” This is then proven by an appeal to the baptism of John, to the institution of baptism, and from the practice of the New Testament. With the questions that the adult to be baptized is asked also belongs this one: whether he believes that by the power of the Holy Spirit he has become a member of Christ and His church. Thus this profession certainly implies a subjective change in the one who makes it. That is no Labadism, but biblical prescription, and common Reformed practice.

On this point one can best distinguish the significance of the sacrament. For the baptism of young children, it is naturally much more difficult. But for adults, no Protestant church has ever doubted that only true, saving faith can entitle to baptism. Here all Protestant churches stand together against Rome. Rome administers baptism to the masses as soon as they are but inclined to receive it, baptizes on the basis of historical faith only, and then also on the basis of a fides implicita [implicit faith]. The Brownists (Puritans in the narrower sense) instituted a Labadistic investigation of the inward state of the person to be baptized. The Reformed church stands midway between these two extremes. It always insists earnestly on truth in one’s relationship toward God and in receiving His covenant seals, and never by word nor action gives the impression that baptism is merely an outward ceremony or that mere historical faith is sufficient. Baptism on the basis of historical faith alone is not permitted. But the church does not permit itself to be used as a discerner of hearts that must distinguish historical faith from saving faith.

What further is contained in such a credible profession cannot be specified so easily. Knowledge of the fundamental truths of Christianity is required. The baptism of an adult takes place on the supposition that there is grace present in the heart. But the presence of that grace can only be revealed by words. Where every expression of knowledge is lacking, the basis for the supposition just mentioned would be lacking. God has so ordained that the inward life of a Christian can only emerge by a conscious profession. But a difference of opinion can exist regarding the extent of the knowledge required. That extent can vary according to the person. In the Formula, the following doctrines are enumerated in sequence as those in which faith is required: the Trinity-creation-providence-sin-redemption. But before that a private profession has already preceded, and also at the conclusion assent is asked to all the articles of the Christian religion.

23. What is the efficacy of this is baptism for adults?

This question is identical to the other: is baptism a bare sign and seal, or is it also a means of grace by which Christ, along with the Word, ordained to really convey grace to us?

From this then of itself another question develops: What grace may be communicated by baptism?

Regarding the first question, we have already seen how the Reformed conception makes the sacraments to be real means of grace. The Zwinglian doctrine, according to which they are bare symbols of God’s grace and signs of our commitment to God, is rejected decisively. But one need not appeal to exclusively confessional grounds in order to reject this view. Scripture, too, rejects it. It is not probable that Christ would have carried out the institution of a mere symbol in such a serious and solemn way in His last commission to His disciples, more specifically to His apostles. At such a moment we expect more from someone who speaks in this way. Also, in the New Testament dispensation there is really no place for symbols that are not means of grace, since the shadows have passed away and the body has come. The sacramental expressions of Scripture, which present the thing signified and the sign in such close conjunction, become completely inexplicable if one continues to adhere to the concept of symbol.

So, if baptism is a means of grace, then the question arises: What grace is imparted by it? Once again, it should be recalled that here we are only speaking of the baptism of adults. Infant baptism is discussed later. We can establish the following:

a)According to the teaching of Scripture throughout, for adults, receiving baptism presupposes the presence of saving faith, and, consequently, the presence also of everything that saving faith brings with it or presupposes. So, regeneration, conversion, justification. And it is therefore an unbiblical doctrine that in an adult baptism works regeneration, conversion, justification. Even the Lutheran church, which places such a great emphasis on the sacrament as an effective means of grace, has not let itself be misled to depart from this scriptural basis. Although seemingly attributing all these things to infant baptism, the Lutherans teach nevertheless in their Large Catechism: “Only faith makes the person worthy to receive the salvific and divine water with profit.… If faith is absent, baptism remains merely a naked and ineffective sign.”

b)Consequently, one must understand in another way the passages in Scripture that appear to present regeneration as achieved in adults by baptism. Scripture cannot be in conflict with itself. It cannot say in one place, “In order to be baptized, someone must first believe!” and in another place, “Baptism effects regeneration and faith.” The passages that could be considered here are primarily John 3:5 and Titus 3:5.

The first passage has already been discussed earlier. There are various explanations of it. Calvin says, “He applies ‘Spirit’ and ‘water’ to the same thing.… It is a common and everyday mode of expression in Scripture when reference is made to the Spirit, in order to express His power.… The water, therefore, is nothing other than the inward cleansing and enlivening of the Holy Spirit.” Others (for example, Meyer) believe that here Christian baptism is spoken of directly and is made a condition for entering the kingdom of heaven. Still others think of the baptism of John. The correct explanation will be as follows:

Regeneration is delineated here according to its two aspects: the doing away of the old man and the raising up of the new man. These two aspects are described in terms of the most prominent part specific to each. By the doing away of the old man, washing, in particular, is meant—namely, washing that does away with (guilt and) pollution. By the raising up of the new man an implanting of a new life principle, in particular, is meant. The first aspect precedes the second in order. Now to express the first aspect, Jesus uses the image of water that cannot have been strange to Nicodemus. He was well-acquainted with the Levitical washings and, moreover, with the baptism of John. The latter all the more, since with the baptism of John it was just the negative aspect of regeneration, the doing away of the old, that was prominent. Nicodemus would thus have immediately understood what was meant by a regeneration by water.

To express the second aspect, the Lord speaks of a regeneration by Spirit. Spirit occurs here without the article because it is very closely connected to water, “water and Spirit.” It must thus be taken as that which, like water, has a specific function. Water purifies, Spirit makes alive. Water plus Spirit makes pure plus alive. Nicodemus could know that, too, as a teacher in Israel. The Spirit as life-giving was not an unknown concept in the Old Testament.

Thus, our result is that in view here is regeneration with its two aspects, but not baptism. But one can certainly say that the images used here by the Savior are likewise made the foundation for the signifying and sealing of Holy Baptism. Nevertheless, with this distinction: that there [in baptism] water portrays not just the blood but also the Spirit of Christ, while here [in John 3] water and Spirit are differentiated.

In Titus 3:5, there appears to be much more of a basis for the idea that baptism is a means of grace for regeneration. Many think that the washing spoken of here must be baptism. And now there is said to be a washing of regeneration and a renewal of the Holy Spirit. But we observe:

1.It is entirely uncertain that here the apostle is speaking of baptism. “The washing” can be a figurative expression for regeneration. The two genitives that follow serve then as a further clarification of what washing is meant, namely, the washing that consists of regeneration and renewal. The genitive “of the Holy Spirit” says who the author of this washing is, or we could take Him as the instrument of the washing. God is the author who saves us. He does this through a washing, a bathing, and He does this as He richly pours the Holy Spirit over us through Jesus Christ, our Savior. These last words cause us to think even involuntarily that here a washing of the Holy Spirit is in view.

2.However, if by “washing” one wishes to think of “baptism,” it still in nowise follows that regeneration by or in baptism is taught here. The genitive could express multiple relations. It could be: the baptism with which the regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit are accompanied. But it could also be: the baptism, in which regeneration and renewal of the Holy Spirit are signified and sealed.

Calvin understands it in the latter sense: “Baptism seals to us the salvation obtained by Christ.” The apostle says that God has saved us through baptism, since in sacramental phraseology the thing signified can be expressed by the sign. Our [Heidelberg] Catechism understands it in this last sense (question 71). The two concepts, “regeneration” and “renewal,” are not to be sharply divorced. They serve to complement each other. It is a regeneration that at the same time is a renewal.

3.Thus if faith (regeneration, conversion, etc.) must precede the baptism of adults, is there perhaps another special grace that has been linked to baptism by God and is granted in baptism? This has been maintained by not a few. There are those who acknowledge that baptism must follow faith, but that nevertheless at baptism something happens to the believer by which he is essentially changed. He receives the Holy Spirit, is brought into fellowship with Christ by the Holy Spirit, and thereby undergoes a work of Christ that causes him to die according to his old man and to rise according to his new man. It is obvious that on this viewpoint one must assume a twofold possession of the Holy Spirit. In the first place: a being wrought by the Holy Spirit by which faith is produced, a new life principle is infused, and testimony to justification is given. To divorce all these things from the work of the Holy Spirit runs entirely counter to the rule of Scripture. A person must be regenerated by water and Spirit. “And to another, faith by the same Spirit” (1 Cor 12:9); “Since we have the same Spirit of faith” (2 Cor 4:13). Further: a possession of the Spirit as an indwelling person who makes us to be temples of God, unites us to Christ the head, establishes the communion of saints, and forms the mystical body. Now it is supposed that the latter possession of the Holy Spirit is given in baptism, not the former. Appeal is made to texts like the following: “For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have put on Christ … for you are all one in Christ Jesus” (Gal 3:27–28); “For by one Spirit we all have been baptized into one body … and all were made to drink of one Spirit” (1 Cor 12:13).

This would therefore be a special baptismal grace, which nevertheless leaves the principle of faith as a prerequisite for receiving the sacrament completely intact. However, the difficulty of giving the sacrament a specific content of grace lies just in this: by doing that, one is so easily in danger of slipping away from the Reformed basis and making baptism an instrument of generating faith instead of viewing it as a means of strengthening faith. And conversely, one so easily reasons: If faith is already present before the use of the sacrament, what then still remains for the sacrament itself? This theory attempts to navigate between these two difficulties by making the distinction noted above.

This theory has been worked out by Dr. [Abraham] Kuyper in a particular form. He says (De Heraut, no. 638): “If now one asks wherein the special, singular, distinctive and distinguishing characteristic of the strengthening of faith by sacrament lies, then this must undoubtedly be sought in the fellowship of the body of Christ. Holy Baptism ushers our faith into this fellowship and the Holy Lord’s Supper nourishes and maintains this fellowship.” However, this is not meant as if the Holy Spirit is first imparted by the sacrament. “This cannot be, for whoever does not already partake of the Holy Spirit … cannot receive the sacrament.… The Holy Spirit now exercises this singular and special activity in the sacrament, so that he frees our faith-consciousness from its sinful self-containedness and enriches and strengthens it through the faith-communion of the saints.” In number 647, a distinction is made between grace in the root (regeneration), grace in the branches (further development of this life in its diversity), and grace in the fruits (good works). But the grace of baptism is not found in any of these three; it bears a character entirely its own. “If it is already so that Holy Baptism causes reception of the Holy Spirit, this must be so understood that the Holy Spirit appears here in a special sacramental action that as such must be distinguished from all other actions of the Holy Spirit.” And again: “That by your regeneration you are indeed organically joined with the body of Christ through a mystical bond of life is not enough; that bond of life must also become a bond of faith.… By it you first come to know that you … are a member of a body.”

No one who has attentively read the texts in which the New Testament (in particular, Paul) speaks about baptism will be able to deny that there is truth in this view. But still we believe that it cannot be shown that this grace is exclusively the property of baptism or the Lord’s Supper and that it can be called a specifically sacramental grace. On the one hand, it is established that faith, apart from every sacrament, already unites to Christ and, in Christ, with the saints. When Christ dwells in hearts through faith, one learns to fully comprehend with all the saints what is the breadth and length and height and depth (Eph 3:17–18). In the Word is the whole Christ, and where the whole Christ is, there, too, is the fellowship with the body of which He is the Head; there, too, is the consciousness that faith has of this fellowship. Thus, to say that the grace of the sacrament is a special grace always amounts to saying that in the sacrament Christ offers us another side of Himself than in the Word. And if Christ offers us another side of Himself in the sacrament than in the Word, and vice versa, then He does not offer Himself completely in each of these. It occurs to us that this is a great objection to this conception. It does not have the sacraments solely strengthen faith, but at the same time—and that is the primary part—it has the sacraments give to faith a new aspect and direction that it cannot get from the Word. And on the other hand, everywhere baptism is discussed, the emphasis is never put on the communion of the saints. Now it is the grace of justification, then the grace of regeneration as inward renewal, then again the grace of regeneration as joining to the mystical body of Christ that is indicated. In still other cases, the bond of the mystical union, the possession of the Holy Spirit, is made prominent. Sometimes conversion, as well, is at the center.

From all of this, it is clear that the grace of baptism cannot be limited to a single specific point. In our Form of Baptism it is understood in this way, and in connection with the Trinitarian formula the entire content of the covenant of grace is developed sequentially. And this is likewise the case in the Form for the Lord’s Supper. Although it is undeniable that the sacraments may only be administered in the gathering of believers, still this in itself does not give us the right to concentrate their function as means of grace on the strengthening of faith’s consciousness of the communion of saints. After all, it is true of the Word, too, that its official ministry belongs there in the gathering of believers.

We may not speak of a twofold possession of the Holy Spirit. If there are passages that appear to teach that, then they must be explained as referring to the Spirit as the author of extraordinary gifts. That the reception of these gifts could accompany baptism in the apostolic church appears from Acts 2:38 and other passages. But more than once baptism appears as full baptism where, nevertheless, the gifts were absent and were only added later by the laying on of hands (e.g., Acts 8:16–18).

4.If we nonetheless speak of a grace that is given by God by means of baptism, then this occurs in the following sense:

a)It is not a grace that could not also be received through the Word. Sacramental grace is the regular grace of the means of grace. Baptismal grace is the same grace as grace apart from baptism. The whole Christ is present in both Word and sacrament.

b)It is specifically a grace of faith that is given in the sacrament. All else is joined to it and flows from it. If the use of the sacraments also has significance for the other steps of the ordo salutis, this may be explained from the many-sided significance that faith itself has. Faith does not allow itself to be excluded from anything. It is joined with sanctification as well as with justification, and every strengthening of faith must finally benefit the entire development of the Christian life.

c)It is a grace that is not worked by the outward sign itself. It proceeds directly from Christ. For an adult, too, baptism does not work ex opere operato, as Roman Catholics maintain. Here, again, Word and sacraments stand on the same line. As the Word in itself is not able to produce faith in principle, so baptism in itself is not able to strengthen that faith. In both cases there must be the accompanying action of Christ by the Holy Spirit.

It is also not an action that results in a natural manner from the idea that is symbolized in the sign. The Lutherans teach that the grace in baptism is worked by the power of the Holy Spirit residing in the Word. Luther says in his Small Catechism: “Indeed it is not the water that brings about such great things, but the word of God that is in and with the water, and faith that trusts the word accompanying the water.… When the word of God accompanies it, it is a baptism, that is, salvific water of grace and of life, and a washing of regeneration in the Holy Spirit, as Paul says (Titus 3:5).” To say that the image of water does not work grace is ultimately the same as saying that the spoken Word of itself does not work grace. The Word heard or the image seen differ then only in form, and apart from the Spirit of God the one can do no more than the other. But the Lutherans believe that just in the idea expressed by the Word a supernatural power works in a magical way. This power works, according to the Lutheran conception, per se, when there is no resistance. Hence, too, it is that in children who cannot offer resistance, baptism works regeneration.

d)It is a grace that for adults can only work through a conscious exercise of faith. It is settled for all that faith is necessary for the use of the sacraments by adults. But this is not meant in the sense that the capacity for faith or the disposition of faith must be present; it refers to the activity of faith. This activity is the conditio sine qua non for the recipient in order to receive the blessing of the sacrament. Calvin says: “They [the sacraments], however, impart nothing unless they are received by faith.” He compares faith in this working of the sacraments to the mouth of a vessel in which wine or oil is poured. If the mouth is closed, even though the pouring be ever so copious, the vessel remains empty (Institutes, 4.14.17). “Faith is the only mouth.” In this respect, too, the sacraments must be kept on the same line as the Word. According to the Reformed view, the Word does not work other than with active exercise of faith.

e)Nevertheless, it is a grace that not only or in the first place benefits the conscious side of faith. It is often thought that with a sacrament it has to do with a momentary conscious strengthening of faith. Someone sits at the table of the Lord who thinks that he has already often received all the rich blessing of the sacrament, when for a few minutes he has an exceptional enjoyment in his consciousness of the benefits of the covenant, which, by recalling it, perhaps lingers on in his spiritual life for two or three days, only then to disappear as an impulse that has faded away.

Now for the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper something may be said for this view. This sacrament indeed is continually repeated so that the need for an inward strengthening produced in the disposition of faith is less noticeable. But an adult receives baptism only once, not to mention infant baptism. Thus, if in fact baptism has to do with a working of grace, then that should certainly occur in the disposition of faith. And, conversely, if it does not occur in the disposition of faith, then it must follow that the working of grace at baptism is of secondary importance. What is essential must lie in the symbolic significance of baptism. From this alone it can be explained that baptism is administered only once. But baptism certainly has more than symbolic significance; it is a sacrament and therefore a means of grace.

So we assume that an adult, making use of baptism in faith, is also strengthened inwardly in his faith. But it must be carefully noted that it is a strengthening of faith. It is not a matter of being joined to the mystical body of Christ or of being gifted with the Holy Spirit. Those are things that underlie faith and precede faith. When we deny that in baptism grace has as its purpose the conscious exercise of faith at the time of baptism, at least only has that as its purpose, then by that we are in no sense denying that it is intended for enriching and deepening the ongoing conscious exercise of faith. The point at issue here is not purpose but means. By saying that the sacraments serve to strengthen faith, it is already granted in principle that their ultimate goal lies in their acting upon conscious faith. Faith, as to its nature, belongs to the conscious life of a Christian. It must turn its unconscious power outward, appear in the light of consciousness, and its worth lies in that. The disposition of faith that does not become activity is dead capital. So, when in the use of the sacraments someone desires a strengthening of the activity of faith, then this is completely proper. The sacrament is disposed to do that. But many are caught up in the misunderstanding that this strengthening of the activity of faith by the idea of the sign must work on that activity in a completely conscious way, and that by this conscious activity the habitus [disposition] must be strengthened. To us, the correct view appears to be this: By the use of the sacraments in faith, strengthening is imparted to the disposition of faith, and from there reacts on its active exercise. From there, as well, this strengthening is not merely a momentary one, acting as a passing impulse; but faith, strengthened inwardly in its depth, is now able, again and again, to supply new strength to the conscious exercise of faith.

f)Thus, by the right use of the sacraments, by the right use of baptism, one receives an inward strengthening of faith. This strengthening is connected, in advance and in retrospect, with the conscious exercise of faith. In advance, for this exercise, as conditio sine qua non, must precede. In retrospect, for all strengthening of faith must result in this exercise. Now, saving faith directs itself to Christ the Mediator. Therefore, the strengthening of faith must also consist in a close tie of the life of faith to the Mediator. We have already found that this is the significance of being baptized into Christ. Although baptism as a seal of the covenant of grace joins us with the triune God, still entrance into and strengthening of this bond is always through the Mediator. Christ must dwell in our hearts by faith [Eph 3:17]; we must be one plant with Him [Rom 6:5 KJV], baptized with Him into one body [cf. 1 Cor 12:13]. All of this refers to the bond of faith.

Now, although the activities of faith, which are strengthened with the proper use of the sacraments, are many and various, still in this root they are all one; they rest on a closer tightening the bond of faith that binds to Christ. A sacrament does not bless; nor does baptism bless if it does not enhance the blessing of the bond with Christ. And from this enhancement and strengthening in the root flows of itself the enlivening of the individual acts of faith that are related to particular aspects of grace. So, an enhancement of justifying grace can result from baptism, used in faith. Only by faith does the Christian have access to the grace in which he stands [Rom 5:2], to the consciousness of justification that in God’s tribunal has been pronounced once for all as soon as faith has been quickened in his soul. Faith is before all things justifying faith, and it is that in the same degree as it may be closely bound to Christ. The strengthening of faith and of the bond of faith to Christ is thus the only means that can put us more firmly in the consciousness of justification. It is not even excluded that in many cases the strengthening of faith by baptism has been so great that it coincided with the transition from taking refuge to assured trusting. The justificatio passiva [passive justification] was in that case connected temporally to baptism. Thus it could be said to those just converted, in whom the exercise of faith had just begun and was not yet very developed: “… be baptized and wash away your sins” (Acts 22:16). And the apostle can address the Corinthians: “And such were some of you. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God” [1 Cor 6:11]. That the subjective appropriation of the grace of justification can coincide with receiving baptism does not remotely prove, however, that baptism is the sacrament of justification and that, like faith, so too justification does not usually precede.

It is the same for conversion. Conversion has two parts: repentance and faith, the dying of the old man, the enlivening of the new. But faith is already resident and at work in repentance. The strengthening of faith must always work fresh conversion. Therefore in Romans 6 the apostle Paul connects the crucifying of the old man and the raising up of the new with baptism. He does this, however, again in a specific way, namely, by viewing it as a result of the bond with the Mediator Christ. We have been baptized into Christ, baptized into His death, “… buried therefore with Him by baptism into death …,” etc. That is, by the right use of the sacrament of baptism we are so closely bound to Christ in our faith that we feel the obligation concerning the sin, which has been judged in His death on the cross, also to crucify and oppose it in ourselves. And no less: so closely bound to Christ that the impulse works in us, concerning the new life that He leads since His resurrection, to live together with Him for God, to walk and to work in it. Even the dying of the old man and the enlivening of the new is thus seen here as a fruit of the bond of faith with the Mediator. And now, again, it is not excluded that for those first called in times of missions, this consciousness of conversion coincides with the reception of baptism. It is possible that for them it is as if at the time of receiving the seal of baptism, precisely then their old man was truly buried and their new man raised. Thus, in retrospect, for them it will be as if they were converted at their baptism. But again, that in no sense means that baptism is the sacrament of conversion in the specific sense, or, even less, the sacrament of regeneration, as Baptists claim. Romans 6 does not teach that the crucifixion of the old man and the resurrection of the new man is achieved by baptism as a special grace, but only that the strengthening of faith is also significant for this part of grace. And since, for those suddenly converted, that significance had come to light very clearly, the apostle could appeal to baptism to refute the claim that on Paul’s standpoint someone could commit sin so that grace might increase.

It is no different, finally, with the communion of the saints. Faith is a faith that all Christians have in common with each other and that also binds them together in their consciousness. Strengthening faith must result in strengthening the communion of the saints. But in this aspect, too, faith is directed in the first place to Christ. A closer bond with the saints can only be obtained by a closer bond with Christ. He is the Head, and through their fellowship with the Head the members are in an organic connection. And since the connection with Christ by faith becomes closer in baptism, so the awareness of the communion of saints will naturally be strengthened. Scripture, then, also lays emphasis on this point in passages like Galatians 3:27–28 and 1 Corinthians 12:13. In both the Forms for Baptism and the Lord’s Supper this is pointed to as part of the grace of the sacrament. But only as a part, not as the main thing. Finally, here too it could appear to those just converted as if it were through baptism that this communion of saints and this connection with the body of Christ had first begun for them. But we have no right to derive from that the proposition: as a specific grace baptism produces the connection of faith to the faith of all.

g)Finally, it should be noted that the conscious exercise of faith is strengthened not only at the moment of receiving baptism but also later. God has not bound the blessing, which He intends to impart by baptism, to one moment; it can come much later. Our [Belgic] Confession says: “Neither does this baptism avail us only at the time when the water is poured upon us and received by us, but also through the whole course of our life” (article 34).

24.Does baptism or receiving it also have significance as an act of man toward God?


Yes, for all covenants contain two parts. By his baptism the candidate for baptism commits himself, solemnly and publicly, to all that the status of a member of the covenant brings with it in the covenant of grace. He does this not in his own strength but on the basis of the promises of God made to him in baptism, which he accepts in faith. In all his covenant activities, God is the First, who promises grace, including the grace that ought to enable us to keep His covenant. But it is presupposed of man that he accepts this in faith. So, baptism is not only a seal of the free promises of God, but the administration of baptism with its reception is also a seal of the established covenant. Someone who is baptized as an adult may not judge that he carries about in his person an offer of the covenant that he has not yet taken up and at an opportune time can still accept. He is in the covenant, has from his side submitted himself to it, and is regarded and treated as a member of the covenant. Baptism for adults is not a means of regeneration or conversion. He who receives baptism declares publicly that he will “cleave to this one God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, trust Him, and love Him with his whole heart, soul and mind, and with all his strength, forsake the world, put to death his old nature, and walk in a new godly life.” Baptism is for him a seal and undoubted testimony that he has an eternal covenant of grace with God. It was so under the Old Testament when someone was incorporated into Israel; it is so under the New Testament when an adult receives Christian baptism.

At the same time, for the adult who receives it, baptism is incorporation into the organized church, by which he receives the rights of a full member and sees access to the table of the Lord opened to him. There are those who on the basis of a peculiar view of the covenant deny this, but according to the correct scriptural view, these two sacraments belong together. The baptized person, then, places himself under church admonition and church discipline in entirely the same sense as someone who makes profession of faith. In the Form he is asked expressly whether he has resolved from the heart to subject himself to that admonition and discipline, and he answers that by assenting.

25.To what question have we now come?

To that of infant baptism.

26. What is the historical witness of the New Testament in the matter of infant baptism?

By historical witness we mean what the New Testament teaches regarding the baptism of young children presented as fact—not what the New Testament otherwise teaches dogmatically, or what data it offers us for deriving from them something for infant baptism.

Regarding this historical witness, we will have to acknowledge that a positive, incontestable proof for infant baptism as fact is not to be supplied from the New Testament. Many exegetes then also assume that infant baptism was not an apostolic practice, and that at first only adults were baptized. This has led even Reformed theologians to view infant baptism as something permissible, the strict necessity of which cannot be proven from divine command and apostolic exercise. To that others have rightly answered that the import of this matter is too profound for it to be regarded as a matter of indifference. An adiaphoron like baptism would truly be extremely dubious, since it throws open the door for all kinds of superstition. It is therefore necessary that here one does not take the position of being content with probabilities.

The conflict about infant baptism is carried on between almost the entire catholic Christian church on the one side (Roman Catholic Church, Greek Church, the historic Protestant churches), and on the other side, the Baptists, the Socinians, and the Quakers, with this distinction that the last mentioned (the Quakers) reject all sacraments, even for adults, while the Socinians wish to retain baptism as something allowed for those who become Christians in their adult years. The Arminians stand between the two parties, in that they teach the permissibility (not the necessity) of infant baptism.

The Anabaptists make much use of the silence of the New Testament as a historical witness for the existence of infant baptism. One need consider this fact only somewhat attentively in order to be convinced immediately that it is completely useless for a Baptistic argument. The position of the Baptists is that children born of believing parents may not be baptized as long as they are children, but only such who, having become converted in their adult years, thereby give evidences of being regenerate. Now one would expect, were this the apostolic view, that there would be traces of the Baptistic practice in the New Testament. Not only would one have to show negatively that no children were baptized, but one would have to show positively that adults were baptized who with their parents had previously entered into the circle of the church and for a considerable time had lived in the church. The origin of the New Testament covers enough time to make such positive demonstrations possible. But they are entirely lacking. Certainly baptism is mentioned frequently, but either baptism administered to new converts from Judaism or paganism, or in an undefined manner. Baptists are completely silent about this in their argumentation. They assume that it appears that the New Testament speaks against our practice and for theirs. The truth is that as a historical witness, the New Testament does neither of these two things. It focuses its attention exclusively on those who come over from Judaism and paganism to Christianity. Thus, the dispute between Baptists and paedobaptists cannot at all be decided on this basis.

This remark was necessary beforehand in order to remove the unfavorable impression that all too easily arises when one must make the concession to the Baptists that the New Testament does not positively teach infant baptism as fact. We answer, first of all, that the New Testament does not teach the Baptist practice either. Further, nowhere does the New Testament teach that children were excluded from baptism. Repeatedly, mention is made of households that were baptized: Lydia and her household (Acts 16:15); the household of Stephanas in Corinth (1 Cor 1:16); of the jailer: “and he was baptized, he and all his family immediately” (Acts 16:33). And in these passages it does not say that the entire house believed, or had to believe in order to be able to be baptized, as we would expect if the entire household consisted of adults. But it is simply said: “Believe in the Lord Jesus, and you will be saved, you and your household.” Lydia paid attention and she was baptized, she and her household.

27. What is the witness of the postapostolic church regarding infant baptism?

Here too one cannot produce any strict proofs from the first period. Irenaeus speaks somewhere of a sanctifying of children by the Redeemer, but does not explicitly mention the baptism of these children. The Teaching of the Twelve Apostles [the Didache], discovered a few years ago, and which some even locate in the first century, does not appear to mention infant baptism. Tertullian, as is well known, was a vehement opponent of infant baptism, but one should take into consideration that he never says that it is a novelty. In his day, infant baptism apparently existed as a fairly common followed practice. Origen says plainly that the church had received infant baptism from the apostles. Augustine says that the custom of infant baptism is an apostolic tradition. In his conflict with the Pelagians he appeals to infant baptism as a proof for original sin. Now Pelagius would certainly have responded that infant baptism was an unapostolic innovation if he had been able, with even an appearance of legitimacy, to do so in the light of history. But it does not appear that he gave this answer.

The silence in the time that immediately followed the apostles is certainly somewhat strange. That much must be granted. There will probably be a historical basis for that, although that is not easy to specify. Infant baptism appears to have fallen into disuse early on. This fact could be related to the common tendency to postpone baptism, but we do not know if there are evidences that that tendency existed so early. Later when the practice once again became more common, there were not always clear Scriptural grounds from which one operated. In this Augustine has led the church in a wrong direction by teaching the necessity of baptism for salvation.

According to some, the existence of infant baptism can be demonstrated in the time of Justin Martyr (about AD 139). He says: “By means of baptism we, since we have been sinners, have received spiritual circumcision by the grace of God … and it is commanded to all to receive it in the same way.” The latter words will mean that, differently than circumcision, baptism relates to both genders. One should grant that these words appear to assume infant baptism.

Tertullian opposed infant baptism not with historical grounds but from a principle of usefulness. It is dangerous to baptize the young and unmarried, for temptation is so great. “If one knew of what great weight baptism is, one would be more afraid to receive it than to postpone it.” His argument is not only applicable to the baptism of infants but applies to the baptism of young people in general. This moves within the well-known stream of sacramentalism that attributed a completely unique value to baptism. It was thought that sins committed after baptism could no longer be forgiven.

Here, too, weight must be given to the fact that the church fathers tell us nothing about the time when young people in the church should be baptized. That would have been necessary if infant baptism had been totally absent. It is explainable when one assumes that the time of baptism varied, that some had their children baptized earlier, others later. That a great deal of arbitrariness prevailed is certain.

28. What two matters are there to consider in the further discussion of infant baptism?

a)The foundations on which it rests for us.

b)The significance that is to be attributed to it.

It is certainly not possible at every point to keep these two matters separate from each other. Still, for the sake of clarity, we will endeavor to do this as much as possible. There are grounds for infant baptism that everyone will have to grant regardless of what significance he wishes to give to infant baptism.

29. What is the first ground for baptizing infants?

The fact that under the Old Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace, young children of the covenant people were circumcised. If it can be shown that circumcision was a sign and seal of the covenant of grace in entirely the same sense as baptism is that now, then infant baptism follows from circumcision.

One easily sees that this argument can only be advanced by maintaining the spiritual character of the Old Testament dispensation. Baptists are intent on making this dispensation terminate in what is external. What God established with Israel was a national covenant, nothing more. This national covenant had national covenantal seals, a national continuation in the line of natural propagation. It was a covenant that everyone could keep with his natural capacities, so that without his knowledge, by virtue of his birth he could be obligated to it and taken up into it. The significance of circumcision accords with all that. But in the New Testament, it has become completely different. Now, what is external and national has ceased to be valid. Something spiritual and universal has come in its place. Birth from certain kinds of parents no longer settles status in the kingdom of God. One is what one is by personal choice, whether of God or the person himself. To say that a child of Christian parents as such must or may be baptized means bringing back Old Testament distinctions that are completely terminated.

This is the Baptist position. We deal with it here only to the extent that it is based on a faulty view of the Old Testament. That the Old Testament had a national aspect is certain. For Israel, church and state were merged. The one aspect was embodied in the other. There was thus an external entity that there now no longer is in the new dispensation of the covenant of grace. One can certainly make that external again by establishing a state church, but then one does that contrary to the spirit of Christianity. Neither is it to be questioned that there is also a national aspect to the Old Testament sacraments. By circumcision a Jew was not only a member of the covenant of grace; by circumcision he was also a citizen of the Jewish state. And that, too, is gone from the New Testament sacraments. Baptism no longer has a political significance. Certainly that tie sometimes exists, when, for example, an Englishman baptized in the Anglican Church has access to certain offices in the state. But that is contrary to the character of baptism.

Now the Baptist would naturally have to show that the sacrament of circumcision had an exclusively national significance, or at least that the circumcision of children derived from the national significance of the sacrament. Actually, both assertions amount to the same thing. Circumcision was a complete circumcision of the children (apart from proselytes). The path is cut off to saying that for adults circumcision was a sign and seal of the covenant of grace; for children it was solely a sign and seal of the national covenant. Adults, however, were not circumcised in Israel. The Baptist must then also maintain that circumcision did not possess any signifying and sealing power for the covenant of grace. But if not circumcision, then what? Passover, perhaps? Its administration was just as general as that of circumcision. So we see how the Baptist must come to completely despiritualize the Old Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace. Nothing of it remains other than the form of a national covenant.

According to Scripture, circumcision (= circumcision of children) was more:

a)According to Romans 4:11, it was given to Abraham as a seal of the righteousness of faith. Now, someone could say: that was circumcision for an adult. But it is surely the same circumcision of which God commands that it must be administered to all baby boys eight days old. For them, it cannot have been something different than it was for Abraham. Thus, it was a sign and seal of the covenant of grace.

b)It was instituted when God formally founded His covenant of grace with Abraham. That was a long time before the covenant people were organized as a theocratic state at Sinai. According to the Baptist view being contested here, circumcision should have come at Sinai, and not already with Abraham. But now, it does not come from Moses but from the patriarchs, as the Lord says [John 7:22]. There is no basis, then, for making its national significance—which the sign received later—its only significance. The promises of the covenant in Genesis 17 were spiritual: “I will be God to you and to your offspring after you” [v. 7]. It is not therefore that some external privileges were sealed to them by circumcision, but that God willed to be their God, and would be, and would be that for the children as well as for the adults.

c)The spiritual significance of circumcision is asserted with emphasis again and again in the Old Testament (Deut 10:16; Jer 4:4; Ezek 44:7). Being uncircumcised is used as an image of a spiritual state deserving condemnation (Exod 6:12; Lev 26:41; Acts 7:51). In the New Testament, too, the thing signified by circumcision is spoken of (Rom 2:28–29; Phil 3:3).

d)Even the national bond of the Jew to Jehovah his God may not be so sharply distinguished from his spiritual responsibilities, as the Baptists wish to do. One may really not say that the spiritual relationship of the covenant of grace and the national relationship of the national covenant were side by side but detached from each other, so that the one was independent of the other. God did not say to the Israelite: I require of you that you (1) fulfill your civic duties, and (2) if you can still do something additional, your duties relative to the covenant of grace as well. Rather, again and again it was given to the Israelites to understand that even in their national position they were not right before God if the spiritual truth of that position was lacking. To the Jews in the exile the reproach is added that they are called by the name Israel, have come from the waters of Judah, swear by the name of the Lord, and make mention of the God of Israel, but not in truth nor in righteousness (Isa 48:1). And there are many such texts.

e)Baptism has come in the place of circumcision: “a circumcision made without hands, by putting off the body of the sins of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ, being buried with Him in baptism,” etc. (Col 2:11–12). Therefore, those who received circumcision must also receive baptism, and the young children may not be excluded.

30. Where is a second proof for infant baptism found?

In the fact that God’s Word everywhere recognizes children as being fully human, notwithstanding their situation of being underage and their use of reason not yet developed. If one is a Pelagian and makes everything dependent on the conscious choice of the will, then a child will have to be regarded more or less as something neutral that does not count in the kingdom of heaven, that has no status in the church, about which there is nothing to say. If, on the other hand, one recognizes that conscious life as it emerges on the surface has a deeper invisible background, that there is more to a person than he can say and reveal, then we must also take account of children. When now it is said that the kingdom of heaven belongs to children, then this shows clearly enough what the answer of Scripture is, and on which side it is positioned. The question here is not whether the kingdom of heaven belongs to every child that is baptized, but simply whether children fall under the terms of this kingdom of heaven.

The Baptist admits that they can. A child can be regenerated—but, he says, we have no basis for assuming that this is the case. In other words, he maintains that children constitute an area that does not count for the visible church. Nothing may be said about them. They are neutral territory. They cannot be received into the organism of the congregation.

But we say: if it is once established that children can be regenerated and partake of the kingdom of heaven, then there must be one way or other by which the status of these children can be objectively settled and they are placed in a definite relationship to the visible church. We do not have to do here with a small minority but with a large majority. And it is impossible to assume that they must grow up entirely without an objective relationship to the visible church.

31. Where is a third proof found?

In the character of the covenant of grace as it continues in history. God maintains His covenant of grace with the believer. But when He gives the promises of the covenant to that believer who is brought into the covenant as an adult, these promises are not only “for you!” but they are also “for your seed after you.” Involved here is a link between the natural relationship between parents and children, on the one hand, and the benefits of the covenant of grace, on the other. This link is not such that it works as a natural law. Grace is not an inheritance that one receives without exception because one has been born of parents who are members of the covenant. In His election God always remains free. But nevertheless the rule remains that He has His covenant continue in history, builds the church from the seed of the church. Thus there is not a founding of a new covenant again and again, but the one covenant is administered throughout the ages and generations.

The opponent of infant baptism has no eye for that. He thinks that nature and grace have not been brought together in an organic connection. According to him, grace comes again and again in each particular instance as something supernatural from above, without it being connected historically with what preceded. It is, moreover, something wholly individual that is not concerned with the connection between generations.


This view is totally wrong. Against it we assert that natural life with its natural context is taken up into the context of grace and receives a corresponding significance. God does not reckon solely with individual persons in an atomistic manner. His covenant is established with the children and their children into distant generations. This is already taken into account at the institution of baptism. It does not read “Baptize people from all nations,” but “Make disciples of all nations, baptizing them,” etc. When Zacchaeus is called, then the Savior says: “Today salvation has come to this house, since he too is a son of Abraham” [Luke 19:9]. This call is based on the promise given for Abraham’s seed, and from it flow further blessings for Zacchaeus’ seed too. Cornelius was a devout man “with all his household”(Acts 10:2); “by which you will be saved, and all your house” (Acts 11:14); see also Paul’s answer to the jailer (Acts 16:31, 34). These households turn to Christianity as entire households (1 Cor 1:16; “in the Lord,” Eph 6:1; 1 John 2:13–14).

32. Where is further proof for infant baptism found?

In the characteristic use that is made by the New Testament of the term “people of God.” Jesus will save His people from their sins (Matt 1:21). John’s work serves to prepare for the Lord an equipped people (Luke 1:17); “That which was not my people I will call my people, and that which was not beloved, my beloved” (Rom 9:25; cf. v. 26); “and I will be their God, and they will be my people” (2 Cor 6:16); “to purify for Himself a people for His own, zealous for good works” (Titus 2:14); Hebrews 8:8–10, citing Jeremiah 31:33, where specifically the new dispensation of the covenant of grace is spoken of; “a holy nation, a peculiar people” (1 Pet 2:9); “and they will be His people, and God Himself will be with them and be their God” (Rev 21:3).

From all these examples it is sufficiently clear that the New Testament covenant community is not an aggregate of individuals but an organism of a people that continues. A people is a nation, and a nation ([Dutch natie] from [Latin] nascor [to be born]) is a connection perpetuated by birth. God has not chosen an association of individuals, but a people, chosen under the old era in order to entrust His words to them and to establish His covenant with them. And Paul teaches us that the root of this old people has continued to exist, although the majority of the branches are cut off. Converts from paganism are grafted into the good olive tree. They are grafted in as branches from which new branches ought to grow [Rom 11:17–24].

This entire view is based on the participation of children in the covenant. The Baptist must exclude children from the covenant. He will certainly say that the church must care for its children, work with them, teach them, urge them to conversion, and then, in general, the church will be replenished from them. But the fact remains that these children, during all the time of their being underage, are regarded as being outside the church. If they enter later, this happens apart from any connection with their parents as a churchly connection; they come from outside the sphere of Christianity, from out of a kind of paganism. The Baptist church in its entirety is a missionary church. It must therefore also direct its preaching to its own children as it would direct that preaching to pagans.

Peter says in Acts 2:39: “For the promise is for you and for your children and for all who are far off, as many as the Lord our God will call.” Here a distinction is made between: (1) adult Jews who are in the covenant; (2) their children to whom, with them, the promise came; (3) those from among the Gentiles, as many as God in His omnipotence calls. In other words, the Baptist principle is only valid with regard to Gentiles who are worked with in missions, not with regard to those who are already in the covenant. It does not say: “As many of your children as God will call” (the Baptist says that with respect to his own children). But it says: “You and your children.”

33. Is there still another proof for infant baptism?

Yes, in the New Testament little children are regarded as members of the church of Christ. Baptism belongs with the membership of the congregation. Those who are members of the church have a right to baptism. Christ permitted little children come to Him; He has taken them in His arms and blessed them. Paul says of the children of believing parents that they are holy, even when only one of the parents is a believer (1 Cor 7:14).

Much has been written and disputed concerning the meaning of the “holiness” of which the apostle here speaks. Opponents of infant baptism say that it is a holiness that even an unbeliever can possess, for in what immediately precedes it is said that the unbelieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the husband. Now, it would surely not have entered Paul’s mind to grant that such an unbelieving husband can be baptized on the basis of this holiness. But the two cases are not the same. The unbelieving husband is holy enough to remain the husband of a believing wife. He is holy in his capacity as husband, and everything that is connected to this capacity shares in this holiness. So, if a child is born to him and his believing wife, then for this birth he does not count as someone unholy, and one cannot say of the child: it has been born of someone holy plus someone unholy. Then, too, the child has been born to holy parents. Thus one sees that the holiness of the husband is relative in a certain respect. But that of the children, to which Paul points, is absolute. They are holy with the kind of holiness that is in their entire status, and not only from a certain vantage point. Their holiness is then, for Paul, the established fact on the basis of which he argues against the Corinthians. One should pay attention to the fact that in his argument he does not derive the holiness of the children from that of the parents, but, on the contrary, from the generally recognized truth that the children are holy, he determines the holiness of the marriage relationship between a believer and an unbeliever. So, at that time the children were regarded as holy. And “holy,” when so used without further definition, was synonymous with “member of the church.” It is the members of the church that are addressed by Paul in his letters as elect saints [holy ones]. He has therefore undoubtedly regarded the children as members of the congregation.

34. On what does the meaning one attributes to infant baptism depend?

This depends entirely on the conception one has concerning the covenant of grace. Baptism is a sign and seal of the covenant of grace. Infants who are baptized are members of the covenant. The meaning that one associates with the baptism of infants will vary according to what one thinks of the covenant. Here we will only discuss the various views that have been defended in the Reformed church, and to that end begin with the least tenable.

35. What is the first view that can be discussed here?

That of a twofold covenant, corresponding to the visible and invisible church. In the defense of this theory one usually links to the Old Testament. However, instead of giving the one covenant in the Old Testament two aspects, one ascertains two covenants there. The one was completely external. The sacraments belong to the external covenant. The obligations of the external covenant are also external obligations. God can also make this subservient to bring someone over into the internal covenant. But formally and officially the covenant member has bound himself to the external covenant. By his entrance he professes only that he possesses historical faith, will be subject to the ordinances and regulations of the church, and make use of the sacraments. He can make use of both baptism and the Lord’s Supper, and in both cases on entirely the same grounds. What gives a right to the one sacrament also gives a right to the other. Christ uses this institution of the external covenant in order to form the internal covenant of His mystical body. For more on this theory one may compare Hodge, Systematic Theology, 3:562–63.

The objections to the view are as follows:

a)It is true that the Old Testament dispensation had such an external side. But that was a political side, and with the new age the covenant of grace has lost all of its political character. There is not a trace of evidence that Christ has established an external institution, has founded a double church.

b)The theory is in conflict with the clear requirement of the New Testament that for adults baptism presupposes sincere saving faith. On this point of view, adults ought also to be taken into the church upon a profession of historical faith. But Scripture teaches that for adults the faith upon which baptism follows is a faith that saves (Mark 16:16).

c)In this conception, the unique character of the sacraments is completely misunderstood. They are made means of conversion. The scriptural and Reformed view is that they serve to strengthen faith. Here baptism, as well as the Lord’s Supper, serves to bring someone into an external sphere and to keep him there, where he is under favorable influences and perhaps will be able to attain to regeneration and faith.

d)The question is not whether the external administration of the covenant of grace and its internal essence coincide, but only whether one has the right to separate them in this dualistic way and to make two covenants of them. This must necessarily lead to a falsification of the concept of the church. And the invisible church then lacks its outward manifestation; the visible church is something different, something independent.

36. What is the second view that is associated with the one just mentioned?

This is the so-called Half-Way Covenant. Here a distinction is made between the two sacraments, baptism and the Lord’s Supper. The former becomes the sign and seal of the external covenant, the latter the sacrament of the internal covenant. When someone receives baptism, he does not make a profession of his faith. When he comes to the Lord’s Supper, he does. The result is that someone can also be entitled to request baptism for his children and nevertheless not have access to the Lord’s Supper. In this way, it is believed, a great difficulty is removed. A great number of parents do not dare to come the Lord’s table and still desire to have their children baptized. Now if baptism and the Lord’s Supper are on par as sacraments, then it immediately follows that he who is not entitled to the one for himself is not entitled to the other for his children. Conversely, if baptism and the Lord’s Supper are completely different, then one can partake of the one and be denied the other.

This view, too, is untenable. It separates what God has joined. Scripture nowhere gives us occasion to think that baptism and the Lord’s Supper can be torn apart in this way, to be signs and seals each of a covenant of its own. The designation Half-Way Covenant is also less precise for expressing what is meant. The external covenant is not half of the internal one. It is something next to the internal covenant. All the objections that are valid against the previous view must then also be brought against this view. Here, too, the external institution is something independent. Someone can be born in the church, live in the church, and die in the church as a good, honored member, without having proclaimed the death of the Lord one single time. No one can maintain that this agrees with the teaching of Scripture.

This view was officially accepted by the Congregational churches of New England about the middle of the seventeenth century. However, it also found many opponents there (cf. Hodge, Systematic Theology, 3:567).

37. Can this last view of a Half-Way Covenant still be presented in a modified form?

Yes, one can also apply the distinction between an external and an internal covenant exclusively to infant baptism. This goes one step less far than the two preceding theories. The first view makes the external covenant applicable to all and involves both sacraments. The second also makes it applicable to all but only involves baptism. This theory again makes it applicable to all, but only involves infant baptism. The reasoning is as follows: All who enter the church as adults do this upon profession of a sincere faith of the heart. In consideration of such a profession, they are baptized. This baptism is twofold: (1) a sign and seal of the internal covenant of grace; (2) a sign and seal of the external church covenant. The former they can naturally enter only for themselves, for saving faith is something entirely personal, in which the father or mother cannot act vicariously for their child. The latter, however, the external covenant, they can also enter at the same time for their children. And on the basis of that established external covenant, the young children receive baptism as sign and seal. If in growing up they come to personal faith, then for them, too, baptism will gain the double significance that it has for the parents. They are then in both the external and the internal covenant.

One sees that this does not differ essentially from the preceding view. The dualism of external and internal covenant remains, without true unity between these two being established. And if baptism for children can be a sign and seal of something completely external, then it is not to be seen why it could not also be that for adults. Or if it is halfway for adults, then why not also, if necessary, for adults only? Expressed here too, in the requirement that, at least for adults, baptism must presuppose the possession of true faith, is the awareness how sacraments are more than seals of a national or external contract.

38. Which views are at the extreme opposite of those just mentioned?

Here and there in some Reformed theologians a conception intrudes that appears to function at the boundary of the orthodox system, so that one may doubt that it may still be called Reformed. There have been those who posit a kind of justification and regeneration at baptism, signified and conveyed to all the children of covenant members, without exception, but then not necessarily connected to salvation, since it can be lost through the fault of the children in growing up. Pareus taught that all children of the congregation are justified and regenerated by the Holy Spirit, to the extent that befits their age, without that, however, infringing upon God’s counsel, which customarily is first disclosed during adult years. Baron and Forbes, English theologians, had a similar view. The latter appealed to Augustine and Prosper. These, too, maintain that all baptized children are justified, and that thus original sin is forgiven them in baptism; nevertheless, with the difference that Augustine assumed a forgiveness that could be withdrawn and for reprobate children is withdrawn infallibly, while Prosper held this grace to be irrevocable. According to the last mentioned, a person who after his baptism apostatizes from Christ and ends his life alienated from grace certainly comes into damnation. He is not damned, however, because of his original sin. Rather, on account of his later sins he is punished with that death to which he was also subjected on account of the sins that are forgiven him.

Davenant, delegate of the English church at the Synod of Dort, taught something similar. According to him, all children baptized into the covenant are not only adopted and justified but also regenerated and sanctified. But he distinguishes this justification, adoption, and regeneration from the benefits of salvation, incapable of being lost, that adults share in at their regeneration. For the children, he says, those gifts are sufficient to place them in a state of salvation. If they die in childhood, then on that basis they go to heaven. But for adults it is not sufficient. When a baptized child grows up, it may not be regarded as a living member of the church on the basis of the grace of baptism alone. Not that it has lost its initial grace, but it has lost its status as a child, and thereby its condition is changed. If no true conversion follows, then a baptized person who dies as an adult is lost.

We can clearly discover in this outlook the endeavor to give a real, tangible content to baptism. But it is, as Witsius observes, a failed endeavor. In undertaking it one envelops himself in greater problems than one is attempting to evade. First of all, in undertaking it one teaches a grace of baptism that does not really comport with the Reformed doctrine of the sacraments. Baptism does not exist to effect regeneration, justification, and sanctification. Here it becomes, in a Lutheran sense, the means ordained by God for begetting new life. Further, that there would be a partial forgiveness of sins and a partial justification is irreconcilable with Reformed principles. It will not do to say that original sin is taken away but the guilt of actual sin remains. Also, it cannot be that the merits of Christ would be applied to someone for regeneration, justification, and sanctification without the one to whom they are applied being included in election. There is no application (though certainly an offer) of the merits of the Mediator except for those who have been given to Him by the Father. Finally, with the subsequent loss of these gifts of grace one comes into the greatest difficulties. Christ has suffered for that forgiven guilt, for on that basis it is forgiven. But now that forgiveness is lost again, and the person in view is punished for it personally. There is then a double retribution, first borne by Christ and then by the person himself.

In conclusion, grace does not permit itself to be meted out quantitatively, as Davenant intends. As far as regeneration, justification, and sanctification are concerned, a child can do with nothing less than an adult. The true spiritual life that is given in regeneration is sufficient for an adult to live for God. It cannot be made insufficient by the development of natural life. One would then have to assume that it was really lost again, and that would be equivalent to teaching an apostasy of the saints. For all these reasons, the view mentioned is not tenable for one who is Reformed.

39. What, in general, is the view of the Reformed concerning the meaning of infant baptism?

On this there are two views that have both had defenders, though not both equally. We first give, in some propositions, the most common view that on good grounds can be called the historic-Calvinistic view.

a)By the fall of our first parents the entire human race has fallen into sin and damnation. Consequently, all men are conceived and born in sin and are by nature children of wrath.

b)Out of this corrupt human race, God wills to redeem certain persons known to Him, accept them in grace, justify them through Christ, sanctify them by His Spirit, and bring them to salvation.

c)In the dispensing or withholding of this grace God is not obligated to a person, but, since grace is free grace, demonstrates this grace to whom He chooses.

d)God therefore would do no one, old or young, an injustice if He would cause them all together, without distinction, to be lost.

e)Communion in this grace can only be made known to us from certain fruits and marks.

f)No one, and so also the church, can judge with certainty who those are who share in this grace and the essence of the covenant of grace. Only believers themselves by the witness of the Holy Spirit have a direct assurance of that.

g)The church, as ministers of God’s covenant, has to observe certain external marks of the grace of God and to act thereon according to the judgment of charity, without concerning itself further with the question, never to be settled, whether the inward state corresponds to that grace.

h)This judgment of charity concerns all the members of the visible church, and only them. To these members belong not only the adults who profess Christ, and do not contradict this profession by their conduct, but also young children born of believing parents belong by virtue of the promise made to Abraham and his descendants and by which they, like their parents, are included in the covenant of God.

i)Consequently, with regard to the judgment of the church, birth from believing parents (at least one) is the equivalent of what for the parents their profession of faith is.

j)Therefore, according to the judgment of charity, salvation is ascribed to these children and they are regarded as elect, as their parents are regarded when they make profession of faith, and continue to be as long as they in fact do not give evidence to the contrary.

k)Believing parents must raise their children as members of God’s covenant in the fear and knowledge of the Lord, just as adult believers are admonished to increase in faith and to advance in godliness.

l)On this basis the children, as members of God’s covenant, are entitled to the sign and seal of the covenant and ought to be baptized, as born into the covenant and, by virtue of the promise of the covenant, members of the congregation.

m)As adult believers who die professing faith and calling on the name of God are held to be saved, so too the same should be judged of the children of believers who die in their infancy.

n)This judgment of charity could nevertheless be mistaken according to the Word. They are not all Abraham’s children because they are Abraham’s seed, nor are they all Israel who are of the father of Israel [cf. Rom 9:6–7], just as in growing up, it is often apparent that the most reprobate children are born from the most pious parents, and the most pious children from the most ungodly parents. But with that we do not concern ourselves further. That is God’s concern, who has commanded us to administer His sacrament in this way, and according to whose command exclusively we are to conform. With adults, too, the same thing appears repeatedly. There are those who upon profession of faith are received into the congregation, whom one thus has to regard as fellow citizens of the saints and of the household of God, who upon the profession of their faith are admitted to the sacrament of baptism and the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, and who nevertheless later fall away, so that we can no longer, even according to the judgment of charity, regard them as brothers. But the Word of God has not failed because of that. It has only become evident that, in the faithful administration of the ordinance of God, the church can make a judgment that does not always correspond with someone’s inward state. The church never has certainty, no more for adults than for young children. The difficulty here is thus the same in both cases; and if we can accept it in the one case, we can also do so in the other.

40. Can you provide some citations that show that this conception of matters is what is generally found in Reformed theologians?

Yes. First of all Calvin, Institutes, 4.16.17–18, where he argues extensively that the children of believers can receive regeneration and the Holy Spirit. One should pay attention to the fact that he bases baptism on this can in connection with the promise of God: “to you and to your seed.” He points to the example of John the Baptist and how he was sanctified from his mother’s womb. Then he takes note of the objection of opponents to infant baptism that this only happened once. “But we are not arguing in this way either (that is, as if the Lord is generally accustomed to deal with infants in this fashion). Our purpose is solely to show that they unjustly and wickedly shut God’s power within these narrow limits to which it does not permit itself to be confined.” And in section 20: “This objection can be refuted briefly, namely, that infants are baptized unto the repentance and faith that they will have hereafter, the seed of which two gifts are already in them by the secret working of the Spirit, even though those gifts themselves have not yet taken shape and been formed in them.”


Further, Ursinus (Commentary on the Heidelberg Catechism, question 74). He answers the objection of the Anabaptist (those who do not believe ought not to be baptized) as follows: “This is only true of adults …, for in them faith is demanded before baptism …, but for young children, for baptism it is enough that they are sanctified and regenerate, and their faith and profession is that they are born to believing parents.… Further, it is so that a right decision cannot be made from this that such ought not to be baptized, for here only those are spoken of who do not believe at all, neither in fact nor by profession nor by disposition. But of young children, although they in fact do not believe, one can nevertheless not say that the children are entirely unbelieving. And they have this disposition not from the flesh or from nature, but from the Holy Spirit and from the grace that is promised to them.”

Beza: “There is a special situation with children who are born to believing parents. For although they do not have in themselves that quality of faith that is in adult believers, nevertheless it cannot be otherwise than that those whom God has sanctified from their mother’s body and marked off from the children of unbelievers have the seed and the bud of faith.… With what right, then, would someone deny them the sealing of the thing that the Lord has already imparted to them? If someone objects that those who are born of believing parents are not all elect and consequently not all are sanctified, … we do not lack an answer: for although we do not deny that it is so, nevertheless we say that one must let this hidden judgment remain with God, and, in general, by virtue of the formula of the promise, we hold them all to be sanctified who have been born of believing parents, or of which one of the two is a believer, unless there is something in the way from which one could decide to the contrary.”

Peter Martyr Vermigli: “Because we may not out of curiosity investigate God’s hidden providence and election, we hold the children of the saints to be holy as long as, in growing up, they do not show that they are alienated from Christ. We do not exclude them from the congregation but accept them as parts of the same, hoping that, as they are the seed of the saints, they also share in divine election and have the grace and the Spirit of Christ. And we baptize them on that basis. One should not listen to those who make difficulties of this and say: ‘Is the minister deceived?’ or, ‘Could it be that in truth the child is not a child of the promise of divine election and mercy?’ For one can also bring up such derision about adults. Of them, too, we do not know whether or not they come deceptively, whether they truly believe, whether they are children of election or destruction.… Why do you baptize them? You will say: ‘I do it because I follow their outward profession’; so we also say that the church therefore receives and baptizes our children because they belong to us. And so that is for them a sign of God’s will, as the outward profession is for adults.”

Franciscus Junius answers the objection of the Anabaptists that children are not capable of regeneration: “Regeneration is viewed in two senses—namely, as according to its foundation, it exists as a disposition in Christ, and as it is in fact present in us the former regeneration, which can be called the transplanting of the old Adam into the new, is the cause of the latter, which follows as the fruit. Elect children are regenerated in the first-mentioned sense when they are implanted into Christ and the sealing of this becomes theirs in baptism.”

The Leiden Synopsis: “We do not tie the efficacy of baptism to the moment in which the body is sprinkled with external water, but, with Scripture, require faith and conversion beforehand of all those baptized, at least according to the judgment of charity, and that both in the children of the covenant, regarding whom we maintain that in them the seed and the Spirit of faith and conversion must be assumed, by virtue of the divine blessing and the evangelical covenant, as well as for adults in whom an active profession of faith and conversion is necessary.”

Witsius: “Further, we also say that the young children of believers have received the Spirit. Otherwise they could not also be holy, which Paul nevertheless attests to (1 Cor 7:14); nor could they be Christ’s, to whom no one belongs who does not have His Spirit (Rom 8:9).… From this it follows that the water cannot be refused them by injecting that young children should not be baptized.… I go further. God is not only free to impart the grace of regeneration to elect children before baptism, but it is also likely that He generally does so.”

Burman: “Regarding the faith of children, investigation is very obscure, since there is no memory of that age, and the working of the Spirit takes place in secret so that we cannot determine its mode. The elements of regeneration and the seeds of new life do not occur in children any less than the pollution and the evil of the corrupt nature that they have received from the forefather of the human race. It is sufficient that the thing signified in baptism is due them, which can be sealed to them so that no one may think that a blank piece of paper, on which nothing is written, is sealed in that baptism.”

Braun: “To the one who shares in the thing signified, the sign is also due; but children partake of the thing signified—namely, the forgiveness of sins, regeneration, and eternal life—since they belong to the covenant and have the promises, and the kingdom of heaven is given to them.”

Heidegger: “As far as adults are concerned, outward baptism does not seal inward grace to all, but only to those who have in their heart and profess with their words a sincere faith. Also, baptism does not seal regeneration and spiritual grace in its all-inclusive scope to all children and to every child of believing parents, but only to the elect. Although it is right and good concerning each one of these children in particular to hope for the good according to the judgment of charity, still we are not free to do this with an eye to all children taken together.”

A distinction is then made between those children who die before the age of discernment and the rest. Regarding the former, Heidegger maintains that they are already sanctified in the womb and that baptism seals to them this grace already present. Those who grow up are generally endowed with faith in the usual way, that is, by hearing the Word, and so for them baptism was not a seal of present grace.

Marckius: “From the absence of faith (the opponents of infant baptism reason), as well as from the absence of a confession of faith and sins. We require both of these prior to the baptism of adults, but judge that it is sufficient if, with the judgment of charity, they are expected to follow in children. They also reason from the absence of sealed benefits, such as sanctification. These, however, are in fact present according to their measure, such as sanctification, which can just as little be denied as the corruption of nature antecedent to it.”

Turretin: “The same judgment must be made about the faith of the children of the covenant as their reason. They possess both in the first act, not in the second … in the root, not in the fruit.”

41.What is the second view that has existed along with the other in the Reformed church?

The following: In the Word of God, there is an offer of the benefits of the covenant on the condition of faith and repentance. By external calling, the Word says: all these benefits are for you, presupposing that you believe. That is the universal offer of the gospel. But now the sacraments are added. They seal this offer of the gospel—however, not to everyone to whom it comes without distinction, but only to those of whom it is apparent by their profession and conduct that they do not reject and despise it. Olevianus says: “In order that out of this whole multitude would emerge a church, which God unites to Himself in Christ, God thus begins in that solemn transaction, as in a marriage contract, not with the sealing of grace offered in general (for many reject that grace openly and therefore it cannot be sealed to them; on the other hand, the Lord also does not will to bind Himself to hypocrites, who secretly harden themselves, which would happen if He first gave His seal); but with what in the manner of the offer of grace was the last, He makes in its establishment a beginning by visible signs, etc.… Then there follows the sealing of the first in the grace offered in the gospel and the special bond of God” (p. 502).2

Now one must pay close attention to what is implied in this conception. Here in the sacrament there is an offer of the benefits of the covenant, but in what sense?

a)Not as an offer that can still be rejected or accepted, and whereby man is free or remains free. When the sealing takes place, man is bound. The sacrament seals the established covenant.

b)Also, not merely as an offer that must be accepted by virtue of the law and its demand applied to the promises. Every man who hears the gospel is under this obligation. The covenant of grace is not only offered to him, but he is also obliged to accept it and to live according to it. Still, the sacrament cannot yet be administered to him on this basis. The natural obligation to enter into God’s covenant provides no basis for the administration of the seals of the covenant.

c)There must thus be something else, and evidently this other thing is located in the fact that the recipient of the sacrament has solemnly bound himself to live in the covenant and to fulfill the covenant. He has concerned himself with the covenant and has entered into the covenant. It is an established covenant. If he does not walk the path of faith and of repentance, he therefore becomes a covenant-breaker and will be treated as such by God. And he has a weightier responsibility than do those to whom the word of the gospel has merely come, and have never been in relationship with God.

d)This view is thus distinguished from that of an external covenant. In the latter, merely the general offer of the gospel is sealed. Here there is a seal on the promises, whereby it is presupposed that one accepts them in faith. And the basis of that presupposition is the profession of the recipient of the seals that he desires to live in the covenant and from the covenant. Therefore, not merely: if you believe, the benefit of the covenant is for you. But: since you, according to your own declaration, acquiesce in God’s covenant, there is sealed to you here the right to all the benefits of the covenant in the way of ongoing faith and continual repentance. The difference between the doctrine of an external covenant and this view can best be seen in the baptism of adults. And only this view is in agreement with our Form for the baptism of adults.

That principle is now extended to the baptism of the children of believers. By virtue of their birth from believing parents, they are also included in the covenant; one can even say, on the basis of Scripture, born into the covenant. Thus by this relationship the obligation is incumbent on them to live in the covenant and to live out of it. Again, not in the perfunctory sense in which the obligation to believe is incumbent on everyone to whom the gospel comes, but in the very specific sense that the children are no longer free, are members of the covenant, must keep the covenant, and, should they not do so, become covenant-breakers. Incumbent on them is a wholly unique and particular responsibility. On this basis, that is, on the presupposition and with the expectation that they accept and keep the covenant, the seal of the covenant is administered to them. If, in growing up, they show that they do not fulfill it, then they take a step backwards; they are idle and neglectful in keeping the covenant, or they in fact show that they are not willing to keep the covenant and break it.

One will notice that this conception also avoids the danger present in the doctrine of an external covenant. Here the demand of spiritual truth is held high. The internal is kept in contact with the external. The dualism, however much it may remain in practice, is in theory not legitimized and taught systematically. The ideal character of the covenant, its essence, is kept constantly in view.

42. Are both views, as now described, found beside each other in Reformed theologians?

Yes, in many of those mentioned above one at one time finds expressions that recall the first view, and then again expressions that recall the other. Anyone can be convinced of that by reading attentively. And the more one reads, the more one comes to the conviction that proponents of neither view have the right to commend theirs as the only historical Reformed view. Witnesses for both views can be produced in abundance.

43. How then should we judge concerning the meaning of infant baptism?

a)We observe, first of all, that there is a large objection to the first view if it teaches that all children are to be held to be regenerated and to possess the principle of faith until the opposite is apparent. If one assumes that, then one must also carry it through in his dealings with children and work only on the development of their new life. Also, one then cannot, with reason, pray for their regeneration as a thing that they must still receive or still need. The children themselves, in growing up, will be under the illusion that they possess regeneration, and the truth that without regeneration no one can see the kingdom of God will lose its force. It will gradually be seen in the congregation as something self-evident that whoever lives and dies within its circle is saved, since he has come into the world virtually as a regenerate person, is renewed and sanctified from his mother’s womb. This is extremely dangerous. One is also tempted to think that the resoluteness with which this view was expressed by some old Reformed theologians is connected with the pure church-state of their day, or also is to be explained in part by Roman Catholic reminiscences.

b)Further, this view also brings one more or less into conflict with reality. It is ever apparent, as they grow up, how many of those children possess an unregenerate or at least unconverted heart. What then must one think of this supposition of baptism? One answers: that can also happen later with adults who are baptized. Although this is true, there is still a difference. With adults we have a personal profession, and God seals His covenant to those who mean this in truth, who believe. With young children we do not have such a personal testimony. Here it is God who commands us to baptize them. If now He had added, “on the basis and with the presupposition that they are regenerate before their baptism,” then we would have to acquiesce in that. But He does not say that. He has nowhere bound Himself to do that in general, although no one, of course, has the right to assure us that He never or seldom does that. It is a matter that simply cannot be verified by us. Only a positive promise would give the right to assure ourselves of something as certain. Naturally, if it could not happen, then infant baptism would be condemned. For thereby the lifetime of a child in its entirely would be placed outside the circle of God’s supernatural working of grace. Hence the argument of the old theologians repeated again and again: the children partake of the thing signified, therefore also of the sign and the seal. One may not infer from this that they always only meant that all children of the covenant are regenerated by baptism. They only intend to say that children can be regenerated. Compare what we have cited above from Calvin.

c)The seals of the covenant are not foreordained to seal the possession of grace subjectively, but to seal the promise of grace in the broadest sense—to seal to the believer both justifying and sanctifying grace. By saying that children must be regenerated beforehand, one shifts this viewpoint. One wishes to maintain: if they have a right to the sacraments, they must be believers, and they cannot be believers without regeneration. But this applies, however, only as long as and as soon as there is an activity of faith that can be directed to the seal. An adult, therefore, may not properly receive the seal without a profession of faith. For the children, in contrast, it is different. For them it is sufficient that: a) The promises of God are sealed as promises in the widest sense, entirely apart from the question whether or not a subjective appropriation of the promises has already begun. God says to the children who are baptized: “I, God, will be your God; yes, I am your God.” b) The well-founded expectation can be entertained that the children will appropriate the promises for themselves with the use of their understanding, and therefore the demand of the covenant to do that can also be addressed to them.

d)Thus we do not maintain that the children of believers are already regenerated at an early age, but leave that completely undecided. And nevertheless, we assume on the basis of the promise of God that the young children of the covenant who die before the use of their understanding, receive eternal salvation. On what basis do we make this assumption?

1.We should note that Scripture does not offer us any grounds to entertain this expectation for all children wherever they are born among pagans, Mohammedans [Muslims], or Christians. It is clear that one can only reason here from the covenant. Where no covenant relationship exists, every basis for such a verdict is lacking. One need not for that reason preach with emphasis that all such children are lost. But there is no basis for their salvation. All the reasons that are produced for their salvation proceed from a weakening of the concept of original sin. It is believed that original sin (inherent pollution) in itself is not sufficient to consign a child as damnable before God, or at least to cause it to be lost. If the child dies before it commits actual sin, then it is saved. Our answer to this is that original sin is certainly sufficient for damnation, and one may not make this difference in degree between it and actual sin. Further, too much is deduced from the premises. One might only conclude that the children are not lost. To say that they are saved can only happen on the grounds that the merits of Christ are imputed to them. And for that there must be solid grounds. Where those are lacking, then logically one could only draw the conclusion that the children are in a middle state that is neither heaven nor hell. And that would be Roman Catholic.

2.All salvation of young children, therefore, is based on the gracious imputation of the merits of Christ. How can we now hope that the children of the covenant who die before the use of their understanding have received this imputation? This is inferred from their being in the covenant. Now, if this were nothing other than a formula for the fact that they live under the offer of the gospel, then it would not be possible to see how one could draw that conclusion. Every possibility to decide whether they acquiesce in that offer would then be lacking. And we would have to end with saying that we know nothing about that. The comfort of the covenant promise would then be gone. But now that is not how things stand. The covenant is an established covenant. God wills that for adults we regard it as accepted, and as it will and must be accepted by the young children of the covenant. This is now—and we should certainly pay attention to this—not only a bond of obligation by which He has a certain claim to the children; it is also a divine promise. It includes that where believers raise their seed for the Lord, He will continue His covenant from that seed, will build His church. Thus, not only “It is expected of those children and required of those children that will live in my covenant,” but also: “I, God, will to give it to them, and make true my promises to the parents.” Here, therefore, is a firm divine foundation.

God’s covenant is a giving covenant. It also includes, along with other promises, the promise of regeneration. Suppose, now, that this promise is not fulfilled in young children who die before the use of their understanding. The result would then be that God has given us a promise and prescribed a seal of the covenant, but He does not allow us to cling to it and to draw comfort from it, even where every ground for removing it is lacking. He has caused the sacrament of baptism to be administered to young children. That sacrament sealed the established covenant, and so it was given to the child in the expectation, based on God’s promise, that the child would truly live in the covenant. If the child dies, then we have to cling to that expectation, and from it may assume for our solace the child’s salvation.

3.With that said, it is of course also assumed that the child is regenerated before it gains salvation. Without regeneration, no one will see the kingdom of God, and that applies to young children as well as adults. But when the child is regenerated, no one can determine. Whether before baptism, or at baptism, or after baptism—who will say? It can be regenerated at its entrance into heaven, as subsequently the adult believer is completely sanctified as in a crisis. As far as we know, positive data are entirely lacking here.

e)We think, therefore, that one cannot go further than to say that on the basis of the promise it is expected and required of all the children of the covenant that they will fulfill the covenant. That expectation includes that, if the parents honor their promise, God, in His own time, wills to work in their children through His Spirit, and from those who grow up will build the church and further His covenant. And at the same time, that expectation includes that those children who die before the use of their understanding are saved. Both expectations are sealed in baptism. And so there is more in that sealing of baptism than a conditional offer of the covenant; there are positive promises of God. These are the two highly comforting facts. And with an eye to this, no one will be able to say that infant baptism is meaningless.

But we may not individualize. If we knew now which of the children of the covenant would die before the use of their understanding, then from the outset we could say: “This child and that child have the essence of the covenant.” But we do not know that. And even if we did, we could still not say: “They have the essence of the covenant in subjective possession.” In no way, however, do we know who these children are. Only their death gives us a definite answer in this regard, and thus becomes a fact that turns our general expectation into an individual confidence. As far as the other children are concerned, namely those who grow up, these must be prayed for, that in them God may make the promises of the covenant a matter of the truth, may bring those promises to fulfillment where that has not yet occurred. As long as they have not come to an age of discernment, we do not make an individual judgment about them. This, precisely, is the difference. In its official dealings with adults, the church can do nothing else than deal with them as believers. On that basis, it must not only admit them to the Lord’s Supper, but must encourage them and require them to participate. The congregation is officially a believing congregation—something that in the meantime does not take away the fact that, again and again, there must be an insistence on self-examination, to the end of everyone deciding between God and his conscience whether his official status corresponds with his actual relation to God. Through these two means—formally dealing with the members of the visible church as believers and insisting on truth in the believer’s relationship to God—church life must be kept pure, and protected from its two extremes.

f)The children of the congregation belong to the congregation; children of the covenant to the covenant. They are a part of the visible church. And the visible church must be operative as the manifestation of the invisible church. We say, then, that the invisible church is manifested in the children as well as in the adults; it is what is there behind and in the visible church. It is not limited to adulthood but has its ramifications in every age, in that of children too. In the matter of the covenant, there is always a seed for the Lord. But the children are taken as a group, as it were, and we do not speak of them in an individualizing way as we do of the adults.

g)The question now is how the children of the covenant are to be regarded when they come to years of discernment. This question is extremely difficult to answer, especially with respect to practice. The covenant has been sealed to them in the expectation and with the requirement that it be followed; that is, that as soon as the years of discernment would come, faith and repentance would be manifested. The first requirement is that one point to the distinctive obligation that a baptized person has toward the covenant. He may not be brought to the illusion or left in the delusion that in what is external he has enough to be right before God. The error is that one insists entirely too exclusively on making profession, as if it were a requirement that only now is in effect and did not apply previously. That conception is completely wrong. Before making profession, too, there was a covenantal call to show faith and repentance. Making profession is, as has already been remarked earlier, something negative; it is no longer being kept from the Lord’s Supper. If one deals with young members before their profession as if they were unconverted, though living in good standing in the church as loyal covenant members, then the result will be that, being pointed especially forcefully to the spiritual requirements of the covenant in making profession, they draw back. And then the baptized members come. In their profession, then, is compressed, as it were, what should have been spread over the years past. It takes on the character of a crisis. The idea of gradually identifying consciously with the covenant and gradually living in the covenant with one’s consciousness is lost. What is needed is more urging of the truth day by day, in the official cultivation of the children of the covenant as they grow up, and less pressing for a profession at a particular moment.

But not only the requirement; the promise of God must also be pointed to. The positive promise of God certainly remains in effect for the children too as they grow up, that God will further the covenant from the seed of His covenant members. Thus they, too, have a direct relationship to the invisible church. They know that they find themselves in the workplace of re-creating grace, that God’s gifts of grace lie within the sphere in which they were born. They come into contact with the essence of the covenant, its invisible benefits. The kingdom of God is, as it were, among them and in their midst.

The impulse of exhortation and the power of consolation that are present in it are not always noted sufficiently and summoned for help. One can stress the obligations toward the covenant too much and overlook the giving side of the covenant too much. The one needs the other. Only presenting the obligations is deadening; only pointing to the promises causes indifference.

How to proceed if all this does not produce fruits, and after persistent faithful dealings, all spiritual response to the promises of the covenant must be found to be lacking? In such cases, discipline should be applied properly; for that a baptized person lives on year in year out without coming to the Lord’s Supper, or that he desires baptism for his children and does not desire the Lord’s Supper for himself, is a completely false situation that cannot be excused, although in practice one may attempt to make an excuse for it. But we believe, first of all, that with faithful dealings that do not occur spasmodically and expect everything in the making of a profession, such cases will be extremely rare. If that were not the case, then God would have given us a rule that in practice is unusable or must lead to the extinction of the congregation and to the removal of the covenant. For in all such cases, many or few, one would have to come to the conclusion that the covenant had failed, while God promises specifically that His covenant will not fail where it is faithfully administered. If, however, such a case does occur, then one should not act precipitately. Slow, persistent, careful dealing, coupled with earnestness, may be just the means to bring such a person to repentance. For we do not know when the patience of God ceases to surround someone like this with the promises of the covenant. If he in his dying hours comes to repentance, we would still have to view it as a fruit, a subsequent effect of the covenant. Even where a generation has passed away that was apostate, God can still remember His covenant in children’s children. And we may not be less patient than God.

44. In what sense, then, is baptism a means of grace for young children?

Judgments on this question are quite diverse. If one is committed to the view that as a means of grace baptism works specifically at the moment of its administration and thereby keeps focused on the requirement that the sacraments serve to strengthen faith, then one will necessarily have to come to the conclusion that young children are generally regenerated before baptism. This, then, appears to be the principle from which Dr. [Abraham] Kuyper reasons in his view. He also applies to infant baptism the affirmation that there is a special internal grace associated with the external sacrament that differs specifically from grace in root, branches, and fruits: the grace of the forming of faith for the communion of saints. Where that happens, the children must naturally be regenerated, for otherwise they could not possess the seed of faith. It is true that Dr. Kuyper is not alone in affirming the presence of regeneration before the baptism of children. That is sufficiently clear from the citations given above. But as far as we are aware, no one among the Reformed theologians has taught this specific baptismal grace, either for the baptism of adults or for the baptism of young children.

One may observe the following:

a)Those among the Reformed theologians who ordinarily put regeneration before baptism divide into two groups:

1.Those who suppose this only for children who die before their use of understanding. So, for example, Witsius. After first having argued that the grace of regeneration is not tied to baptism, he says: “I go further: not only is God free to grant the grace of regeneration to elect children before baptism is administered, but it is also likely that He ordinarily does this. This is deduced in this way from what has been said. Since already beginning at birth God has received elect children into the fellowship of His covenant, has united them with Christ, has reconciled them with Himself, has forgiven them the guilt of original sin, no reason can be produced why at the same time He would not regenerate them, unless they are not to be regarded as suitable objects for regeneration.… Further, I believe that no single example or witness can be produced of the removal of the guilt of sin by forgiveness, without at the same time the dominion of the same sin being crippled, so that where it loses the power to condemn, it also loses the power to rule. Now where the dominion of sin is diminished, sin is slain. Where sin is slain, the soul is made alive. The enlivening of the soul is nothing other than regeneration.”

But it is otherwise with the children who come to the use of their understanding. For this, Witsius cites the following statement of Beza with approval: “Concerning children who are born in church and in God’s name are elect (and after careful deliberation I have said that all must be held to be such) and die before the use of their understanding, I could easily assume, on the basis of the promise of God, that they are incorporated into Christ at birth. However, what we can establish about the others, without being rash, is that they are first regenerated when by hearing, they are endowed with true faith” (Witsius, Miscellaneorum sacrorum libri II, 633).

One sees that there is no mention here of baptismal grace. Witsius and Beza reason from the seal. They conceive of this (always presumptively) as a positive sealing of God that the children are elect. Thereupon they then draw the conclusion that those dying before they understand are already regenerated before baptism. But how they come to that conclusion is not clear. It cannot be logically deduced from the premises. They surely regard all baptized children as the same, as elect. Perhaps their reasoning is as follows: God wills in general to work regeneration under the hearing of the Word. There is therefore no basis for God to deviate from His rule, and certainly a basis to suppose that He holds to it. But there is no basis at all to say that He would will to regenerate a child who will not come to a conscious use of the means of grace at the age of three rather than immediately. Ergo: it is most probable that He does this forthwith, already at birth. It seems to us that this is the thought process by which one unconsciously lets himself be led. But it does not come out clearly in the words used.

2.Those who suppose the priority of regeneration to baptism for all elect children. This is the view of Voetius. He says: “The teaching of Reformed theologians regarding the function of baptism is well-known, namely, that it does not consist in causing regeneration, but in the sealing of regeneration that has already been caused.” But, as one sees, Voetius, too, does not connect a special grace to baptism. Baptism seals the regeneration that is already present. The power resides, according to him, in the seal.

b)Of course, those who have connected regeneration to the moment of baptism have not been lacking. This view, however, is too strongly Roman Catholic and Lutheran for it to gain many supporters. It found approval in the Anglican Church and with some among the French theologians. Here there is in fact a baptismal grace, but it is not a specific grace following regeneration.

c)It has been said that on this point Dr. Kuyper is Lutheranizing. This is true insofar as he teaches a specific baptismal grace through which baptism is the normal, ordained means. This is what is new in his conception, not known until now among the Reformed. The rest, then, is not the Reformed but still a Reformed view, and represents a line that is not at all new but may be traced back to the first development of Reformed theology. Only it seems to us to be less accurate to present it as the doctrine of the fathers. For the rest, we should pay attention to the fact that there are three great points of difference between Dr. Kuyper’s theory and Lutheran doctrine. The Lutherans say: baptismal grace is granted by baptism to every child; Dr. Kuyper says: only to elect children. The Lutherans say: it is the grace of regeneration; Dr. Kuyper says: a specific grace through which faith already present is formed for the communion of the saints. The Lutherans say: grace is worked by the water in the word [spoken]; Dr. Kuyper says: grace is worked by Christ and the Holy Spirit, not by means of but along with the sign.

d)Here too it appears to us that a Scriptural basis is lacking for the doctrine of a specific baptismal grace. We will have to maintain that baptism is a means of grace, but that its being a means of grace is linked to its being a seal. That is what it was in the baptism of adults. Now, however, the question arises: If this is so, can infant baptism then remain a real means of grace? A seal only has meaning and significance for its conscious use. It is intended to be seen, touched, read. Sealing must pass through the consciousness. And if grace is tied to conscious sealing, how then can baptism be a means of grace for young children?

Our answer is twofold:

1.Because this objection was felt and nevertheless it was desired to maintain baptism as a means of grace, from the Reformed side it has been repeated time and again that the efficacy of baptism is not tied to the moment in which it is administered externally. As far as we know, baptism as a means of grace can only begin to work directly for the child itself, when the child begins to understand something about it. And then it must be assumed that it works in entirely the same way as baptism for adults. That working starts with the conscious exercise of faith and leads back to the conscious exercise of faith. But to that end, it is necessary that the child learn to understand the meaning of his baptism. Here two factors are always working together: sealing coming from God, and faith worked by God, which makes the sealing personal for us. Baptism is a seal of God apart from faith, but it only gains sealing power for our own consciousness as our faith is occupied with it.

2.Baptism as a means of grace has significance not only for the baptized child. The church, too, in whose midst baptism is administered, is concerned with it. Therefore baptism is administered in the gathering of believers. Therefore it is said in the Form that baptism is an ordinance of God to seal His covenant to us and our seed. Prayer is offered beforehand that the holy ordinance may be done for our comfort and for the edification of the congregation. Therefore the parents are asked if they believe what is proposed to them in the questions.

From all of this, it is sufficiently evident that baptism has sealing power for the parents as much as for the baptized children. There is then also a covenant requirement for the parents as there is a covenant promise for them. They must have faith with respect to God’s covenant if before God they will rightly ask for and receive baptism for their children. Also, if there is no faith with respect to the covenant, there can be no prayer with respect to it. That the parents have faith, then, is certainly required. That does not mean, as it has sometimes been propounded, that the faith of the parents is in the place of the children who are not yet able to believe. That cannot be, because faith is something personal, for which no substitution is possible. The faith of the parents is necessary for themselves, in part so that they may make use of the sealing in baptism for the strengthening of their faith, in part that they may fulfill the promises that are asked of them. Again and again when an administering of baptism takes place, it is sealed anew to the congregation that God’s covenant is present in its midst, that with that dispensing, God also wills to maintain and continue the covenant in its midst, that He wills to make its seed to be a holy seed. And when this sealing is appropriated in faith, God thereby wills to increase His grace in the sense described earlier.

45. Which children may or should be baptized?

The children of believers—that is, those who are in the fellowship of the visible church and so are presumed to be believers. At least one of the two parents must be a believer in this sense. And it can be expected of a believer that he or she fulfills the obligations of a believer and values his or her privileges as a believer. Thus, someone who is a member only by baptism and does not make use of the other sacrament is, strictly speaking, not a believer in good standing. But in practice it is very difficult to deal with such persons.

Also, the question whether, in certain circumstances, other children may not also be baptized has already been much debated. On various grounds, the right to the sacrament has been extended more widely.

a)One ground is in the declaration of God, as it is thought, that He makes His promises to children and children’s children until the thousandth generation (Hodge, Systematic Theology, 3:561). An appeal is also made to Isaiah 59:21: “My Spirit who is upon you and my words that I have put in your mouth, shall not depart out of your mouth, or out of the mouth of your offspring, or out of the mouth of your offspring’s offspring” (De Heraut, no. 664).

b)Another ground is naturally the teaching that the sacrament is necessary for salvation and imparts grace that cannot otherwise be obtained. Roman Catholics and ritualists must inevitably come to baptizing, without discrimination, all children who are brought within their reach and not asking about the state of the parents.

c)Externalizing the covenant by causing it to coincide with the state, in a state church, leads to entirely the same result. An Englishman, then, has a right to baptism in the Anglican Church just as he has a right to citizenship, regardless of whom he was born. Discipline can naturally not be exercised in such a church, which is wed in this way to the state and must conform to the state.

d)Still another view holds the baptism of the parents who come with their child as merely necessary, without asking about their relationship toward the covenant. Carried out consistently, this naturally leads to two kinds of members in the church. If it is possible in the first generation, then it is also in the second, and third, and so on. It is then possible to have a series of a hundred or more generations who were in the church as those who were baptized but who still have not valued God’s covenant—indeed, have scandalously profaned it. The latter will naturally occur less often, for whoever lives in gross sins will probably no longer desire baptism for his child. But the first case occurs frequently, namely, that parents bring their children for baptism who are in the church by baptism but do not come to the Lord’s Supper. It is said that the Presbyterian Church in Ireland and Scotland follow this practice. The Presbyterian Church in the United States, on the other hand, appears to hold to the practice that only parents who come to the Lord’s Supper can receive baptism for their children.

e)The principle of adoption has been applied to obtain baptism for children who otherwise would have no right to it. Orphans or children of parents who are unfit or unwilling to be parents, to bring them up in the Christian religion and to lead them into a consciousness of the covenant, can, it is said, be accepted on their behalf by others who then vouch for a Christian upbringing. Thus, Abraham had also to circumcise his slaves who were born in his household, including even the slaves who were bought with money (Gen 17:12–13). The Presbyterian Church decided in 1843 that children from paganism can be baptized if they are connected with one missionary or another, such that they are guaranteed a Christian upbringing. The Synod of Dort also debated this point. Some were for it, but the majority decided against—in our opinion, correctly. That believers intend baptism for their children is based on something other than their being willing to raise them in a Christian manner. It is based on the command and the promise of God. And that reads, “to you and to your seed!” not “to all to whom you can give a Christian upbringing.” With Abraham and those born into or bought to be part of his household, it was somewhat different. Although it was in fact the same covenant of grace administered there that we still have, at the same time we must not forget that the basis was laid there for the national existence of Israel. And this was a direct divine command to receive all the servants into the covenant. With that it was not intended that Abraham could bring an indefinite number of pagan children under his oversight and circumcise them. That was decidedly excluded by the Old Testament particularism. Only the Jews shall have the covenant. The Old Testament church was not a missionary church as we are.

f)So we can only hold to this rule: the children of believing parents have the right to baptism. It is very difficult to make a further determination and establish how many generations may be skipped. The church has not always remained the same on this matter. It wishes to baptize even the children of those who are excommunicated (See the Synod of Dort, 1574, question 9). À Brakel ([The Christian’s Reasonable Service], 39.23) says: the children of covenant members born of harlotry too, the children of members under censure too, for the son will not bear the guilt of the father. Reasoning from this, it is fair to ask: Is there anything to be said, then, against baptizing the children of members by baptism only? Generally the reasoning is that members by baptism only are certainly covenant members, but members who do not honor their covenant obligations. And those who are excommunicated and censured for other sins do that much less. This, too, is a consideration: suppose that one admits such baptized members to the sacrament of baptism for their children, what means are there left to exercise discipline over them? Keeping them from the Lord’s Supper is of no avail, since they do not desire the Lord’s Supper for themselves. Denying them baptism for their children appears to be the only means. But that is a means that at the same time affects the children along with the parents, and over against this one must acknowledge that à Brakel is in the right when he says: “The son shall not bear the guilt of the father.”

46.What is understood by baptismal witnesses?

Baptismal witnesses are those who are present at baptism, either to provide testimony regarding the persons who desire baptism for themselves or their children, or to bear witness to certain obligations that they take upon themselves with respect to the one to be baptized. Tertullian makes the first mention of this under the term sponsores [sponsors, sureties] in connection with infant baptism. Later the Roman Catholic Church legalized this use of having sponsores and specified that the parents may not serve as such at the same time. The sponsores were gradually transformed as spiritual guides into paters [fathers] and maters [mothers], and the idea arose of a spiritual kinship between them and those to be baptized that then had as a result a covenant of union between these two parties.

There were also witnesses for adults who came for baptism, at least already in the fourth century. The practice was taken over by the Protestant churches, as well as by the Reformed Synod of Dort, 1574, articles 61 and 62: “Because we have no command of the Lord to receive patrons or witnesses in order to present children for baptism, one may not impose this on anyone as a specific necessity.” The purpose of being a witness is specified: to bear witness to the faith of the parents and the baptism of the child, to take upon oneself the task of instructing the child in case his father or mother has died. Also, in order to maintain mutual fellowship and the bond of friendship among the believers, one may not make this a matter of dispute but should abide by the old practice.

47. How many views are there regarding the baptismal Form?

As many as there are views of baptism:

a)Some say the Form takes the standpoint of those who assume regeneration as having preceded baptism. Witsius: “It can scarcely be doubted that the affirmation of the regeneration of young children, at least according to the judgment of charity, is the accepted view of the Dutch [Reformed] Church. Certainly in its baptismal Form this question is addressed to the parents who offer their child for baptism: whether they do not confess that they [the children] are sanctified in Christ,” etc. Then everything naturally acquires an absolute sense. Being sanctified is understood as initial regeneration; new obedience is such that only those are able to manifest it who are regenerated and in whom grace is already at work. The child is without its knowledge adopted into grace, just as without its knowledge it participates in damnation in Adam. All of this is very strongly expressed, as everyone will have to acknowledge.

Only, one comes into difficulty with the prayer: “That you would graciously look upon these children and by your Holy Spirit incorporate them into your Son, Jesus Christ.” How is that to be explained when the children are already regenerated? Various explanations have been given. Dr. Kuyper: It refers to the specific baptismal grace whereby faith obtains that union with the body of Christ that later will enable the child to live in the communion of saints. But it seems to us that it cannot be shown that this view of baptismal grace existed when the Form was composed. Witsius: This must only be understood of sacramental incorporation and of the confirmation of real incorporation, of its increase and fruits. Otherwise the baptismal Form would be contradictory with itself, and that may not be assumed of a Form so closely examined, so generally accepted, so many years in use. The same Form does say that they are sanctified in Christ.

Another solution: The Form speaks in general of us and our children. It does not individualize. But the prayer now applies personally to these children, asks thus that God would make them to be the seed of the congregation to which the promises aim. But the distinction between our children and these children does not hold in the face of the Prayer of Thanksgiving, for there it is said first “that you have forgiven us and our children all our sins through the blood of your beloved Son Jesus Christ and by your Holy Spirit have received us as members of your only begotten Son, and so adopted us to be your children.” And then the same Prayer of Thanksgiving continues: “We also pray that you will always govern these baptized children by Your Holy Spirit.” That is again personal, and so also for this explanation the Form would not remain the same.

b)Others say that the Form presupposes not that the children are already regenerated but that they are elect, and that baptism is a seal only for the elect. “Sanctified in Christ” then intends to say: “That by virtue of that covenant, the children of covenant members … have a right to its benefits and will participate in possessing it.” So à Brakel, with which one may compare his affirmation: “Baptism seals only the elect.”

c)Still others understand being sanctified not only in an objective sense, but also in a lesser sense as meaning “dedicated to God.” If this should mean that the parents intend before the Lord that the children are not Turks or pagans but grow up in the Christian congregation, then this certainly does not do justice to the other expressions of our Baptismal Form.

d)One can also take it in the sense of “sanctified by God for His service and taken into a covenant relationship with Him.” Sanctification stems from God. It is a characteristic of the entire church, the visible church, and to that extent, of all who belong to it and who are born in its fold. The children are holy then, since it is expected and required of them that they live in God’s covenant. But this explanation, too, is not entirely satisfactory, since it does not accord with other expressions of the Form, especially in the Prayer of Thanksgiving.

e)The only thing that we are able to say about this issue is:

1.The Form speaks of us and our children where it says, among other things, that we have been made members of Christ by the Holy Spirit. This appears to have the congregation in view to the extent that God realizes the covenant in it and from it—that is, effects the fellowship of the covenant. Here it is expressed in the past tense, not as if it had already occurred for all children before their baptism or even will surely occur, but because throughout all ages God has been true to His promise to the congregation.

2.The prayer “that God look graciously upon these children” applies this general promise to them personally and assumes at least the possibility that they are not yet regenerated; “incorporate into Jesus Christ” can refer to nothing else than regeneration.

3.The prayer “that God always govern these baptized children by His Holy Spirit” also applies the promise to the children personally—without, however, definitely presupposing that the Holy Spirit has already been given to them.

4.The expressions in the Form itself—that God the Father establishes an eternal covenant of grace, that God the Son washes us in His blood, incorporates us into the fellowship of His death and resurrection, that the Holy Spirit wills to dwell in us, appropriating to us what we have in Christ—all these do not mean that the benefits promised here have their beginning just now or that they will first begin in the future. That cannot be, because the first part of the Form for Baptism is also used for adults; and for them, as appears from the questions, the beginning of subjective grace is assumed. Thus it can only mean that the triune God promises all these benefits to His congregation in general; and this is done without specifying a time when they will begin to be bestowed, also without specifying persons, other than according to a judgment of charity and according to the expectation that is based on the promise. For the individual, there is no other way to have the promise applied to oneself than the way of faith. If A has been baptized as a child and the Holy Spirit has sealed to him that He wills to sanctify him as a member of Christ and to apply to him what he has in Christ, then, as he grows up, he can have a well-founded assurance that that promise also concerns him only to the extent that he believes it.

48. How do we explain the statement in our [Belgic] Confession that by baptism original sin is not entirely abolished or completely eradicated?

a)It was thought that this is an incorrect translation of a statement present in the French copy of the Confession. “Not entirely” should say “not at all.” And that would then refer to Roman Catholic teaching. This teaching includes that by baptism original sin is abolished, and also that remaining concupiscentia [concupiscence] does not have the character of genuine sin. In the English translation of the Confession (adopted by the Reformed Church [in America]) we read: “Nor is it by any means abolished or done away by baptism” (article 15). But when the statement was also modified to have this sense in the Dutch printings, our fathers, in revising the Confession, expressly restored it again to the original. Thus there is more to this statement than a protest against Rome.

b)Dr. Kuyper connects this expression to baptismal grace. By that grace, original sin is broken in the child since it comes into fellowship with the body of Christ. Fellowship with the old Adam is consequently cut off and fellowship with the new Adam, with Christ, entered into. But the words do not cause us to think of such an explanation.

c)The article explains itself further. (a) The root of original sin, as inherent corruption, remains, for new sin always wells up from it as from an unholy fountain. This is against Rome. (b) This original sin is no longer imputed to the children of God as placing them under damnation (although they in themselves naturally remain guilty and worthy of punishment). Take note: the children of God. If someone is a child of God, he accepts in faith the attestation of God directed to him in baptism. He thereby receives the strengthening of grace as well as of justifying faith—a new and solemn assurance that, for the sake of the blood of Christ, all his sins have been forgiven him. This refers not only to past and present sins but also to those that are future. It covers his entire life, just as justification covers his entire life. And original sin, no less than actual sin, is subsumed here. So it can be said that for him baptism is a removal of original sin, namely, from the aspect of hereditary guilt. Now, everything said subsequently in the article fits with this explanation. Indeed, one could think that when a Christian receives such an exemption for the guilt of all his sins, then that would lead him to live a dissolute and careless life, and he would not concern himself very much about remaining corruption. But that by no means follows, the article says: “not in order to sleep easily in sin, but that the sensing of this corruption would often make them groan, longing to be delivered from this body of death.”

49.Give a definition of baptism.

Baptism is a sign and seal of the covenant of grace in which, by the washing with water in the name of the triune God, to believers and in the way of faith their participation in the benefits of the covenant is signified and sealed, and they in turn commit themselves to a life in obedience of faith to God.




5. The Lord’s Supper

1. Under the old dispensation, what corresponded to the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper?

The Passover. For its archeological particulars, one may consult biblical archeology. Here we only have to do with its dogmatic meaning as a sacrament.

2. From how many points of view can the Passover be considered?

Primarily from four:

a)As a sacramental meal of remembrance.

b)As a sacrifice with a sacramental character.

c)As a sacramental meal.

d)As a harvest feast.

3. To what extent was the Passover a sacramental meal of remembrance?

As we can see from Exodus 12:1–13, 21–23, 28, 43–51, the Passover was instituted at the liberation of the people out of Egypt. Thus it is a meal of remembrance of that, and when the children ask, “What do you mean by this service?” then the answer must be: “This is a Passover sacrifice to the Lord, who passed over the houses of the children of Israel in Egypt,” etc. (Exod 12:26–27). But we may not conclude from this that it was solely a memorial meal, tied to that fact as a historical fact. Rather, that fact itself had significance as a type. The liberation out of Egypt was a picture of liberation out of the slavery house of sin. In this way the memorial meal at the same becomes time a sacrament, for in the historical liberation out of Egypt Israel could not see anything else portrayed than the spiritual liberation that would be achieved by the Messiah. The name Pascha, then, refers to this, an Aramaic form of the Hebrew pesach, “overlooking” or “rescuing.” God says (Exod 12:13): “When I see the blood I will pass over you.” There was therefore in the Passover a sign and seal of God’s pardoning mercy. The firstborn of the Egyptians were struck down, but Israel was delivered from this and other punitive judgments, although Israel also certainly had deserved death.

4. In what respect was the Passover a sacrifice?

Although against the Roman Catholics the Reformed have sometimes disputed that the Passover was a sacrifice, one can nevertheless not deny that they were mistaken in this. They feared putting a weapon in the hands of Roman Catholics for defending their mass, which is a sacrifice. But wrongly. That the sacrament under the old dispensation was a sacrifice does not entitle one to the conclusion that it is so now. Christ is the only true sacrifice. The sacrifices of the Jews were only shadowy sacrifices. When the body came, the shadow ceased [cf. Col 2:17]. Therefore we now no longer have sacrifices. But the Passover lamb is certainly a sacrificial lamb in completely the same sense in which all the Old Testament sacrifices were sacrifices. As a sacrifice, it is a type. And since the sacrifices reminded that the true sacrifice was still to come and still had to be brought, so too did the Passover lamb. It portrayed the only sacrifice of the covenant Surety, but then as one that was still to come; hence also the bloody character of this sacrifice. With circumcision there was also blood. But with baptism and the Lord’s Supper, now that the true blood has flowed, there is no longer shedding of blood.

That the Passover was a sacrifice appears clear. In fact, it is called a Passover sacrifice (Exod 12:27). It is not so easy to decide what kind of a sacrifice it was. Some say a thank offering, others a sin offering, and still others a peace offering. Keil says it unites the meaning of the later sin and thank offerings; this appears to be correct. The meal reminds of the thank offering, of the sin offering, though not the offerer. But what was otherwise unconnected was here kept separate. The sacrifice upon which sin was put could still be eaten; it was still declared by God to be clean and holy. It is so with Christ too. As a surety He was fully a sinner, and yet He emerged from that sin-bearing completely clean, without sin, so that He could be true food for the soul. In the Passover, the sacrifice precedes the meal and leads to the meal. The suffering and the self-sacrifice of Christ form the basis on which fellowship with Him by faith is based.

The Passover lamb had a definite relationship to the household. The father of the house had to obtain it for his family. In Egypt (after that no longer) the blood had to be spread on the posts and the lintel of the door. And the father of the house himself had to do that. So in a certain sense, he was a priest. Later in Palestine, however, the blood was sprinkled on the altar by the priests.

5. What was the meaning of the Passover as a sacrificial meal?

The Passover lamb had to be eaten. It came to the table in its entirety. No bone in it could be broken. Also it was not boiled in water, but roasted or grilled. It is not possible to state with certainty the meaning of all these things, but without doubt all these features point to the unity of the church, which is grounded in the unity of Christ. That is why, as well, the Passover lamb may not be divided.

If it was not possible for one household to eat it all, more households could join together. Nothing of the meat could be taken outside the house. What was left had to be destroyed. Always eating the same meal already indicated a certain fellowship, but this comes out here very strongly in the eating of the one unbroken lamb. Further, the eating of the lamb had to take place with bitter herbs. On this point, the commemoration recalling Egypt and the general sacramental meaning coalesce. Without doubt the bitter herbs referred to the bitter Egyptian slavery (Exod 1:14). But that was not all. The bitterness of sin in the sinful life was thereby portrayed, and the thought that therefore resides in this is that eating of the meal of God’s grace is associated with eating of the bitterness of sin, that repentance accompanies faith.

For the Passover meal one must distinguish between what is based on a direct divine command and what on human authority was added to it later. According to divine command, the food consists of meat and bread. These are, at least for sinful man, ordinary foodstuffs. The bread had to be unleavened bread. This referred, for one thing, to the hasty exodus out of Egypt (Deut 16:3: “For you came out of the land of Egypt in haste”); for another, it also had a deeper symbolic meaning. The yeast (although also occurring with the opposite significance) is still in general a symbol of corruption. It is what is old, what must be purged from man (1 Cor 5:8; Matt 16:6, 12). That the Israelites were fed here with unleavened bread indicated as well how the new life, which was nourished sacramentally by God, was no longer a life of sin and corruption but a holy life in which sin could no longer have dominion.

Later, other features were added to these. These added features are therefore of importance, since they are connected with the institution of the Lord’s Supper, and so after the fact received a certain sanction from Christ. A cup of wine was poured at the beginning of the Passover and blessed with a prayer of thanksgiving by the father of the home. Then they drank from it one by one. After this, hands were washed and they ate some of the bitter herbs, while a passage was read out loud. Then a second cup of wine was poured. The son asked about the purpose of the meal; the father explained it to him (Exod 12:26–27). The Hallel was sung, as well as Psalms 113 and 114, after which the second cup was drunk. Only then came the actual meal. At its conclusion the father of the house washed his hands, thanked God, and took a third cup. This was also blessed and was called “the cup of blessing” par excellence (1 Cor 10:16). Finally, after this third cup was emptied by the guests, a fourth cup was poured. Again, the Hallel and Psalms 115–118 were sung. The father blessed this fourth cup with the words of Psalm 118:26, and one drank from it. Altogether, then, there were four cups.

It was not necessary that wine appear as a sign and seal in the Passover, for the Passover lamb called to mind directly the shed, the sprinkled blood. When, with the dispensation of the shadows, the Passover lamb as well fell away and only the thing signified, “our Passover lamb,” Christ, remained, it became necessary that there also be a visible sign for this aspect. Christ then linked Himself with the use of the cup just described. He took that cup from the Passover meal and made it to be the cup of the Lord’s Supper.

In the meal, Jehovah is the host. The father of the house, who leads, does priestly work, appears on behalf of Jehovah. Those sitting at the table are Jehovah’s guests. This appears most clearly from the fact that later the Passover is not killed and eaten in everyone’s house but in the sanctuary, thus in the place where Jehovah dwelt and to which He called and invited the people to Himself. Only those who were Levitically clean could sit at His table; the uncircumcised, who did not belong to God’s covenant people, were excluded. For the concept of the table, compare what the apostle says in 1 Corinthians 10:14–21.

6. Was the Passover also a harvest feast?

Yes, already before the institution of the actual Passover Israel celebrated a spring feast that was related to the natural benefits of God. This was the Feast of Unleavened Bread, to be celebrated from the 15th to the 21st of Abib or Nisan. On the second feast day, the 16th, the sheaf of the firstfruits of the new harvest was offered. On the first and the seventh feast days there were solemn gatherings of the congregation. All yeast had to be removed from houses and from within its borders. The name Passover was also given to this feast, as well as to the sacrifices that were offered at the feast (cf. Deut 16:2; Luke 22:1). This Feast of Unleavened Bread, in the meantime, also had a national-historical significance. It pointed back to the liberation out of Egypt and, to that extent, forward to the liberation that would be accomplished by Christ. In Egypt, Israel had begun its new existence. That was a type of the spiritual and holy existence of the people of God. And the fact that the feast commemorating that liberation was associated with the harvest by which the natural life of Israel was nourished, indicated in a tangible manner how the natural and the spiritual must permeate each other, how the former must also be sanctified by the latter. The creation and the re-creation are joined with each other here in the most intimate connection.

7. Does the second sacrament of the new dispensation have a specific fixed name like the first?

No, the name “baptism” is fixed and is also retained by everyone. With the Lord’s Supper it is otherwise. There are various names in use for it, by which sometimes the theoretical view one has of this sacrament is clearly reveals itself. The most common are:

a)“The Lord’s Supper” (Deipnon Kyriakon). It is called a “supper” because it was instituted and celebrated for the first time in the evening. This of course is connected with the institution of the Passover as a sacramental meal, which had to be partaken of in the evening (Exod 12:8). Also, meals in the temples of idols were generally called “evening meals” by pagans since they were generally eaten in the evening. And in Middle Eastern lands the evening meal was the principal meal, otherwise than with us. That it was eaten in the evening is therefore not essential for the Lord’s Supper. It is called the Lord’s Supper because the Lord Christ, the institutor, is the thing signified, the object of this sacrament.

b)“The table of the Lord” (trapeza kyriou, 1 Cor 10:21). This is to be understood as a metonym. The table stands for everything that belongs to it and is used from it. The table of the Lord stands in opposition to the table of idols. Evidently, then, it is the table at which people have fellowship with the Lord and realize a close unity of life with Him and witness to that realization (cf. v. 20). By eating in the temple of idols, the Corinthians would have witnessed to desiring to have fellowship with idols.

c)“The breaking of bread” (klasis tou artou). Some wish to have this refer exclusively to the Lord’s Supper. It is, however, likely that wherever it occurs in the New Testament what is meant is the communal love feast plus the Lord’s Supper that followed it. In the apostolic church, then, these two meals were regularly celebrated together, so that the one inevitably turned into the other (Acts 2:42; 20:7, 11; 27:36).

d)“Thanksgiving,” “Blessing” (Eucharist, Eulogia). The apostle says, “The cup of thanksgiving that we bless with thanksgiving” (1 Cor 10:16). Here the apostle alludes to the blessing that is pronounced over the cup and by which it is set apart for sacramental use. “To bless” means “to devote,” for by the blessing that comes upon something, it is intended for something. Eucharistein is something else again. It is said of Christ that, both before distributing the cup and before dispensing the bread, He “gave thanks” (Luke 22:17, 19; Mark 1:23; Matt 23:27; 1 Cor 11:24). This was a thanksgiving that to a certain extent recalled the thanksgiving or the prayer of thanks in the Passover meal. Over the third cup was indeed said: “Blessed are you, O God, our eternal King, who has caused its fruit to come forth from the earth, who has made the fruit of the vine.” There is thus a double blessing, a blessing of God and a blessing of the sign.

e)The terms mentioned thus far have a scriptural origin. But there are also others: for example, synaxis, “bringing together,” because the sacrament is administered in the public gathering of the church; leitourgia, “ministry,” because it constitutes a part of the ministry of what is holy; thusia, “offering,” in the first period of the church, not because the Lord’s Supper was considered to be a repetition of the sacrifice of Christ, but because at the occasion of the celebration one brought an offering of charity through his alms or also gave bread and wine.

The word mysterium [“mystery”], which stood for secret, religious ceremonies and for the sacraments in general, was also applied to the Lord’s Supper in particular.

Finally, the word “mass” (missa), used by the Latins. Missa is originally nothing other than the word that was spoken to dismiss the gathering. “After the sermon,” Augustine says, “let the catechumens be dismissed; the believers shall remain.” These catechumens should not be present for the sacrament and the sacrifice connected to it. After the celebration of the sacrament, the believers were also dismissed, and the minister said: “Ite, missa est” [“Go, dismissal is made”]. It is not difficult to see how the word “mass” naturally had to transfer onto the ceremony that was closed by two such “masses” [“sendings”].

We note that the word “communion” is taken from 1 Corinthians 10:16: “The cup of thanksgiving that in giving thanks we bless, is it not fellowship (communion) in the blood of Christ?”

8. In the first period in the Christian church, what was associated with the Lord’s Supper?

The love feast, the so-called agape. This was an ordinary meal at which food was eaten and at the same time witness given to the unity of all believers in the Lord. The Passover meal, the pagan sacrificial meals, had their influence here; also the custom of gathering together in a house of one of the brothers supported this practice. Paul speaks explicitly about these love feasts in 1 Corinthians. Initially they preceded the celebration of the Lord’s Supper itself. Later, it appears, it was determined, in order to prevent abuse, that the Lord’s Supper must come first and only then the love feast. Indeed, already in Corinth the situation had occurred that people, hungry or drunken from eating the agape, proceeded to the celebration of the holy sacrament of the Lord. Paul alludes to this when he says that a man must examine himself before he eats of the bread and drinks of the cup.

9. Where is the institution of the Lord’s Supper described for us?

We find it described in the first three Evangelists, Matthew 26, Mark 14, Luke 22, and again separately in the apostle Paul, in 1 Corinthians 11. John speaks of eating the Lord’s Supper before the Passover (13:1–2 and following), but not of the institution of the sacrament.

First of all, we observe that the cup of Luke 22:17 is not yet the cup of the Lord’s Supper but the cup of the Passover meal, probably the first of the four. Jesus says: “Take this, and distribute it among yourselves. For I tell you that from now on I will not drink of the fruit of the vine until the kingdom of God comes.” It has been asked whether the Lord first let the entire Passover meal run its course in order then to replace it with the new institution, or whether He has let the one flow into the other. The latter is certainly the most probable. The Passover meal will have transitioned imperceptibly into the sacrament. In the hands of the Lord, the sacrament of the old dispensation changed, as it were, into the sacrament of the new dispensation. According to Luke (22:20) and Paul (1 Cor 11:25), Jesus took the cup of the Lord’s Supper after eating, that is, after eating the Passover meal (meta to deipnēsai). This also involves then that the taking, the breaking, the distributing of the bread, took place during the Passover meal. Now we have seen above how the eating of the Passover meal took place between the second and the third cup. So it will have been the third cup that was taken by Christ and made into the cup of the New Testament; compare also verse 26 in Matthew: “Now as they were eating, Jesus took bread.” Thus, that part of the Passover meal that followed the third cup was of itself omitted here.

In the words of institution, as they are given by the three evangelists, agreement in substance prevails, with some differences in form. As to their completeness, more or less, we can maintain that the four complement each other. Concerning the small difference in form, one must bear in mind that in inspiring Scripture, the Spirit of God could render the words of the Lord in various ways, according to what appeared useful to Him, without the meaning really having been changed. When we take everything together, we get: “Take, eat; this is my body, which is given/broken for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”

And with the cup: “Drink of it, all of you. For this is my blood, the blood of the new covenant (or This cup is the new covenant in my blood), which is poured out for many/you for the forgiveness of sins. Do this as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.”

It is certain that Paul, too, received the words of the institution of the Lord’s Supper, not by tradition but directly by revelation from the Lord, as that was the case with his gospel in general (cf. 1 Cor 11:23; Gal 1:13).

Before the Lord said these things with respect to the bread, He “took,” He “thanked,” He “broke,” He “gave.” Matthew says that He took “the bread,” the others that He took “bread.” The former indicates the unleavened bread that was used in the Passover meal. From the latter, however, we see that this bread was not considered unleavened but ordinary bread. Later the Roman Catholic Church returned to unleavened bread (that is, to the Old Testament).

That Jesus “took” bread means that He set it apart for sacramental use, and indeed for this new sacramental use. The same thing took place by the act of “blessing” (eulogēsas, Matthew and Mark), “giving thanks” (eucharistēsas, Luke and Paul). It has already been noted above that giving thanks and blessing are two aspects of the same thing. The prayer of thanks is offered to God, the blessing is meant for the element. In the Passover meal, too, God was thanked and the bread, which He had caused to come from the earth, blessed. Here God is thanked, and the sign and seal of that spiritual bread that derives not from nature but from his dispensation of grace for us, blessed. It is of course not possible to determine what words the Lord spoke in this giving of thanks. That 1 Corinthians 10:16 is used is not to be disparaged, but there Paul does not say to us that the Lord spoke these words with the cup or that He said such words with the bread. The bread thus replaces the Passover lamb as sign and seal. Now that the true lamb was about to be slain, the lamb as a type had to cease. The Passover lamb also had a national significance that recalled the liberation of Israel out of Egypt, but from now on the national aspect in the administration of the covenant of grace disappeared. Bread is ordinary and universal foodstuff found everywhere. One may also note how the Roman Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation and also, in part, the Lutheran doctrine makes this replacement of the lamb by bread inexplicable. If it had had to do with an eating of the Lord’s flesh and the blood with the mouth, then the animal flesh of the lamb would have been a much more fitting element than the plant-based food of bread. But in the fact that bread was chosen there is then also, on the contrary, an intimation of how here we have to do with a sign and seal of a higher spiritual eating of faith with the mouth. He “broke” it (cf. Acts 2:42; 1 Cor 10:16). The Jewish father of the household also broke the bread in order to be able to distribute it. But here this breaking has a deeper significance. This is evident: (1) from the fact that all three Evangelists and Paul have: He “broke” it. (2) That Paul says, “The bread that we break, is that not the fellowship of the body of Christ?” that is, the breaking of the one loaf of bread refers to the fellowship of the saints in the one body of Christ. (3) Because it reads: “which is broken for you,” with respect to the body. The breaking of the bread is thus an essential element of the sacramental act that may not be omitted. It refers to the breaking of the body of Christ in His suffering for our good. And therefore it is to be condemned when the Roman Catholic Church distributes the unbroken wafer. Luther initially held to the necessity of breaking the bread, but subsequently ceased doing that. The Socinians also insist on the breaking of the bread.

He “gave”: that, too, belongs to the action. Christ takes the lead with us. First He gives and then we receive. The one who administers the Lord’s Supper gives it in Christ’s name, to himself too.

Following these four actions, or rather the first three, follow the last accompanying words: “Take, eat.” The bread is thus already consecrated bread. It does not first become that by the following words: “This is my body.” The Roman Catholics generally maintain that the consecration takes place by the latter words, which then the priest need only murmur to himself softly. The Reformed say that the consecration is not located in these specific words but in the preceding activity as a whole—more specifically, in the giving of thanks or blessing.

Taking is an act that has significance, as does eating. Both are conscious acts, and they picture the conscious exercise of faith. Here we have the imperative mood: “Take, eat.” Thus the word of command in the institution of the Lord’s Supper. First addressed to the apostles, this word of command comes through them to all the disciples of the Lord as well. But this word of command does not merely have an external sense. That the communicant must take the bread into his hand and into his mouth is something so self-evident that there is no need of a separate command. Rather, implicit in this command is its symbolic sense as well: take with the hand, eat with the mouth of faith. The faith that is required here is a willing faith. One comes to the Lord’s Supper, certainly in obedience to the command of the Lord, but surely in willing obedience. Actually, at this point the views regarding the Lord’s Supper already begin to diverge. The Roman Catholics and the Lutherans act as if it did not say “take, eat,” as if faith had nothing to do with the receiving of the spiritual benefits.

The word of command is followed by the word of promise, for here, too, in the sacrament these two must be next to each other: “This is my body.” These words have led to conflict among the churches:

a)The view of Carlstadt that by touto, “this,” Jesus would have indicated His body, must naturally be rejected. With touto nothing else can be meant than the bread, which was spoken about directly before this. Carlstadt appealed to touto as neuter, which otherwise should have been houtos, since artos is of course masculine. But that was entirely unnecessary. Something like bread can be regarded by us as a thing, neuter. The Lord therefore means: “This thing, this bread, which I have here in my hands, is my body.”

b)The Roman Catholic view: “This thing, which possesses the accidents and the outward characteristics of bread, is my body,” that is, by transubstantiation it has become my body in its substance. This view is based on or at least is defended by the literal interpretation of the word “is.” But if the Lord spoke Aramaic, as then is to be assumed, the copula was completely lacking. The Roman Catholics then also come into difficulty because they cause transubstantiation to take place by these words themselves. But how can that be? In the words by which something should take place, it would at the same time be presupposed that it has already taken place.

c)The Lutheran view: This is less literal than the Roman Catholic view. It acknowledges that it is a figure of speech and not literal language. But when one asks, “What figure of speech?” the answer is given: not a metaphor at any price, so that the words would come to mean “this thing signifies, symbolizes, and seals my body.” It must be understood differently, namely, synecdochically. This is my body therefore means: “Where you have this, you have my body. My body is in it, with it, under it.” The two are linked in such that the one can stand for the other, synecdochically. Therefore the touto is also already understood as referring to the real presence of the body of the Lord. The synecdoche exists both in the “this” as well as in the “is,” or really even more in the former than in the latter. “What I give you here (with, in, under the bread) is my body.” The “is” is taken as just as real as it is by the Roman Catholics; the “this” is understood differently than the Roman Catholics. For the latter, it is only apparently bread. For the Lutherans it is a composite entity, in which bread and Christ’s body are present together in a way that is conjoined locally.

The great objection to this is that the apostles would certainly not have grasped such a meaning. Such a synecdoche is not self-evident. When two things belong together naturally and always go together, then a synecdoche is easy to understand and no elucidation is necessary. But that was not the case here. Thus there ought to have been added a specific and extensive explanation if the Lord had wanted to be understood in this way by the apostles. Some then say that a miraculous enlightenment of their understanding by the Holy Spirit also accompanied these words of the Savior. This Lutheran view must also be rejected in its entirety because it is based on the untenable Lutheran Christology and leads to the banal teaching of a manducatio oralis (“eating with the mouth”). That teaching is banal; the idea that the body of another would be eaten by our physical mouth is abhorrent. Why would it not be? Must then food for our spiritual life be fed to us by our bodily organs? Such a conception is at home in materialism but not in teaching that clearly distinguishes between soul and body, as Scripture does everywhere.

d)The Reformed view is exegetically the only tenable one: “This thing (the bread) signifies my body.” That the apostles could understand. By that understanding one is not in the least forced into the Zwinglian view. Nowhere is it determined that we must derive everything that we know regarding the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper from that “is.” If that were so, then the explanation “signifies” would in fact carry us into the arms of Zwinglianism. But there are other data that teach us that more is connected with this “signifies,” about which further presently.

“This is my body,” says the Lord. Soma, “body,” is the organic whole, and to that extent the blood is already included. And yet the blood comes separately later under the sign and seal of the wine in the cup. Why does the Lord not say “flesh” (sarx)? Apparently because here the emphasis must fall on “broken,” “given.” Now if “flesh” were said, then we would have before us flesh torn out of its organic context. “Body” causes us to think immediately of the yet-unbroken corpse that is then broken violently. The breaking must be specifically the breaking of something whole, not merely a distribution.

In a very striking way the words “broken for you”/ “given for you” in Luke and Paul complement each other. In the one (“broken”) is the manner, in the other (“given”) the origin of what is about to happen with the Lord’s body. With “broken,” one thinks instinctively of Isaiah 53:5, 10. With “given,” we think of John 6:51. Neither of these aspects should be lost sight of. First of all, it is a broken body that is signified and sealed. That is, fellowship, by imputation, in the suffering and the suffering merits of Christ occupy first place here. The judicial precedes. To eat and drink Christ means, in the first place, to receive His merits by faith. But that broken body is also “given” to us. He gives it away, gives it away to us, in order that soon we would also truly have fellowship with Him by faith—not just with His merits but also with His person as Mediator, as Mediator become flesh.

In Luke and Paul still follows finally: “Do this in remembrance of me.” With “this” is meant this eating (and drinking) of the bread as sign of my body (cf. 1 Cor 11:26–29). The Roman Catholics understand “do this” as spoken to the priests, so that in the institution of the mass the institution of the sacrament of priestly ordination is included, as if it had meant: “As I now bring and effect and hand the sacrifice to you, do likewise, and as priests perform this sacrificial ritual authorized by me for that purpose.” The passage does not at all suggest something like this.

The bread must be eaten “in remembrance of me.” Thus: in order to remember Him and keep His memory alive. This, however, is not to be understood in the personal sense—that one ought to think about Him as one thinks of a distant friend—for the Lord had already given the promise that He would be where two or three were gathered in His name. It is a meal of remembrance, but a meal of remembrance as the Passover was. There, too, the Israelites were to think back on the liberation out of the house of slavery in order, then, at the same time to enjoy the blessing and nurturing that was opened for them by this liberation. It is like that here. It is obvious that the disciples will have the Lord present with them. But they had to focus their remembrance specifically on the cause of this gracious presence, on the source from which all these spiritual blessings flowed, on the suffering of the Lord. As Christ is present in heaven as glorified Mediator but still His sacrifice brought in humiliation is constantly held in memory through His intercession, so in the faith-consciousness of those who are His this sacrifice must always be the starting point from which their fellowship with Him begins. His glory grew out of His suffering; enjoying the former can only grow out of remembering the latter. Paul therefore also calls this eating and drinking in remembrance of the Lord “a proclaiming of the death of the Lord until he comes.” From remembrance flows proclamation. So the Lord wills in fact to have the sacrament viewed as a public, external confession. Still, this comes afterward. It is not the first and only purpose, but only one purpose.

We come now to the cup. “Likewise, the cup,” both Luke and Paul say. This is a strong reason over against all wishes to have the Lord’s Supper celebrated sub una specie [under one kind], as Rome does. Implicit here is that the same thing was done by Jesus with the cup that occurred first with the bread: “take,” “give thanks,” “bless,” “give.” In Matthew and Mark the giving of thanks is also stated. However, it is not also said explicitly that Jesus poured out or poured the wine into the cup. And yet the analogy with the broken bread, upon which so much emphasis was put, causes us to expect that. One should be careful to note, however, that subsequently it is said not of the wine (the sign) but of the blood (the thing signified) that it is poured-out blood. Luke even says with a distinctive construction: “This cup … that is shed for you.” Although one cannot now say that as the bread ought to be broken, so also the wine ought to be poured out before the eyes of all, still as much should be retained such that the flowing of the wine, in drinking, is a sign and a seal of the bloodshed of our Lord. The distinction here is in the fact that the bread in itself does not yet recall the breaking of the body, and therefore must still be broken deliberately; the wine, in contrast, already by its particular appearance recalls the breaking, so that being poured out visibly is no longer necessary.

Why the double sign of bread and cup next to each other? Various answers have been given: to supplement the idea of sustenance with that of refreshment; to show, along with sustenance, the enhancement of life. As bread sustains life, so wine elevates life since it makes the heart of man glad [Psa 104:15]. The principal reason, however, resides in this: The separating of flesh and blood, of bread and wine, places before our eyes, in the most vivid way, how we have to do here with a suffering, crucified Savior. It has been noted that in the Old Testament the drinking of wine was missing, not only at the Passover meal but at all sacrificial meals. In contrast, pagans drank wine at such occasions.

Which wine is meant? Red or white? Mixed or unmixed? In Palestine wine is usually red, and it would have been red wine that Jesus took from the Passover table. But this is not essential, and nowhere are we told with even one word that it must be red wine. The latter surely portrays the blood better than white wine. According to later sources, mixing of water with the wine was prescribed for Passover, and soon a symbolic meaning was sought in this. It referred, it was said, to the union between Christ and His own. They were the water, and He was the wine, and the two were mixed together as one (Cyprian). Others find here a symbol of the union between the divine and the human natures of the Mediator. Both the Roman Catholic Church and the Greek [Orthodox] Church mix wine with water. Against this practice: (a) It is very uncertain that at that time the wine of the Passover meal was mixed with water. (b) If it did happen and were of significance, it would have been explicitly mentioned, as with the breaking of the bread.

“Drink of it, all of you” (Matt). “And they all drank of it” (Mark). Calvin rightly observed that these words seem to condemn in advance the error of the Roman Catholics. They all must drink of the cup. With the command to take bread and eat it, this “all of you” is lacking. This omission here must have its special significance. Some say: Jesus did not say “all of you” with the bread because He wanted to give Judas a cue to refrain from eating or to withdraw, and now that he had nonetheless taken the bread, he also had to take the wine, to his judgment. It is not impossible that there is this consideration for Judas. From John’s Gospel one could draw the conclusion that Judas left before the celebration of the Lord’s Supper. But the words of Luke (22:21) are decisive in this regard. Judas did partake of the Lord’s Supper (so also Calvin and many Reformed interpreters). It is natural to find in this a proof that, in admitting or refusing to admit to the Supper, those who administer the Lord’s Supper in Christ’s name must not act according to a subjective criterion but according to an objective criterion. The subjective criterion that Jesus had was infallible, for His divine omniscience showed Him clearly who Judas was. Still, He did not unmask Judas before but after the Lord’s Supper, and in a completely objective manner treated him as an apostle among the apostles. This is something, however, from which in no sense does it follow that someone should gain confidence from Judas’s behavior to go and sit at the table of the Lord with unconfessed and unforgiven sins in his heart.

For Roman Catholics, the communio sub una specie (withholding the chalice from the laity) is consistent with the doctrine of transubstantiation. The Council of Constance issued this highly remarkable declaration: “Although Christ instituted it after the meal and administered this venerable sacrament to His disciples under the double signs of bread and wine, nonetheless the authority of the holy Canons … has established that such a sacrament ought not to be celebrated after the meal, and ought not to be received by believers who have previously eaten.” Only the celebrant priest takes the chalice; the rest of the priests and the laity receive the wafer. In a few cases the Church makes exceptions to its rule, such as for civil rulers, cardinals, etc.

Exegetically, Rome appeals to 1 Corinthians 11:27, “So, then, whoever eats this bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty concerning the body and blood of the Lord.” Here, then, “or” is understood disjunctively and viewed as proof that in the apostolic church communion under one sign occurred—wrongly. What is spoken of here is not the use of one element but an unworthy manner of use that need happen even for only one element to make someone guilty. By the Roman Catholic separation the meaning of the sacrament is lost. If drinking is not added to eating, the breaking of the body of the Lord does not come to light; our nourishment is not complete.

The words of the promise with respect to the cup are: “This is my blood, that of the new covenant, which is shed for many for the forgiveness of sins” (Matthew, Mark). “This cup is the new covenant in my blood, which is shed for you” (Luke and Paul). In treating the doctrine of the covenant it has already been pointed out what these expressions recall. The blood of the new covenant points back to the blood of the old covenant (Exod 29). The latter was covenant blood as a type; the former is the real covenant blood. The making of the covenant with Israel was, as it were, by these two facts: the slaughtering of the Passover lamb and the formal, solemn confirmation of the covenant with accompanying sacrifices. The wine in the cup is this blood of the new covenant. The “this” can again not refer to anything else but the wine. When Luke and Paul say “this cup,” the content of the cup is meant, that which is to be drunk, as Scripture speaks elsewhere of the drinking of a cup. Here “is” also means “signifies.” But at the same time implied here is that the wine, as sign and seal of the covenant blood, from now on takes the place of all the typical sacrifices that followed one after the other under the old dispensation. Here is the end of ceremonial service. The covenant will not be made again with sacrifices but with bread and wine.

Had not this blood that was portrayed by the wine also been the blood of the old covenant? Had it not taken away sin throughout all the centuries, even before it was shed? Without doubt. And still here the Lord calls it the “blood of the new covenant.” Thus it occurs here in the specific sense as it only occurs in the new and not in the old dispensation, namely, as actually shed, with all then that is further connected with it. The wine did not portray blood that still had to be shed but blood that was already shed. Indeed, the institution of the sacrament here was anticipatory, pointed ahead, looked to the time when Christ would have suffered. While the blood of Christ had exercised its retrospective power from the beginning of time and had brought about the redemption and the justification of the pious, it began now to work in a more glorious and powerful way now that it was actually shed. Now came the removal of the dividing wall between Israel and the Gentiles; now came the outpouring of the Spirit. The bloodshed of the Mediator marked the dividing line between old and new covenants. As shed blood, His blood could thus be called preeminently the blood of the new covenant. The Form for the Lord’s Supper: “Finally, by His death and the shedding of His blood, the new and eternal testament, the covenant of grace and reconciliation was settled, when He said, ‘It is finished.’ ”

Luke and Paul have: the cup is the new covenant by means of his blood. The blood is, in general, as blood of the Mediator, the essence of the covenant of grace. In that the covenant of grace has its validation, its stability. Only in this blood can God and man come together and live together. The blood is, in particular, as shed blood, the essence and the validation of the New Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace. All that is specific to the New Testament dispensation derives from this blood. Thus both things can be said: the cup was the covenant of grace through the means of the blood, and the cup was the new covenant (= the New Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace) by means of the blood. Here the emphasis is on the latter, but at the same time the former is included in it.

This blood was “shed for many/for you for the forgiveness of sins.” As with the bread, this also points ahead. There it was: “my body that is given/broken.” It is no longer blood that is about to be shed, but the shedding is now present. “For you” means “on your behalf,” “for your benefit” (hyper, Luke; peri, Matt and Mark). One should pay attention to “for many,” “for you.” Not, then, for all. There is evidently a restriction. But for all who appear at the table, the Lord here says, “for you.” For they come there as those who seek their salvation in Christ as His disciples. And for all of these He has shed His blood. Even with Judas there is no intention here to exclude him from it. The Lord says in general: for you. In “for many” there is without doubt a reminder of the wide scope that the administering of God’s covenant of grace would take in the new age in contrast to the national particularism of the old dispensation.

“For the forgiveness of sins” (Matt). This is not to be understood as if there were no forgiveness in the old dispensation. Here the primary benefit of the covenant of grace is placed in the foreground, as that belongs to the essence of the covenant of grace (cf. Jer 31:33–34: “But this is the covenant.… For I will forgive their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more”). One can ascertain a difference here between the old and the new dispensation only to the extent that in the former a reminder of sin takes place again and again (Heb 10:3), and now God makes the promise that He will no longer remember sins at all, will also no longer remember them through sacrifices (cf. Heb 8:12–13).

Finally, in Paul we still have: “Do this as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.” By this the institution of the Lord’s Supper is shown to be an institution that is for all times—not for that one meal, but for the future as a whole, “until He comes” (1 Cor 11:26). “As often as” clearly presupposes that it will not occur infrequently, although there is no express stipulation how often it should take place. In this there is latitude.

10. How can you briefly show what is included in these words of institution?

a)In the Lord’s Supper there is a signifying of the suffering and death of the Lord (the “broken body” and “shed blood”).

b)This suffering and death appears here as the foundation of the covenant of grace (“the new covenant in my blood”).

c)At the same time, however, this signifying is also a sealing of the covenant of grace on the side of God (“for you”).

d)At the same time there is consent here on the side of the believer, by which he again and again enters into the renewal of the covenant (“take,” “eat,” “do that,” “drink of it all of you”).

e)At the same time this covenantal fellowship is also a public profession of the Lord, a proclamation of His death, a remembrance of what He has done for His own (“do this in remembrance of me”; “proclaim the death of the Lord until He comes”).

f)At the same time the exercise of this covenantal fellowship has as its purpose the nourishing of the spiritual life of believers. The sacramental covenantal action is also a meal. This resides in the fact that the Lord has given the bread and the cup. As one prays for the blessing of God on earthly food before eating it in order that it may serve the purpose for which He has ordained it, so, too, in connection with this sacramental food it is blessed and blessing prayed for.

11. What questions should be discussed further in relation to the Lord’s Supper?

a)In what sense are the body and blood of Christ received in the Lord’s Supper?

b)What are the major departures from scriptural teaching on this point?

c)Who ought to come to the Supper of the Lord?

d)How is the Roman Catholic mass to be adjudged?

12. Give an elucidation of the first question.

We have already seen how the signs of bread and wine in the Lord’s Supper set before our eyes the Mediator as suffering and dead. We have also seen that taking and eating are simply scriptural expressions for believing. Thus in the Lord’s Supper our faith is directed to the suffering and dead Mediator. And to eat His body and to drink His blood would be nothing else than to appropriate in faith the merits of His suffering and His dying. That, then, has in view fellowship in being right with God. It is to the grace of justification that the Lord’s Supper points as a means of grace. This grace is sealed to us, and our faith, which takes possession of this, should be strengthened.

Without doubt, this is the purpose of the Lord’s Supper. The fact that here Christ appears before our eyes under the signs of broken bread and poured wine is already sufficient to show that. The question is only whether one can stop with this consideration. Or is there more that takes place in this sacrament than such an application of the merits of Christ by faith? If now, for the time being, we leave aside Roman Catholic and Lutheran teaching, then it appears to us that in the Reformed church itself there has been an effort to give a still deeper sense to the sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. We will (a) highlight historically which views have been formed in this regard; and (b) inquire after the scriptural grounds on which this view is based.

13. Who among the Reformed took the least mystical viewpoint with respect to the Lord’s Supper?

The Reformer Zwingli. He said: “To eat the body of Christ spiritually is nothing other than with our spirit and our understanding to trust in the goodness and the grace of God through Christ.” What distinguishes this view consists of two things: (a) The eating is solely an eating of faith; that is, it is done by an exercise of conscious faith. (b) It is an eating, not so much in an exercise of mystical fellowship with the living Christ, as an eating that consists in looking to the saving events of the suffering and the death of the Lord.

14.Did Calvin also remain committed to this point of view?

No, he went further than Zwingli. Our fellowship with Christ is not only a fellowship with His merits by imputation; it is a fellowship of life through the action of the Spirit of Christ. Where this is once established, it must necessarily follow that bread and wine are not simply signs of what Christ has done in His person, but at the same time are signs of what Christ is for us now as the living Mediator who still possesses our nature. Our eating and drinking, then, is also more than an exercise of justifying faith; it is a sign of the mystical fellowship of life that we as members of His body have with Christ, the Head. Calvin says [Institutes, 4.17.10]: “We conclude that our souls are fed by Christ’s flesh and blood, just as bread and wine feed and sustain physical life. For the sign would not correspond with the thing signified if souls did not find their nourishment in Christ.… And although it seems unbelievable that the flesh of Christ should penetrate to us through such a great distance to become food for us, let us bear in mind how far the secret power of the Holy Spirit extends beyond all our awareness … since He (Christ) pours his life into us, just as if it penetrated into our bones and marrow.… The thing signified is offered and presented there by Him to all who … sit …, although it is received with benefit only by believers.” This is substantiated with an appeal to 1 Corinthians 10:16.


Further, Calvin distinguishes between: (1) the physical signs; (2) the spiritual truth. To explain what the spiritual truth is, he says, attention must be given: (a) to the meaning; (b) to the substance or matter; (c) to the power or fruit that follows from both.

The meaning resides in the promises, which are entwined to some degree in the sign. The substance is Christ, with His death and resurrection. The fruit consists of redemption, justification, sanctification and eternal life—in brief, all the benefits. Further, it is expressly said that to receive Christ by faith is not solely to receive Him by the intellect and the imagination. For, says Calvin, redemption and justification are only to be obtained by true fellowship with Christ.

The starting point for Calvin is no different than for Zwingli. We only eat Christ properly, then, when we eat Him as crucified and lay hold of the power of His death by an animated sense. It must begin with a conscious exercise of faith. But it does not remain there. Both from the side of Christ and from our side in appropriation, there is something more. From the side of Christ: Christ, as a living Mediator, has in Himself the power of His death and the resurrection as something eternal and immortal. He is not a dead Christ, but a living Christ who was dead. As exalted Mediator, He has at His disposal the fruits that have grown from His suffering. From our side: We not only have fellowship with Christ through the conscious life of faith but also in a mystical way. The others (Zwinglians) say: the eating amounts to believing. Calvin says: one eats Christ’s flesh by believing, and such eating is a fruit and effect of faith; it is a result of faith, not faith itself. Thus it is not an eating with the mouth but in fact an eating of faith—an eating, however, such that it is not only a judicial application of conscious appropriation, but also effects a mystical bond with Christ.

The question now arises: How did Calvin think of this real communion with the flesh and blood of Christ? He says [Institutes, 4.17.9]: it is more than sharing in His Spirit. As the Logos, Christ is already the fountain and origin of life. Additionally, by His incarnation He has become the fountain of life in a new sense. After His resurrection, the flesh, the human nature of Christ, is saturated with the fullness of life. That means, John 5:26, “He has given to the Son also to have life in Himself.” Ephesians 1:23; 4:15; and 1 Corinthians 6:15 are also cited.

Still, the Spirit has a work to do here. It is not necessary that the flesh of Christ descend from heaven to us. The power of the Spirit overcomes all barriers. This is a mystery. How can flesh become life to our spirit? The power of the flesh and blood of Christ is applied to us by the Holy Spirit. In a certain sense it is a miracle.

This conception of Calvin is found most clearly in the French Confession, the Belgic Confession, and the Scotch Confession. Our [Belgic] Confession says (article 35): “In order to assure us that, as certainly as we receive and hold this sacrament in our hands and eat and drink the same with our mouths, by which our life is afterwards nourished, we also do as certainly receive by faith (which is the hand and mouth of our soul) the true body and blood of Christ our only Savior in our souls, for our spiritual life.… In the meantime we do not err when we say that what is eaten and drunk by us is the proper and natural body and proper blood of Christ. But the manner in which we partake of the same is not by the mouth but the spirit through faith.”

Our [Heidelberg] Catechism speaks less forcefully, but maintains the same principle. See questions 75 and 76. In both, two things are clearly distinguished and placed side by side: (a) the appropriation of the merits of Christ by faith; (b) the imparting of the fellowship of life and union with Christ through the Holy Spirit.

15. What were the scriptural grounds upon which this teaching was built?

The principal ground was found in what the Lord says in John 6:53–58: “Unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink His blood, you have no life in you” [v. 53]. “For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink” [v. 55]. And verse 51, “And the bread that I will give is my flesh, which I will give for the life of the world.” It may be asked, What is meant by all these expressions? When Jesus spoke in this way, was He thinking specifically of the mystery of the Lord’s Supper, or did He speak in a entirely general way?

Over time this question has been given very different answers, and there are almost as many views of these words as there are explanations of the words of institution of the Lord’s Supper. The majority has answered: Christ is not speaking here of the Lord’s Supper (so many church fathers, Luther, Calvin, and the Formula of Concord). The latter says that only a spiritualis manducatio, a spiritual eating, is spoken of here; and the Lutherans maintained, as is known, that in the Lord’s Supper there is more, a oralis manducatio, an eating with the mouth, with the physical mouth. “There is, therefore, a twofold eating of Christ. The one is spiritual, of which Christ treats primarily in the Gospel of John, chapter 6, which does not otherwise occur than in the Spirit and through the gospel” [Formula of Concord, Solid Declaration 7, paragraph 61]. It is not difficult to point out what underlies this Lutheran polemic against the exegesis that understands John 6 of the Lord’s Supper. It then emerges too clearly here that it could not be denied how eating Jesus’s flesh and blood takes place only by faith. And the Lutherans do not want that; Luther did not want that. Unbelievers also eat Christ’s flesh and blood with the physical mouth. Therefore here in John 6 something else must be meant, namely, spiritual eating, which is only attributed to believers. This is certainly a remarkable phenomenon; realistic robustness that on the one hand thinks that on the issue of the Lord’s Supper it must insist on the most literal sense of every syllable and that here, on the other hand, explains the much stronger expressions—eating of flesh and drinking of blood—in a completely spiritual way of appropriation by faith.

Along with those who will not think of the Lord’s Supper in any respect here are also those who understand the words exclusively of the Lord’s Supper. That is another extreme that Calvin already contested—against, it seems, some Lutherans of his time (Institutes, 4.17.7). The words sound completely general, and nothing necessitates us to think specifically of the sacrament. Calvin says correctly [Commentary on John 6:54]: Christ speaks of the perpetual eating of faith. But he adds: “At the same time, however, I agree that nothing is said here that is not signified in the Lord’s Supper and truly imparted to believers. Therefore Christ has willed that the holy Supper be a seal, as it were, on this preaching. And this is the reason why in John there is no mention of the Lord’s Supper. And therefore Augustine follows the right order, when, in explaining this chapter, he does not mention the Lord’s Supper until he comes to the conclusion. For there he teaches that this mystery is represented in a symbol as often as the churches celebrate the holy Supper.”

Now one could ask whether Calvin has sought in the Lord’s Supper something else than is in John 6. Is there an eating in the Supper that is essentially different from this continual eating of faith? The answer must be in the negative. In John 6, too, Calvin already sees more than the conscious appropriation of the benefits of Christ by faith. He distinguishes eating and believing. While he emphasizes that eating is impossible without faith (against the Lutherans), on the other hand he does not wish to identify the two. He says, “What some deduce from this passage, namely, that believing in Christ is the same as the eating of Christ or of His flesh, does not have a sufficiently firm basis. For these two things differ from each other as what precedes and what follows, as coming to Christ and drinking of Him differ, for coming to Him is prior. I acknowledge that Christ cannot be eaten other than by faith; but the reason is because we receive Him by faith that He may dwell in us, and that we may be partakers of Him, and so may be one with Him. The eating, therefore, is a fruit or work of faith” (Commentary on John 6:47).

Still, Calvin does not think that the Lord’s Supper is in view here. The matter is the same, but the meaning was not directed to it. The reason he gives is that the Lord’s Supper was not yet instituted, and that it would have been uncalled for to speak of something that did not yet exist. But, in our view, this does not show that our Savior Himself was not thinking of the Lord’s Supper. More can be resident in His words than His listeners understood of them. But also, apart from that, one should ask whether the thought of partaking of flesh and blood really lay so far outside their comprehension that every allusion to it had to be unintelligible to them. Some have rightly made reference to the sacrificial meals. At them there was at least an eating of flesh, and in this eating of flesh there was religious fellowship. The Jews could have thought of that. That they did not think of it lay in their blindness to the deeper meaning of the Old Testament sacrament and the Old Testament sacrifices in general, and in their blindness to the significance of the Messiah as sacrificial lamb and food for the soul. It is true, “the drinking of the blood” must have sounded strange in their ears. That was something unheard of in the Jewish sacrifices.

When now we look further at the words closely, then it is apparent that there is more than one point of similarity. Christ is speaking specifically of a bread that He will give, and that is His flesh. That refers to something in the future, and causes us to think of the words of the institution of the Lord’s Supper, “which is given for you,” which has already been discussed in brief above. For that one can think of more than one “giving”: (1) A giving of sacrifices to God. The sacrifice was a giving, an offering up of self that happened willingly and derived its value from that willingness. (2) A giving of the presentation and offering in the word of the gospel, to which conscious faith responds. In this sense Christ gives Himself and imparts Himself to His disciples, as He also said at the institution of the Lord’s Supper: “Take, eat, drink, this is my body, my blood.” (3) A giving of impartation when He by His Holy Spirit actually becomes the spiritual life of believers. Here we are to think especially of the first giving, nevertheless such that the other two are connected as following directly from it. Although Christ had said “I am the bread of life” and speaks throughout this entire pericope in the present tense (cf. vv. 47–48, 50–51), still in this “will give” there is also a reference to the future. Although being the bread of life already, He would become that in a still deeper and special sense by giving Himself as living bread. That referred to His suffering, His death, and His glorification. And with that the institution of the Lord’s Supper was also connected, as we have already seen. Therefore we may say: The Lord speaks here in John 6 not only of a general sense in which He, as Mediator, is the source of life for believers, but He also speaks specifically of the sense in which He, as glorified Mediator, whose sacrifice has been brought, becomes a source of life for believers who are members of His mystical body. And because that was about to happen shortly and was at hand, He also instituted the Lord’s Supper on the night before His suffering. Both John 6 and the institution of the Lord’s Supper point to this one truth.

With this is also given the viewpoint from which the rest of the passage should be explained. One may focus one’s attention on the following points:

a)That the Savior can be our food and drink in a spiritual sense is connected with His incarnation. Hence the repeated speaking of “coming from heaven,” “eating of flesh and drinking of blood.”

b)This, however, is not to be understood as if, with the incarnation as such, our salvation was achieved in principle and eternal life guaranteed to us. The incarnation is necessary, but more is necessary. Here, as well as in the institution of the Lord’s Supper, it is a matter of what is given, the broken flesh. This also comes out clearly here in that the Savior speaks separately of flesh and blood. He speaks not only of His body but of His mangled body. The question why the Savior speaks in the Lord’s Supper of the “body,” here of the “flesh,” does not have to be discussed and decided here.

c)Christ as incarnate and as sacrificed Mediator is thus the spiritual food of believers. And the eating of Him as such must always proceed from faith. That is clear in verse 47: “Truly, truly, I say to you, whoever believes in me has eternal life.” The point of contact in us thus always resides in faith. And that faith must begin where the giving of Christ begins—that is, with His suffering and death. That is what comes first in our eating and drinking of Christ, that in faith we appropriate His merits to ourselves.

d)We believe with Calvin, however, that more is meant here than a conscious exercise of faith. There are three points on which one must fix one’s attention in order to see this: (1) Christ says not only that He is the bread of life but also that He is the living Bread (vv. 48, 51). (2) He speaks of a mystical fellowship of life resulting from this eating and drinking. “The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood abides in me, and I in him” (v. 56). (3) That the Lord speaks of something very real is apparent from verse 57: “As the Father has sent me, and I live because of the Father, likewise the one who feeds on me will also live because of me.” And verse 54, “The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day.”

From this it is apparent, it seems to us, how the Lord refers to a mysterious fellowship of life that, viewed from our side, proceeds from faith and cannot exist apart from faith, but that viewed from the Lord’s side must certainly have a still-deeper origin. Christ is the living bread that works upon us in an enlivening fashion, and in and with our believing gives itself to us so that nourishing power flows into the depths of our spiritual life. While we are in Him through our faith, He is in us and works in us through His Holy Spirit. As the Father had given it to Him to have life in Himself, so He wills to grant us life. And what He gives is eternal life, which no longer can die and must so completely transform and permeate our entire dead and corrupt nature that on the last day even the resurrection of the dead must follow as a consequent fruit.

One sees that these expressions are too strong to find a place in the Zwinglian conception. And without doubt we will thus have to acknowledge that there is something mysterious here, that mystical union with Christ is spoken of, and also that the Lord’s Supper is associated with it. But how is that mysterious nature to be formulated? We cannot do that; for if we could, it would have ceased to be a mystery. Read what Calvin says in this regard (Institutes, 4.17.7)—golden words in which emphasis is put on both the reality of the mystery and its incomprehensibility. One can say one thing or another about it only negatively.

We observe:

a)That faith does not focus on the Mediator as a historical person out of the past who suffered and died more than 19 centuries ago now, but on the living Christ as He still exists in our human nature. That has been already set forth in the discussion about faith. Thus, when our faith is focused on the flesh and blood given, then it certainly sees them in Christ as He now possesses the merits of His obedience. Our faith has to do with a living person in whom the powers and the fruits of historical facts are present, not with a historical fact in itself. That is too much lost sight of; and when losing sight of that, one presents the eating and the drinking only as living back into that historical fact, then one ends up inevitably in the Zwinglian view. Conversely, when it comes out clearly that there cannot and may not be any fellowship of faith in the suffering and death of Christ other than that focused on Him as a now-present and now-living Mediator, then one will see immediately that it cannot remain a spiritual fellowship in thought—that it must be a genuine fellowship of life.

b)That nevertheless faith in itself does not possess the power to grant us this real fellowship with Christ. That, too, has already been pointed out. The action here must come not from us but from Christ. The only thing that matters is that one distinguishes carefully and clearly. The Lord has bound our fellowship with Him to the exercise of faith. For us there is no other means to enter this fellowship or to be led deeper into it for our conscious life than the exercise of faith. Every other means is for us useless and illegitimate. And that applies both for the Word and for the sacrament. Viewed from our side, then, faith is in fact the access to eating, in principle the eating itself. Whoever does not have faith cannot eat; and to the same degree that someone has faith, he eats and drinks. But there is another aspect to the matter. We can no more bring about the life of Christ in us by our progress in believing than we can draw Christ to ourselves by faith at the beginning of our believing. In both cases it is Christ Himself who first binds Himself to us by His Holy Spirit, and only then from our side the bond of faith with Christ follows. In regeneration Christ bestows faith and, thus wrought, we believe. Similarly in the ongoing life of faith: by His Holy Spirit Christ maintains the fellowship of life between Himself and all His members, and because He does that, we exercise faith. So, our faith is both the means by which we appropriate that life for ourselves as well as the fruit of the bestowal of that life by Christ.

c)Therefore, the eating and the drinking of Christ in fact has a twofold sense: (1) It is partaking in and obtaining His merits by faith. (2) It is having fellowship with Him and obtaining more and more the life that is in Him.

However, one may not place these two next to each other loosely. The beautiful thing is just that in the institution of the Lord’s Supper and in John 6, they are connected so intimately. Both proceed from the breaking of the bread, the separation of flesh and blood, the giving of life. And both lead on from there to fellowship with the living Christ. From our side, then, there is first an activity with the living Mediator under the aspect of a high priest who has made sacrifice. By this activity of faith a bond with Christ originates, and from this bond with Christ there flows a more assured appropriation of the merits of the Mediator. The one leads of itself to the other. One can distinguish here, but one may not separate. The believer knows that he is in a bond of life with Christ, and by the awareness of this he is strengthened in the conviction that he partakes in all the benefits that are found in Christ. Mystical union is not the judicial ground, but is certainly the means of impressing deeply within the soul the thought that the only judicial ground for our life and our salvation resides in Christ (Calvin, Institutes, 4.17.2).

d)One should not think that this fellowship with Christ is only granted in the Lord’s Supper. It is a constant for believers that can never cease. The Holy Spirit does not withdraw entirely. Where He has once taken up His abode, He always keeps those who believe in Christ united with Him. Nor may one think that fellowship with Christ is tied to the sacrament in distinction from the Word. However the gospel of Christ comes to us, whether in Word or sacrament, it always still remains the means ordained by God for fellowship with the living Christ. Here too emphasis must be placed on the fact that the sacrament does not give any more than the Word, and the Word does not give more than the sacrament. They both give the full, whole Christ. The eating and the drinking can thus take place both apart from and in the Lord’s Supper. But this does not give us any right to spurn the institution of Christ. He has clearly willed that along these two paths fellowship with Him would be established and maintained. Not making use of the sacrament must impoverish spiritual life and cause it to deteriorate.

e)Eating and drinking are not constant activities, but take place only now and then. As it is in our natural life, so it is in our spiritual life. The fellowship of life with Christ is certainly never broken off completely, but there are still times in which it is especially strengthened. This happens through the means of grace. With the faithful use of them Christ wills to do for our spiritual life what happens for our natural life by eating and drinking. Something certainly occurs with the faithful use of the means of grace that continues to be at work in the future. It is not only that for a moment our conscious faith is strengthened and we feel that the quality of our life is elevated, but it is also the case that the wellspring of life is provided with new water by which the stream of faith can subsequently continue flowing. As one does not eat and drink for the sake of a momentary enjoyment of food and drink, so we do not go to the Lord’s Supper to be refreshed and comforted for a single moment but in order to obtain something on which one can feed and from which we can continuously draw strength. And as God has established a certain order and regularity in our natural life, so too in the sound spiritual life there will have to be a regular and ordered use of the means of grace that have been given us by God.

f)Thus far everything is clear and all Reformed theologians essentially agree. But now there comes a point about which complete unanimity does not prevail, and regarding which Calvin has gone further than anyone else. Calvin, then, teaches that there is not only a mystical union and that in the Lord’s Supper that union is maintained, strengthened, and nurtured by the Holy Spirit, but he has also endeavored to state more precisely how that is effected. He has presented this from two angles: Sometimes he speaks of an emanation of the power that is in the body of Christ on believers observing the Lord’s Supper; sometimes he speaks of an elevation of believers to Christ in heaven, where the glorified body of Christ is, by faith. Genevan Catechism, 1661: “I do not doubt that Christ makes us partakers of His substance, as is attested in the words and signs.… Since the body of Christ is in heaven, … He accomplishes this by the marvelous power of His Spirit.… We must raise our minds to heaven, where Christ is, … in these earthly elements He is sought in vain.” Here the second and the first conceptions are joined.

The first conception is found in Institutes, 4.17.18, “as if He were present with them with His body … so that He clearly feeds them with His own body, the fellowship of which He pours into them by the power of His Spirit. In this manner, the body and blood of Christ are given and imparted to us in the sacrament.” In the Confessions, too, this conception has not remained entirely without resonance. Belgic Confession, article 35: “On the other hand, we do not err when we say that what is eaten and drunk by us is the proper and natural body and the proper blood of Christ. But the manner in which we partake of the same is not by mouth but by spirit through faith” (cf. French Confession, article 36).

Above all, one should make clear what is contained in this conception. According to it, there is a real communion with the flesh and blood of Christ. The spatial distance that there is between us and that body of Christ is filled in by the ubiquitous Holy Spirit. Not just Christ the God-man, the Mediator, but specifically the human nature of Christ exercises a mysterious activity upon us. There is a receiving, certainly not of the substance in a material sense, but nonetheless of the power of the substance of the body of Christ.

All Reformed theologians agree that in the expressions “This is my body”; “This is my blood,” there is a trope in the copula. “Is” equals “means and seals.” But some of them think that there is still another trope in the predicate, that “my body” and “my blood” intend to say as much as: communion with me, the sacrificed Savior. But Calvin chose to understand these words literally and not to discover a trope in the predicate. He insists on body and blood, and on true communion with them. Without doubt, on this point he stood closer to Luther than the other Reformed theologians. He held to a spiritual eating of a material thing.

The question now is, How is this distinctive view of Calvin to be judged? Does Scripture lead us to follow him as far as he has gone? To begin, we observe that of the two conceptions just mentioned, apparently only the one can be taken literally. When it is said that by faith we are elevated to heaven, where the body of Christ is, then this can only be a figurative use of language. Faith is something spiritual, and as such cannot effect a spatial movement. It cannot bring us near to the glorified Christ in a spatial sense as far as His body is concerned. It is otherwise with the other conception. No one who is appropriately humble and has a sense of mystery will presume to claim that by His omnipotent activity the Holy Spirit is unable to bring to us the power that radiates from Christ’s glorified body. That this is incomprehensible is beside the point here. Calvin observes correctly against this objection that we may not choose to measure the immeasurable greatness of the power of the Holy Spirit according to the measure of our understanding.

But there is another objection against the view of Calvin. If it is based on anything, then it must be on the literal explanation of the expressions “eating flesh,” “drinking blood.” Now, it is more than likely that in both the institution and John 6, these expressions refer to a real communion with the human nature of the Mediator, but nonetheless are to be understood symbolically to the extent they represent this human nature as flesh and blood, as corporeality. Surely, if the broken body and the shed blood stand for the suffering of the Mediator, then in that there is already a synecdoche. This suffering had a broader scope than the breaking of the Lord’s body and the shedding of His blood. Suffering in His soul was a primary part of it. The entire human nature of the Lord suffered, according to His soul as well as according to His body. And still that is represented by the sign and seal that points directly only to the bodily suffering. It is broken body and shed blood. But without doubt the reason for this inadequate representation is the following: Only the body can be shown under a sacramental action with a sensory image. When one speaks of a break-up of the soul or of a melting of the soul, then surely it is still always in bodily images. And where one must speak of something that occurred with HIs humanity as a whole, must speak using visible symbols, there that symbolic language is naturally connected with the visible, sensory side of human nature: flesh and blood. There not the suffering of the soul, but the suffering of the body is chosen as the starting point. Expressed still more generally: Since the sacraments are intended for our sense of sight, they are tied to that part of the thing signified that falls within our sense of sight—thus here on what has happened with flesh and blood. What distinguishes the appropriation of the sacrament also leads to the same thing. This happens in the Lord’s Supper by eating and drinking. But one can in fact only eat and drink something material. Hence the sign in the Lord’s Supper, in order to be of one part, must represent the body and the blood and not the soul.

Thus by a careful consideration we see how a figurative element is latent in this “my body” and “my blood.” Flesh and blood signifies not only what has occurred in that flesh and blood but also all that that has occurred in the human nature of which flesh and blood form the outward, visible side. If we confine ourselves first to judicial fellowship with the merits of Christ by faith, then we obtain: “This is” means “this signifies” (first trope: metaphor). “My body,” “my blood” means what has occurred in my body and blood (second trope: metonymy). “My body, which is broken for you,” “my blood, which is shed for you” means all my suffering that I have endured in my human nature and of which the breaking of my body and the shedding of my blood is the visible indication (third trope: synecdoche). “Eat,” “drink,” means “appropriate for yourselves the merits of this suffering in faith” (fourth trope: metaphor).

If we now give attention to the fellowship of life with the glorified Christ, about which we established that it takes place in the Lord’s Supper: here, too, “this is” means “this signifies.” Here, according to Calvin, “my body” and “my blood,” “which is given for you” mean, without any figurative meaning, “my glorified corporeality.” “Eat” and “drink” mean “appropriate for yourselves the power of this glorified corporeality by faith.”

One sees where the weak point is here. Flesh and blood are taken too literally, as if they must signify the flesh-matter and blood-matter substantially, materially, and did not stand for human nature in general. This cannot be. To have fellowship with the glorified human nature can be represented sacramentally by eating something that signifies a body and drinking something that signifies blood. But no one may conclude from this that this fellowship with the glorified Mediator was in the first place a fellowship with His body and blood. No more would one be able to maintain that fellowship by imputation with His suffering was in the first place fellowship only with His bodily suffering. But in His suffering we include the soul as well. So here, too. Eating the body and drinking the blood of the Lord are expressions that one should not force. Without doubt they have a reality as their basis, but that reality can be none other than the mystical fellowship of life, which believers also enjoy in the Lord’s Supper, based on the full human nature of the Lord. There is a fellowship with the Lord as possessing human nature, a fellowship of mystical life through the Holy Spirit, and not solely a fellowship of conscious faith. It is a fellowship that must be of such a nature that it would not be possible without the incarnation (becoming man) of the Mediator, and that to that extent also is certainly bound up with and based on the bodily, material part of the human nature of the Lord. But still, as well, it in no way terminates in the latter. Flesh and blood are not everything; they are merely one aspect. The soul is the other, and that is more than the flesh.

Further than this, it seems to us, we cannot go. We acknowledge that in the Lord’s Supper there is for the believing participant a true fellowship through the Holy Spirit with the Mediator become flesh and now existing in flesh. We acknowledge that this fellowship can take place in its full power only since the glorification of the flesh assumed, although previously there was certainly fellowship with the Mediator, who had not yet become flesh, through the Holy Spirit. We acknowledge that this fellowship does not proceed from us but in the first place from Christ, and that the Holy Spirit, as the entire Scripture teaches us, establishes and maintains the bond here between Christ and us.

But we do not know how this occurs further in detail, in what mysterious way the powers of life and of faith are conveyed and poured into us through the Spirit of Christ from Him, the Head. Is it substantially the same power of life that is at work in His glorified humanity or not? Does that power proceed from His soul or from His body, or from both? These, it seem to us, are all questions that are not capable of being answered. And when, nonetheless, one presses for answers, then the danger is very great that formulations will be devised that are exposed to all kinds of misunderstanding.

As is well known, a difference of opinion prevails regarding the real intention of Calvin. If he did not intend to take body and blood in a one-sided manner for the bodily elements of Christ’s human nature, but, by synecdoche, to include the soul, then the biggest objection is removed. But even then, it seems to us, this objection remains: How power radiates from the humanity of Christ and is brought to us by the agency of the Holy Spirit is described all too precisely here.

If, on the other hand, what is at issue is meant corporeally, then there are two big objections against it. First of all, the literal meaning of the words flesh and blood cannot be applied to the glorified humanity of the Lord. Paul tells us that flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God [1 Cor 15:50]. It remains a body forever, but not a body of flesh and blood. The eating of flesh and blood must thus to that extent always be understood figuratively. And in the second place, one could expect from an action of His body only an effect upon our bodies. And that would be contrary to the tenor of Scripture. Throughout we are taught that the re-creation of our bodies does not begin here, that no seed of higher spiritual life has been put into our bodies, but that only after death and resting in the grave will the body be re-created at the resurrection. There can be no question of an action of the body of Christ in heaven on our bodies, nor of an action of His body on our souls either.

If it therefore appears that Calvin has gone quite far, on the other hand it cannot be pointed out enough how he has rightly rejected the Zwinglian view. We must hold fast to real fellowship with Christ in the Lord’s Supper. And that real fellowship may never be sublimated into a thinking about Christ or into a conscious activity of faith with Christ. Calvin saw that, and by his view he has protected the Reformed confession from falling into that error.

One point should be addressed still further. As a sacrament, the Lord’s Supper is directed to the life of faith. It serves to strengthen the life of faith. Now one could ask: What is the connection between it and the fellowship of life with the glorified Savior? In order to understand this properly, one must bear in mind that our faith does not exist in itself and is not detached from the spiritual life that is bestowed in regeneration. Rather, faith must be seen as the conscious aspect of this spiritual life. Therefore, everything that serves to strengthen this new life will also have a strengthening effect on faith. When Christ feeds us with His flesh and gives us His blood to drink, then in that feeding and the drinking, our faith, by which we appropriate Him and all His benefits, must inevitably develop. Approximately as in the natural increase of the power of life, a greater degree of hunger and thirst is produced. Not only faith in its activity but faith in its root is strengthened. And by that faith, the Christian lives consciously out of all the benefits of the covenant of grace. As little as in baptism is there reason here to limit the scope of this activity of faith. It is, in the first place, certainly focused on justification, the remission of sin, as our Form for the Lord’s Supper rightly begins with that. Anyone who would benefit from Christ in the Lord’s Supper without in first place and primarily availing himself of Him as High Priest, as Surety, as sacrificial lamb, would certainly miss its purpose. One must go back again and again to the broken body and the shed blood. But one need not remain there. We “share in all His blessings of life eternal, of righteousness and glory.” Thus the Lord’s Supper summarizes, as it were in one volume, the entire work of redemption. Here the source from which all blessings flow and the sum of all blessings themselves are compressed. It is the Lord who died and nevertheless lives into all eternity.

The Lord’s Supper also points to the communion of saints. Our Form has that in view in the third place, with an appeal to the word of the apostle (1 Cor 10:17): “There is one bread, so we who are many are one body, because we all partake of the one bread.” The communion of saints experienced in the Lord’s Supper is based on communion with the Lord. Because everyone is joined to Christ, he is joined to believers. It is broken and nonetheless united bread, just because it represents the Mediator according to two aspects, according to two states.

16. In what sense can one now say that Christ’s body and blood are present in the Lord’s Supper?

This then concerns the question of sacramental union (unio sacramentalis). We have now seen what the sign is; we have also seen what the thing signified is. The sign is bread and wine; the thing signified is Christ the Mediator in the unity of His death and His life. But what is the relationship between these two, sign and thing signified?

a)It is not a material union, or, expressed more precisely, a change, as if the bread and wine ceased being bread and wine and flesh and blood replaced them (against Rome).

b)It is not a local union, as if the body and blood of Christ were joined in space through local proximity or contact with the signs. We may not say: In this location where you see the signs, you must also consider the substance of flesh and blood present (against the Lutherans).

c)It is not a notional union that only exists in the minds of believers. With a symbol I always associate the thing signified with my conception; I represent it to myself. But that is a thing thought, something figurative. In the Lord’s Supper that is the starting point in our conscious faith, but sacramental union does not terminate in that (against Zwingli).

d)It is a union by relationship (schetikōs). The thing signified is associated with the sign for the believing participant. It does not come through the sign itself. The sign serves only to bring its meaning and certainty to our consciousness. Only at this point, and only to that extent, is the sign an instrument for the thing signified, expressed more precisely, for an awareness of the thing signified.

e)Not the existence of the thing signified, but certainly its spiritual efficacy on the soul of the communicant is tied to faith. One must pay attention to this point, and in this regard make a precise distinction. There is a fellowship with the living Mediator as He exists in a glorious human nature for the believing participant. But what if the participant does not believe? The thing signified does not thereby cease to exist. Christ remains the same Christ. However, He is only active by His Spirit in the heart of the believer to bestow fellowship with Himself. Now everything depends on what one understands by the presence of Christ. If this means that the signs, as commissioned by Christ, are offered by Christ, and that the Holy Spirit, as God omnipresent, is present, ready to apply the thing signified, then Christ is also present in the Lord’s Supper for the unbelieving participant. If, on the other hand, it means that by the Holy Spirit fellowship with the living Savior is established, then Christ is not present for the unbelieving participant. The word “presence” has more than one meaning. It can mean that something makes itself felt and causes its action to be experienced. It can also mean that something is present.

Faith is required in order to enjoy the blessing of the Lord’s Supper, in order, in the sense just described, to receive the body and blood of Christ present (as active power). Still, one may not say that faith makes Christ present. Faith is the conditio sine qua non [necessary condition], but it does not perform a miracle; it does not draw the human nature of Christ down from heaven.

17. In what sense can one say that Christ is eaten in the Lord’s Supper?

From the connection in which sign and thing are related, it is apparent that it is not a question of eating with the bodily mouth. The eating occurs with the mouth of faith. But as such, nevertheless, it is real. It is a receiving of Christ into ourselves by the Holy Spirit. And to this eating of Christ there follows a being fed with Christ. To that extent Calvin is entirely right when he insists that believing and eating are not completely the same. We could say: Believing is the same as eating, but both are still followed by something else. If someone eats food, by that in itself he is not yet effectively fed. The energy resident in the food must pass into his blood and his body, and this one could call a second eating, an eating in a deeper sense, since not only the mouth but the bodily system as a whole appropriates the nutritional elements, and that in such a manner that they go into the flesh and blood. It is the same with the Lord’s Supper. We first eat with the mouth of faith. But following that eating of faith, an eating occurs in a deeper sense by our spiritual man as a whole when the life-giving power of the Lord, the nourishment that there is in Him, enters us, into the flesh and blood of the spiritual man—is identified with us. That eating is the fruit and result of faith, but, viewed in this way, still also more than faith.

18. Give a description of the Lutheran doctrine of the Lord’s Supper.

One should be aware that Luther did not always take the same position. At first, he acknowledged that the signs are mere signs and that faith, as a kind of miracle-working faith, thereby creates the reality of the thing signified. Later, he adhered to the word that comes in and with the signs, and had the sacrament be a seal of this word. But soon, in reaction to Carlstadt and others, he began to take the characteristically Lutheran standpoint. Now he insisted on the literal interpretation of the “is” in the words of institution, taught a local presence, and connected this teaching on the Lord’s Supper with his Christology. The Augsburg Confession expresses itself very modestly, so that the Reformed (e.g., Zanchi) did not hesitate to subscribe to its teaching on the Lord’s Supper as a whole. The body and blood of Christ, it reads there, are truly present in the Lord’s Supper and are distributed to the participants. The Apology of the Augsburg Confession (1531) already speaks more explicitly: the body and blood are truly and substantially present. The Smalcald Articles go a step further: the ungodly, too, receive and take this body and blood. The Formula of Concord teaches that the words of institution must be understood literally. Not the consecration of men but the omnipotence of Christ makes the local presence to exist. The humanity of Christ is at the right hand of God, and the right hand of God is everywhere. The body and blood of Christ are not only received and eaten by the mouth of faith but with the bodily mouth, yet not in a Capernaitic sense. The points already mentioned above by other confessions are also confirmed. One knows that the Lutheran formula is: “in, with, under” the bread and the wine. To describe this doctrine non-Lutherans used the term consubstantiation, which, however, has not been approved by the Lutherans themselves. The term can be misunderstood, since it makes one to think of a fusion or coalescence of two substances. Only an accompanying is meant, and Lutherans protest against the term when one ascribes to them that they mean to confine the essence of Christ’s body and blood within the elements.

Regarding the efficacy of the manducatio oralis [oral eating], the views of the Lutherans also varied. Initially for Luther almost everything was focused on justification by faith, and he therefore also made this eating of the body and blood subordinate to that; thus in his Small Catechism. In the Large Catechism, he already went further. And in his private writings Luther even taught that from this body and blood a mysterious efficacy emanates upon our bodies, by which we become certain of their immortality. The flesh of Christ, being assimilated by us, re-creates our flesh (cf. Calvin, Institutes, 4.17.32 for something similar). But the Lutheran Church has not given confessional authority to this particular opinion, nor has the opinion of Calvin on this particular point entered into the Reformed confessions. The Formula of Concord places in the foreground as a fruit of the Lord’s Supper the “true comfort and the strengthening of weak faith.”

Lutherans have not made clear what they see as the difference between Capernaitic eating and the manducatio oralis. Luther had expressed himself rather crassly and spoken of a “biting with one’s teeth.” The Formula of Concord, on the other hand, says the Sacramentarians (i.e., Zwinglians and Calvinists) wrongly and against their better knowledge accuse the Lutherans of teaching a tearing of the body with the teeth and a consuming of the same like other food. It is unnecessary to subject the Lutheran doctrine to express criticism here. The foundation upon which it is based has been treated earlier, and with that treatment the doctrine itself falls. One must not think that the exegesis of the words of institution give rise to this doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. On the contrary, it was the view of the Lord’s Supper that led to the well-known exegesis of the words of institution. Both in Christology and in the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper the same principle was at work in Luther—a principle that did not keep God and man separated sharply enough, and in the impulse for intimate union with God obliterated the boundaries of the two natures. Using Lutheran Christology, many Lutherans, or at least those who call themselves Lutherans, have also changed the old doctrine of the Lord’s Supper.

19. What is the Roman Catholic view of the Lord’s Supper?

First of all, one must observe that according to Rome, what we call the Lord’s Supper includes two distinct things: (1) a sacrament; (2) a sacrifice.

These two are certainly connected to each other but still are not the same. They are two distinct actions. In the sacrament, something is given to us from God. In the sacrifice, we give something to God, through the hand of the priest. Since the Roman Catholic Church arrogates to itself the role of a mediatrix between God and man, it is in its nature to put much more emphasis on the sacrifice than on the sacrament. To give something from God to man is already a great deal, but for man to bring something to God is the proper work of the priest. The mass has thus become the most important part of the Roman Catholic worship service, around which everything is concentrated.

We speak here only about the Lord’s Supper as sacrament.

a)Its basis for Roman Catholics is the doctrine of transubstantiation. Through the words of consecration that the priest speaks, the entire substance of the signs is changed. The sensory “accidents,” such as color, smell, taste, etc., remain, but the substance is miraculously changed. These accidents thus exist entirely in themselves and have nothing to which they adhere, for as substance only the body and blood of Christ is present, along with everything that is inseparable from them. Indeed, where the body is the soul must also be, and where the soul is, the Godhead must also be. That is why the Church teaches that the whole Christ is present locally where the signs of bread and wine have been changed into the substance of the body and the blood. The result of this transubstantiation, further, is that now the whole Christ is present in each ostensible sign in itself. He is in the ostensible bread; He is in the ostensible wine. And so one only needs to receive one sign in order to receive the full Christ. Christ is the bread and the wine, or the wine and the bread are Christ, not only during their use, but that also remains so after the celebration of the Lord’s Supper (or the mass). This is one of the points where Lutherans also diverge from Rome. For Lutherans the local union is in effect only for the time of the administration of the sacrament. The Roman Catholics preserve the consecrated wafer, bring it to the sick, carry it around in processions, render to it religious veneration of the highest kind (latreia).

b)The practice of the Lord’s Supper. The celebrating priest drinks the chalice; the others receive and eat the wafer. Unleavened bread and mixed wine are used.

c)The purpose of the Eucharist is not to grant forgiveness of sins. The Canons of Trent oppose the view that sees the forgiveness of sins as the principal fruit of communion. In this, then, Rome again differs from both Lutherans and Reformed. The sacrament of penance is intended to first take away mortal sin, and that sin must first be taken away before one can attend the Eucharist. Only venial sins can be forgiven by the Lord’s Supper. The primary purpose lies in the mystical exchange of substances, by which it is not so much that Christ’s body and blood pass into us as that these rather re-create and change us, so that we become like Christ. The Catechism of Rome appeals to the words of Augustine: “And you shall not change me into you, as the food of your body, but you will be changed into me!”

d)The proof for this doctrine resides primarily, it is thought, in John 6:48–65. But, as Roman Catholics themselves acknowledge, here tradition is a more firm basis than Scripture, so that the Scriptural proof can be called almost superfluous. With John 6 Rome gains nothing. It is clearly taught there that this eating and drinking of the Lord is necessary to have life in one’s self, thus for salvation (v. 53). If then the reference here is exclusively to the Lord’s Supper (and it must be so, for, according to Rome, the eating in the Lord’s Supper is a completely unique eating), then that will imply that communing is necessary to have life. But Rome itself does not teach this. Life is given in baptism; in the Lord’s Supper it is assumed to be present; someone can be saved without this eating of the Lord’s Supper. In John 6, therefore, it cannot be exclusively a question of the Lord’s Supper.

Nor is tradition a firm basis here. The rule “quod semper, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus” [“what is believed always, everywhere, by all”] may not be applied here. One need only open a history of dogma to see the gradual development of the Roman Catholic doctrine disclosed.

The doctrine of transubstantiation includes a physical impossibility. Accidents cannot exist without and apart from a substance. And here they are left entirely in the air. And that the same Christ—not, we say, according to His deity but according to His delimited human nature—would at the same time be in as many places everywhere where but one priest, by the act of consecration, calls Him to appear or to be present, is nothing less than absurd.

20. What views have been developed by modern theology regarding the Lord’s Supper?

Modern theology has the two natures in Christ fused into one divine-human nature. This divine-human nature, although individualized in Christ, is at the same time also a generic entity that can impart itself and propagate itself. It is not confined within Christ but flows over into the church and into all believers. There is no essential difference between the deity and humanity, the body and the soul of Christ. He must thus be imparted to us in His entirety if we are to receive His life. This does not flow into us in a material, sensory way, but in a spiritual way, since the bond with Christ is fixed at the center of our personality, which in itself is neither matter nor spirit, but a higher entity. The imparting of this substance of Christ takes place in the Lord’s Supper. It takes place not by the Holy Spirit but by Christ Himself. According to the Reformed view, mystical union is effected by the Holy Spirit, who dwells in Christ, the Head, and in us, His members. According to this modern view, it is effected and continually maintained by the inpouring and infusion of this divine-human essence.

One can find this theory in most modern theologians. Ebrard has worked it out in detail. It does not have a scriptural foundation. It is based on philosophical-pantheistic premises, and tries to maintain itself exegetically with what Scripture teaches in an entirely different sense regarding the mystical union between Christ and believers. This, as we saw earlier, is not a union of essence but a unity of life through the Holy Spirit.

21. Who should come to the Lord’s Supper?

Those who are members of Christ’s congregation and examine themselves, who can discern the body and blood of Christ. Thus:

a)Not the children before they have come to years of discernment. The Greek [Orthodox] Church has child communion, which for a long time has also been in use in the Roman Catholic Church. Appeal for that can be made to John 6:53, if one maintains that this eating and drinking of Christ is only to be received in the Lord’s Supper. But Rome does not maintain that the Lord’s Supper is necessary for salvation. Among the Reformed, there is almost no one who has spoken with uncertainty on this point. Musculus argued from baptism, but that argumentation does not hold. In baptism, the person appears in a completely passive way; he receives something. In the Lord’s Supper, in contrast, he comes actively, acting; he does something—takes, eats, drinks, does it in remembrance of Christ. It is required of those who come to the Lord’s Supper that they discern the body of the Lord and examine themselves. Children cannot do that. Children did join in eating the Passover at a very early age. But it cannot be proven that later very young children had to join in traveling to Jerusalem or to the place where the tabernacle stood to eat the Passover. In any case, the Passover and the Lord’s Supper are not on the same line such that what applies to the one also undoubtedly applies to the other. It is reported of Jesus that He went along to Jerusalem at the age of 12 (Luke 2:42).

It may be noted, however, that it is not the (old) Reformed practice and also not warranted by Scripture, when making profession of faith and participating in the Lord’s Supper is postponed to the age of 20. Years of discernment come earlier. In civil life one acts with discretion much earlier; why then in church life should one come to the Lord’s Supper so much later? Postponing participation for a long time has not benefited Lord’s Supper observance, since it has led to the illusion that life in the congregation according to God’s requirement is also possible for those who are completely grown up even when they do not go to the Lord’s Supper. Since profession of faith does not come at the beginning of independent living but in a certain sense in its midst, one begins to regard it as something unusual, as a crisis, as something for which something new must become apparent.

b)Not unbelievers, that is, those who by doctrine and life give offense in the church and who consequently by discipline must be kept from the table of the Lord. The church must exclude such people, for it is entrusted to it to be vigilant for the holiness of God’s covenant according to an objective standard. Hence the listing in our Form of the Lord’s Supper of gross and public sins, and the pronouncement that those who know themselves to be polluted with these sacrileges should absent themselves. Even if the church has not officially taken note of such sins, the person who knows himself polluted with them may not participate if he does not feel heartfelt sorrow for his sins and it is not his intention to improve his life.

c)Not unbelievers who lack saving faith entirely. But here one must distinguish:

1.Between the question of who the church should and may admit and the entirely different question of who possesses for himself subjectively the right go and to sit at the table, to eat and to drink. Regarding the first question, the church, also in the matter of the Lord’s Supper, does not have to make a subjective judgment about someone’s state but only to deal with members of the visible church who are improper in doctrine or life. The church should invite all such people to the Lord’s Supper and even insist that they shall come. It may never say: if you are unconverted and without faith, then you must stay away. Rather, it must enforce two things: the obligation of every member to come and the obligation of every member to come as a believer.

2.Between faith and faith. The faith that someone must possess in order to be able to come to the Lord’s Supper with a quiet conscience is not the assured trust of faith. Were that so, then only very few would be able to make use of this sacrament. Surely it has been instituted by Christ for all, even for the weakest believer among His believers. No one should ask himself: “Am I assured of my justification? Can I count on it that I am regenerated?” But surely: “Is there in me sorrow over my sin and a trust that takes refuge in my Savior, even if it is so little?” Whoever has, to him can be given. The smallest faith can be fed and increased at the Lord’s Supper.

d)Not true believers in every state. There is an unworthy eating and drinking that can take place, even for a true believer. That occurred in Corinth. In hunger and drunkenness one reached for the bread and for the cup. Thus, if a Christian is in a mood by which it is certain beforehand that he will not be able to hallow the institution of the Lord but will dishonor and profane it, then he may not attend. If such cases occur, everyone must decide for himself. According to 1 Corinthians 11, the believer, too, can eat and drink judgment upon himself. From this it is evident that the popular exegesis of this chapter is untenable. “Judgment” here does not mean “punishment,” much less “eternal punishment,” but “chastisement” sent by God upon His own so that they will not be condemned with the world (v. 32). Accordingly, the self-examination, which is required here, is also not so much an examination of oneself with an eye to the question whether one is regenerated or not, but rather an examination of the attitude that one takes towards God and His institution, so that one may move from a wrong attitude into a worthy one, and so eat and drink. The most painstaking self-examination must also end in this, according to Paul: in eating and drinking in the right state, in a humble attitude desirous of salvation.

22. What is one to understand about the Roman Catholic mass?

The sacrifice brought to God by the hand of the priest, after transubstantiation, consisting in the body, the soul, the deity of Christ, in the ostensible form of bread and wine.

On this point the Greek [Orthodox] Church has essentially the same view as the Roman Catholic Church. It too regards the sacrament as a sacrifice. The Roman Catholic Catechism says that the sacrifice takes place by consecration. If then the consecrated signs are preserved or brought to a sick person, then that is not a sacrifice but merely the Lord’s Supper. That the two ought to be separated, at least logically, also appears from the fact that the Canons of Trent deal with the Lord’s Supper in session 13, with the mass in session 22, thus with each in a separate place. There can be communion without the mass, at least in the same moment, although it appears that the mass with consecration must have always preceded. There can also be a mass without communion; for example, so-called private masses at which no participants are present.

The mass is an actual sacrifice. It does not differ in its essence from the sacrifice brought by Christ on the cross. That was a bloody; this is a bloodless sacrifice. But in both Christ is sacrificed.

Also, in both cases the priest is the same. Sometimes it is presented as if the officiating ministrant is the priest. However, it is emphasized by the Roman Catholic Catechism, among others, that it is the sacrificed Christ Himself who at the same time also does the work of a priest. This is to be so understood that Christ offers Himself through the ministry of the priest. They act for Christ in Christ’s name.

The mass, as repetition of the sacrifice of Christ, works in an essentially different way than a sacrament. Roman Catholics teach concerning a sacrament that it works ex opere operato [worked by the work]. Baptism and the Lord’s Supper of themselves do what they are said to do. The cross of Christ does not justify but merely opens justification, makes it possible, and hence the mass. It makes certain merits available that then, however, require a special application to become effective. Bellarmine makes a distinction between the sacrifice on the cross and the sacrifice of the mass. The former was meriting (meritorium), bringing about satisfaction (satisfactorium) and meriting salvation (impetratorium). The sacrifice of the mass is only the latter. It depends for its power on the sacrifice of Christ on the cross, so that it is not entirely correct when Roman Catholics are accused of making the sacrifice on the cross insufficient. The sacrifice on the cross has, in the sense just described, infinite power, since it lends value to everything that happens in the name of the Church over the centuries. The power of the mass is limited, for otherwise there would be no need for many masses. The purpose of the mass is to obtain the remission of sins for the living and the dead, for individual persons and for believers in general, and to make it possible to store up merits for eternal life. For those who are in purgatory, masses can be celebrated by the Church if they themselves or their relatives have made money available for that purpose. Through these masses their stay in purgatory is shortened. This is an ever-flowing source of income for the Church.

23. What is the scriptural basis on which Rome thinks it possible to construct this doctrine?

As seen above, appeal is made to the words from the institution of the Lord’s Supper: “Do this,” etc. Thereby Jesus supposedly will have motivated His apostles and given them power to do what He Himself had just done, that is, to learn to effect transubstantiation. But, first of all, the entire view is based on the impossible explanation of the words, “This is my body,” as if that were a transubstantiating formula. If that is not the case, and every unprejudiced exegesis must acknowledge this, then what has been built on it also collapses—this strange institution of the sacrament of priestly consecration.

Furthermore, Roman Catholics say that Christ is priest according to the order of Melchizedek and therefore must continually repeat the sacrifice once brought by Him on the cross. But: (a) The point of comparison is not that Christ and Melchizedek sacrifice continually but rather that they do not have any successors in sacrificing, as the letter to the Hebrews says that with one sacrifice He has perfected forever all those who are sanctified [Heb 10:14]. Thus, just the opposite of what Rome maintains. (b) The comparison with Melchizedek carried through on this point must exclude specifically the priesthood of the ministers of the Roman Catholic Church.

An appeal is also made to Malachi 1:11: “ ‘But from the rising of the sun to its setting my name will be great among the nations, and in every place incense will be offered to my name, and a pure offering, for my name will be great among the nations,’ says the LORD of hosts.” The Vulgate has “sacrificatur” here. Even if this is correct, one may not take it literally. When Isaiah 19:21 says that in the future the Egyptians will serve the Lord with sacrifice and offering, in verse 19 that in that day the Lord will have an altar in the midst of the land of Egypt and a monument established at its border, then it occurs to no one to expect a literal fulfillment of these words. It is simply the Old Testament expression for the thought that Egypt will know and serve the true God. It is the same for Malachi 1:11.

Our [Heidelberg] Catechism calls the papal mass “an accursed idolatry.” This is accurate. If here what is not a sacrifice is offered to God as a sacrifice, and this thing sacrificed is venerated as God when it is not God, then one can find no other term for this than “accursed idolatry.” It has been said that Roman Catholics surely do not worship the wafer other than on the supposition that it really is their God. But every idolater does that more or less. No one worships a stone or a piece of wood with the thought that it is nothing more than wood or stone. Thus, if this excuse were valid, then one could no longer speak of idolatry anywhere.

The Roman Catholic doctrine of the mass is the consistent expression of the idea that the church must supply the things of salvation from its treasury to believers ex opere operato. If the one sacrifice of Christ was there as sufficient, then it would also follow that it would be accessible outside the church. But now it is not sufficient. The church must give it its efficacy. And thereby it becomes fully true, also even for the accomplishment of salvation: extra ecclesiam nulla salus [outside the Church there is no salvation].




PART 3

Eschatology: The Doctrine of Last Things

1. What is contained in the term “eschatology”?

That history, in the course of which we are situated, will have a conclusion. It is not an endless process but a genuine history that ends in a definite goal and so has a boundary and limits. As it had a beginning, it will have an ending. That ending will come as a crisis, and everything that has to do with this crisis belongs to the “doctrine of the last things.”

2. Is the term “eschatology” a Scriptural term?

Yes, for Scripture makes mention of “the last days” (cf., e.g., Isa 2:2, LXX: eschatai hēmerai; Mic 4:1; Acts 2:17), of “last times” (1 Pet 1:20, eschatoi chronoi), of “the last hour” (1 John 2:18, eschatē hōra).

3. In many of these passages, is not something entirely different spoken of than what we understand by “the last days,” namely, the New Testament dispensation of the covenant of grace?

Considered superficially, this is indeed the case. See, for example, Acts 2:17, where the outpouring of the Holy Spirit is spoken of as taking place “in the last days.” Nevertheless one ought to maintain that here, too, the eschatological meaning is present. The explanation is as follows: From the perspective of the older prophets, the coming of the Messiah coincides with the culmination of the kingdom, the end of all things. Isaiah, for example, speaks in one breath of the return from exile, of the coming of the Messiah, of the end of the world, and unrolls all these events before our eyes as in one great scene. He sees only the peaks towering above everything. Accordingly, the older prophets reckon on only two time periods: “this age” (houtos ho aiōn) and “the coming age” (ho mellōn aiōn). So, for Isaiah and for Micah the “last days” are the days that precede the end and at the same time precede the coming of the Messiah. The later prophets were granted in the Spirit to see more clearly how there would be a double coming of the Messiah, one for suffering and scorn and one in glory (Dan 7; 9; 12). Thus what in the older prophets was still combined or condensed into one coming was in the later prophets divided into two. But now from this it follows as well that the time that elapses between the first and the second coming of the Lord can be viewed from a twofold perspective. If we fix our attention on the coming that is still expected and we include everything before that in “this age,” then we and all the New Testament saints live in the last days, that is, in the period that forms the eve of the second coming of our Lord in glory. If, on the other hand, we focus attention on the coming that is already past, and we draw the dividing line between the two ages at the first coming, then we in fact already live in the “age to come.” Consequently, since the time between the first and the second coming of the Lord is governed completely by the thought of His coming either as already having occurred or as still having to occur, one can call it “the last days.”

The first of the conceptions just mentioned is found, for example, in Luke 20:34, Ephesians 1:21, and Galatians 1:4. The other conception is found, for example, in Hebrews 2:5. The one is not in conflict with the other. Our time, the time of the new covenant, in fact bears a dual character. The old age is in us and at work in us, but also the new age and what is coming already exists in what for now is its prophecy.

4. How is eschatology to be divided?

a)Individual eschatology.

b)General eschatology.

The end comes at the close of world history for everything at the same time. What belongs to that end and is connected with it we call general eschatology. But for the individual the end also comes with his departure from this life, from this age. By his death he is lifted above this age in its earthly development, and in a certain sense brought closer to the age to come. Indeed, in Scripture the antithesis between the two world-times intersects with the antithesis between two world-places. The new Jerusalem, the future city, the heavenly kingdom will be revealed when this age empties into the future age. Therefore, relocation of dwelling place is always an exchange of age. On this is based the right of the above-mentioned division of eschatology, which otherwise could appear arbitrary.




6. Individual Eschatology

1. What further brings you to this individual eschatology?

a)The scriptural doctrine of the intermediate state of the soul before the resurrection.

b)The Roman Catholic doctrine of purgatory, the limbus patrum and the limbus infantum.

c)The modern doctrine of the distinction between Sheol-Hades as a general dwelling place of all souls, on the one hand, and, on the other, heaven-hell as dwelling places at the end for those good and those evil, now separated.

d)The doctrine of soul sleep. “Second probation.” Annihilation. Conditional immortality.

2. What does Scripture teach concerning the intermediate state of souls before the resurrection?

a)That after death the soul continues to exist in self-conscious immortality, that it is not annihilated, and does not lose its consciousness. This doctrine is revealed clearly in both the Old and the New Testament, although, as with other doctrines, so too with it, more light is shed by the full revelation of Christ. Proof from the Old Testament: the answer of our Lord to the Sadducees that God is called the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob as the God of the living and not of the dead; Psalm 73:23–24; 1 Samuel 28 (the coming up of Samuel); Isaiah 14 (the descent of the king of Babylon, where all the dead meet him); Psalm 16 (of the resurrection of Christ); Psalm 17:15; the two clearest passages: Isaiah 26:19 and Daniel 12:2 (cf. Heb 11:13–16). Proofs from of the New Testament are unnecessary.

b)That this state between death and resurrection is a state outside the body. That, nevertheless, outside the body, too, the soul retains its capacities of observing and acting, something that shows convincingly that seeing, hearing, etc., are possible outside the body, and what the prophetic ecstasy in which this occurs accordingly confirms (proof: Phil 1:23; 2 Cor 5:6, 8). After death, in a way that is incomprehensible for us, the soul is in communication with what is outside it. It does not have a spiritual body until the day of resurrection.

c)Although this intermediate state is distinguished in certain ways from the final state that will only come after the resurrection of the dead, Scripture still always presents it as a definitive state in which a change or reversal is no longer possible. As the tree falls, so it lies. If the parable of the rich man and Lazarus teaches anything, then it is that after death no change of destiny, for good or for evil, is possible. Judgment before the judgment seat of Christ has to do with what is done in the body [2 Cor 5:10], and in this there is more of the same.

d)This intermediate state is passed by believers in heaven, by the lost in hell. Thus it is not a state without locality, as some maintain, thinking that the soul separated from the body can no longer exist in relation to space. But the soul is not elevated above space, although it is not extended in space like the body. It must be somewhere; it must have an ubi [where]. It does not exist in space circumscriptively (in a descriptive way), but definitively (in a determinative way). That believers at their death enter heaven follows from the fact that that they go to be with the Lord. We may not be able to say where heaven is, and yet that heaven is where Christ is, namely, according to His human nature (2 Cor 5:8; Phil 1:23; Luke 23:43; Eph 2:6). That the lost are in hell follows from Luke 16:23, “being in torment”; 1 Peter 3:19, “in prison”; 2 Peter 2:9, “under punishment” (kolazomenous), not as the Statenvertaling? [cf. the KJV]: “to be punished”; correctly, the English Revised Version: “to keep the unrighteous under punishment until the day of judgment.” Nor are the souls of those who have died elevated above time; they are and remain in time (Rev 6:11); they serve God “day and night” [Rev 7:15].

e)For believers, death is a crisis event in which they obtain perfect holiness. That was shown earlier in treating sanctification. They come into a place and into a state of blessing and rest (Rev 6:9–11; 14:13), a condition that is to be preferred far above what they share in now. It is a removal of the activity of death from the soul of the believers, an expelling of spiritual death completely and of all that takes place in temporal death. At regeneration that spiritual death is broken in principle, in sanctification the struggle is continued, in temporal death the soul is withdrawn from the terrain of the struggle and placed beyond every influence of death. In the resurrection death will also finally lose its power over the body.

What happens with unbelievers must be located within the same viewpoint. It is a further outworking of the spiritual death that comes upon them at temporal death. They are further separated from God.

Death as temporal death is for God’s children something other than it is for the unbelievers. The matter of death may be the same; the form, the scope is changed. One can debate why God’s children still have to die. Would it not have been more consistent if the re-creation of their bodies would have come at the same time as the re-creation of their souls, gradually, although were that then also in a crisis? One can give a twofold answer: (a) Believers must die in order by the consciousness of death to be loosed from the earth and what is temporal. Temporal death is a part of their cross, and the cross has this scope (Matt 16:24–25). (b) God’s providential ordering unfolds such that He has willed to reserve the material re-creation for the end of the ages; and the perfecting of the bodies of believers belongs to the re-creation of material things. Their bodies are part of matter and must therefore wait for the liberation of the entire groaning creation (Rom 8:20–22). Since now, however, believers must enter heaven, nothing else is left than that their bodies and their souls be separated.

f)Concerning the particulars of this state before the resurrection, both in heaven and in hell, for believers and unbelievers, we can say almost nothing. Only general features are described for us. The parable of the rich man and Lazarus is a parable from which one cannot or may not carry over all the features. One should keep to the point of the comparison; all the rest is setting. All kinds of questions present themselves: Can the spirits of the dead return to earth? Can they establish a relationship there in one way or another with those in the body? Do the spirits in heaven or hell know what is happening on earth? Scripture does not answer these questions. It says only as a matter of practice that we may not seek to have such fellowship with the dead in any way whatsoever, with or without magical means. Incantation of the dead is sin (Deut 18). Spiritism has something attractive to many because in the wilderness of unbelief and of materialism it promises a kind of compensation. But anything more than deception that lurks within it is not from God. It may not be used as a means of grace (Luke 16:30–31).

3. What do the Roman Catholics teach concerning purgatory?

Purgatory (purgatorium) is a place of suffering in which the souls of believers are purified after death, in order by this suffering to make satisfaction to God for their sins and in order to be prepared for heavenly glory. Someone can remain in purgatory till the day of judgment. Then it ceases. The Church has this purgatory among the power of the keys and can by its service shorten the time that the souls of the dead spend there. Usually purgatory is seen to be a place of physical fire, but this has not been given creedal status by the Church.

In purgatory one makes satisfaction for the sin committed after baptism, for Christ has only delivered us from eternal death. The mass can serve to decrease this satisfaction required of us. That is why the Church holds masses for the dead who are in purgatory.

4.Where is the alleged proof for this doctrine?

Primarily in tradition. The doctrine has its roots in paganism, in Parsiism and Manichaeism. The doctrine has been especially developed in the Western Church. Augustine first gave it a specific form. Gregory the Great developed it later.

Only in an extremely forced way can Scripture be cited for this dogma. Appeal is made to Jesus’ words that the sin against the Holy Spirit will not be forgiven, either in this or in the world to come; hence the inference that there is forgiveness in the world to come. But this is merely a manner of speaking: “never,” “not in eternity,” as we say “neither in heaven nor on earth” for “nowhere.” Further, Revelation 21:7–8, which needs no refutation; Isaiah 4:4; Micah 7:8; Zechariah 9:11; Malachi 3:2; 1 Corinthians 3:13–15; 15:29. All these passages speak of something totally different.

The Roman Catholic doctrine is to be judged by the false premises upon which it rests: (a) the partitioning of the work of Christ, as if we must still add something to it; (b) the meritorious character of our good works, which does not exist; (c) the doctrine of the merit in good works, so that the church disposes over a treasury of merits; (d) the absolute power of the keys of the Church in a judicial sense.

5. What is the limbus patrum of Roman Catholics?

The limbus patrum (limbo of the fathers) is the place where the believing fathers of the Old Testament had to stay in a state of expectation before the coming of the Messiah. After His death on the cross, Christ descended into Hades and freed the fathers. This goes with the Roman Catholic doctrine of the sacraments of the Old Testament, to which they do not attribute power to save, as they do to the sacraments that the Church now administers. The limbus patrum is a part of Hades, of Sheol, about which more will be said below.

6. What is the limbus infantum of Roman Catholics?

A place where the souls of unbaptized children dwell. These souls may not enter heaven, for this is only possible for those baptized. It is not specified precisely in the creeds how one should think further of the state of the children in this place. The limbus infantium is a place in Hades or Sheol. But the punishment of children differs from the punishment of adults. Whether it is poena sensus, “punishment of feeling,” or only poena damni, “punishment of loss” or “privation,” the Church has not decided. The Latin fathers appear to have taught mostly the former, the Greek fathers mostly the latter. The poena damni is a deprivation of the beatitude of heaven, of the beatific vision of God. Thomas said that these children do not feel pain or sorrow as result of this deprivation. Others said they do.

7. What should be observed regarding these two dogmas?

The doctrine of the limbus patrum collapses together with the proposition that the Old Testament saints did not partake of complete salvation. If they had justification, regeneration, the full sacraments, then there is no reason at all for denying them salvation at their death. A local descensus ad inferos [descent into hell] has been refuted earlier.

The limbus infantium rests on the Catholic concept of the sacraments. If baptism is not the means, the sole means of regeneration, then unbaptized children can go to heaven. And if they do not go to heaven, they must be sent to hell. There is no place or state in between. Children are not too innocent to be lost. The entire conception results from a weakening of the understanding of original sin.

8. What distinction is made presently between Sheol-Hades, on the one hand, and hell-heaven, on the other?

Many maintain that in Scripture the Hebrew word she'ol (Sheol) and the Greek word hadēs (Hades) do not mean the place of suffering but a general dwelling place of the dead, in which there are different sections for the different kinds of people who are gathered there after their death. In this way, corresponding to each of the different places, a different state is also assumed, which is carefully distinguished from the state of eternal destruction or eternal blessing. Sheol-Hades is an intermediate place; they who find themselves there live in an intermediate state. The English Revised Version has adopted this view by rendering Hades not with “hell,” as the King James Version does, but with “Hades.” In the historical books they render Sheol mostly with “the grave” or “the pit” and in a marginal note add “Sheol,” so that the reader does not think of “the grave.” In the poetic books they use “Sheol” in the text and “the grave” in the margin. Only in Isaiah 14 has “hell” remained in the text.

It is not feasible here to enumerate all the conceptions that have been formed regarding the relationship of Sheol-Hades, hell, and heaven to each other. As an example, we give the view of Kliefoth, a modern German theologian, who has written a work on eschatology. He says: At the time of the Old Testament there was only one abode for all the dead. Both pious and ungodly went to it. At the descent of Christ into hell, this Sheol was emptied of all its inhabitants, that is, both of those called of the Old Testament, who had lived under the dispensation of the covenant of grace (believers and unbelievers), and of those not called under the Old Testament, who went down into Sheol from the pagan world. But Sheol does not disappear with the descent into hell. Indeed, Revelation 6:8 and 20:13–14 speak of it (under the name “Hades”) as of something that will continue to exist until the final judgment (Phil 2:10; Rev 5:3 also teach that). Therefore those not called—pagans, Mohammedans [Muslims], Jews, etc.—now go into Sheol-Hades at their death. Those who are called, that is, who live under the gospel, on the other hand, now go immediately at their death to Gehenna (= hell) if they have remained unbelieving; to paradise (= heaven) if they believed. According to Kliefoth, children who die unbaptized also go into Sheol-Hades.

Against this conception we observe:

a)That with the words Sheol and Hades one cannot always think of a locality. Without doubt both occur as abstract concepts by which nothing else is meant than being dead, soul and body being separated. This takes place for believers and unbelievers under the old and new covenants, and so in a figurative sense it can be said that they all, without distinction, are in Sheol or Hades. It is meant in this way in the Old Testament; for example, 1 Samuel 2:6: “The LORD kills and makes alive; He brings down to Sheol and brings up.” Here the parallelism shows what is meant (Gen 44:31; Job 14:13; 17:13–14; Hos 13:14; Psa 89:48). And many more places of that sort can be found in the Old Testament.

But Hades occurs in this sense in the New Testament too. Acts 2:27: “You will not leave my soul in Hades (= in the state of the separation of death), nor will you give over your Holy One to see corruption” (cf. v. 31). First Corinthians 15:55: “Death, where is your sting? Hades, where is your victory?” Here again the parallelism shows what is meant with Hades. And the number of such citations can also be increased.

b)Thus we do not need to show that Hades or Sheol never mean something that applies to both believers and the ungodly, but only that they do not mean a place where the souls of believers and the ungodly dwell or exist together. Every place where Sheol-Hades is meant locally, it indicates nothing other than the place of destruction, what we usually call “hell.” Only the latter need be demonstrated. It is based on the following grounds:

1.Descending into Sheol is threatened as a danger and a punishment of the ungodly (Deut 32:22; Job 21:13; Psa 9:17; Prov 5:5; 15:24). The threatening sense disappears from these passages if Sheol is a place neutral in character, more negative than positive, where good and evil are found together. As a place, then, Sheol cannot contain two sections, Gehenna and Paradise, for here Sheol as such is identical with the place of destruction. The idea of a division within Sheol itself is a pagan one that first intruded into the Christian world of thought from paganism, and perhaps had already possessed the Jews during the sojourn of our Lord on earth, but is not supported by Scripture itself. Only of Sheol as a state can it be said that in it there are two divisions, but then one is speaking figuratively.

2.If Sheol does not mean the place of destruction, then the Old Testament has no word to designate this place, and we would have to reach the conclusion that during the time of the Old Testament there was no “hell.” This conclusion, however, completely contradicts every analogy, is in conflict with the retributive righteousness of God, and so must be rejected along with its source.

3.The Old Testament, on the contrary, speaks of a place where believers who died in their Lord enjoy a state of blessing. Hence they cannot have gone to Sheol (Num 23:5, 10; Psa 16:11; 17:15; 49:15; Prov 14:32). Enoch and Elijah certainly did not go to Sheol, the land of darkness and shadows, as the pagans imagine it, and about which they declared that it must be located far below the earth (cf. Heb 11:16, 35).

4.Sheol as a place and not only as a state occurs in the closest connection with the concept “death.” Thus one only need grasp this biblical concept of “death” in its depth to see immediately that Sheol cannot have been the dwelling place for those who died in the Lord. Death is not solely physical. It is also spiritual death. One may compare Proverbs 15:11; 27:20; 5:5 with Revelation 20:14 to see that in the former series of texts Sheol and death are linked, as are Hades and death in the latter passage.

c)Both meanings of the state of death and the state of destruction (= the place of destruction) are therefore designated in Scripture by the same word. That is not accidental. It is based on the fact that death is a punishment for sin and that in the returning of the body to dust, in the body being covered by soil, the Lord has provided an image of the destruction of death in the broadest sense that includes the damnation of hell. It is not to be thought that the designation Sheol for “hell” is a metaphor derived from the designation Sheol for “grave.” On the contrary, since for sinners God has ordained Sheol as “hell” and consistent with the spatial order determined by God this “hell” is associated with what is below, He has therefore willed that something would happen with our dead bodies that called to mind symbolically eternal destruction. Hence in Scriptural symbolism the grave is the gateway to hell. Accordingly, Sheol in the one sense is the anteroom of Sheol in the other sense. But because this was so, and this plainly cannot be applied to those who die in the Lord, therefore, by the mouth of the apostle Paul, Scripture has given another sense to this “going down” for believers, connected to another symbolism. For believers, descending into hell is being sown in a furrow. Seed, too, goes down, apparently to rot, but in reality in order to come up in the glory of stem, leaf, and blossom.

In the Old Testament, Sheol more often means “grave” and less frequently “hell.” In the New Testament the relationship is reversed. This is connected with the fact that in the New Testament more light is shed on the doctrine of future things.

One can conclude from what has been said how little justification there is for always translating Sheol or Hades in the same way and to decide that a priori. In each instance the translation should depend on the context. The English Revised Version has done something risky by taking sides here, and ultimately can itself not remain consistent (Isa 14). One should either leave Sheol and Hades untranslated everywhere or assess and decide each concrete case individually.

9. What is to be understood by the doctrine of soul sleep?

This is the doctrine that after death the soul continues to survive as a separate and indivisible spiritual being not in a clearly conscious state with continuity of consciousness but rather in a sleeping state. At the time of Eusebius there were those who advocated this doctrine. He speaks of a small Christian sect in Arabia. Such conceptions also emerge at the time of the Reformation. Calvin wrote against them; Socinus taught that after death the soul cannot have fellowship with anything outside it, although he judged that in itself it is active consciously.

Appeal is made in particular to the fact that in Scripture death is so often called a sleep (e.g., 1 Thess 4:14–15; 5:10). It is also said that the conception of a day of judgment only at the end includes that the time period between death and this judgment does not count for the soul and its conscious state. Neither of these two grounds has sufficient force to convince in the face of the express assertions of the Bible. That death is called a sleep means to say nothing else than that the connection between soul and body—and with it the connection as well between the soul and this earthly, visible world—is cut off. Suppose that someone in a rapture of the senses (ecstasy) receives a vision. He will then have the appearance of being completely asleep, and perhaps there will not be any trace of the life of his soul remaining in his body. And still at the same time, clearly his soul will be consciously active, see, hear, etc. Similarly, it can be said of the dead that they sleep. The judgment of the last day is not so much necessary for deciding as for a public proclamation of the verdict given by God.

10. What is meant by the doctrine of a so-called “second probation”?

“Second probation” is a second testing or trial. The “first probation” takes place in this life. This doctrine posits a second after this life. Usually the doctrine, described above, of Sheol-Hades as an in-between place is connected with this doctrine. In it, the dividing line for the individual between this age and the age to come is drawn not at his death but at the day of judgment. Until then nothing is decided; only then does the irrevocable decision result. The application of Christ’s work reaches beyond death; the today of grace extends to the day of judgment. It is obvious that this general principle can have multiple specific applications. One can have the time of grace continue for all without distinction. One can also make an exception for those who in this life have not yet been under the administration of the means of grace, namely pagans and children. And this restriction of a second opportunity to pagans and children, then, rests again on the fact that one will know of only one sin that is worthy of damnation, namely, the sin of rejecting Christ. Original sin and actual sin, as long as they are not related to Christ and develop into the sin of unbelief, do not doom anyone (so Dorner IV, 167).1 The sin against the gospel is the sin, the greatest sin.

Against this doctrine in general we observe:

a)That Scripture clearly teaches how everything is decided at death: “to die once, after this the judgment” (Heb 9:27); “you will die in your sin” (John 8:21); “night is coming, in which no one can work” (John 9:4; cf. Luke 21:34–35; 13:24–25; 2 Cor 6:2; Heb 3:7; 4:7).

b)The same conclusion follows from the fact that at death believers are completely sanctified and removed from all variation and change. For now life goes up and down, but this ceases at death. “But the one who endures to the end will be saved” (Matt 10:22); “Jesus Christ will sustain you to the end” (1 Cor 1:8; cf. Heb 3:6, 14; 6:11; Rev 2:26).

Against the particular form that applies this doctrine to pagans and children:

a)The basis is unscriptural through and through. For the slightest sin man is worthy of damnation before God. He does not become so only by rejecting Christ. The conception being objected to comes down ultimately to the view that God frees all people from damnation because of Christ’s merits, and then provides them anew with the opportunity to decide for themselves. It is glossed-over Arminianism.

b)The rejection of Christ is a great and severe sin, but it is nowhere presented as the only sin that condemns.

c)This doctrine would quench all missionary spirit. If pagans have the same chances in the future world as here, then to bring the gospel to them does nothing other than to hasten the crisis. That could cause their judgment to come more quickly and make them more anxious. Why not let them rather live in ignorance then? Speaking reverently, let us leave all missionary activity to God Himself?

d)Scripture is so emphatic in teaching the decisiveness of this present life for eternity that many who assume a preaching of the gospel in the hereafter still acknowledge that the outcome of this preaching is always determined by the state of the hearer already in this life. So, for example, Kliefoth: If someone from among the pagans has acted here according to the light that he had, then he will also be converted by the preaching in Sheol; otherwise not. But why then, we ask, is preaching still necessary?

e)Scripture teaches that pagans are lost (Rom 1:32; 2:11, 14–15; Rev 21:8). As little for adult pagans as the children of pagans who die before their exercise of understanding does Scripture provide us with any data on the basis of which one could hope for their salvation. Naturally one cannot say a priori that is impossible. Some of the older Calvinists explicitly left this possibility open. Dr. Kuyper, too, leaves it open, although not as doctrine but only as sheer possibility. Among others, Zanchi and Bucanus may be named here. Suppose that with these theologians one would want to leave open the possibility, then there would still have to be protest made most earnestly against the superficial view that it is just Seneca, Cicero, and the like who are chosen as typical examples. Virtue is made the basis for knowing who is elect. If pagans are saved, they could just as well be found among the base as among the noble, the virtuous, and the learned. Here one measures with an unequal standard. Appeal is made to Acts 10:35, but there the terms “fearing Him (God)” and “working righteousness” are technical terms for proselytism (Acts 13:26; 17:4, 17; 16:14). First Peter 3:19–20; 4:6 have been discussed in detail earlier.

11.What is meant by the doctrine of annihilation or of conditional immortality?

The doctrine that at their death the souls of unbelievers are either completely annihilated or lose consciousness forever. Note “forever,” for by that specifically this doctrine differs from that of soul-sleep. Usually it is said that by its nature the soul of man does not possess immortality but depends upon the body as an organism for its continuity of consciousness. In man as he is by nature (not as he has become through sin), the soul loses its consciousness as soon as the body dies. Out of grace, however, God has made His children immortal, that is, granted them a continuation of their consciousness after bodily death; hence conditional immortality. This theory accordingly denies the eternal punishment of the ungodly or says that their punishment consists in annihilation, at least of consciousness.

Objections to this doctrine are:

a)That death, in the proper sense of the word, would cause annihilation is in conflict with every analogy. God does not annihilate things but causes them to assume other forms. It is so with the body. Will it then be different with the soul? The biblical concept of death has nothing in common with annihilation. A man is spiritually dead before he dies bodily, but is his soul therefore annihilated or its consciousness diminished (Eph 2:1–2; 1 Tim 5:6; Col 2:13; Rev 3:1)?

b)Annihilation cannot be called punishment. Punishment demands consciousness of pain. And where existence ceases, consciousness obviously also ceases. At the most one could say that fear of annihilation is a punishment, but then naturally a temporary punishment and a very mild punishment. God can cause rational beings to return to nothing or cause them to lose consciousness. Would that be a punishment?

c)If the punishment of unbelievers consists in annihilation or elimination of consciousness, then no degrees of punishment are possible. All must then be punished in the same way and to the same degree. But Scripture appears to teach otherwise (Luke 12:47–48; Rom 2:12).

d)Many people see the extinguishing of consciousness as something desirable because they are tired of existing. So for them the punishment would be changed into a blessing. And if their consciousness ceased, they could not be convinced that they had erred.




7. General Eschatology

1. What should be discussed under general eschatology?

a)The resurrection of the flesh.

b)The return of the Lord for judgment and what is connected with that.

c)The doctrine of the thousand-year kingdom; the millennium.

d)The eternal punishment of hell.

e)The eternal beatitude of heaven.

2. Has the resurrection of the flesh also been denied?

Yes, the Sadducees denied it. The Athenians could only scoff at it (Acts 17:18, 32). Hymenaeus and Philetus said that it had already taken place, that is, that it was a purely spiritual resurrection (2 Tim 2:17–18). In Corinth, too, there was a faction that doubted the resurrection (1 Cor 15:12). The Gnostics denied the resurrection of the flesh on the basis of a Platonic disdain of matter. In the face of all this, the ancient church said in its oldest [Apostles’] creed: “I believe the resurrection of the flesh.”

3. Is the resurrection of the flesh taught in the Old Testament?

Yes, in Isaiah 26:19–20; Daniel 12:2–3. Consequently, at that time in which the Scriptures of the new covenant place us, the Jews generally believed in the resurrection—Martha, for example (John 11:24; cf. also Matt 16:14; Mark 6:15; 9:10; Luke 9:8, 19; Matt 14:2; Mark 6:14, 16; Luke 9:7). Especially what the Lord says against Sadducean skepticism (Matt 22:23–32; John 5:26, 28) may be compared for the New Testament. The locus classicus is 1 Corinthians 15.

4. How is Christ designated?

The firstfruits of those who have fallen asleep, the first from the resurrection of the dead, the firstborn from the dead (1 Cor 15:20, 23; Acts 26:23; Col 1:18; Rev 1:5). This is certainly meant in the first place of the order, but one can also grant it of the time. In the fullest sense no one rose from the dead before Him. Certainly there were resurrections from the dead in the Old Testament, but returning to this ordinary earthly life with a body as one had before is not yet being raised in the eschatological sense. Probably these people who were raised died again. The eschatological resurrection gives a new body that will not again decompose.

5. When will the resurrection take place?

Before the last judgment, at the return of Christ for judgment (1 Thess 4:16; 1 Cor 15:23–25; concerning Rev 20:5, see below in connection with the millennium). Most who teach a millennium divide the resurrection into two. Tertullian supposed that it was a gradual process, that during the 1,000 years one person would be raised earlier, another later, according to the person’s worthiness, but that only at the end of the 1,000 years would they all receive a finer body. The later chiliasts, however, divided according to classes of men and not according to the parts of the resurrection itself. Some said: at the first resurrection, only believers; others, only believers from Israel.

Here we observe that Scripture knows of only one time of resurrection. This is clear in John 5:27–29, where in the same hour, at the voice of the Son of Man, those who have done good and those who have done evil come out of their graves. Matthew 25:31 requires the same thing, and no less 2 Corinthians 5:10. A double resurrection would require a double Parousia, for, as has been shown previously, the resurrection as a fact in the visible world is linked with the visible return of the Lord, with His appearance in a locality on earth.

For a successive resurrection, as Tertullian thought, every ground is lacking. The resurrection is not a process; it is a crisis and at the same time, as such, a being assembled for the final judgment. It cannot have this meaning as a process.

6. Who will accomplish the resurrection?

a)Sometimes it is God in general who by His power makes the dead alive (Matt 22:29; 2 Cor 1:9), who gives us the resurrection body (1 Cor 15:38).

b)As the Father makes the dead alive, so also does the Son (John 5:21). It is the will of the Father that the Son will raise the dead on the last day (John 6:38–40, 44). The dead will hear the voice of the Son of God (John 5:25; 1 Thess 4:16).

c)God will make our mortal bodies alive by His Spirit (Rom 8:11).

The triune God, therefore, will accomplish the resurrection as a consequence of and out of the power of the resurrection of the Mediator. In Romans 4:17 the resurrection stands in parallel with the creation.

7. Is the resurrection something already prepared for here or something absolutely new?

Especially in recent times it has been proposed that the seed of the resurrection body is already present here in our mortal bodies. As seen earlier, this view is often connected with the doctrine of the sacraments. It will be a fruit of the Lord’s Supper when this higher body originates and develops in us; so already Irenaeus, also Tertullian; in recent times, Delitzsch among others.

The consequence of all these conceptions is that the resurrection appears more and more as a natural outcome of sanctification and to that extent less the occurrence of an absolute miracle. It may not be worked from the outside; it must be worked from within. But that is confusing and mixing matter and spirit. The spirit cannot itself re-create matter, as is claimed here. We believe that the re-creation of matter is reserved for the end and will take place by a miracle. Finally, on this viewpoint the resurrection of unbelievers remains totally inexplicable. For them one will still have to think of a miracle.

8.Who will be resurrected?

According to Scripture, all men who have died before the hour of the resurrection (John 5:25, 28–29; “All who are in the graves,” v. 28). Those who have not died a bodily death will also naturally not be resurrected, for example, Enoch, Elijah, and those who are living at the time of the Parousia (1 Thess 4:17; 1 Cor 15:51). For those who are still living a change will take the place of the resurrection.

The resurrection of the ungodly has been denied in earlier and later times. Some suppose that only believers will be raised, since they teach a conditional immortality; others connect the resurrection with the means of grace.

9. What will be resurrected?

In general we can answer: the same body that is laid in the grave. Thus there is identity. Scripture always speaks in such a way that this is presupposed. This corruptible must put on incorruption [1 Cor 15:53]. The resurrection of Christ is an example of the resurrection of believers. Now there can be no doubt whether the body of the Lord that rose was identical with that which was laid in the grave. It still even bore the signs of His suffering, the spear wound and the marks left by the hammered nails. The same thing is also implied in the image of sowing used by the apostle (1 Cor 15). What grows in the field is certainly not substantially the same as is placed in the furrow, but still it is also not something entirely new that is not connected with it.

The subject of the resurrection is the body, and that already entails that identity and continuity exist. Imagine that the soul received a new body. Could one then still say that the body rose? The soul would then be the subject of a transformation, not the body the subject of the resurrection. But Scripture speaks clearly of anastasis, egeiresthai.

Those who reduce resurrection more to a gradual process that already begins in this life must also deny the identity of the resurrection body. Help is sought approximately in the following way: This spiritual body already being formed here gradually is like the kernel in the germinating part of a seed of grain. The whole seed does not change into the plant; a large part is lost, namely, the husk. Only the germinating part, the kernel, sprouts. Similarly, the higher body, like a bud, is in the earthly body, and while the husk perishes, the bud sprouts in the day of the resurrection.

But against this view it must be noted that Paul has taught us how the material body as a whole and not a part of it is the seed. Also, Paul has not given the image intended in order to explain the mystery, but only to show us by an analogy what is intended and how this is not impossible. One may not transfer all the features of the image, for from one seed of grain that is sown come many, while from each buried body only one body of the resurrection results.

However, one may also not fall into the other extreme, as if the resurrection body were completely the same as the buried body. Against this view there are preponderant objections:

a)Already in ordinary language usage all identity is not as such a material identity in every respect. We are aware of having the same body that we had 10 years ago, and yet this body is not comprised of the same matter that it had then. There is a steady process of metabolism; new matter is introduced, old matter is eliminated; the body is never stable. Why then would it be necessary that entirely the same particles of matter that are laid in the earth would be reconstituted into a body?

b)It has undoubtedly happened repeatedly that the same particles of matter that are located in the body of one man pass over after his death into the body of another man. One could ask (in a Sadducean fashion): whose will they be in the resurrection of the dead? But without doubt here, too, the Savior would have answered that it is not so in the resurrection of the dead.

c)Scripture teaches explicitly that, despite identity, there will be a difference between the body now and the body of the future. It is said in 1 Corinthians 15:50 that flesh and blood do not inherit the kingdom of heaven. By that the apostle does not mean to teach that the body of the resurrection is immaterial, but only that it is not flesh and blood in the earthly sense of these words. The apostle also says: “And what you sow is not the body that will be but a bare seed, perhaps of wheat or of some other grain. But God gives it a body as He wills, and to each seed its own body” (vv. 37–38).

d)Great and radical changes occur with the body in the hour of the resurrection. The mortal puts on immortality, the corruptible incorruption, what was weak becomes strong, what was in dishonor comes again in glory. Concerning two organs, at least, we are taught that they no longer will serve for their present use; namely, the sexual organs (Matt 22:30) and the digestive organs (1 Cor 6:13). In the latter passage it even says that God will destroy both the stomach and food. Both these organs are connected with this earthly dispensation and the work to be done by man in it, and if they are preserved will be intended for a higher use. Finally, we also have the explicit explanation that the resurrection body (at least for believers) is a pneumatic, a spiritual body, and no longer a psychical [psychikon, 1 Cor 15:44], a natural body.

e)So we say: There is identity and there is difference together. The difficulty is only in determining in what that identity consists. To be noted is the following:

1.There will be an identity of form and shape. Each body has something personal and characteristic, but additionally each kind of body also has something typical. How far one can go regarding the former aspect is difficult to determine, but with regard to the latter one can say with certainty that the typus [type] of the human body will be preserved. The conception of Origen, who attributed a spherical shape to the resurrected person because the sphere is the perfect mathematical figure, should be called banal. That after His resurrection Christ had a human form settles everything here.

2.In the case of the believers, all defects and imperfections will be removed from the body. Some have thought that a cripple must first rise as a cripple and then be transformed. But Scripture presents the situation differently. It does not speak of resurrection plus glorification as two divergent things, but says: it is raised “in glory” (1 Cor 15:43).

3.We must be modest here and not wise beyond what is taught in Scripture. Augustine and others supposed that all matter that had ever been present in the body, all nails and all hair that had ever been cut off, would help to form the resurrection body, not in the same form but nonetheless in their substance. Others were more moderate and said only the particles of matter that were in the body at death (so Thomas Aquinas). However, there are objections against this view too. For defective growths, malformations, disproportion, one should surely assume a loss of matter. Therefore it is better to maintain silence here about the precise manner how. One can only say this: In the resurrection body there will also be an identity of matter with the present body. In modern times this is often presented in such a manner as if only the same kinds of matter—for example, hydrogen, oxygen, etc.—enter into the body, but perhaps nothing of the same particles of these kinds. In our opinion that nullifies the identity and replaces it by a similarity of kind. Two statues made of the same kind of marble are not identical. We believe that matter transfers, but we do not know what matter or how it transfers. Scripture does not give us a sure explanation, and despite all scientific research matter itself is still a mystery. How the one mysterious thing that we try to fathom futilely will continue in the other mysterious thing—who will explain it? With God all things are possible.

4.With the Corinthians one can pose the question: “With what kind of body do they come?” (1 Cor 15:35). Does a person who died as a child expect to have a child’s body at the resurrection? Or will all bodies be raised in adult form? Will the differences between the sexes remain discernible? Does the explanation of the Savior that they will be “like angels in heaven” [Matt 22:30] imply that not just the function of the sexual organs will cease but these organs themselves will disappear? Will stomach and food themselves or just their earthly use be done away with? These are extremely difficult questions, perhaps not to be settled entirely.

In a certain sense the resurrection is general and the same for all, for not only believers rise but also unbelievers rise. Still, again, this general resurrection is not the same for all, for the Lord Himself makes a distinction between “the resurrection of life” and “the resurrection of damnation” (John 5:29 [KJV]). Resurrection “in glory” cannot be attributed to unbelievers, since it is a resurrection of a body that from then on is bound inseparably with the soul and cannot be detached from it. Spiritual death enters into our natural state and in this earthly dispensation always ends with temporal death; in the long run a sinful soul cannot remain joined with the body. Since now, however, according to God’s ordinance, just this bond must exist for the lost, the body needs to be made in such a way that, as the organ and seat of punishment, it remains permanently joined with the soul. Thus, something in fact also happens to the resurrection body of unbelievers; it becomes something other than it first was. Still, one should take note that what Paul says in 1 Corinthians 15 is not applicable to unbelievers, since it is seen as a fruit of the resurrection of Christ. Our [Heidelberg] Catechism [answer 45] also says that the resurrection of Christ is a sure pledge of our resurrection as saving (vv. 20, 23, 45, 49). For the rest, Scripture says but little about the body of the ungodly as it will be after the resurrection. Some believe that they are able to tell us with complete accuracy what those bodies will look like. They will, we are told, bear the image of Satan, be completely repulsive and malformed; all the marks of sin will be etched in them. For one thing there is no proof for all of this; for another one will always have to distinguish between the body that unbelievers receive and the further deformation and malformation that body will undergo by the effect on it of their sinful, lost souls. Negatively, we can say that the bodies of the lost will not be spiritual, glorious, powerful (cf. 1 Cor 15:43–44).

For the body of believers one must distinguish two elements: (a) that by which it is distinguished from the body of sin; (b) that by which it is distinguished from the body that Adam had before the fall. Paul teaches clearly that the image according to which the resurrection body is formed is not the image of the first but that of the second Adam (1 Cor 15:49; Rom 8:29). Believers receive a body that is not designed for the earth but for heaven, at least for the new earth in which righteousness dwells. Their bodies are not only free from all corruption and from any seed of death, but also they can no longer die (Luke 20:36; John 11:26). The second death has no power over them (Rev 20:14; 21:4). The bodies of believers will be spiritual, glorious, powerful—heavenly bodies (sōmata epourania, 1 Cor 15:40, 43–44); they will soar into the clouds and penetrate distances (1 Thess 4:17).

From Revelation 20:12 some have wanted to conclude that in the resurrection those who will have died as small children will also receive the bodies of small children. This is clearly deriving too much from a single phrase. In response to such an exegesis one may rightly ask: How can all small children stand? The passage says clearly: “And I saw the dead, small and great, standing before God.” What is meant is plain: all the dead, without distinction of age, class, sex, etc.

Those who will be living at the return of the Lord will not die but will be changed at once (1 Cor 15:51–53; 1 Thess 4:13–18; to these passages some add 2 Cor 5:1–10, since, it is thought, the apostle supposed the Parousia to be very near). Scripture does not speak of a change of unbelievers without dying. Still, as far as we know, there are also no texts that definitely exclude this. The time of the transformation of the living coincides fully with the time of the resurrection of the dead; the one will not precede the other. Still in the same context (1 Thess 4:16–17) Paul says that, in order, the dead will rise first and then the living will be changed. In any case, this is merely a difference of a short time and neither of the two, the transformation as little as the resurrection, can be depicted as a process. It, the transformation, will occur at one point in time, in an instant. They who rise and they who are transformed will then be taken up together in the clouds to meet the Lord. If 2 Corinthians 5:1–10 also speaks of this change, then it is distinguished here from the “being clothed” (endysasthai) of the resurrection, as a “being clothed upon” (ependysasthai) and described further as a “being swallowed up” of what is mortal by life [vv. 2–4]. And, finally, it is added that this change is preferable to the resurrection, undoubtedly because the Christian who shares in it does not have to go through death (v. 4).

10.What should be discussed in connection with the return of the Lord to judge?

a)The events that precede it.

b)The return itself.

c)The final judgment that follows it.

11. What comes up for discussion concerning the events that precede the Lord’s return?

a)The calling of the Gentiles.

b)The conversion of the Jews.

c)The antichrist.

d)Signs and wonders.

12. Where does the difficulty lie in saying something about these things?

a)In the need before speaking about them to make a thorough and comprehensive study of all the prophecies of both the Old and New Testaments.

b)In the distinctive character of prophecy itself. It frequently speaks in such terms that it is only understood in its proper meaning subsequently, after its fulfillment.

13. From what do you establish that the general calling of the Gentiles must precede the return of the Lord?

From Matthew 24:14; Mark 13:10; Romans 11:25. These and like passages together include that the spread of the gospel to all is the goal to which history is moving and that therefore, with the reaching of this goal, history has fulfilled its task and passes over into the end of all things. The prophecies mentioned here do not necessarily mean that all nations will accept the gospel en masse, but only that it will come to all nations and among all of them will find its followers. It seems only that is meant even in Romans 11:25.

14.Where is the conversion of the Jews spoken of as a sign of the end?

In general, in all the prophecies of the Old Testament that speak of the apostasy and the return of the Jews; more specifically, in Zechariah 12 and Romans 11. Romans 11 speaks of a national conversion, that is, a conversion of the majority, by which naturally it is not also said that then all individuals of that majority will be saved. But what is meant is something as a whole, something national, for Paul clearly distinguishes the conversion of the “remnant according to election” [Rom 11:5] from the salvation of “all Israel” [v. 26].

15. What makes the treatment of the further details of this conversion so difficult?

Because for one thing it has been associated with the anticipated return of the Jews to the Holy Land, for another with the millennial kingdom. This already happened quite early (Justin, Irenaeus). In reaction, the opponents of chiliasm have not infrequently denied the general conversion of the Jews (e.g., Augustine). Later, too, doubt about this conversion kept pace with the aversion to chiliasm. One was afraid of furthering chiliasm.

It seems to us that the conversion of Israel is clearly predicted. But that will not occur in order to make Israel a special nation and give it back its old, separate position; that would be an anachronism in the days of the New Testament. Nor will it be in order to return the Jews to the Holy Land.

Appeal for this view is made:

a)To the explicit statements of Old Testament prophecy. But it should be noted that Old Testament prophecy speaks in Old Testament terms, which we may not interpret literally. The Israel spoken of repeatedly is spiritual Israel. And when it is said that it shall return to its land, that the temple will be rebuilt, the office of priest restored, the sacrifices reintroduced, the entire Mosaic ritual renewed in detail, then one should either take all of this literally or, if one cannot or dare not do that, should also understand the return to the Holy Land less literally and more spiritually. All too literal interpretation here would undermine the perfect and final character of the work of the Mediator.

b)To the special lot of the Jews, who, despite their being scattered, have continued to exist as a separate race and do not mix with others. From this, however, it appears only that God wills to deal with the Jews at a particular time and that they must remain separate until that time. In no sense do they still have a national calling. They will become ordinary Christians, not a kind of Christian nobility.

c)To the fact that the Holy Land is empty and, as it were, seems to be waiting for the Jews. But the desolation that has come upon Palestine this land shares with other Near Eastern lands, so that from that circumstance nothing can be concluded.

16. What does one understand by the antichrist?

An appearance that must precede the return of Christ (2 Thess 2:1–3). This passage does not have the term antichrist. Daniel 7 speaks of the little horn that came up among the ten horns of the wild beast, had eyes like human eyes and a mouth speaking great things. Then thrones are set up and the Ancient of Days is seated, the judgment comes, the books are opened [vv. 7–10]. This is then explained further (from v. 24 on). The small horn is another king who will arise after the ten kings, who humbles three of them, speaks words against the Most High, harasses the saints of the Most High, and into whose hand they shall be given over for “a time, times and half a time,” after which comes the judgment that takes away his dominion, and consumes and destroys him. See also chapter 11 from verse 36 on, and chapter 12. From Revelation, chapters 17 and 18 come into consideration here. Spoken of here is a woman sitting on a scarlet beast. The term antichrist is not mentioned. If occurs only in John, who uses it five times (1 John 2:18, twice; 2:22; 4:3; 2 John 7).

The question now is, What is meant by the phenomena delineated here? Is the antichrist a single, particular person? Or is it a power presented here personified? Does he come only at the end of time? Or is it a frequently repeating phenomenon that in its first appearance is a prophecy of its later form? Is it a worldly power or an ecclesiastical power? All these questions are so interwoven with each other that it is impossible to answer them separately.

a)In the ancient church, which bitterly oppressed and persecuted the Jews in particular, it was thought that the antichrist had to be a Jew, and then from the tribe of Dan, because it was omitted in the list of the tribes in Revelation 7:5–8. This Jew will present himself as the Messiah. He will rule in Jerusalem and in the temple proclaim himself to be God. From there he will extend his dominion (cf. also Gen 49:17; Rev. 11:7–8). This is also the view of Bellarmine among Roman Catholics, who go to a great deal of trouble against the Protestants to exonerate the pope or the papacy from blame as the antichrist.

b)Many unbelieving modern exegetes declare the antichrist to be a Roman emperor—Nero or another ruler—from the time when the letter to the Thessalonians was written. This view rests on a denial of the infallibility of Scripture. Supposedly predictions like those in Daniel, in Paul, and in Revelation only have in view contemporary or at least not far-distant events of that time, and that all of these imaginings have now served their purpose. Paul believed, it is said, that the Roman world power, personified in one Caesar or another, was the antichrist. This theory is also applied to Revelation and so understands the antichrist to be Nero. The number of Nero is 666 (qsr nrwn = 100 + 60 + 200 + 50 + 200 + 6 + 50 [Rev 13:18]).

c)The Waldensians, Wycliffe, Hus, most of the Reformers, and the Protestant theologians see the antichrist in the papacy. Here and there this view is affirmed in a confession, for example in the Smalcald Articles. The Lutherans especially take a strong stand here, so that anyone who did not accept this view was held to be heterodox. But most of the Reformed also shared this opinion (cf. Calvin, Institutes, 4.2.12; 4.7.20 and following).

There is much to be said for this view:

1.According to Paul in 2 Thessalonians 2:3 and following, the antichrist is an apostate, thus in one sense or another an ecclesiastical power, or an ecclesiastical person and not purely worldly in nature.

2.This apostate will sit in “the temple of God,” thus as it were, in the church.

3.He will sit there “as God,” thus arrogating to himself things that only belong to God.

4.He will come with ‘ “signs and wonders of the lie,” with the power to delude, in order to cause the lie to be believed.

5.He will be a persecuting power.

6.Although at the time of the New Testament he was still to come in the future, still the mystery of iniquity was already being wrought silently, the rudiments of his power were present and developing.

7.Verse 6–7 can be readily understood as speaking of the power of the Roman state. As long as it existed, the power of the papacy could not arise. The former was the “the restrainer” (ho katechōn and to katechon). It needs no detailed argument to show how all these characteristics are again found in the papacy.

But there are also objections to this view:

1.According to Daniel the little horn is not an ecclesiastical but a worldly power, like the empires that preceded it; someone, according to chapter 8, who finds his exemplification in Antiochus Epiphanes.

2.Revelation also generally presents the power of the antichrist as a worldly power (9:15 and following; 11:7; 13:1 and following; 17:18, cf. vv. 13–14).

3.It seems that Revelation makes a distinction between Babel and the antichrist. In chapter 17 John is shown the great prostitute who sits on the many waters [v. 1], who is called Babylon [v. 5], who is drunk with the blood of the saints and of the witnesses of Jesus [v. 6], who sits on the seven mountains [v. 9], who is hated by the ten horns, made desolate by them, and burned up with fire [v. 16]. In chapter 18 it is then said that she is fallen [v. 2]. Then chapter 19 again mentions the beast, who is captured with the false prophet, and they are thrown into the lake of fire that burns with sulfur [v. 20].

We do not believe that these objections are insurmountable and note the following:

a)That according to the explicit explanation of John, the antichrist is every place where a hostile spirit arises against Christianity. In agreement with this, the basic principle of the power of the antichrist already began to be at work in Paul’s day.

b)That the antichrist will indeed attain to its/his maximum power at the end of time, and this final appearance of it/him will be a sign of the end, but that nevertheless all kinds of phenomena during the entire time of the New Testament must be seen as antichristian in character.

c)That Daniel delineates the antichrist more according to its/his worldly side, Paul more according to its/his ecclesiastical side, but that the book of Revelation combines these two sides when it shows us a woman on a beast with heads and horns. It is most plausible to think of the ecclesiastical side for the term “woman,” the worldly side for the term “beast.” Consistent with this, the church is repeatedly called a woman or virgin and the apostate church an adulteress or prostitute, as the woman on the beast is called here. Finally, we must take note that in Revelation the beast first appears alone (chapter 3), then the beast and the woman together, grown into one as it were (chapter 17), and finally, after the woman is fallen and consumed, the beast alone again (chapter 19).

d)It appears to be implied in this that the antichrist first appears as a worldly power, then is married with the apostasy of the church, in order with or after this to perish. This undoubtedly makes us think of Rome. Rome is apostasy plus secularized church power. It has married itself to the state and by means of the power of this world has oppressed and persecuted God’s children. To that extent it can very well appear as the woman on the beast, as church and world together.

e)It is not to be denied that the Old and New Testament prophecies give rise to thinking of a specific revelation of this antichristian power toward the end of the ages. We can therefore surmise that in Rome—better, in the papacy as it now is—we do not yet have the full revelation of the antichrist. Perhaps the papacy will once more ally itself with the hostile power of the world, to then be itself rejected by the latter. We do not know whether that will happen, but if it did happen, we would certainly have to acknowledge in retrospect that prophecy has alluded to it.

f)One must make a distinction between antichrist and the antichrist. To say that the papacy is antichrist is not the same as saying that it is the antichrist. And one must likewise make a distinction between the papacy and the Roman Catholic Church. The antichrist as such directly opposes Christ and is estranged from all truth; in the Roman Catholic Church elements of truth still remain.

g)One should associate the last appearance of the antichrist, as its/his appearance in general, with apostasy. That is clear on the basis of the predictions of the Savior Himself (cf. Matt 24–25; Mark 13; Luke 21). Unrighteousness will increase steadily; the love of many will become cold; people will betray each other; brother will hand over brother, parents their children, children their parents; false prophets and Christs will arise, etc. With this 1 Thessalonians 5:3 agrees that they will say: There is peace without danger!

One could now ask: How are the various signs of the end to be reconciled with each other? On the one hand, the fullness of the Gentiles must enter and all Israel must be saved! On the other hand, a great apostasy will occur in which antitheses come to be sharply opposed to each other and the church comes to be almost completely isolated, oppressed by all its persecutors. One should bear in mind, however, that the outward expansion of the church, which proceeds slowly, is quite compatible with internal apostasy, while also, surely, the gates from which apostasy and mission emerge ought not to be the same. One could even maintain that there is more than a temporary link between expansion and apostasy, that the former, by the externalization to which it gives rise, carries within itself the seeds of the latter. But this and more such particulars we wish to leave to its place.

17. Must signs and wonders precede the end?

Yes, for signs and wonders belong to every supernatural crisis in the history of revelation. They have accompanied the exodus from Egypt, the giving of the law at Sinai, the incarnation of the Word, and they will also precede and accompany the fulfillment of all things. Scripture presents this in such a way that in the last days there will signs and wonders (Joel 2:30–31; 3:15–16; Isa 13:6–13; 24:18 and following; Hag 2:7). For the New Testament compare the eschatological discourses of the Lord (Matt 24; Mark 13; Luke 21). Here the apostles present two questions to the Lord, namely, (a) when the destruction of Jerusalem predicted by Him will occur; (b) what the signs of His coming are when the end will be. Apparently these questions were asked with the presupposition that the destruction of Jerusalem would coincide with the end. Hence, too, in the answer of the Savior a sharp division is not made between what belongs to the one and what belongs to the other, and it is very difficult for us to make the division. In any case it is clear that the Lord Himself did not identify the time point for these two events. Further, it appears from the presentation as a whole that the signs and wonders will certainly be grouped together toward the end, but that they will not all come at the same time; there is a certain passing of time; they will follow each other and so by their sequence show that the end is approaching more and more.

The Lord speaks of a few of these signs as archē ōdinōn, “source of the sorrows” or “beginning of the birth pains” [Matt 24:8; Mark 13:8]. By that all these events are put under the viewpoint of catastrophes that accompany the birth of something new. As an infant cannot be born without pains, so too the rebirth of the entire earthly creation, which coincides with the end, will occur under terrible labor pains. The beginning of those pains consists of wars, sicknesses, famines, and earthquakes. In itself all of this would not yet be something special, but Luke 21:11 tells us that this will be accompanied by “terrible things and great signs from heaven,” thus by something absolutely extraordinary, so that it will be easy to distinguish them from ordinary disasters and distresses.

Mentioned as later signs, which appear to immediately precede the Parousia, are: the darkening of the sun, the ceasing the light of the moon, the moving of the stars out of their paths and their falling from heaven, the powers of heaven being shaken, that is, the loss of balance of the powers that maintain the order of heaven. It will be as if the universe was unhinged. The result of these signs will be anxiety of the nations, great perplexity, and the failure of hearts through fear and the expectation of things that will come.

Between these two groups of signs falls the appearance of the false prophets and of false Christs, who will perform similar signs and wonders. This agrees with what we have seen above regarding the apostasy of those times.

In Revelation, too, such signs and miracles are spoken of. First come war, famine, and plague that kill a fourth of the inhabitants of the earth. Other phenomena of a celestial kind follow: the sun becomes black as sackcloth, the moon like blood, the stars fall to earth as a fig tree throws off its unripe figs, heaven disappears like a scroll that is rolled up, mountains and islands are moved from their places. Men hide themselves in the caves and among the rocks of the mountains (Rev 6:12–17). In chapter 8:7–12 still more is added to this: hail and fire mixed with blood, a third of the trees and all the grass is burned up, a third of the sea becomes blood, the a third of the water of the rivers becomes wormwood by a star that falls from heaven, those who drink of the waters die. See further the whole of the ninth chapter for the further trumpets, as well as chapter 16 for the bowls.

Many suppose that also in the last days signs and wonders will be renewed among the children of God, as Joel 2:28–29 speak of that. A great prophet, it is thought, will come before the Lord, now too as at His first coming (Mal 3:2–3). The two witnesses of Revelation 11:3–12 are associated with this. By these two witnesses Luthardt, among others, understands Moses and Elijah in connection with Matthew 17:11. But all this is very precarious.

All these signs and wonders are distinguished noticeably from earlier signs and miracles. All the miracles of the Savior were curative in nature (with the sole exception of cursing the unfruitful fig tree). The signs of the end are in order to harm and to corrupt, to terrify and to oppress. They are punitive wonders, God’s judgments, plagues.

18. What does Scripture teach about the return of the Lord Himself?

Earlier [in volume three] we pointed out the significance it has as a step in the exaltation of the Mediator. Here it comes into consideration as an eschatological fact. Already in Daniel the two comings of the Lord are separated; likewise in Zechariah 13:7 and following. In the New Testament it becomes completely clear that a second coming will follow the first. The following points deserve consideration:

a)Did the apostles expect the return of the Lord soon? On the one hand, it has been maintained unequivocally that this is the case, and that in this they were mistaken and so erred in what they taught. On the other hand, it has been argued as certain that not for a moment can they have thought that. Both ideas, it seems to us, are incorrect. The apostles were at first, especially before the suffering of the Lord and even still later (Acts 1:6–8), very ignorant about these things. Also, the Savior did not deem it necessary to inform them in detail about times and season (Acts 1:7; Matt 24:36, 42, 44, 50). We have no basis for assuming that later the apostles had revelations about the exact passage of time between the ascension and the Parousia. They always speak indefinitely, although Paul certainly says negatively that the day is not yet immediately at hand (cf. 2 Pet 3:8–10). Paul knows that first the fullness of the Gentiles must come in and all Israel be saved. So it cannot be conceded that the apostles would have definitely misled their converts or entangled them in the error that the day of the Lord was immediately at hand.

Against that conclusion, appeal is made to passages like Matthew 10:23. Taught here is only the unresponsiveness of the cities of Israel. Matthew 16:28 speaks of the initial glorification of the Lord. Matthew 24:34 and parallel passages either have in view the fall of Jerusalem or with “this generation” the nation of the Jews is to be understood. Matthew 26:63 also says only that His judging and ruling, of which the last judgment is the culmination, already begins after His suffering. Philippians 3:20, 1 Corinthians 15:51, and 1 Thessalonians 4:15 are cited from Paul’s letters. But it cannot be proven that the “we” in these passages is more than the general Christian “we” that includes everyone, including Christians of the future. When the reader is reminded again and again that the Lord is near, etc. (Phil 4:5; Heb 10:25, 37; Jas 5:7–9; 1 Pet 4:7), then by that it should be kept in view that for the Christian death is equivalent to the coming of the Lord.

b)The return of the Lord is meant literally, bodily, and not figuratively as the Rationalists and also Schleiermacher propose. Sufficient here, for example, is a passage like Acts 1:11. He will return “in the same way” as He departed.

c)The Lord will return only once, and not as chiliasts must teach, twice—first to establish the millennium, then to begin the eternal kingdom. Scripture knows only one return. Chiliasts are not agreed on the question whether after His first Parousia the Lord returns to heaven. If so, what becomes of His 1,000-year reign on earth? If not, how then can one speak of a new return? That He will come in order to judge cannot be denied.

d)Regarding the manner of His return, Scripture teaches that He will come:

1.from heaven

2.on the clouds of heaven

3.in the form of His human nature

4.as a man

5.not in humility but in glory

6.without sin, that is, no longer as the Surety bearing guilt

7.with His angels, the heavenly host who will serve Him in everything that is associated with His return

8.according to some, accompanied by the spirits of believers who have already gone to heaven, which, it is thought, is to be found in 1 Thessalonians 3:13 (“with all His saints”), 2 Thessalonians 1:10, Jude 14

9.as a thief in the night, not only for unbelievers but also in a certain sense even for believers since they never know the hour exactly

10.for all together as in the same moment, as a lightning bolt that shines from east to west


11.not only visibly but also audibly, with a shout and the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God

12.with His manifestation and cry, causing the resurrection of the dead and gathering them for judgment, so that at His coming believers lift up their heads with joy, meanwhile unbelievers weep.

The place of the return is not mentioned. Some expect that it will occur in the valley of Jehoshaphat on the basis of Joel 3:2, thus near the place where He arose. But that is merely a hypothesis.

e)We note further that the antichrist will be destroyed by the Spirit of the Lord’s mouth and by the manifestation of His coming [2 Thess 2:8]. The hostile power that has arrayed itself against His church will collapse as soon as the Lord shows Himself. From Revelation 19:20 the conclusion has been drawn that the antichrist and the false prophet, who has served him, will, without dying first, descend living into hell (as it were in contrast with Enoch and Elijah), while the others are killed in order then again to be resurrected.

19. What views regarding the last judgment must be rejected?

a)That it is not a single event at the end of the ages but a slow process realized in history, “Die Weltgeschichte is das Weltgericht” [“The history of the world is the judgment of the world”—Hegel].

b)That what Scripture pronounces concerning it is merely Jewish, sensory dressing for the idea that one day there will be a separation between the world and the church—Schleiermacher.

c)That the determination of everyone’s destiny already at temporal death, when the soul already enters then into beatitude or perdition, makes a last judgment superfluous. (One also reasons conversely: if the definitive judgment first comes at the consummation of all things, death cannot be decisive; ergo: conversion is possible after death.) But the last judgment is distinguished from that at death: (a) by its public character; (b) by its pertaining to both body and soul; (c) by its universal character.

d)That judgment at death and the last judgment must coincide for the individual in his consciousness, because after death until the resurrection there is no passing of time for departed souls. It is not true that in this sense departed souls are outside of time. We are outside of the time of this earth, not outside time in general.

20.Will the last judgment take place in one day or last longer?

One could conclude the former from what Scripture continually mentions of “the day” of judgment (Matt 10:15); “the day” of Jesus Christ (1 Cor 1:8); “the great day” (Rev 6:17); “the day” (1 Cor 3:13); “that day” (2 Tim 4:8). But, on the other hand, there is also mention of “the hour of judgment” (Rev 14:7). Thus one can only say this: (a) resurrection and judgment will be linked directly; (b) the judgment will not be a slow process but one act, clearly separated from the other.

21. Where will the judge and the persons to be judged be located?

It is difficult to conclude anything in this regard. The judge will certainly be visible to all. On the basis of 1 Thessalonians 4:17, the Lutherans thought that the judgment would take place in the air. The Reformed sometimes concluded from this text that believers would receive their judgment in the air, unbelievers below, on earth. But 1 Thessalonians 4 is not related specifically to the last judgment but only to the glorification of believers, which in part precedes the judgment, in part follows it, for which reason also nothing is said about unbelievers.

22. Who will the judge be at the last judgment?

Christ in His official capacity, nevertheless enabled for this by His divine perfections. His judging is a part of His work as Mediator. In that it can also be said that God is the judge of all (Heb 12:23), for what the Mediator does He does on behalf of God. John 3:17 and 12:47 of course do not exclude His judgeship but rather require it (cf. 9:39). Because Christ is the Son of Man (= the Mediator), He has received power to execute judgment over all (John 5:27). The Father judges no one but has given all judgment to the Son (v. 22; cf. also Acts 17:31; Rom 14:9–12; 1 Pet 4:5; Rev 6:16, “the wrath of the Lamb”)

There is a series of texts in which a joint judgeship of the angels and the apostles or even believers in general, seems to be taught. To that series belongs Matthew 19:28; 20:23; Luke 22:30; Matthew 25:31; 16:27; 2 Thessalonians 1:7; Revelation 14:10; Jude 14; 1 Thessalonians 3:13; Matthew 13:39, 41, 49; 24:31; 1 Thessalonians 4:16; 2 Thessalonians 1:10; Revelation 3:21; 1 Corinthians 6:1–3. For these texts a threefold observation may be made:

a)What is said about the apostles judging the twelve tribes of Israel does not so much have in view judgment but rather the glorification that follows.

b)What is said about the angels only concerns their ministering work at the judgment: proclaiming that the Lord is there, gathering for judgment, separating good from bad, but still not the actual judgment itself.

c)Concerning believers, 1 Corinthians 6:1–3 undoubtedly teaches that they will be involved in judging at the judgment exercised by Christ. Scripture does not say further how we are to think about that. How can they judge and be judged at the same time? Perhaps the one follows the other. By “angels” [v. 3] we have to understand the fallen angels.

23. Who will appear at the last judgment?

All men and at least the fallen angels. The former is denied by consistent chiliasts, for those who have already ruled for 1,000 years with the Lord in glory can certainly not come into judgment again. There are those who only have the inhabitants of Sheol summoned at the judgment, namely, those whose destiny is first decided in Sheol, while they also have believers and unbelievers, who have heard the gospel here, judged already at death. Appeal for this view is made to John 3:18; 5:24; 12:47. But in these passages we find nothing more than that the relationship one has to the Savior already virtually decides his destiny. Their unbelief already establishes that perdition awaits them. But this in no way excludes the judgment itself, which takes note of these things and renders their judicial consequence.

Scripture teaches very emphatically that the judgment will be general (e.g., Matt 25:32; Acts 17:30–31; Rom. 2:6–16; 2 Cor 5:10).

That the evil angels will be judged is apparent from 1 Corinthians 6:3, from 2 Peter 2:4, “submitted them to chains of darkness to be kept for the judgment”; Jude 6, “kept in eternal chains under darkness for the judgment of the great day.” It has been said that the devil does not belong at the judgment along with men, since grace has not been offered to him and the demons. But neither does that apply to pagans, and the devil with his demons most certainly has a relationship to the work of redemption as its great adversary, whose works Christ destroys.

24. Can we specify further how the judgment will take place?

No, we cannot envision the visible particulars in detail. Scripture says, for example, that seats are placed, etc. It may be, however, that this is merely earthly imagery. But, conversely, this does not grant the right to vaporize the whole into a metaphor. It will not be, as Origen thought, a solely inward trial in the conscience of men, but something external and objective. Everyone will see the Lord, and He, the judge, will look everyone in the eye. To its implementation, furthermore, belong three parts: (a) the cognitio causae, the announcement of the state of things with respect to each person in particular; (b) sententiae promulgatio, the declaration of the verdict; (c) sententiae executio, the execution of the verdict.

a)The cognitio causae has been portrayed symbolically as an opening of the books or as questions and answers (Dan 7:10; Rev 20:12; Matt 25:34–46). By books nothing other is to be understood than the infallible omniscience of God, who knows everything as precisely as a man knows what he has written down in his books. One speaks of the book of providence, the book of conscience, the book of predestination or of life, the book of Scripture. Similarly, one need not understand the questions and answers as necessarily literal. But in each case, at the same time everything that is the object of judgment will pass through the consciousness of the person who is judged. He will have to represent himself. How that is effected is irrelevant. In an earthly trial it happens through the examination of witnesses, audible giving of evidence. God can cause all that, as it is present in His divine omniscience, to occur immediately for the consciousness of those who are judged. This cognitio causae will be all-inclusive; it will concern words, thoughts, actions, habits, the deepest predisposition and orientation of the soul—faith or unbelief for those who have lived under the gospel, living according to the law or transgressing the law for those who have sinned under the law—the works both of believers and unbelievers (1 Pet 1:17; Rev 20:12–15; Eph 6:8; 1 Tim 6:18–19; 2 Cor 11:15).

That this being judged “according to works” also applies to believers is apparent from Matthew 25:34–40; 1 Corinthians 4:5; 2 Corinthians 5:10; Revelation 22:12. However, this is not to be understood in the sense that works provide the basis for the decision whether one has earned or not earned salvation. Works will come into consideration as a manifestation of genuine saving faith. Work in the scriptural sense also means not just an external display but the expression of one’s life that flows out of the depth of the heart. So understood, works are in fact evidences for the presence of faith. But works occur in yet another sense than as evidences of faith. Scripture also speaks of reward for believers (“their works follow them,” Rev 14:13; Matt 5:12, 16; 6:1; Luke 6:23; Heb 10:34–38). This reward comes as compensation for the cross, as restitution for what was robbed, as recompense for love shown to the servants of the Lord, etc. There will be proportion in this reward (Matt 25:21, 23; Luke 6:38; 19:17, 19; 1 Cor 3:8). It is presented as a reaping that corresponds to what is sown (Gal 6:7–10). Salvation will be perfect for all, but nonetheless not entirely the same for all. This is certain: the difference will not possibly provide any occasion for unhappiness. Accordingly, for believers works are a criterion for the glory to be received. But this is a reward out of grace (Rom 11:35; 1 Cor 4:7; John 3:27). And the bestowing of salvation, as such, will take place solely on the basis of the imputed righteousness of Christ received by faith.

It is asked whether the sins of believers will also be judged. Without doubt, these too, but then immediately compensated by the righteousness of Christ. Even in what appears to be their good works a sifting will take place. It will be become manifest what is gold, silver, precious stones, and what is wood, straw, or stubble must be nullified in the fire of the judgment. If anyone’s work is burned up, then he will suffer loss but nonetheless will himself be saved as through fire (1 Cor 3:11–15).

Those who have lived under the gospel will be judged not only for their faith but for all their sins, including unbelief. One’s entire life will be summed up, the final outcome settled, and the result of that life registered.

Pagans who have only had the law of nature will also only be judged according to that law—not as if God would also require less than complete conformity with His strict justice but in such a way that their responsibility will not be as weighty as it will be for others judged by the knowledge that they possessed of the supernaturally revealed will of God (Rom 2:14).

The representation of Scripture throughout is that what has happened in the body falls under the judgment. This means that the existence of departed souls in heaven and hell will not be judged. Hence the existence of those in hell is to be seen as anticipated punishment—preceding the judgment in time, following the judgment in order.

b)The sententiae promulgatio [declaration of the verdict] follows the cognitio causae [announcement of the case]. What has been established for everyone must become open, public. The day of wrath is at the same time a day of the revelation of the righteous judgment of God (Rom 2:5). And of all men it is said that it must be public. A sense of justice requires this. Usually it is imagined that the Judge will at least announce the final verdict over everyone with a loud voice. This is certain: it will be made known not only to the person whom it concerns but also to all who are connected with him.

At the last judgment humanity divides into two classes, which Scripture places on the right hand and on the left hand of the Lord. Still, there are those who here too wish to introduce a threefold division. It is said, namely, that those who have not lived under the gospel here have gone to Sheol. In Sheol no preaching of the gospel was possible because there is no time for the souls of the departed. Therefore the preaching must follow on the day of judgment itself. It consists in the appearance of the glory of Christ. As soon as this glory is revealed, the souls that have come out of Hades and are now again united with their bodies are enabled to accept Christ or reject Him. And then their judgment follows. That this conception is completely unscriptural needs no argument.

c)Concerning the execution of the previous verdict, see below.

25.What is understood by the thousand-year kingdom or millennium?

The name is derived from Revelation 20:1–6. Satan is bound for 1,000 years and shut up in the abyss. The souls of those who were beheaded for the testimony of Jesus and for the word of God and who have not worshiped the beast or its image, live and reign as kings with Christ for a thousand years. The name chiliasm means the same thing (chilioi = 1,000).

It is not easy to state what chiliasm intends. The chiliasts differ greatly among each other. Kliefoth gives the following as its main features: When the preaching of the gospel has come to all the Gentiles, Israel will be converted to Christ—and that as a people, in its entirety—the Lord will then appear and will return Israel to the land of Canaan and unite it with the believers of all ages resurrected by Him. In a glorified Jerusalem and Canaan, Israel, under the idealized and spiritualized ordinances of the Old Testament, will realize the ideal of a Christian state and will become a spiritual metropolis for all countries, from which a work of missions on a great scale will go forth. At the end of the 1,000 years the unbelieving elements of the countries surrounding it will be united, rise up against the Holy Land and besiege the glorified Jerusalem. In doing that, however, they will be crushed by the Lord, after which the general resurrection, the last judgment, and the end of this world will follow.

Besides this there is a less crass view that has a spiritual return of the Lord following the appearance of the antichrist and then a period—not exactly 1,000 years but still many years—of unheard-of prosperity and blessing for the church and of restraint of evil and Satan. Christianity will occupy a position of world dominance. In this period, then, also falls for the greatest part the universal preaching of the gospel.

Finally, there is still a third view that takes up many elements of chiliasm regarding the future of the Jews and their national preeminence, but places all this in eternity, therefore after the general resurrection and the last judgment.

Within these limits, as has been said, great differences prevail among chiliasts. Some say that the Jews will first be converted and then brought to their land. Others say that the Jews will first be brought to their land and there be converted. Some say that the resurrected saints will live in heaven, others put them on earth; still others say that sometimes they will be in heaven and sometimes on earth. Some say that they will appear visibly to those over whom they will rule, others that they will not be seen. Some see believers or saints as being angels; others hold that from them there will be reproduction and multiplication of the human race during the thousand years. And regarding the manner of contact between this glorified part of humanity and the remaining, still earthly humanity, great differences of opinion prevail.

26. What are the objections to these chiliastic theories?

a)The first objection is that the chiliasts have a wrong understanding of the concept “Israel.” In itself it is not necessary that chiliasm and the expectation of an external, national restoration of Israel coincide, but in fact they do mostly coincide. And this is not accidental. If one does not hold to this national, earthly future for Israel, then one cannot imagine anything in the world that the millennium should serve to fulfill. It then becomes merely a shadow of the future glory, a thing composed of heterogeneous elements of diverse origin. If, on the other hand, it is true that Israel must be restored as a unified people with political, theocratic institutions and external national forms, then a period will have to be set apart for that before the consummation of all things, for in eternal glory there is no place for something like that. In that point lies the nexus causalis [causal connection] between Jewish-fleshly expectations and chiliasm.

This entire conception is in conflict with Scripture. With the incarnation and Christ’s finished work of satisfaction, Israel’s national calling has been terminated. That would even have been the case if Israel in its majority had not rejected the Savior. Even then it would not have been more than the first in the line of Christian peoples, a part of spiritual Israel. For according to the repeated witness of the New Testament, “Israelite” is synonymous with “Christian.” The circumcision of the heart makes one a true Jew [Rom 2:29].

The chiliasts repeatedly represent the situation such that the apostasy of Israel (said with respect) was a disappointment for God and the calling of the Gentiles a surprise. Scripture speaks repeatedly such that from the very beginning it is in God’s purpose to confer the covenant service of the Jews on the Gentiles. It is one church that is built on the foundation of the prophets and the apostles; as a matter of course the spiritual Israel, the true Israel, grows out of Israel according to the flesh. One may compare how the New Testament writers assess the fulfillment of Old Testament prophecies that the chiliasts would wish to refer to the restoration of Israel. Peter [sic] says in Acts 15:16 that the reception of the Gentiles into the church of the Lord is a fulfillment of what Old Testament prophecy knows to relate to rebuilding the fallen tent of David (Amos 9:11). The letter to the Hebrews says that already at that time was fulfilled what the Old Testament says concerning the pilgrimages to Jerusalem of all peoples (Heb 12:22). All the Old Testament concepts of “temple,” “Jerusalem,” “Zion,” are conceived of as spiritual and international in the New Testament.

b)Chiliasm robs the Christian church of its missionary privilege. It is almost as if God is bound to Israel in order to complete the work of missions and so must wait for the conversion of the Jews. Scripture speaks entirely the other way around. The fullness of the Gentiles will enter first and then all Israel will be saved.

c)In the eschatological discourses of the Lord and in the letters of the apostles not a word occurs about a thousand-year kingdom, not even where there was an occasion to speak about it. An appeal is made to various passages, for example, to Acts 3:19–20, but only by contrived exegesis can anything about a millennium be found in them.

One circumstance in particular gives an appearance of warrant for the chiliastic conception. The apostles frequently speak soteriologically about eschatology; that is, they often deal with the doctrine of the last things from the viewpoint of the significance it has for believers (so, e.g., 1 Thess 4 and 1 Cor 15). Hence they are silent about the significance these last things have for unbelievers. Consequently, it would unavoidably have to appear as though they only knew of a resurrection and glorification of believers, and there are those who are immediately ready to identify this with the so-called “first resurrection” of chiliasm. However, on closer examination it is soon apparent that also in those texts where the dark side of eschatology remains outside of consideration, the data still occur altogether irreconcilable with chiliasm. One may take 1 Corinthians 15, for example. In verse 23 the resurrection of believers with Christ is spoken of. Now in verse 24 the millennium should be spoken of. But what is there? “Then shall be the end, when He shall have delivered over the kingdom to God the Father, when He shall have destroyed all rule and all authority and power.” So, here the resurrection of believers and delivering over the kingdom are directly connected.

d)There are a great number of texts that do not leave room for a millennium between the first resurrection and the consummation of all things.

1.The destruction of the antichrist and the Parousia coincide, according to 1 Corinthians 15:24 and 2 Thessalonians 2:8.

2.The resurrection and the last judgment likewise coincide, according to Luke 14:14; John 5:25–29; Heb 6:2.

3.Again, the destruction of the antichrist and the general resurrection coincide since, according to 1 Corinthians 15:24, all powers hostile to God, even death, will be destroyed together with the antichrist. So it follows then that Philippians 3:20–21, 1 Thessalonians 4:15, and other passages connect the Parousia directly with the last judgment.

e)The Lord taught explicitly that the separation of the good from the wicked will only take place at the consummation of the ages (Matt 13:37–43, 47–50); according to the chiliasts a separation already takes place 1,000 years before the end. As a disciple “in this age” one receives a hundredfold in houses, brothers, sisters, mothers, children, fields, with persecutions, but eternal life only “in the age to come” (Mark 10:30). But “this age” and “the coming age”—which Christ so sharply keeps separate here—chiliasm merges.

f)Chiliasm entangles itself in insoluble difficulties. How is it possible that a piece of glorified earth—one may well say, a piece of heaven—can exist in the midst of an unglorified earth? How can death and life coexist on the same planet in this fantastic manner? How can there be contact between these two different kinds of people? How can the Lord rule on earth without believers from all lands streaming to Him? Who would want to remain in America if he knows that his Savior is to be seen in Palestine? How at the end of the millennium will Gog and Magog dare to be so bold as to rise up against the Lord Himself and fight Him? No chiliast has ever made a successful attempt to remove all these difficulties.

g)One must acknowledge that Revelation 20:1–6 seems to speak of a millennium. We are not able here to provide an explanation of this passage. It would first be necessary to decide which interpretation of the book of Revelation must be employed, the so-called church-historical theory or the so-called groupings-theory. In any case, it is certain that the numbers in Revelation do not have a literal but a symbolic meaning. The number of the beast is 666. Even the chiliast cannot take that number literally. Why then does he insist on the literal interpretation of these 1,000 years? Also, Revelation 20 does not say anything about the Jews. Only the martyrs and the faithful are mentioned. Additionally, one ought to proceed from the principle that in more obscure prophetic passages one may not find what is in conflict with the clear meaning of other passages.

However, we would not want to go as far as some who say that if it is proven that Revelation 20:1–6 in fact teaches a millennium, then that for me is a reason to declare Revelation to be spurious. We do not have the right to reject prophecy because it appears to us to be in conflict with other portions of Scripture. For that we would have to have the supernatural gift of the testing of spirits.

27. What names does Scripture give to the abode of the lost to which they will go following the last judgment?

a)The names Sheol and Hades, which were discussed above.

b)The name gehenna, Greek geenna, from the Hebrew gei-hinnom or also gei ven-hinnom or gei venei-hinnom, “valley of hinnom,” “valley of the son of hinnom,” “valley of the sons of hinnom.” According to some, hinnom is a common noun meaning “cry”; thus: “valley of crying” or “valley of the children of crying.” Others, in contrast, say that Hinnom is a nomen proprium [proper noun], and that the valley is so named after a historical person. The issue is not important.

The Hinnom Valley lies southeast [sic] of Jerusalem. Under the kings Ahaz and Manasseh (2 Chr 28:3; 33:6) it was made into the place for the worship of Moloch. The place of sacrifice was called Topheth, topheth, “place of spitting out.” In Moloch worship, children were slaughtered and burnt. Later the cultic place in the valley was destroyed (namely, under Josiah, 2 Kgs 23:10) and declared unclean by the priests (cf. Jer 7:31 and following; 32:35; 19:1–6). The rabbis say that this unclean Topheth in the Hinnom Valley was used as a place to incinerate the carcasses of animals, so that there was a continual fire (cf. Jer 31:40). The Old Testament does not yet make the comparison between the place of the damned and the Hinnom Valley. The Apocrypha also uses still other names. The Talmud already speaks of gehinnam [in Hinnom]. Hence the occurrence of the name in the New Testament. It must have been fairly common at that time.

In the name itself two elements can be distinguished:

1.It portrays the place of the damned as an unclean, cursed location, over which the fire of the divine wrath burns. Indeed, the fire that glowed in the Moloch-furnace was already a lingering trace in paganism of the unadulterated concept of divine righteousness that exercises punishment. And the fire that later consumed carrion and other impure things was even more an image of the burning that causes God’s holiness to break out against all sin.

2.It portrays the place of the damned as a location where the fire of hostile hate against God in the heart of the lost is never extinguished. As in Topheth the Moloch-oven burned, so in Gehenna does the furnace of sin.

It is, it would seem, particularly for the first reason that the name Gehenna occurs so often connected with the concept of “fire.” “The Gehenna [hell] of fire” and with it, “the eternal fire” (Matt 18:8–9; cf. also Mark 9:43–48). By this, however, we do not mean that the fire in Gehenna is only meant symbolically. That God can render the concept “hell” by “fire” and “Gehenna” in our language and for our perception must have its basis rather in the fact that He originally placed in fire the image of “hell.”

c)For “fire” one could think of a condition, since the local element appears to be more or less lacking. But this is amplified in other passages: “the furnace of fire” (Matt 13:42; Psa 21:9), “the lake of fire” (hē limnē tou pyros, Rev 20:14–15), “the lake of fire that burns with sulfur” (kaiomenē en theiō, Rev 19:20), and many other passages in Revelation; for that sulfur one may compare Isaiah 30:33 with 66:15. Still, it appears that something else is being thought of primarily. The lake is a pool of death; enclosed water. That makes one think immediately of the Dead Sea, which originated by the fire and brimstone rain of God’s judgment. Jude 7 also makes the connection with Sodom and Gomorrah. And then again one can point out that, at least in the Apocalypse, the nations are seen as a “sea” (13:1), the nation of those saved as a “sea of crystal” [15:2]; so the lake of fire and of sulfur in antithesis to the sea of crystal. Compare, finally, also Ezekiel 47:1–12, “water that flowed from under the threshold of the house,” and in verse 11, “the muddy places and marshes that will not become fresh.” There, too, the wellsprings of life in Revelation are already present.

d)Another name is phylakē (1 Pet 3:19; Matt 5:25; Luke 12:58), “prison,” “repository.” It contains in part the idea that the lost do not enter willingly but, as is said elsewhere, are pushed or thrown into it, in part the thought that they must remain inside it and are no longer able to go out into the rest of God’s creation in order to bring in corruption and disruption. Sometimes mention is even made of jailers or tormenters, but that can belong to the elaboration of the image. Or it could refer to the devil and his demons (Matt 18:34).

e)Also spoken of is the abyssos (Luke 8:31). The “abyss” is the abode of the devil and the demons. But from Matthew 25:41 and Revelation 20:10 it is evident how these and the lost are consigned to one and the same place. According to Luke 8:13, the demons apparently abhor departing to this deep place; they would rather remain on earth, even though in the bodies of the pigs. The devil is also thrown into the abyss, which is shut and sealed over him (Rev 20:3). Conversely, it is said of the tongue that it is set on fire by Gehenna, “hell” (Jas 3:6), by which surely the abode of the demonic powers is meant.

f)Finally, the pagan term tartaros occurs, namely in 2 Peter 2:4 (cf. Jude 6), namely in a verbal form, tartarōsas, “having cast into Tartarus.”

28. What is evident from all these names?

That we have to do here with a real place. We cannot, however, specify further where this place is, except that in antithesis to the height of the heavens it is called the depth of the abyss. Here too fantasy has imagined all kinds of things. From Jude 13 it has been thought possible to deduce that hell is located on the comets. The place of hell is “outside” (Matt 8:12; Rev 22:15), naturally not outside the extent of the created universe or the inhabitable world, certainly; on the other hand, outside the sphere of recreated and glorified things in which the love and the grace of God will reign. All dualistic conceptions, as if Gehenna was a creation of the devil, must be rejected. God has created the darkness, even the outermost darkness, as well as the light (Isa 45:7). In “outside” is contained the antithesis to the salvation of the “inside.” “Blessed are those who may enter into the city through the gates.… But outside are the dogs and sorcerers and the whoremongers,” etc. [Rev 22:14–15].

29. In what will the punishment of hell consist?

a)In absolute separation from the gracious presence of God. Therefore it is spoken of as “death,” “the second death”; therefore, too, as “outermost darkness,” for in the salvation of God is light, as in fellowship with Him is life. However, this is not to be understood as if for the lost there would no longer be knowledge of God. They will know Him in His wrath.

b)In endless destruction, an endless disruption of existence, apōleia. It is impossible for us to fully delineate this concept. Destruction and endlessness seem to exclude each other. Nevertheless, the punishment of hell is often presented to us just from this viewpoint of apōleia. Another designation is phthora [corruption] or olethros aiōnios [eternal destruction] (Gal 6:8 and 2 Thess 1:9).

c)In actual pains of the soul and of the body (Rev 14:20; 20:10; Matt 10:28: “both body and soul” are destroyed in hell). It is a “fire,” “a worm,” what in any case points to actual punishment, though it is otherwise thought to be understood metaphorically.

There has also been a desire to portray it as a punishment of the lost that they will behold the glory of the saved from a distance. This would have to be based on Luke 16:23. But in this respect, too, it is forgotten that here we are dealing with a parable. It can certainly be assumed that the thought of the salvation against which they have sinned will be agonizing to the lost.

d)Along with these objective punishments, there will also be subjective ones—pangs of conscience, anguish, despair—as Scripture portrays all this for us so appallingly in the expression “weeping and gnashing of teeth” [e.g., Matt 13:42, 50; Luke 13:28]. By no means, however, may one reason from this subjective punishment as if the real Gehenna consisted in it. Some are accustomed to saying that an evil conscience will be hell, or that the lost will not so much be in hell as they will have hell in themselves. Scripture does not speak in this way.

e)The question arises how the “fire of hell” is to be understood. About this there has been a great deal of dispute. Roman Catholics say: actual fire, at least those who already maintain that of purgatory. Others, including Lutherans and the Reformed said: material fire, but not earthly fire. Still others said: certainly real, but not a fire of elements, material fire. Against material fire it was objected: (1) It is said of the fire that it is prepared for the devil and his angels; material fire cannot affect pure spirits, like demons. It seems to us this metaphysical reason is insufficient. If the body acts on the soul in man, why then would material fire not be able to act on demons? (2) Other expressions that occur along with fire must apparently be understood metaphysically, for example, the worm that does not die, the chains of darkness, the lake of sulfur, etc. It must be acknowledged that there is weight to this argument. Indeed, some of these expressions are difficult to reconcile with each other if one takes them literally. (3) Also, where the blessings of heaven are spoken of, we are not accustomed to taking the expressions of Scripture literally. Scripture must use such images in order to give us a grasp of the future things that are above or below earthly things. For heaven it speaks of “Abraham’s side,” “recline at table with Abraham,” etc., “crowns,” and many other things. There is weight to this too.

It seems to us that this question is not capable of being resolved. One thing should be kept in view. Even if material fire is not meant, then the repeated mention of fire still cannot be a mere metaphor in the superficial sense in which it is usually taken. On the contrary, here too one will have to say: earthly fire is an image of the hellish reality that we call fire and about which further we cannot form a conception.

f)In the punishments of hell there will be a difference of degree. That is clearly taught in Matthew 11:22; Luke 12:47–48; “his portion,” Matt 24:51 (Luke 12:46). That does not allow for determining in detail. In Matthew 23:14 [cf. KJV] it is said of the scribes and Pharisees that they will receive more severe judgment.

30. How long will these punishments of hell last?

Forever. Those who deny that can be reduced to the following groups:

a)Those who teach an apokatastasis pantōn, “a restoration of all things.” Very early on Origen already held this view, since he viewed the punishments of hell as curative. Actually, all must teach that who, deducing the righteousness of God from His love, make punishment a benefit. An eternal punishment then becomes a contradictio in adjecto [contradiction in terms]. This view is also connected with the Pelagian doctrine of free will. It is thought that even the damned must retain their measure of freedom of the will, which always leaves open the possibility of restoration. In this case, however, the possibility must also be acknowledged that those who are saved can fall from heaven. Among modern theologians, Nitzsch, among others, teaches the restoration of all things.

b)Those who teach an annihilation of the ungodly. This view has been discussed earlier and there it was shown why it cannot be a substitute for the old view.

c)Those who in a universalistic fashion teach the salvation of all—either during this life or during a stay in Sheol-Hades—do not so much deny the eternity of the punishments of hell as rather hell itself. For someone who believes Scripture, this is scarcely worth refuting.

31.To what grounds is appeal made to deny the eternity of the punishment of hell?

Schleiermacher, for example, presents the following:

a)The words of Christ are figurative.

b)1 Corinthians 15:25–26 teach that all evil will be overcome. (Response: the passage says rather, “be put under His feet.”)

c)If the punishment consisted in bodily pains, the lost would get used to it; if it was pain of soul, it could not increase, for that would presuppose that the lost become ever more sensitive to it, and that would also imply that they continually become better instead of more evil. (As if there were no other pain of soul conceivable than specifically pangs of conscience, and as if all pangs of conscience presuppose per se a measure of moral uprightness. Scripture knows very well to distinguish between sorrow toward God and sorrow that works death [2 Cor 7:10].)

d)The ruin of the lost would intrude in a disturbing manner on the blessed state of those glorified. (But Scripture teaches us that in the last judgment a separation, a split, will be made between evil and good. This certainly implies not only that two classes of persons will emerge but also that the ties and relationships between these two will be cut off altogether.)

The scriptural grounds that are supposed to dispute the doctrine of eternal punishment are extremely weak. A few texts are wrenched from their contexts, such as Romans 5:18 and 1 Corinthians 15:22, and everything that Christ and the apostles say about eternal fire and eternal ruin is left unexplained.

32. Can you show from Scripture that the punishments of hell are of eternal duration?

Yes.

a)This doctrine is found most clearly in the words of Christ, the Savior and Redeemer Himself. Whoever rejects it presumes to be more merciful than the Son of Man. He warns against the one who can destroy both soul and body in hell, speaks of the worm that does not die and the fire that is not quenched, says that He will assign those condemned their place in the eternal fire that is prepared for the devil and his angels [Matt 10:28; Mark 9:48; Matt 25:41]. The words of Christ could have no other meaning than they must have had in the understanding of His hearers according to the common parlance of that time. And with such expressions as Christ used, the Jews certainly understood nothing other than eternal punishment. One may compare still further Luke 12:9–10, where it is said explicitly that the sin against the Holy Spirit will never be forgiven; also, what is said about Judas, namely, that it would have been better if he had never been born [Matt 26:24]. The ungodly are represented as the weeds to be separated from the wheat on the day of judgment and to be burned with unquenchable fire [Matt 3:12; 13:40]. Weeds do not become wheat in eternity. The bad fish are thrown away [Matt 13:48]. All of this is irreconcilable with the doctrine of a merely temporary punishment of hell.

b)It is said in so many words that the punishment is “eternal,” aiōnios, aidios (Matt 25:46; 18:8; Jude 6–7; Rev 14:11; 19:3). When the word aiōnios is used here, this can have no other meaning than that which belongs to the coming age, thus lying on the other side of the boundary that divides the two ages in Scripture. And what is on the other side of the boundary is per se endless, for Scripture knows of no other borderline that would yet again make a division within that age. Naturally, it must thereby be taken into account that the punishment of the ungodly falls in the coming age. On the other hand, it can be said of something belonging to “this age” that it is aiōnios without eternity as endlessness being meant. So it is said of Onesimus that he would be an eternal servant of Philemon [Phlm 15]. The mountains are “eternal” mountains because they last as long as this aeon lasts. But the punishments of the wicked are “eternal” because they extend over the entirety of the coming age. And in Scripture the aiōn mellōn has no end, limit; nor is there a dividing line within it.

c)The eternity of the punishment is in antithesis with the eternity of the salvation of the blessed. And it is described as eternal with the same words. If, then, someone wishes to attribute a weaker sense to the concept “eternal” (aiōnios, aidios) with respect to the punishment, then he must also concede that thereby all proofs for the eternal beatitude of the children of God fall away. According to Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 2:688, “Aiōnios is employed 66 times in the New Testament. Of these, 51 relate to the future happiness of the righteous; 7 relate to future punishment (Matt 18:8; 25:41, 46; Mark 3:29; 1 Thess 1:9; Heb 6:2; Jude 6); 2 relate to God; 6 are of a miscellaneous nature.”1 It may also be observed that Scripture speaks in the same terms of the punishment of the ungodly as of the devil and his demons. Therefore, a conversion that does not also extend to the latter is no help. And the idea of a redemption of the powers of hell is thoroughly unscriptural.

33. Do the rational grounds that have been brought against the eternity of the punishments of hell have convincing force?

No, they all start either from a wrong concept of the righteousness of God or from a weakened concept of sin. Sin is committed against an infinite God, and what punishment it deserves can only be measured accordingly. Furthermore, salvation from sin is something positive that God owes no one, and where such salvation does not occur, sin continues of itself. From the flesh corruption must be reaped (Gal 6:8). If one makes the punishment of the ungodly finite in duration, then that implies that in principle it was not necessary. In fact, then it is defined not with reference to God but to man. And if punishment was not necessary with respect to God but only has its basis in man as he determines it, then it appears doubly difficult in God if He, who can surely save man without punishment, has chosen just this method. Universalism is then the only consistent view.

34. Is the punishment of the lost absolutely eternal?

Naturally a parte post [as to the future], not a parte ante [as to the past]. It has a beginning, but it will have no end.

35.What will precede the consummate salvation of the children of God?

The appearance of a new world. Scripture speaks of that very clearly. In Acts 3:21 Peter speaks of an apokatastasis, a “restoration of all things.” And in Revelation 21:5 He who sits on the throne says: “Behold, I make all things new.” As a matter of fact, all this is inherent in the relationship to the rest of creation in which man stands. It is given to him so that he would rule over it. It has been carried along with him in his fall. It has been subjected to the groaning of futility. It is in travail, since with the dawning of the glory of the children of God it also awaits its liberation [Rom 8:19–22]. It is not solely about atonement for sin but about the removal of the results of sin. And when the devil, the demons, the lost, will be thrown “outside,” then the last vestige of sin, to the extent it is “inside,” will also need to disappear from the creation of God. The Old Testament in fact already speaks of this (Psa 102:26–28; Isa 34:4; 65:17; 66:22; 51:6, 16; 11:6–9). In the New Testament, one may also compare 2 Peter 3:7–13; Revelation 20:11; 21:1.

Scripture teaches further that this new world will follow the glorification of the children of God, that is, the glorious resurrection and the last judgment.

36. How are we to think of this bringing into being of the new world?

Thinking on this question differs greatly. Some propose an absolutely new world, so that in substance the old does not recur in the new and a new world comes in its place. The Lutheran dogmaticians until Gerhard were devoted to this view. But in general whenever they mention the new earth pro forma, they do not say much about it. The Reformed, for the most part, expressed support for the opposite view, namely that the substance of the presently existing world will be preserved but will be restored, purified in glory. Also, a host of recent theologians align themselves with the Reformed here. The grounds are:

a)Even the passages that seem to speak emphatically for the destruction of the old world are nevertheless not decisive. They are 2 Peter 3:7–13 and Revelation 20:11 and 21:1. The first passage speaks only of “passing away,” “being melted,” without it exactly becoming extinct; indeed, in our experience burning is never total annihilation. Revelation speaks of a “fleeing away,” a “passing away,” a “being no more.”

b)The Old Testament passages all speak clearly of “change,” not of “annihilation,” for example, Psalm 102:26–27. This passage is taken up again in Hebrew 1:10–12. And accordingly, Hebrew 12:26–28 should also be so interpreted that at the shaking of the cosmos something remains that is immovable. This immovable something could be found in the heaven of God’s glory, but still probably also meant is that something of what is changeable will remain in order to be made unchangeable.

c)If annihilation is assumed, then texts that speak of change are absolutely impossible to explain. If change is assumed, the texts that seem to speak of annihilation can still be explained in a very sound sense.

d)Analogy speaks for change. The body of man, too, is not annihilated and a new body created in its place. The old is changed or glorified. One should assume then that this will also take place in the wider sphere with the entire groaning creation.

37. How will that change occur?

Second Peter 3:7–12 says that it will occur “by fire.” This cannot be meant figuratively. It is contrasted with the destruction that once came upon the earth by water, the water of the flood. So it must be just as real.

Hebrews 12:26–28 speaks, as we saw, of a “shaking” and “moving.” But this and what Peter says do not exclude each other. A conflagration of the world with tremors and earthquakes would fulfill both prophecies.

The renewal of the earth does not affect heaven as God’s dwelling place but heaven in the celestial sense.

38. Can we say very much about heaven and the blessings of heaven?

No, for this far surpasses our understanding. We know only:

a)That heaven is a place. Like hell, it is to be thought of as having a locality. It may be true that someone can have heaven in his heart, but his heart must also be in heaven with his body.

b)The enjoyment of heaven is in the first place the enjoyment of God, the visio Dei, a “beholding of God.” This is not to be understood one-sidedly in an intellectualistic manner but in all its magnitude. The nearness of God will affect every capacity of man, and every capacity will react to it. Theologians usually speak of visio [seeing], amor [love], gaudium [joy], gloria [glory]; others of knowing, serving, enjoying, and glorifying God (cf. 1 Cor 13:9–13).

It has been asked whether this will be a seeing with physical eyes. This is not to be assumed. God is not visible to the senses. The Mediator certainly is. No one has ever seen God. This seeing follows on faith. It is thus something that is comparable with faith but that still does not necessarily need to be a perceiving with the senses. There will thus be a perception of God, yet such that it is not a material entity that appears to us.

c)The enjoyment of heaven in fellowship with God is eternal life in all its fullness.

d)Along with these enjoyments, perhaps other blessings will be bestowed on the children of God. But Scripture describes all that in images about which we cannot say to what extent they are purely metaphysical, to what extent they are metaphorical in the deeper sense of the word. Naturally, all defects and all misery will be banished from heaven.

e)Heaven will not be a world of uniformity; diversity will rule there. One is the glory of the sun, another that of the moon, another of the stars [cf. 1 Cor 15:41]. Not all receive the same portion. The one who has sowed much receives a rich harvest. But as already said above, diversity will not possibly function as a cause for distress.

One can think of the blessed state of heaven too much as an individual. There will be an ordering of things there. Glorified humanity will have its head in Christ and form a body under Him. In a body there are always different parts.

One can also think of the blessings of salvation too spiritualistically. Many do not reckon with the fact that the body of the believer, too, is resurrected and that the earth, too, will be re-created. In their conception there is really no place for a new earth. Still, on the other hand it should be acknowledged that we do not know what the enjoyment of God’s world will be like for His children. We do not, if for no other reason because we lack any adequate comprehension of that new world itself.
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Notes

Preface

1Page x, note 9.


Part 1: Ecclesiology: The Doctrine of the Church

Chapter 1: Essence

1The “States-translation” of the Bible authorized by the Dutch government, first published in 1637.


Chapter 2: Organization, Discipline, Offices

1The First Vatican Council, 1869–1870.


2Still addressing the question of the organization and government of the church, this subpoint (7) provides a lengthy treatment of discipline, and the following subpoint (8) a similarly lengthy treatment of offices.


3See the preceding footnote.


4Translation of Vos’ Dutch translation. I have not verified either the edition of the Form of Government cited or the accuracy of the reference. It is not clear which Presbyterian denomination Vos has in view; most likely the Church in the North.


Part 2: The Means of Grace

Chapter 4: Baptism

1Translation of Vos’ translation of Strong. The earliest publication of Strong that I was able to access postdates Vos. It reads: “It is a grievous thing to say by symbol, as those do say who practice sprinkling in place of immersion, that a man may regenerate himself, or, if not this, yet that his regeneration may take place without any connection with Christ’s death.… Purification is made to be the essential meaning of baptism, and the conclusion is drawn that any form expressive of purification will answer the design of the ordinance. But if Christ’s death is the procuring cause of our purification, we may expect it to be symbolized in the ordinance which declares that purification; if Christ’s death is the central fact of Christianity, we may expect it to be symbolized in the initiatory rite of Christianity” (Strong, Systematic Theology: Three Volumes in One [Revell, 1907], 944).


2Only the page number is given. Presumably the quotation is from De substantia foederis gratiuti …, either the Latin original (Geneva, 1585) or possibly a Dutch translation.


Chapter 5: The Lord’s Supper

1Quoted from questions and answers 353–355.


Part 3: Eschatology: The Doctrine of Last Things

Chapter 6: Individual Eschatology

1The reference is likely to an edition of the German original of History of Protestant Theology.


Chapter 7: General Eschatology

1Quotation is from Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 3rd ed. (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 2003), 897. The words are a loose quotation of Moses Stuart, Exegetical Essays on Several Words Relating to Future Punishment (Andover, MA: Codman Press, 1830), 46.




1Quotation is from Shedd, Dogmatic Theology, 3rd ed. (Phillipsburg, NJ: P&R, 2003), 897. The words are a loose quotation of Moses Stuart, Exegetical Essays on Several Words Relating to Future Punishment (Andover, MA: Codman Press, 1830), 46.




Bible References

Part 1: Ecclesiology: The Doctrine of the Church

Chapter 1: Essence

Leviticus 4:13  
		“ ‘If Israel’s whole assembly did wrong unintentionally and the matter was concealed from the assembly’s eyes, and they acted against any of Yahweh’s commands that should not be violated, so that they incur guilt,
	


1 Kings 8:65  
		Solomon held the festival at that time and all of Israel with him, a great assembly from Lebo Hamath up to the wadi of Egypt before Yahweh our God, for seven days and seven days, a total of fourteen days.
	


Acts 7:38  
		This is the one who was in the congregation in the wilderness with the angel who spoke to him at Mount Sinai, and who with our fathers received living oracles to give to us,
	


Acts 13:43  
		And after the synagogue had broken up, many of the Jews and the devout proselytes followed Paul and Barnabas, who were speaking to them and were persuading them to continue in the grace of God.
	


James 2:2  
		For if someone enters into your assembly in fine clothing with a gold ring on his finger, and a poor person in filthy clothing also enters,
	


Acts 2:39  
		For the promise is for you and for your children, and for all those who are far away, as many as the Lord our God calls to himself.”
	


Matthew 16:18  
		And I also say to you that you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades will not overpower it!
	


Matthew 18:17  
		And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. But if he refuses to listen to the church also, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.
	


Matthew 18:20  
		For where two or three are gathered in my name, I am there in the midst of them.”
	


1 Timothy 3:15  
		But if I am delayed, I am writing in order that you may know how one must conduct oneself in the household of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and mainstay of the truth.
	


Hebrews 3:6  
		but Christ was faithful as a son over his house, whose house we are, if we hold fast to our confidence and the hope we can be proud of.
	


Hebrews 10:21  
		and since we have a great priest over the house of God,
	


Galatians 6:10  
		So then, as we have opportunity, let us do good to all people, and especially to those who belong to the household of faith.
	


Ephesians 2:19  
		Consequently, therefore, you are no longer strangers and foreigners, but you are fellow citizens of the saints and members of the household of God,
	


Matthew 10:25  
		It is enough for the disciple that he become like his teacher, and the slave like his master. If they have called the master of the house Beelzebul, how much more the members of his household?
	


Romans 14:17  
		For the kingdom of God is not eating and drinking, but righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy Spirit.
	


Matthew 11:11  
		Truly I say to you, among those born of women there has not arisen one greater than John the Baptist. But the one who is least in the kingdom of heaven is greater than he.
	


Acts 2:47  
		praising God and having favor with all the people. And the Lord was adding every day to the total of those who were being saved.
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


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


Galatians 1:13  
		For you have heard about my former way of life in Judaism, that to an extraordinary degree I was persecuting the church of God, and trying to destroy it,
	


Acts 20:28  
		Be on guard for yourselves and for all the flock among which the Holy Spirit has appointed you as overseers, to shepherd the church of God which he obtained through the blood of his own Son.
	


Hebrews 12:23  
		and assembly of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven, and to God the judge of all, and to the spirits of righteous people made perfect,
	


Romans 16:5  
		also greet the church in their house. Greet Epenetus my dear friend, who is the first convert of Asia for Christ.
	


1 Corinthians 16:19  
		The churches of the province of Asia greet you. Aquila and Prisca greet you in the Lord many times, together with the church in their house.
	


Colossians 4:15  
		Greet the brothers in Laodicea, and Nympha and the church in her house.
	


Philemon 2  
		and to Apphia our sister, and to Archippus our fellow soldier, and to the church in your house.
	


Acts 13:1  
		Now there were prophets and teachers in Antioch in the church that was there: Barnabas, and Simeon (who was called Niger), and Lucius the Cyrenian, and Manaen (a close friend of Herod the tetrarch), and Saul.
	


Acts 8:1  
		And Saul was agreeing with his murder. Now there happened on that day a great persecution against the church in Jerusalem, and they were all scattered throughout the regions of Judea and Samaria, except the apostles.
	


1 Thessalonians 1:1  
		Paul and Silvanus and Timothy, to the church of the Thessalonians in God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ. Grace to you and peace.
	


Philippians 4:15  
		Now you also know, Philippians, that at the beginning of the gospel, when I departed from Macedonia, no church shared with me in the matter of giving and receiving except you alone,
	


1 Corinthians 4:17  
		Because of this, I have sent to you Timothy, who is my dear and faithful child in the Lord, who will remind you of my ways in Christ Jesus, just as I teach everywhere in every church.
	


Romans 16:4  
		who risked their own necks for my life, for which not only I am thankful, but also all the churches of the Gentiles;
	


Acts 9:31  
		Then the church throughout all of Judea and Galilee and Samaria had peace, being strengthened. And living in the fear of the Lord and the encouragement of the Holy Spirit, it was increasing in numbers.
	


Matthew 16:18  
		And I also say to you that you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades will not overpower it!
	


Matthew 18:17  
		And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. But if he refuses to listen to the church also, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.
	


1 Corinthians 11:18  
		For in the first place, when you come together as a church, I hear there are divisions among you, and in part I believe it.
	


1 Corinthians 11:22  
		For do you not have houses for eating and drinking? Or do you despise the church of God and humiliate those who do not have anything? What shall I say to you? Shall I praise you? In this I will not praise you!
	


Matthew 18:17  
		And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. But if he refuses to listen to the church also, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.
	


Ephesians 5:23  
		because the husband is the head of the wife, as also Christ is the head of the church (he himself being the Savior of the body).
	


Hosea 2:19  
		And I will take you as my wife forever; 
	


		I will take you as a wife for myself in righteousness and in justice, 
	


		in steadfast love and in mercy.
	


2 Corinthians 11:2  
		For I am jealous for you with a godly jealousy, because I promised you in marriage to one husband, to present you as a pure virgin to Christ.
	


Revelation 19:9  
		And he said to me, “Write: Blessed are those who are invited to the banquet of the wedding celebration of the Lamb!” And he said to me, “These are the true words of God.”
	


1 Peter 2:4–5  
		to whom you are drawing near, a living stone rejected by men but chosen and precious in the sight of God. 5 And you yourselves, as living stones, are being built up as a spiritual house for a holy priesthood, to offer up spiritual sacrifices acceptable to God through Jesus Christ.
	


Romans 2:28  
		For the Jew is not one outwardly, nor is circumcision outwardly, in the flesh.
	


Romans 9:6  
		But it is not as if the word of God had failed. For not all those who are descended from Israel are truly Israel,
	


Galatians 6:15  
		For neither is circumcision anything nor uncircumcision, but a new creation.
	


Philippians 3:3  
		For we are the circumcision, the ones who worship by the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus and do not put confidence in the flesh,
	


1 Peter 3:4  
		but the hidden person of the heart, with the imperishable quality of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is highly valuable in the sight of God.
	


Revelation 2:17  
		The one who has an ear, let him hear what the Spirit says to the churches. To the one who conquers, I will give to him some of the hidden manna, and I will give to him a white stone, and on the stone a new name written, that no one knows except the one who receives it.’
	


2 Timothy 2:19  
		However, the solid foundation of God stands firm, having this seal: “The Lord knows those who are his,” and “Everyone who names the name of the Lord must abstain from unrighteousness.”
	


1 Corinthians 12:12  
		For just as the body is one and has many members, but all the members of the body, although they are many, are one body, thus also Christ.
	


Galatians 3:27–28  
		for as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. 28 There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.
	


Ephesians 1:22–23  
		and he subjected all things under his feet and gave him as head over all things to the church, 23 which is his body, the fullness of the one who fills all things in every way.
	


1 Corinthians 6:17  
		But the one who joins himself to the Lord is one spirit with him.
	


Ephesians 4:2  
		with all humility and gentleness, with patience, putting up with one another in love,
	


Ephesians 4:16  
		from whom the whole body, joined together and held together by every supporting ligament, according to the working by measure of each single part, the growth of the body makes for the building up of itself in love.
	


Ephesians 4:4  
		one body and one Spirit (just as also you were called with one hope of your calling),
	


Romans 8:17  
		and if children, also heirs—heirs of God and fellow heirs with Christ, if indeed we suffer together with him so that we may also be glorified together with him.
	


Ephesians 4:5  
		one Lord, one faith, one baptism,
	


Matthew 5:13–14  
		“You are the salt of the earth. But if salt becomes tasteless, by what will it be made salty? It is good for nothing any longer except to be thrown outside and trampled under foot by people. 14 You are the light of the world. A city located on top of a hill cannot be hidden,
	


Ephesians 5:8  
		for you were formerly darkness, but now you are light in the Lord. Live like children of light
	


Matthew 16:18  
		And I also say to you that you are Peter, and on this rock I will build my church, and the gates of Hades will not overpower it!
	


Matthew 28:20  
		teaching them to observe everything I have commanded you, and behold, I am with you all the days until the end of the age.”
	


John 10:27  
		My sheep listen to my voice, and I know them, and they follow me.
	


John 8:31–32  
		Then Jesus said to those Jews who had believed him, “If you continue in my word you are truly my disciples, 32 and you will know the truth, and the truth will set you free.”
	


John 8:47  
		The one who is from God listens to the words of God. Because of this you do not listen—because you are not of God.”
	


John 14:23  
		Jesus answered and said to him, “If anyone loves me he will keep my word, and my Father will love him, and we will come to him and will take up residence with him.
	


Acts 2:42  
		And they were devoting themselves to the teaching of the apostles and to fellowship, to the breaking of bread and to prayers.
	


Isaiah 8:20  
		for teaching and for testimony?” surely they who speak like this have no dawn.
	


Deuteronomy 13:1–2  
		“If a prophet stands up in your midst or a dreamer of dreams and he gives to you a sign or wonder, 2 and the sign or the wonder comes about that he spoke to you, saying, ‘Let us go after other gods (those whom you have not known), and let us serve them,’
	


1 John 4:1  
		Dear friends, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to determine if they are from God, because many false prophets have gone out into the world.
	


2 John 9  
		Everyone who goes too far and does not remain in the teaching of Christ does not have God. The one who remains in the teaching—this person has both the Father and the Son.
	


Galatians 1:8  
		But even if we or an angel from heaven should proclaim a gospel to you contrary to what we proclaimed to you, let him be accursed!
	


Romans 3:2  
		Much in every way. For first, that they were entrusted with the oracles of God.
	


Revelation 2:5  
		Remember therefore from where you have fallen, and repent and do the works you did at first. But if you do not, I am coming to you, and I will remove your lampstand from its place, unless you repent.
	


Galatians 1:8–9  
		But even if we or an angel from heaven should proclaim a gospel to you contrary to what we proclaimed to you, let him be accursed! 9 As we said before, and now I say again, if anyone is proclaiming a gospel to you contrary to what you have received, let him be accursed!
	


Luke 12:32  
		“Do not be afraid, little flock, because your Father is well pleased to give you the kingdom.
	


Matthew 7:14  
		because narrow is the gate and constricted is the road that leads to life, and there are few who find it!
	


Revelation 13:3  
		And one of its heads appeared as though slaughtered to death, and its fatal wound had been healed. And the whole earth was astonished and followed after the beast.
	


Revelation 13:16  
		And he causes all people, the small and the great, and the rich and the poor, and the free and the slave, that they give them a mark on their right hand or on their forehead,
	


Psalm 19:7  
		The law of Yahweh is perfect, reviving life. 
	


		The testimony of Yahweh is firm, making wise the simple.
	


Hebrews 4:12  
		For the word of God is living and active and sharper than any double-edged sword, and piercing as far as the division of soul and spirit, both joints and marrow, and able to judge the reflections and thoughts of the heart.
	


John 17:17  
		Sanctify them in the truth—your word is truth.
	


Deuteronomy 13:1–5  
		“If a prophet stands up in your midst or a dreamer of dreams and he gives to you a sign or wonder, 2 and the sign or the wonder comes about that he spoke to you, saying, ‘Let us go after other gods (those whom you have not known), and let us serve them,’ 3 you must not listen to the words of that prophet or to that dreamer, for Yahweh your God is testing you to know whether you love Yahweh your God with all of your heart and with all of your inner self. 4 You shall go after Yahweh your God, and him you shall revere, and his commandment you shall keep, and to his voice you shall listen, and him you shall serve, and to him you shall hold fast. 5 But that prophet or the dreamer of that dream shall be executed, for he spoke falsely about Yahweh your God, the one bringing you out from the land of Egypt and the one redeeming you from the house of slavery, in order to seduce you from the way that Yahweh your God commanded you to go in it; so in this way you shall purge the evil from your midst.
	


John 16:33  
		I have said these things to you so that in me you may have peace. In the world you have affliction, but have courage! I have conquered the world.”
	


Chapter 2: Organization, Discipline, Offices

Matthew 18:18  
		“Truly I say to you, whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you release on earth will be released in heaven.
	


Matthew 16:19  
		I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you release on earth will be released in heaven.”
	


Romans 3:2  
		Much in every way. For first, that they were entrusted with the oracles of God.
	


2 Corinthians 5:20  
		Therefore we are ambassadors on behalf of Christ, as if God were imploring you through us. We beg you on behalf of Christ, be reconciled to God.
	


1 Timothy 4:13  
		Until I come, pay attention to the public reading, to exhortation, to teaching.
	


2 Timothy 2:15  
		Make every effort to present yourself approved to God, a worker having no need to be ashamed, guiding the word of truth along a straight path.
	


1 Timothy 3:15  
		But if I am delayed, I am writing in order that you may know how one must conduct oneself in the household of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and mainstay of the truth.
	


Matthew 28:20  
		teaching them to observe everything I have commanded you, and behold, I am with you all the days until the end of the age.”
	


1 Corinthians 8:9  
		But watch out lest somehow this right of yours becomes a cause for stumbling to the weak.
	


1 Corinthians 8:13  
		Therefore, if food causes my brother to sin, I will never eat meat forever, in order that I may not cause my brother to sin.
	


1 Corinthians 10:23  
		All things are permitted, but not all things are profitable. All things are permitted, but not all things build up.
	


1 Corinthians 10:25  
		Eat everything that is sold in the meat market, asking no questions for the sake of the conscience,
	


1 Corinthians 10:27  
		If any of the unbelievers invites you, and you want to go, eat everything that is set before you, asking no questions for the sake of the conscience.
	


1 Corinthians 14:40  
		But let all things be done decently and according to proper procedure.
	


1 Corinthians 11:34  
		If anyone is hungry, let him eat at home, lest you come together for judgment. And I will give directions about the remaining matters whenever I come.
	


1 Corinthians 16:1  
		Now concerning the collection for the saints: just as I gave directions about it to the churches of Galatia, so you do also.
	


Genesis 4:14  
		Look, you have driven me out today from the face of the ground, and from your face I must hide. I will be a wanderer and a fugitive on the earth, and it will happen that whoever finds me will kill me.”
	


Ezekiel 44:28  
		And thus it will be to them as regards inheritance, that I am their inheritance, and so you shall not give to them property in Israel; I am their property.
	


Ezekiel 44:9  
		Thus says the Lord Yahweh: “Every foreigner uncircumcised of heart and uncircumcised of flesh shall not come into my sanctuary—not any of the foreigners who are in the midst of the Israelites.
	


Ezra 10:8  
		Anyone who did not come within three days, by decision of the officials and elders, all of his possessions would be devoted to God, and he himself would be excluded from the assembly of exiles.
	


Luke 6:22  
		Blessed are you when people hate you, and when they exclude you and revile you and spurn your name as evil on account of the Son of Man.
	


John 9:22  
		(His parents said these things because they were afraid of the Jews, for the Jews had already decided that if anyone should confess him to be Christ, he would be expelled from the synagogue.
	


John 12:42  
		Yet despite that, even many of the rulers believed in him, but because of the Pharisees they did not confess it, so that they would not be expelled from the synagogue.
	


John 16:2  
		They will expel you from the synagogue, but an hour is coming that everyone who kills you will think they are offering service to God.
	


John 9:22  
		(His parents said these things because they were afraid of the Jews, for the Jews had already decided that if anyone should confess him to be Christ, he would be expelled from the synagogue.
	


Matthew 16:19  
		I will give you the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and whatever you bind on earth will be bound in heaven, and whatever you release on earth will be released in heaven.”
	


Matthew 18:17  
		And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. But if he refuses to listen to the church also, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.
	


2 Thessalonians 3:14–15  
		But if anyone does not obey our message through this letter, take note not to associate with him, in order that he may be put to shame. 15 And do not consider him as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother.
	


Titus 3:10–11  
		Reject a divisive person after a first and second admonition, 11 knowing that such a person is perverted and is sinning, being self-condemned.
	


2 John 10  
		If anyone comes to you and does not bring this teaching, do not receive him into your house and do not speak a greeting to him,
	


1 Timothy 1:20  
		among whom are Hymenaeus and Alexander, whom I have handed over to Satan, in order that they may be taught not to blaspheme.
	


Romans 16:17  
		Now I exhort you, brothers, to look out for those who cause dissensions and temptations contrary to the teaching which you learned, and stay away from them.
	


1 Corinthians 5:2–7  
		And you are inflated with pride, and should you not rather have mourned, so that the one who has done this deed would be removed from your midst? 3 For although I am absent in body but present in spirit, I have already passed judgment on the one who has done this in this way, as if I were present. 4 In the name of our Lord Jesus, when you are assembled, and my spirit, together with the power of our Lord Jesus, 5 I have decided to hand over such a person to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, in order that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord. 
	


		6 Your boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the whole batch of dough? 7 Clean out the old leaven in order that you may be a new batch of dough, just as you are unleavened. For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.
	


1 Corinthians 5:5  
		I have decided to hand over such a person to Satan for the destruction of the flesh, in order that his spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord.
	


Acts 13:9–11  
		But Saul (also called Paul), filled with the Holy Spirit, looked intently at him 10 and said, “O you who are full of all deceit and of all unscrupulousness, you son of the devil, you enemy of all righteousness! Will you not stop making crooked the straight paths of the Lord! 11 And now behold, the hand of the Lord is against you, and you will be blind, not seeing the sun for a while. And immediately mist and darkness fell over him, and he was going around looking for people to lead him by the hand.
	


1 Timothy 1:20  
		among whom are Hymenaeus and Alexander, whom I have handed over to Satan, in order that they may be taught not to blaspheme.
	


1 Corinthians 5:6–7  
		Your boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the whole batch of dough? 7 Clean out the old leaven in order that you may be a new batch of dough, just as you are unleavened. For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.
	


1 Corinthians 7:14  
		For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by his wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the brother, since otherwise your children are unclean, but now they are holy.
	


Acts 2:39  
		For the promise is for you and for your children, and for all those who are far away, as many as the Lord our God calls to himself.”
	


1 Corinthians 5:9–12  
		I wrote to you in the letter not to associate with sexually immoral people. 10 By no means did I mean the sexually immoral people of this world or the greedy people and swindlers or idolaters, since then you would have to depart out of the world. 11 But now I have written to you not to associate with any so-called brother, if he is a sexually immoral person or a greedy person or an idolater or an abusive person or a drunkard or a swindler—with such a person not even to eat. 12 For what is it to me to judge those outside? Should you not judge those inside?
	


2 Thessalonians 3:15  
		And do not consider him as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother.
	


Titus 3:10  
		Reject a divisive person after a first and second admonition,
	


Ephesians 4:11  
		And he himself gave some as apostles and some as prophets and some as evangelists and some as pastors and teachers
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


Romans 12:6–8  
		but having different gifts according to the grace given to us: if it is prophecy, according to the proportion of his faith; 7 if it is service, by service; if it is one who teaches, by teaching; 8 if it is one who exhorts, by exhortation; one who gives, with sincerity; one who leads, with diligence; one who shows mercy, with cheerfulness.
	


Romans 12:7  
		if it is service, by service; if it is one who teaches, by teaching;
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


2 Corinthians 8:23  
		If there is a question concerning Titus, he is my partner and fellow worker for you. If there is a question concerning our brothers, they are messengers of the churches, the glory of Christ.
	


Luke 6:13  
		And when day came, he summoned his disciples and chose from them twelve, whom he also named apostles:
	


Acts 1:2  
		until the day he was taken up, after he had given orders through the Holy Spirit to the apostles whom he had chosen,
	


Acts 1:8  
		But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the farthest part of the earth.”
	


Matthew 19:28  
		And Jesus said to them, “Truly I say to you that in the renewal of the world, when the Son of Man sits on his glorious throne, you who have followed me—you also will sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
	


Luke 22:30  
		that you may eat and drink at my table in my kingdom, and you will sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
	


Acts 1:26  
		And they cast lots for them, and the lot fell on Matthias, and he was added to serve with the eleven apostles.
	


Revelation 21:14  
		And the wall of the city has twelve foundations, and on them are twelve names of the twelve apostles of the Lamb.
	


Romans 11:13  
		Now I am speaking to you Gentiles. Therefore, inasmuch as I am apostle to the Gentiles, I promote my ministry,
	


Galatians 2:8  
		(for the one who was at work through Peter for his apostleship to the circumcision was at work also through me for the Gentiles),
	


Matthew 10:8  
		Heal those who are sick, raise the dead, cleanse lepers, expel demons. Freely you have received; freely give.
	


Matthew 11:1  
		And it happened that when Jesus had finished giving orders to his twelve disciples, he went on from there to teach and to preach in their towns.
	


Mark 6:7  
		And he summoned the twelve and began to send them out two by two, and gave them authority over the unclean spirits.
	


Luke 9:2  
		and he sent them out to proclaim the kingdom of God and to heal the sick.
	


Galatians 1:1  
		Paul, an apostle not from men nor by men but through Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised him from the dead,
	


John 15:27  
		And you also will testify, because you have been with me from the beginning.
	


Acts 1:21–22  
		Therefore it is necessary for one of the men who have accompanied us during all the time in which the Lord Jesus went in and went out among us, 22 beginning from the baptism of John until the day on which he was taken up from us—one of these men must become a witness of his resurrection together with us.”
	


1 Corinthians 9:1  
		Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are you not my work in the Lord?
	


1 Corinthians 15:8  
		and last of all, as it were to one born at the wrong time, he appeared also to me.
	


Matthew 10:19  
		But whenever they hand you over, do not be anxious how to speak or what you should say, for what you should say will be given to you at that hour.
	


Luke 12:12  
		for the Holy Spirit will teach you in that same hour what it is necessary to say.”
	


John 14:26  
		But the Advocate, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name—that one will teach you all things, and will remind you of everything that I said to you.
	


John 16:13  
		But when he—the Spirit of truth—comes, he will guide you into all the truth. For he will not speak from himself, but whatever he hears he will speak, and he will proclaim to you the things to come.
	


Acts 4:8  
		Then Peter, filled with the Holy Spirit, said to them, “Rulers of the people and elders,
	


Acts 15:28  
		For it seemed best to the Holy Spirit and to us to place on you no greater burden except these necessary things:
	


1 Thessalonians 4:8  
		Therefore the one who rejects this is not rejecting man, but God, who also gives his Holy Spirit to you.
	


Galatians 2:13  
		and the rest of the Jews also joined in this hypocrisy with him, so that even Barnabas was carried away with them in their hypocrisy.
	


Acts 3:15–16  
		And you killed the originator of life, whom God raised from the dead, of which we are witnesses! 16 And on the basis of faith in his name, his name has made this man strong, whom you see and know, and the faith that is through him has given him this perfect health in the presence of you all.
	


Hebrews 2:3–4  
		how will we escape if we neglect so great a salvation which had its beginning when it was spoken through the Lord and was confirmed to us by those who heard, 4 while God was testifying at the same time by signs and wonders and various miracles and distributions of the Holy Spirit according to his will.
	


Galatians 2:8  
		(for the one who was at work through Peter for his apostleship to the circumcision was at work also through me for the Gentiles),
	


1 Corinthians 9:1–2  
		Am I not free? Am I not an apostle? Have I not seen Jesus our Lord? Are you not my work in the Lord? 2 If to others I am not an apostle, yet indeed I am to you, for you are my seal of apostleship in the Lord.
	


1 Timothy 4:14  
		Do not neglect the gift that is in you, that was granted to you through prophecy with the laying on of hands by the council of elders.
	


2 Timothy 1:6  
		for which reason I remind you to rekindle the gift of God that is in you through the laying on of my hands.
	


Ephesians 3:5  
		(which in other generations was not made known to the sons of men as it has now been revealed to his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit):
	


Ephesians 2:20  
		built on the foundation of the apostles and prophets, Christ Jesus himself being the cornerstone,
	


Ephesians 4:11  
		And he himself gave some as apostles and some as prophets and some as evangelists and some as pastors and teachers
	


1 Timothy 1:18  
		I am setting before you this instruction, Timothy my child, in accordance with the prophecies spoken long ago about you, in order that by them you may fight the good fight,
	


1 Timothy 4:14  
		Do not neglect the gift that is in you, that was granted to you through prophecy with the laying on of hands by the council of elders.
	


1 Corinthians 14:3  
		But the one who prophesies speaks to people edification and encouragement and consolation.
	


1 Corinthians 13:8  
		Love never ends. But if there are prophecies, they will pass away. If there are tongues, they will cease. If there is knowledge, it will pass away.
	


Revelation 11:6  
		These have the authority to shut the sky, so that it does not rain during the days of their prophecy. And they have authority over the waters, to turn them to blood, and to strike the earth with every plague as often as they wish.
	


Acts 13:1–2  
		Now there were prophets and teachers in Antioch in the church that was there: Barnabas, and Simeon (who was called Niger), and Lucius the Cyrenian, and Manaen (a close friend of Herod the tetrarch), and Saul. 2 And while they were serving the Lord and fasting, the Holy Spirit said, “Set apart now for me Barnabas and Saul for the work to which I have called them.”
	


Acts 11:28  
		And one of them named Agabus stood up and indicated by the Spirit that a great famine was about to come over the whole inhabited earth (which took place in the time of Claudius).
	


Titus 1:5  
		On account of this, I left you behind in Crete, in order that what remains may be set in order and you may appoint elders in every town, as I ordered you.
	


Titus 3:10  
		Reject a divisive person after a first and second admonition,
	


1 Timothy 5:22  
		Lay hands on no one hastily, and do not participate in the sins of others. Keep yourself pure.
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


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


Acts 20:28  
		Be on guard for yourselves and for all the flock among which the Holy Spirit has appointed you as overseers, to shepherd the church of God which he obtained through the blood of his own Son.
	


Philippians 1:1  
		Paul and Timothy, slaves of Christ Jesus, to all the saints in Christ Jesus who are in Philippi, together with the overseers and deacons.
	


1 Timothy 3:2  
		Therefore the overseer must be irreproachable, the husband of one wife, temperate, self-controlled, respectable, hospitable, skillful in teaching,
	


1 Timothy 3:8  
		Deacons likewise must be dignified, not insincere, not devoted to much wine, not fond of dishonest gain,
	


Titus 1:5  
		On account of this, I left you behind in Crete, in order that what remains may be set in order and you may appoint elders in every town, as I ordered you.
	


Titus 1:7  
		For it is necessary for the overseer to be blameless as God’s steward, not self-willed, not quick-tempered, not addicted to wine, not violent, not greedy for dishonest gain,
	


1 Timothy 4:14  
		Do not neglect the gift that is in you, that was granted to you through prophecy with the laying on of hands by the council of elders.
	


1 Timothy 5:17  
		The elders who lead well must be considered worthy of double honor, especially those who labor by speaking and teaching.
	


1 Timothy 5:17  
		The elders who lead well must be considered worthy of double honor, especially those who labor by speaking and teaching.
	


Ephesians 4:11  
		And he himself gave some as apostles and some as prophets and some as evangelists and some as pastors and teachers
	


Acts 20:28  
		Be on guard for yourselves and for all the flock among which the Holy Spirit has appointed you as overseers, to shepherd the church of God which he obtained through the blood of his own Son.
	


Romans 12:8  
		if it is one who exhorts, by exhortation; one who gives, with sincerity; one who leads, with diligence; one who shows mercy, with cheerfulness.
	


1 Timothy 5:17  
		The elders who lead well must be considered worthy of double honor, especially those who labor by speaking and teaching.
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


Ephesians 4:11  
		And he himself gave some as apostles and some as prophets and some as evangelists and some as pastors and teachers
	


Ephesians 4:11  
		And he himself gave some as apostles and some as prophets and some as evangelists and some as pastors and teachers
	


Colossians 1:25  
		of which I became a minister, according to God’s stewardship which was given to me for you, to complete the word of God,
	


Romans 13:4  
		for it is God’s servant to you for what is good. But if you do what is bad, be afraid, because it does not bear the sword to no purpose. For it is God’s servant, the one who avenges for punishment on the one who does what is bad.
	


2 Corinthians 3:6  
		who also makes us adequate as servants of a new covenant, not of the letter, but of the Spirit, for the letter kills, but the Spirit gives life.
	


Philippians 1:1  
		Paul and Timothy, slaves of Christ Jesus, to all the saints in Christ Jesus who are in Philippi, together with the overseers and deacons.
	


1 Timothy 3:8  
		Deacons likewise must be dignified, not insincere, not devoted to much wine, not fond of dishonest gain,
	


1 Timothy 3:12  
		Deacons must be husbands of one wife, managing their children and their own households well.
	


Romans 16:1  
		Now I commend to you Phoebe our sister, who is also a servant of the church in Cenchrea,
	


1 Timothy 3:11  
		The wives likewise must be dignified, not slanderous, temperate, faithful in all things.
	


Acts 11:30  
		which they also did, sending the aid to the elders by the hand of Barnabas and Saul.
	


John 2:5  
		His mother said to the servants, “Whatever he says to you, do it!”
	


John 2:9  
		Now when the head steward tasted the water which had become wine and did not know where it was from—but the servants who had drawn the water knew—the head steward summoned the bridegroom
	


Romans 12:8  
		if it is one who exhorts, by exhortation; one who gives, with sincerity; one who leads, with diligence; one who shows mercy, with cheerfulness.
	


1 Corinthians 12:28  
		and whom God has appointed in the church: first, apostles, second, prophets, third, teachers, then miracles, then gifts of healing, helps, administrations, kinds of tongues.
	


1 Timothy 3:1  
		The saying is trustworthy: if anyone aspires to supervision, he desires a good work.
	


Matthew 18:17  
		And if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church. But if he refuses to listen to the church also, let him be to you as a Gentile and a tax collector.
	


1 Corinthians 3:22  
		whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death or things present or things to come, all things are yours,
	


1 Corinthians 4:5  
		Therefore do not judge anything before the time, until the Lord should come, who will both enlighten the hidden things of darkness and will reveal the counsels of hearts, and then praise will come to each one from God.
	


Matthew 7:15  
		“Beware of false prophets who come to you in sheep’s clothing, but inside are ravenous wolves.
	


John 10:14  
		“I am the good shepherd, and I know my own, and my own know me,
	


John 10:27  
		My sheep listen to my voice, and I know them, and they follow me.
	


1 John 4:1  
		Dear friends, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits to determine if they are from God, because many false prophets have gone out into the world.
	


Galatians 1:8  
		But even if we or an angel from heaven should proclaim a gospel to you contrary to what we proclaimed to you, let him be accursed!
	


Acts 1:23  
		And they proposed two men, Joseph called Barsabbas (who was called Justus) and Matthias.
	


Acts 11:30  
		which they also did, sending the aid to the elders by the hand of Barnabas and Saul.
	


Acts 14:23  
		And when they had appointed elders for them in every church, after praying with fasting, they entrusted them to the Lord, in whom they had believed.
	


2 Corinthians 8:19  
		And not only this, but he was also chosen by the churches as our traveling companion together with this gift that is being administered by us to the glory of the Lord himself and to show our readiness to help.
	


Acts 15:22  
		Then it seemed best to the apostles and the elders, together with the whole church, to send men chosen from among them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas—Judas who was called Barsabbas and Silas, men who were leaders among the brothers—
	


Acts 15:25  
		it seemed best to us, having reached a unanimous decision, and having chosen men, to send them to you together with our dear friends Barnabas and Paul,
	


Titus 1:5  
		On account of this, I left you behind in Crete, in order that what remains may be set in order and you may appoint elders in every town, as I ordered you.
	


Acts 14:23  
		And when they had appointed elders for them in every church, after praying with fasting, they entrusted them to the Lord, in whom they had believed.
	


Galatians 1:12–22  
		For neither did I receive it from man, nor was I taught it, but I received it through a revelation of Jesus Christ. 13 For you have heard about my former way of life in Judaism, that to an extraordinary degree I was persecuting the church of God, and trying to destroy it, 14 and was progressing in Judaism beyond many contemporaries in my nation, because I was a far more zealous adherent of the traditions handed down by my forefathers. 
	


		15 But when the one who set me apart from my mother’s womb and called me by his grace was pleased 16 to reveal his Son in me in order that I would proclaim the gospel about him among the Gentiles, immediately I did not consult with flesh and blood, 17 nor did I go up to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before me, but I went away to Arabia and I returned again to Damascus. 18 Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem to become acquainted with Cephas, and I stayed with him fifteen days, 19 but I did not see any others of the apostles except James, the brother of the Lord. 20 (Now the things which I am writing to you, behold, I assure you before God that I am not lying.) 21 Then I came to the regions of Syria and of Cilicia, 22 but I was unknown in person to the churches of Judea that are in Christ,
	


1 Timothy 4:14  
		Do not neglect the gift that is in you, that was granted to you through prophecy with the laying on of hands by the council of elders.
	


Acts 6:6  
		whom they stood before the apostles. And they prayed and placed their hands on them.
	


Acts 9:17  
		So Ananias departed and entered into the house, and placing his hands on him, he said, “Brother Saul, the Lord Jesus, who appeared to you on the road by which you came, has sent me so that you may regain your sight and be filled with the Holy Spirit.”
	


Acts 13:3  
		Then, after they had fasted and prayed and placed their hands on them, they sent them away.
	


Acts 8:17  
		Then they placed their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit.
	


Acts 19:6  
		And when Paul laid hands on them, the Holy Spirit came upon them and they began to speak in tongues and to prophesy.
	


1 Timothy 4:14  
		Do not neglect the gift that is in you, that was granted to you through prophecy with the laying on of hands by the council of elders.
	


Galatians 4:26  
		But the Jerusalem above is free, which is our mother.
	


1 Corinthians 11:16  
		But if anyone is disposed to be contentious, we have no such custom, nor do the churches of God.
	


1 Corinthians 14:36  
		Or has the word of God gone out from you, or has it come to you only?
	


Acts 15:6  
		Both the apostles and the elders assembled to deliberate concerning this matter.
	


Acts 15:12  
		And the whole group became silent and listened to Barnabas and Paul describing all the signs and wonders God had done among the Gentiles through them.
	


Acts 15:22  
		Then it seemed best to the apostles and the elders, together with the whole church, to send men chosen from among them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas—Judas who was called Barsabbas and Silas, men who were leaders among the brothers—
	


Acts 15:25  
		it seemed best to us, having reached a unanimous decision, and having chosen men, to send them to you together with our dear friends Barnabas and Paul,
	


Acts 15:28–29  
		For it seemed best to the Holy Spirit and to us to place on you no greater burden except these necessary things: 29 that you abstain from food sacrificed to idols, and from blood, and from what has been strangled, and from sexual immorality. If you keep yourselves from these things you will do well. 
	


		Farewell.
	


Part 2: The Means of Grace

Chapter 3: Word and Sacraments

John 1:16  
		For from his fullness we have all received, and grace after grace.
	


John 1:1  
		In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God.
	


James 1:18  
		By his will he gave birth to us through the message of truth, so that we should be a kind of first fruits of his creatures.
	


Mark 10:19  
		You know the commandments: ‘Do not murder, do not commit adultery, do not steal, do not give false testimony, do not defraud, honor your father and mother.’ ”
	


Leviticus 18:5  
		And you shall observe my statutes and my regulations by which the person doing them shall live; I am Yahweh.
	


1 Corinthians 1:30  
		But from him you are in Christ Jesus, who became wisdom to us from God, and righteousness and sanctification and redemption,
	


Hebrews 13:8  
		Jesus Christ is the same yesterday and today and forever.
	


1 Timothy 3:16  
		And most certainly, great is the mystery of godliness: 
	


		Who was revealed in the flesh, 
	


		was vindicated by the Spirit, 
	


		was seen by angels, 
	


		was proclaimed among the Gentiles, 
	


		was believed on in the world, 
	


		was taken up in glory.
	


Revelation 1:20  
		As for the mystery of the seven stars which you saw in my right hand and the seven gold lampstands—the seven stars are the angels of the seven churches, and the seven lampstands are the seven churches.
	


Revelation 17:7  
		And the angel said to me, “Why are you astonished? I will tell you the mystery of the woman and of the beast that has the seven heads and the ten horns that carries her.
	


1 Corinthians 13:2  
		And if I have the gift of prophecy and I know all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all faith so that I can remove mountains, but do not have love, I am nothing.
	


Ephesians 5:32  
		(This mystery is great, but I am speaking with reference to Christ and the church.)
	




Genesis 9:12–13  
		And God said, “This is the sign of the covenant that I am making between me and you, and between every living creature that is with you for future generations. 13 My bow I have set in the clouds, and it shall be for a sign of the covenant between me and between the earth.
	


Genesis 17:11  
		And you shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be a sign of the covenant between me and you.
	


Exodus 12:13  
		And the blood will be a sign for you on the houses where you are, and I will see the blood, and I will pass over you, and there will not be a destructive plague among you when I strike the land of Egypt.
	


Romans 4:11  
		And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith which he had while uncircumcised, so that he could be the father of all who believe although they are uncircumcised, so that righteousness could be credited to them,
	


Revelation 7:2  
		And I saw another angel ascending from the east, holding the seal of the living God, and he cried out with a loud voice to the four angels who were given permission to damage the earth and the sea,
	


John 6:27  
		Do not work for the food that perishes, but the food that remains to eternal life, which the Son of Man will give to you. For God the Father has set his seal on this one.”
	


2 Timothy 2:19  
		However, the solid foundation of God stands firm, having this seal: “The Lord knows those who are his,” and “Everyone who names the name of the Lord must abstain from unrighteousness.”
	


1 Corinthians 9:2  
		If to others I am not an apostle, yet indeed I am to you, for you are my seal of apostleship in the Lord.
	


Revelation 5:1  
		And I saw in the right hand of the one who is seated on the throne a scroll, written inside and on the back, sealed up with seven seals.
	


Revelation 9:4  
		And it was told to them that they should not damage the grass of the earth or any green plant or any tree, except those people who do not have the seal of God on their foreheads.
	


2 Corinthians 1:22  
		who also sealed us and gave the down payment of the Spirit in our hearts.
	


Ephesians 1:13  
		in whom also you, when you heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation, in whom also when you believed you were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit,
	


Ephesians 4:30  
		and do not grieve the Holy Spirit of God, by whom you were sealed for the day of redemption.
	


1 Corinthians 5:7  
		Clean out the old leaven in order that you may be a new batch of dough, just as you are unleavened. For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.
	


Romans 2:29  
		But the Jew is one inwardly, and circumcision is of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter, whose praise is not from people but from God.
	


1 Corinthians 11:24  
		and after he had given thanks, he broke it and said, “This is my body which is for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”
	


Genesis 17:10  
		This is my covenant which you shall keep, between me and you, and also with your offspring after you: Every male among you shall be circumcised.
	


Acts 22:16  
		And now why are you delaying? Get up, be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on his name!’
	


Exodus 12:27  
		you will say, ‘It is a Passover sacrifice for Yahweh, who passed over the houses of the Israelites in Egypt when he struck Egypt; and he delivered our houses.’ ” And the people knelt down and they worshiped.
	


1 Corinthians 11:23  
		For I received from the Lord what I also passed on to you, that the Lord Jesus, on the night in which he was betrayed, took bread,
	


Mark 16:16  
		The one who believes and is baptized will be saved, but the one who refuses to believe will be condemned.
	


Luke 22:20  
		And in the same way the cup after they had eaten, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood which is poured out for you.
	


1 Corinthians 11:28  
		But let a person examine himself, and in this way let him eat from the bread and let him drink from the cup.
	


Philippians 1:16–18  
		The latter do so from love, knowing that I am appointed for the defense of the gospel. 17 The former proclaim Christ from selfish ambition, not sincerely, thinking to raise up affliction in my imprisonment. 18 What is the result? Only that in every way, whether in pretense or in truth, Christ is proclaimed, and in this I rejoice. But also I will rejoice,
	


Mark 16:16  
		The one who believes and is baptized will be saved, but the one who refuses to believe will be condemned.
	


John 3:5  
		Jesus answered, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless someone is born of water and spirit, he is not able to enter into the kingdom of God.
	


1 Corinthians 10:1–4  
		For I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, that our fathers were all under the cloud and all went through the sea, 2 and all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea, 3 and all ate the same spiritual food, 4 and all drank the same spiritual drink. For they drank from the spiritual rock that followed them, and the rock was Christ.
	


Genesis 17:7  
		And I will establish my covenant between me and you, and between your offspring after you, throughout their generations as an everlasting covenant to be as God for you and to your offspring after you.
	


Romans 4:11  
		And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith which he had while uncircumcised, so that he could be the father of all who believe although they are uncircumcised, so that righteousness could be credited to them,
	


Hebrews 11:16  
		But now they aspire to a better land, that is, a heavenly one. Therefore God is not ashamed of them, to be called their God, for he has prepared for them a city.
	


1 Corinthians 5:7  
		Clean out the old leaven in order that you may be a new batch of dough, just as you are unleavened. For Christ our Passover has been sacrificed.
	


Colossians 2:11  
		in whom also you were circumcised with a circumcision not made by hands, by the removal of the body of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ,
	


Hebrews 10:1  
		For the law, possessing a shadow of the good things that are about to come, not the form of things itself, is never able year by year by means of the same sacrifices which they offer without interruption to make perfect those who draw near.
	


Colossians 2:17  
		which are a shadow of what is to come, but the reality is Christ.
	


1 Peter 3:21  
		And also, corresponding to this, baptism now saves you, not the removal of dirt from the flesh, but an appeal to God for a good conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ,
	


Acts 8:16–17  
		(For he had not yet fallen on any of them, but they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.) 17 Then they placed their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit.
	


Acts 19:6  
		And when Paul laid hands on them, the Holy Spirit came upon them and they began to speak in tongues and to prophesy.
	


Acts 8:9–19  
		Now a certain man named Simon had been in the city practicing magic and astonishing the people of Samaria, saying he was someone great. 10 They were all paying attention to him, from the least to the greatest, saying, “This man is the power of God that is called ‘Great.’ ” 11 And they were paying attention to him because for a long time he had astonished them with his magic. 12 But when they believed Philip as he was proclaiming the good news about the kingdom of God and the name of Jesus Christ, both men and women were being baptized. 13 And Simon himself also believed, and after he was baptized he was keeping close company with Philip. And when he saw the signs and great miracles that were taking place, he was astonished. 
	


		14 Now when the apostles in Jerusalem heard that Samaria had accepted the word of God, they sent Peter and John to them, 15 who went down and prayed for them so that they would receive the Holy Spirit. 16 (For he had not yet fallen on any of them, but they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.) 17 Then they placed their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit. 
	


		18 Now Simon, when he saw that the Spirit was given through the laying on of the apostles’ hands, offered them money, 19 saying, “Give to me also this power, so that whomever I place my hands on may receive the Holy Spirit!”
	


Acts 10:41  
		not to all the people but to us who had been chosen beforehand by God as witnesses, who ate and drank with him after he rose from the dead.
	


Acts 10:46  
		for they heard them speaking in tongues and glorifying God. Then Peter said,
	


Acts 19:1–2  
		And it happened that while Apollos was in Corinth, Paul traveled through the inland regions and came to Ephesus and found some disciples. 2 And he said to them, “Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?” And they said to him, “But we have not even heard that there is a Holy Spirit!”
	


Acts 8:19  
		saying, “Give to me also this power, so that whomever I place my hands on may receive the Holy Spirit!”
	


James 5:16  
		Therefore confess your sins to one another, and pray for one another, so that you may be healed. The effective prayer of a righteous person accomplishes much.
	


Psalm 19:12  
		Who can perceive his errors? 
	


		Acquit me from hidden faults.
	


Mark 6:13  
		And they were expelling many demons and anointing many sick people with olive oil and healing them.
	


Mark 6:7  
		And he summoned the twelve and began to send them out two by two, and gave them authority over the unclean spirits.
	


James 5:14–15  
		Is anyone among you sick? He should summon the elders of the church and they should pray over him, anointing him with olive oil in the name of the Lord. 15 And the prayer of faith will save the one who is sick, and the Lord will raise him up, and if he has committed sins he will be forgiven.
	


1 Corinthians 11:30  
		Because of this, many are weak and sick among you, and quite a few have died.
	


Chapter 4: Baptism

Exodus 4:26  
		And he left him alone. At that time she said, “A bridegroom of blood,” because of the circumcision.
	


Genesis 17:11  
		And you shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be a sign of the covenant between me and you.
	


Genesis 17:25–27  
		And Ishmael his son was thirteen years old when he circumcised the flesh of his foreskin. 26 Abraham and his son Ishmael were circumcised on the same day. 27 And all the men of his house, those born in the house, and those acquired by money from a foreigner, were circumcised with him.
	


Genesis 17:11  
		And you shall circumcise the flesh of your foreskin, and it shall be a sign of the covenant between me and you.
	


Genesis 17:13  
		You must certainly circumcise the servant born in your house and the one bought with your money. And my covenant shall be with your flesh as an everlasting covenant.
	


Genesis 3:7  
		Then the eyes of both of them were opened, and they knew that they were naked. And they sewed together fig leaves and they made for themselves coverings.
	


Deuteronomy 10:16  
		So you shall circumcise the foreskin of your heart, and do not be stubborn.
	


Deuteronomy 30:6  
		“And Yahweh your God will circumcise your heart and the heart of your offspring to love Yahweh your God with all your heart and with all your inner self so that you may live.
	


Jeremiah 4:4  
		Circumcise yourselves to Yahweh, 
	


		and remove the foreskins of your hearts, 
	


		men of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem, 
	


		lest my wrath goes forth like the fire and burns, 
	


		and there is no one who extinguishes it, 
	


		because of the evil of your deeds.”
	


Leviticus 19:23  
		“ ‘And when you have come into the land and you plant any tree for food, you shall regard its fruit as unharvestable; for three years it shall be forbidden for you;  it shall not be eaten.
	


Romans 2:29  
		But the Jew is one inwardly, and circumcision is of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter, whose praise is not from people but from God.
	


Philippians 3:3  
		For we are the circumcision, the ones who worship by the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus and do not put confidence in the flesh,
	


Colossians 2:11  
		in whom also you were circumcised with a circumcision not made by hands, by the removal of the body of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ,
	


Colossians 2:13  
		And although you were dead in the trespasses and the uncircumcision of your flesh, he made you alive together with him, having forgiven us all our trespasses,
	


Colossians 2:14  
		having destroyed the certificate of indebtedness in ordinances against us, which was hostile to us, and removed it out of the way by nailing it to the cross.
	


Romans 4:11  
		And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith which he had while uncircumcised, so that he could be the father of all who believe although they are uncircumcised, so that righteousness could be credited to them,
	


Exodus 4:25  
		But Zipporah took a flint knife, and she cut off the foreskin of her son, and she touched his feet, and she said, “Yes, you are a bridegroom of blood to me.”
	


Joshua 5:2  
		At that time Yahweh said to Joshua, “Make for yourself knives of flint, and circumcise the Israelites a second time.”
	


Genesis 17:23–24  
		And Abraham took Ishmael his son and all who were born of his house, and all those acquired by his money, every male among the men of Abraham’s house, and he circumcised the flesh of their foreskin on the same day that God spoke with him. 24 Abraham was ninety-nine years old when he circumcised the flesh of his foreskin.
	


Luke 1:59  
		And it happened that on the eighth day they came to circumcise the child, and they were wanting to name him after his father Zechariah.
	


Luke 1:62  
		So they made signs to his father asking what he wanted him to be named,
	


Genesis 17:13  
		You must certainly circumcise the servant born in your house and the one bought with your money. And my covenant shall be with your flesh as an everlasting covenant.
	


Colossians 2:17  
		which are a shadow of what is to come, but the reality is Christ.
	


Galatians 5:6  
		For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision counts for anything nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love.
	


Galatians 5:2–4  
		Look! I, Paul, tell you that if you become circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing! 3 And again I testify to every man who becomes circumcised, that he is under obligation to keep the whole law. 4 You are estranged from Christ, you who are attempting to be justified by the law; you have fallen from grace.
	


Matthew 3:6  
		and they were being baptized by him in the Jordan River as they confessed their sins.
	


Luke 16:16  
		“The law and the prophets were until John; from that time on the kingdom of God has been proclaimed, and everyone is urgently pressed into it.
	


John 1:33  
		And I did not know him, but the one who sent me to baptize with water, that one said to me, ‘The one upon whom you see the Spirit descending and remaining upon him—this one is the one who baptizes with the Holy Spirit.’
	


Luke 3:3–4  
		And he went into all the surrounding region of the Jordan, preaching a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins, 4 as it is written in the book of the words of the prophet Isaiah, 
	


		“The voice of one crying out in the wilderness, 
	


		‘Prepare the way of the Lord, 
	


		make his paths straight!
	


Matthew 21:25  
		From where was the baptism of John—from heaven or from men?” And they began to discuss this among themselves, saying, “If we say ‘From heaven,’ he will say to us, ‘Why then did you not believe him?’
	


Matthew 3:7–8  
		But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees coming to his baptism, he said to them, “Offspring of vipers! Who warned you to flee from the coming wrath? 8 Therefore produce fruit worthy of repentance!
	


Luke 3:3  
		And he went into all the surrounding region of the Jordan, preaching a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins,
	


Mark 1:4  
		John was there baptizing in the wilderness, proclaiming a baptism of repentance for the forgiveness of sins.
	


Acts 2:38  
		And Peter said to them, “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.
	


Luke 1:16  
		And he will turn many of the sons of Israel 
	


		to the Lord their God.
	


Luke 1:17  
		And he will go on before him 
	


		in the spirit and power of Elijah, 
	


		to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children, 
	


		and the disobedient to the wisdom of the righteous, 
	


		to prepare for the Lord a people made ready.”
	


John 1:20  
		And he confessed—and he did not deny, and confessed—“I am not the Christ!”
	


John 1:23  
		He said, 
	


		“I am ‘the voice of one crying out in the wilderness, 
	


		“Make straight the way of the Lord,” ’ 
	


		just as Isaiah the prophet said.”
	


John 1:26–27  
		John answered them, saying, “I baptize with water. In your midst stands one whom you do not know—27 the one who comes after me, of whom I am not worthy to untie the strap of his sandal!”
	


John 1:30  
		This one is the one about whom I said, ‘After me is coming a man who is ahead of me, because he existed before me.’
	


Matthew 3:11  
		I baptize you with water for repentance, but the one who comes after me is more powerful than I am, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.
	


John 3:5  
		Jesus answered, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless someone is born of water and spirit, he is not able to enter into the kingdom of God.
	


John 4:2  
		(although Jesus himself was not baptizing, but his disciples),
	


John 3:22  
		After these things Jesus and his disciples came into Judean territory, and there he spent time with them and was baptizing.
	


Acts 19:1–7  
		And it happened that while Apollos was in Corinth, Paul traveled through the inland regions and came to Ephesus and found some disciples. 2 And he said to them, “Did you receive the Holy Spirit when you believed?” And they said to him, “But we have not even heard that there is a Holy Spirit!” 3 And he said, “Into what then were you baptized?” And they said, “Into the baptism of John.” 4 And Paul said, “John baptized with a baptism of repentance, telling the people that they should believe in the one who was to come after him—that is, in Jesus.” 5 And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. 6 And when Paul laid hands on them, the Holy Spirit came upon them and they began to speak in tongues and to prophesy. 7 (Now the total number of men was about twelve.)
	


Acts 19:5  
		And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
	


Acts 19:5  
		And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
	


Acts 19:5  
		And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
	


Acts 19:6  
		And when Paul laid hands on them, the Holy Spirit came upon them and they began to speak in tongues and to prophesy.
	


Acts 19:4  
		And Paul said, “John baptized with a baptism of repentance, telling the people that they should believe in the one who was to come after him—that is, in Jesus.”
	


Acts 19:5  
		And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
	


Acts 19:3  
		And he said, “Into what then were you baptized?” And they said, “Into the baptism of John.”
	


John 7:39  
		Now he said this concerning the Spirit, whom those who believed in him were about to receive. For the Spirit was not yet given, because Jesus had not yet been glorified.)
	


John 5:5  
		And a certain man was there who had been thirty-eight years in his sickness.
	


Acts 18:26  
		And he began to speak boldly in the synagogue, but when Priscilla and Aquila heard him, they took him aside and explained the way of God to him more accurately.
	


Acts 18:5  
		Now when both Silas and Timothy came down from Macedonia, Paul began to be occupied with the message, solemnly testifying to the Jews that the Christ was Jesus.
	


John 13:26  
		Jesus replied, “It is he to whom I dip the piece of bread and give it to him.” Then after dipping the piece of bread, he gave it to Judas son of Simon Iscariot.
	


Ruth 2:14  
		And Boaz said to her at mealtime, “Come here and eat from the bread and dip your morsel in the wine vinegar.” So she sat beside the gleaners, and he offered to her roasted grain. And she ate and was satisfied, and she had some left over.
	


Luke 16:24  
		And he called out and said, ‘Father Abraham, have mercy on me, and send Lazarus so that he could dip the tip of his finger in water and cool my tongue, because I am suffering pain in this flame!’
	


2 Kings 5:14  
		So he went down and plunged into the Jordan seven times, according to the word of the man of God, and his flesh returned as the flesh of a small boy, and he was clean.
	


Matthew 15:2  
		“Why do your disciples break the tradition of the elders? For they do not wash their hands when they eat a meal.”
	


Mark 7:4  
		And when they come from the marketplace, they do not eat unless they wash. And there are many other traditions which they have received and hold fast to—for example, the washing of cups and pitchers and bronze kettles and dining couches.)
	


Numbers 19:19  
		The clean person will spatter the unclean on the third day and on the seventh day; and on the seventh day he will purify him, and he will wash his garments; he will bathe in the waters, and in the evening he will be clean.
	


Numbers 19:18  
		A clean person will take hyssop and dip it into the water and sprinkle it on the tent and on all the objects and persons who were there, and on one who touched the bone, or the one slain, or the dead, or the burial site.
	


Leviticus 11:24–28  
		And by these you shall become unclean—anyone who touches their dead body shall become unclean until the evening, 25 and anyone who carries their dead body must wash his garments, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 
	


		26 “ ‘With regard to any animal that has a divided hoof but does not split the hoof, or does not have a cud for chewing—they are unclean for you; anyone who touches them shall become unclean. 27 And anything that walks upon its paws among any of the animals that walks on all fours—they are unclean for you; anyone who touches their dead body shall become unclean until the evening, 28 and the one who carries their dead body must wash his garments, and he shall be unclean until the evening—they are unclean for you.
	


Leviticus 17:15  
		“And if there is any person who eats a dead body or a mangled carcass, whether among the native or among the alien, then he shall wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening, and he shall be clean.
	


Leviticus 14:2–8  
		“This is the regulation of the person afflicted with a skin disease at the time of his cleansing. And he shall be brought to the priest, 3 and the priest shall go outside the camp, and the priest shall examine him, and if the skin disease’s infection is healed on the afflicted person, 4 then the priest shall command, and he shall take two living, clean birds and cedar wood and a crimson thread and hyssop for the one who presents himself for cleansing. 5 Then the priest shall command someone to slaughter one bird over fresh water in a clay vessel. 6 He must take the living bird and the cedar wood and the crimson thread and the hyssop, and he shall dip them and the living bird in the bird’s blood slaughtered over the fresh water. 7 And he shall spatter the blood seven times on the one who presents himself for cleansing from the infectious skin disease, and he shall declare him clean, and he shall send the living bird into the open field. 8 Then the one who presents himself for cleansing shall wash his garments, and he shall shave off all his hair, and he shall wash himself in the water; thus he shall be clean, and afterward he shall enter the camp, but he shall stay outside his tent for seven days.
	


Leviticus 15:16–18  
		“ ‘And if an emission of semen goes out from anyone, then he shall wash all of his body with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 17 And any garment and anything leather on which is an emission of semen shall be washed with water, and it shall be unclean until the evening. 18 If there is a woman with whom a man lies down and there is an emission of semen, then they shall wash themselves with water, and they shall be unclean until the evening.
	


Leviticus 15:19–24  
		“ ‘And when a woman is menstruating, her body fluid discharge occurs in her body; for seven days she shall be in her menstruation, and any person who touches her shall become unclean until the evening. 20 And anything upon which she lies down during her menstruation shall become unclean, and anything upon which she sits shall become unclean. 21 And any person who touches her bed must wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 22 And any person who touches any object on which she sat must wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 23 And if it is on the bed or on the object on which she sits, at his touching it he becomes unclean until the evening. 24 And if a man indeed lies with her and her menstruation occurs on him, then he shall be unclean for seven days, and any bed on which he lies down becomes unclean.
	


Leviticus 15:25–29  
		“ ‘And when a woman discharges a body fluid consisting of her blood for many days, but not at the time of her menstruation, or when she discharges in addition to her menstruation, all the days of her unclean body fluid discharge she shall become unclean as in the days of her menstruation. 26 Any bed on which she lies during all the days of her body fluid discharge shall become for her as her bed of menstruation, and any object on which she sits becomes unclean as her menstruation’s uncleanness. 27 And any person who touches them becomes unclean, and he shall wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 
	


		28 “ ‘And if she is clean from her body fluid discharge, then she shall count for herself seven days, and afterward she becomes clean. 29 And on the eighth day she shall take for herself two turtledoves or two young doves, and she shall bring them to the priest at the tent of assembly’s entrance.
	


Leviticus 15:2–15  
		“Speak to the Israelites, and you shall say to them, ‘Any man when a fluid discharge occurs from his body, his fluid discharge is unclean. 3 And this becomes his uncleanness in his fluid discharge: whether his body secretes his fluid discharge or his body blocks his fluid discharge, it is his uncleanness. 4 Any bed upon which the person who discharges lies down becomes unclean, and any object upon which he sits becomes unclean. 5 And anyone who touches his bed must wash his garments and shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until evening. 6 And the person who sits on the object upon which the person who discharges has sat must wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 7 And the person who touches the body of the person who discharges must wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 8 And if the person who discharges spits on one who is clean, then that one shall wash is garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 9 And any saddle upon which the person who discharges rides becomes unclean. 10 And any person who touches anything that happened to be under him becomes unclean until the evening, and the person who carries them must wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 11 And anyone whom the person who discharges might touch without rinsing off his hands with water shall wash his garments, and he shall wash himself with water, and he shall be unclean until the evening. 12 But a clay vessel that the person who discharges touches must be broken, and any wood object must be rinsed with water. 
	


		13 “ ‘And when the person who discharges becomes clean from his body fluid discharge, he shall count for himself seven days for his cleansing; then he shall wash his garments, and he shall wash his body with fresh water, and he shall be clean. 14 Then on the eighth day he shall take for himself two turtledoves or two young doves, and he shall come before Yahweh at the tent of assembly’s entrance, and he shall give them to the priest. 15 And the priest shall sacrifice one as a sin offering and the other as a burnt offering, and so the priest shall make atonement for him before Yahweh from his body fluid discharge.
	


Mark 7:4  
		And when they come from the marketplace, they do not eat unless they wash. And there are many other traditions which they have received and hold fast to—for example, the washing of cups and pitchers and bronze kettles and dining couches.)
	


Acts 2:41–42  
		So those who accepted his message were baptized, and on that day about three thousand souls were added. 
	

		42 And they were devoting themselves to the teaching of the apostles and to fellowship, to the breaking of bread and to prayers.
	


Acts 10:47  
		“Surely no one can withhold the water for these people to be baptized, who have received the Holy Spirit as we also did!”
	


Acts 16:33  
		And he took them at that very hour of the night and washed their wounds, and he himself was baptized at once, and all those of his household.
	


1 Corinthians 10:1–2  
		For I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, that our fathers were all under the cloud and all went through the sea, 2 and all were baptized into Moses in the cloud and in the sea,
	


Matthew 3:1  
		Now in those days John the Baptist came preaching in the Judean wilderness
	


Mark 1:8  
		I baptized you with water, but he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit.”
	


John 1:33  
		And I did not know him, but the one who sent me to baptize with water, that one said to me, ‘The one upon whom you see the Spirit descending and remaining upon him—this one is the one who baptizes with the Holy Spirit.’
	


Acts 1:5  
		For John baptized with water, but you will be baptized with the Holy Spirit not many days from now.”
	


Acts 11:16  
		And I remembered the word of the Lord, how he said, ‘John baptized with water, but you will be baptized with the Holy Spirit.’
	


1 Corinthians 12:13  
		For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free persons, and all were made to drink one Spirit.
	


Mark 1:8  
		I baptized you with water, but he will baptize you with the Holy Spirit.”
	


1 Corinthians 12:13  
		For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free persons, and all were made to drink one Spirit.
	


1 Corinthians 6:11  
		And some of you were these things, but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our God.
	


Hebrews 10:22  
		let us approach with a true heart in the full assurance of faith, our hearts sprinkled clean from an evil conscience and our bodies washed with pure water.
	


Revelation 1:5  
		and from Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn from the dead and the ruler of the kings of the earth. 
	


		To the one who loves us and released us from our sins by his blood
	


1 Peter 3:21  
		And also, corresponding to this, baptism now saves you, not the removal of dirt from the flesh, but an appeal to God for a good conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ,
	


Titus 3:5  
		he saved us, not by deeds of righteousness that we have done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit,
	


John 3:5  
		Jesus answered, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless someone is born of water and spirit, he is not able to enter into the kingdom of God.
	


Matthew 3:11  
		I baptize you with water for repentance, but the one who comes after me is more powerful than I am, whose sandals I am not worthy to carry. He will baptize you with the Holy Spirit and fire.
	


Mark 10:38  
		But Jesus said to them, “You do not know what you are asking! Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with?”
	


Luke 12:50  
		But I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how I am distressed until it is accomplished!
	


Romans 6:3  
		Or do you not know that as many as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death?
	


Mark 10:38  
		But Jesus said to them, “You do not know what you are asking! Are you able to drink the cup that I drink, or to be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with?”
	


Luke 12:50  
		But I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how I am distressed until it is accomplished!
	


Psalm 69:1–2  
		Save me, O God, 
	


		because waters have come up to my neck. 
	


		2 I sink in the mud of the deep, and there is no foothold. 
	


		I have come to watery depths, 
	


		and the torrent floods over me.
	


Psalm 69:14–15  
		Deliver me from the mud and do not let me sink. 
	


		Let me be delivered from those who hate me 
	


		and from the watery depths. 
	


		15 Do not let the torrent of waters flood over me, 
	


		or the deep swallow me, 
	


		or the pit close its mouth over me.
	


Psalm 42:7  
		Deep is calling to deep 
	


		at the thunder of your waterfalls. 
	


		All your breakers and your waves 
	


		have passed over me.
	


Psalm 124:4–5  
		Then the waters would have flooded over us, 
	


		the torrent would have passed over our soul. 
	


		5 Then over our soul would have passed 
	


		the raging waters.”
	


Psalm 144:7  
		Stretch out your hands from on high; 
	


		Rescue me and deliver me from many waters, 
	


		from the hand of foreigners,
	


Isaiah 43:2  
		When you pass through the waters, I will be with you, 
	


		and through the rivers, they shall not flow over you. 
	


		When you walk through fire, you shall not be burned, 
	


		and the flame shall not scorch you.
	


Revelation 12:15  
		And from his mouth the serpent spouted water like a river after the woman, in order that he could make her swept away by a river.
	


Romans 6:1–10  
		What therefore shall we say? Shall we continue in sin, in order that grace may increase? 2 May it never be! How can we who died to sin still live in it? 3 Or do you not know that as many as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? 4 Therefore we have been buried with him through baptism into death, in order that just as Christ was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, so also we may live a new way of life. 5 For if we have become identified with him in the likeness of his death, certainly also we will be identified with him in the likeness of his resurrection, 6 knowing this, that our old man was crucified together with him, in order that the body of sin may be done away with, that we may no longer be enslaved to sin. 7 For the one who has died has been freed from sin. 
	


		8 Now if we died with Christ, we believe that we will also live with him, 9 knowing that Christ, because he has been raised from the dead, is going to die no more, death no longer being master over him. 10 For that death he died, he died to sin once and never again, but that life he lives, he lives to God.
	


Titus 3:5  
		he saved us, not by deeds of righteousness that we have done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit,
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Matthew 28:18  
		And Jesus approached and spoke to them, saying, “All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to me.
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Acts 2:38  
		And Peter said to them, “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.
	


1 Corinthians 1:13  
		Has Christ been divided? Paul was not crucified for you, was he? Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?
	


Matthew 18:19  
		Again, truly I say to you that if two of you agree on earth about any matter that they ask, it will be done for them from my Father who is in heaven.
	


Acts 2:38  
		And Peter said to them, “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Acts 2:38  
		And Peter said to them, “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.
	


Acts 8:16  
		(For he had not yet fallen on any of them, but they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.)
	


Acts 10:48  
		So he ordered that they be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ. Then they asked him to stay for several days.
	


Acts 19:5  
		And when they heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Exodus 4:25  
		But Zipporah took a flint knife, and she cut off the foreskin of her son, and she touched his feet, and she said, “Yes, you are a bridegroom of blood to me.”
	


Acts 9:10  
		Now there was a certain disciple in Damascus named Ananias, and the Lord said to him in a vision, “Ananias!” And he said, “Behold, here I am, Lord!”
	


Acts 9:18  
		And immediately something like scales fell from his eyes and he regained his sight and got up and was baptized,
	


1 Corinthians 1:7  
		so that you do not lack in any spiritual gift as you eagerly await the revelation of our Lord Jesus Christ,
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


Acts 10:48  
		So he ordered that they be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ. Then they asked him to stay for several days.
	


Matthew 28:19  
		Therefore, go and make disciples of all the nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,
	


1 Corinthians 15:29  
		Otherwise, why do they do it, those who are being baptized on behalf of the dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why indeed are they being baptized on behalf of them?
	


John 3:5  
		Jesus answered, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless someone is born of water and spirit, he is not able to enter into the kingdom of God.
	


Titus 3:5  
		he saved us, not by deeds of righteousness that we have done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit,
	


Titus 3:5  
		he saved us, not by deeds of righteousness that we have done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit,
	


1 Corinthians 12:9  
		to another faith by the same Spirit, to another gifts of healing by the one Spirit,
	


2 Corinthians 4:13  
		But because we have the same spirit of faith in accordance with what is written, “I believed, therefore I spoke,” we also believe, therefore we also speak,
	


Galatians 3:27–28  
		for as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. 28 There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.
	


1 Corinthians 12:13  
		For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free persons, and all were made to drink one Spirit.
	


Ephesians 3:17–18  
		that Christ may dwell in your hearts through faith (you having been firmly rooted and established in love), 18 in order that you may be strong enough to grasp together with all the saints what is the breadth, and length, and height, and depth,
	


Acts 2:38  
		And Peter said to them, “Repent and be baptized, each one of you, in the name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of your sins, and you will receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.
	


Acts 8:16–18  
		(For he had not yet fallen on any of them, but they had only been baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus.) 17 Then they placed their hands on them and they received the Holy Spirit. 
	


		18 Now Simon, when he saw that the Spirit was given through the laying on of the apostles’ hands, offered them money,
	


Titus 3:5  
		he saved us, not by deeds of righteousness that we have done, but because of his mercy, through the washing of regeneration and renewal by the Holy Spirit,
	


Ephesians 3:17  
		that Christ may dwell in your hearts through faith (you having been firmly rooted and established in love),
	


Romans 6:5  
		For if we have become identified with him in the likeness of his death, certainly also we will be identified with him in the likeness of his resurrection,
	


1 Corinthians 12:13  
		For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free persons, and all were made to drink one Spirit.
	


Romans 5:2  
		through whom also we have obtained access by faith into this grace in which we stand, and we boast in the hope of the glory of God.
	


Acts 22:16  
		And now why are you delaying? Get up, be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on his name!’
	


1 Corinthians 6:11  
		And some of you were these things, but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our God.
	


Galatians 3:27–28  
		for as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ. 28 There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male and female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus.
	


1 Corinthians 12:13  
		For by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body, whether Jews or Greeks, whether slaves or free persons, and all were made to drink one Spirit.
	


Acts 16:15  
		And after she was baptized, and her household, she urged us, saying, “If you consider me to be a believer in the Lord, come to my house and stay.” And she prevailed upon us.
	


1 Corinthians 1:16  
		(Now I also baptized the household of Stephanas. Beyond that I do not know if I baptized anyone else.)
	


Acts 16:33  
		And he took them at that very hour of the night and washed their wounds, and he himself was baptized at once, and all those of his household.
	


Romans 4:11  
		And he received the sign of circumcision as a seal of the righteousness by faith which he had while uncircumcised, so that he could be the father of all who believe although they are uncircumcised, so that righteousness could be credited to them,
	


John 7:22  
		Because of this Moses has given you circumcision (not that it is from Moses, but from the fathers), and you circumcise a man on the Sabbath.
	


Genesis 17:7  
		And I will establish my covenant between me and you, and between your offspring after you, throughout their generations as an everlasting covenant to be as God for you and to your offspring after you.
	


Deuteronomy 10:16  
		So you shall circumcise the foreskin of your heart, and do not be stubborn.
	


Jeremiah 4:4  
		Circumcise yourselves to Yahweh, 
	


		and remove the foreskins of your hearts, 
	


		men of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem, 
	


		lest my wrath goes forth like the fire and burns, 
	


		and there is no one who extinguishes it, 
	


		because of the evil of your deeds.”
	


Ezekiel 44:7  
		At your bringing foreigners who are uncircumcised of heart and uncircumcised of flesh to be in my sanctuary to profane it, my temple, as you offered my food, fat, and blood, so you broke my covenant by all of your detestable things.
	


Exodus 6:12  
		And Moses spoke before Yahweh, saying, “Look, the Israelites do not listen to me, and how will Pharaoh listen to me, since I am a poor speaker?”
	


Leviticus 26:41  
		I myself also went against them in hostility, and I brought them into the land of their enemies—or if then their uncircumcised heart is humbled and then they pay for their guilt,
	


Acts 7:51  
		“You stiff-necked people and uncircumcised in hearts and in your ears! You constantly resist the Holy Spirit! As your fathers did, so also do you!
	


Romans 2:28–29  
		For the Jew is not one outwardly, nor is circumcision outwardly, in the flesh. 29 But the Jew is one inwardly, and circumcision is of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter, whose praise is not from people but from God.
	


Philippians 3:3  
		For we are the circumcision, the ones who worship by the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus and do not put confidence in the flesh,
	


Isaiah 48:1  
		Hear this, house of Jacob, 
	


		who are called by the name of Israel 
	


		and came out from the waters of Judah, 
	


		who swear by the name of Yahweh, 
	


		and invoke the God of Israel, 
	


		but not in truth 
	


		and not in righteousness.
	


Colossians 2:11–12  
		in whom also you were circumcised with a circumcision not made by hands, by the removal of the body of the flesh, by the circumcision of Christ, 12 having been buried with him in baptism, in which also you were raised together with him through faith in the working of God, who raised him from the dead.
	


Luke 19:9  
		And Jesus said to him, “Today salvation has come to this house, because he too is a son of Abraham.
	


Acts 10:2  
		devout and fearing God together with all his household, doing many charitable deeds for the people and praying to God continually.
	


Acts 11:14  
		who will speak words to you by which you will be saved, you and all your household.’
	


Acts 16:31  
		And they said, “Believe in the Lord Jesus and you will be saved, you and your household!”
	


Acts 16:34  
		And he brought them up into his house and set a meal before them, and rejoiced greatly that he had believed in God with his whole household.
	


1 Corinthians 1:16  
		(Now I also baptized the household of Stephanas. Beyond that I do not know if I baptized anyone else.)
	


Ephesians 6:1  
		Children, obey your parents in the Lord, for this is right.
	


1 John 2:13–14  
		I am writing to you, fathers, because you have known the One who is from the beginning. I am writing to you, young men, because you have conquered the evil one. 14 I have written to you, children, because you have known the Father. I have written to you, fathers, because you have known the One who is from the beginning. I have written to you, young men, because you are strong, and the word of God resides in you, and you have conquered the evil one.
	


Matthew 1:21  
		And she will give birth to a son, and you will call his name ‘Jesus,’ because he will save his people from their sins.”
	


Luke 1:17  
		And he will go on before him 
	


		in the spirit and power of Elijah, 
	


		to turn the hearts of the fathers to the children, 
	


		and the disobedient to the wisdom of the righteous, 
	


		to prepare for the Lord a people made ready.”
	


Romans 9:25  
		As he also says in Hosea, 
	


		“I will call those who were not my people, ‘My people,’ 
	


		and those who were not loved, ‘Loved.’
	


Romans 9:26  
		And it will be in the place where it was said to them, ‘You are not my people,’ 
	


		there they will be called ‘sons of the living God.’ ”
	


2 Corinthians 6:16  
		And what agreement does the temple of God have with idols? For we are the temple of the living God, just as God said, 
	


		“I will live in them and will walk about among them, 
	


		and I will be their God and they will be my people.”
	


Titus 2:14  
		who gave himself for us, in order that he might redeem us from all lawlessness and purify for himself a people for his own possession, zealous for good deeds.
	


Hebrews 8:8–10  
		For in finding fault with them he says, 
	


		“Behold, days are coming, says the Lord, 
	


		when I will complete a new covenant with the house of Israel 
	


		and with the house of Judah, 
	


		9 not like the covenant which I made with their fathers 
	


		on the day I took hold of them by my hand 
	


		to lead them out of the land of Egypt, 
	


		because they did not continue in my covenant 
	


		and I disregarded them, says the Lord. 
	


		10 For this is the covenant that I will decree with the house of Israel 
	


		after those days, says the Lord: 
	


		I am putting my laws in their minds 
	


		and I will write them on their hearts, 
	


		and I will be their God 
	


		and they will be my people.
	


Jeremiah 31:33  
		“But this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days,” declares Yahweh: “I will put my law in their inward parts and on their hearts I will write it, and I will be to them God, and they themselves will be to me people.
	


1 Peter 2:9  
		But you are a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, a people for God’s possession, so that you may proclaim the virtues of the one who called you out of darkness into his marvelous light,
	


Revelation 21:3  
		And I heard a loud voice from the throne saying, 
	


		“Behold, the dwelling of God is with humanity, 
	


		and he will take up residence with them, 
	


		and they will be his people 
	


		and God himself will be with them.
	


Romans 11:17–24  
		Now if some of the branches were broken off, and you, although you were a wild olive tree, were grafted in among them and became a sharer of the root of the olive tree’s richness, 18 do not boast against the branches. But if you boast against them, you do not support the root, but the root supports you. 19 Then you will say, “Branches were broken off in order that I could be grafted in.” 20 Well said! They were broken off because of unbelief, but you stand firm because of faith. Do not think arrogant thoughts, but be afraid. 21 For if God did not spare the natural branches, neither will he spare you. 22 See, then, the kindness and severity of God: severity upon those who have fallen, but upon you the kindness of God—if you continue in his kindness, for otherwise you also will be cut off. 23 And those also, if they do not persist in unbelief, will be grafted in, because God is able to graft them in again. 24 For if you were cut off from what is by nature a wild olive tree, and contrary to nature were grafted into a cultivated olive tree, how much more will these who are natural branches be grafted into their own olive tree?
	




Acts 2:39  
		For the promise is for you and for your children, and for all those who are far away, as many as the Lord our God calls to himself.”
	


1 Corinthians 7:14  
		For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by his wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the brother, since otherwise your children are unclean, but now they are holy.
	


Mark 16:16  
		The one who believes and is baptized will be saved, but the one who refuses to believe will be condemned.
	


Romans 9:6–7  
		But it is not as if the word of God had failed. For not all those who are descended from Israel are truly Israel, 7 nor are they all children because they are descendants of Abraham, but “In Isaac will your descendants be named.”
	


1 Corinthians 7:14  
		For the unbelieving husband is sanctified by his wife, and the unbelieving wife is sanctified by the brother, since otherwise your children are unclean, but now they are holy.
	


Romans 8:9  
		But you are not in the flesh but in the Spirit, if indeed the Spirit of God lives in you. But if anyone does not have the Spirit of Christ, this person does not belong to him.
	


Isaiah 59:21  
		“And as for me, this is my covenant with them, says Yahweh: 
	


		my spirit that is upon you, 
	


		and my words that I have placed in your mouth 
	


		shall not depart from your mouth, 
	


		or from the mouths of your children, 
	


		or from the mouths of your children’s children,” 
	


		says Yahweh, “from now on and forever.”
	


Genesis 17:12–13  
		And at eight days of age you shall yourselves circumcise every male belonging to your generations and the servant born in your house and the one bought from any foreigner who is not from your offspring. 13 You must certainly circumcise the servant born in your house and the one bought with your money. And my covenant shall be with your flesh as an everlasting covenant.
	


Chapter 5: The Lord’s Supper

Exodus 12:1–13  
		And Yahweh said to Moses and to Aaron in the land of Egypt, saying, 2 “This month will be the beginning of months; it will be for you the first of the months of the year. 3 Speak to all the community of Israel, saying, ‘On the tenth of this month, they will each take for themselves a lamb for the family, a lamb for the household. 4 And if the household is too small for a lamb, he and the neighbor nearest to his house will take one according to the number of persons; you will count out portions of the lamb according to how much each one can eat. 5 The lamb for you must be a male, without defect, in its first year; you will take it from the sheep or from the goats. 
	


		6 “You will keep it until the fourteenth day of this month, and all the assembly of the community of Israel will slaughter it at twilight. 7 And they will take some of the blood and put it on the two doorposts and on the lintel on the houses in which they eat it. 8 And they will eat the meat on this night; they will eat it fire-roasted and with unleavened bread on bitter herbs. 9 You must not eat any of it raw or boiled, boiled in the water, but rather roasted with fire, its head with its legs and with its inner parts. 10 And you must not leave any of it until morning; anything left from it until morning you must burn in the fire. 11 And this is how you will eat it—with your waists fastened, your sandals on your feet, and your staff in your hand, and you will eat it in haste. It is Yahweh’s Passover. 
	


		12 “And I will go through the land of Egypt during this night, and I will strike all of the firstborn in the land of Egypt, from human to animal, and I will do punishments among all of the gods of Egypt. I am Yahweh. 13 And the blood will be a sign for you on the houses where you are, and I will see the blood, and I will pass over you, and there will not be a destructive plague among you when I strike the land of Egypt.
	


Exodus 12:21–23  
		And Moses called all the elders of Israel, and he said to them, “Select and take for yourselves sheep for your clans and slaughter the Passover sacrifice. 22 And take a bunch of hyssop and dip it into the blood that is in the basin and apply some of the blood that is in the basin to the lintel and the two doorposts. And you will not go out, anyone from the doorway of his house, until morning. 23 And Yahweh will go through to strike Egypt, and he will see the blood on the lintel and on the two doorposts, and Yahweh will pass over the doorway and will not allow the destroyer to come to your houses to strike you.
	


Exodus 12:28  
		And the Israelites went, and they did as Yahweh had commanded Moses and Aaron; so they did.
	


Exodus 12:43–51  
		And Yahweh said to Moses and Aaron, “This is the statute of the Passover: No foreigner may eat it. 44 But any slave of a man, an acquisition by money, and you have circumcised him, then he may eat it. 45 A temporary resident and a hired worker may not eat it. 46 It will be eaten in one house; you will not bring part of the meat out from the house to the outside; and you will not break a bone of it. 47 All of the community of Israel will prepare it. 48 And when an alien dwells with you and he wants to prepare the Passover for Yahweh, every male belonging to him must be circumcised, and then he may come near to prepare it, and he will be as the native of the land, but any uncircumcised man may not eat it. 49 One law will be for the native and for the alien who is dwelling in your midst.” 
	


		50 And all the Israelites did as Yahweh had commanded Moses and Aaron; so they did. 51 And it was on exactly this day Yahweh brought the Israelites out from the land of Egypt by their divisions.
	


Exodus 12:26–27  
		And when your children say to you, ‘What is this religious custom for you?’ 27 you will say, ‘It is a Passover sacrifice for Yahweh, who passed over the houses of the Israelites in Egypt when he struck Egypt; and he delivered our houses.’ ” And the people knelt down and they worshiped.
	


Exodus 12:13  
		And the blood will be a sign for you on the houses where you are, and I will see the blood, and I will pass over you, and there will not be a destructive plague among you when I strike the land of Egypt.
	


Colossians 2:17  
		which are a shadow of what is to come, but the reality is Christ.
	


Exodus 12:27  
		you will say, ‘It is a Passover sacrifice for Yahweh, who passed over the houses of the Israelites in Egypt when he struck Egypt; and he delivered our houses.’ ” And the people knelt down and they worshiped.
	


Exodus 1:14  
		And they made their lives bitter with hard work with mortar and with bricks and with all sorts of work in the field—with all their work in which they ruthlessly enslaved them.
	


Deuteronomy 16:3  
		You shall not eat with it anything leavened; seven days you shall eat with it unleavened bread of affliction, because in haste you went out from the land of Egypt, so that you will remember the day of your going out from the land of Egypt all the days of your life.
	


1 Corinthians 5:8  
		So then, let us celebrate the feast, not with the old leaven or with the leaven of wickedness and sinfulness, but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth.
	


Matthew 16:6  
		And Jesus said to them, “Watch out for and beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and Sadducees!”
	


Matthew 16:12  
		Then they understood that he did not say to beware of the leaven of bread, but of the teaching of the Pharisees and Sadducees.
	


Exodus 12:26–27  
		And when your children say to you, ‘What is this religious custom for you?’ 27 you will say, ‘It is a Passover sacrifice for Yahweh, who passed over the houses of the Israelites in Egypt when he struck Egypt; and he delivered our houses.’ ” And the people knelt down and they worshiped.
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


Psalm 118:26  
		Blessed is he who comes in the name of Yahweh. 
	


		We bless you from the house of Yahweh.
	


1 Corinthians 10:14–21  
		Therefore, my dear friends, flee from idolatry. 15 I am speaking as to sensible people; you judge what I am saying. 16 The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ? 17 Because there is one bread, we who are many are one body, for we all share from the one bread. 18 Consider Israel according to the flesh: are not the ones who eat the sacrifices sharers in the altar? 19 Therefore, what am I saying? That food sacrificed to idols is anything, or that an idol is anything? 20 No, but that the things which they sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and not to God, and I do not want you to become sharers with demons. 21 You are not able to drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons. You are not able to share the table of the Lord and the table of demons.
	


Deuteronomy 16:2  
		And you shall offer the Passover sacrifice to Yahweh your God from among your flock and herd at the place that Yahweh will choose, to let his name dwell there.
	


Luke 22:1  
		Now the feast of Unleavened Bread (which is called Passover) was drawing near.
	


Exodus 12:8  
		And they will eat the meat on this night; they will eat it fire-roasted and with unleavened bread on bitter herbs.
	


1 Corinthians 10:21  
		You are not able to drink the cup of the Lord and the cup of demons. You are not able to share the table of the Lord and the table of demons.
	


1 Corinthians 10:20  
		No, but that the things which they sacrifice, they sacrifice to demons and not to God, and I do not want you to become sharers with demons.
	


Acts 2:42  
		And they were devoting themselves to the teaching of the apostles and to fellowship, to the breaking of bread and to prayers.
	


Acts 20:7  
		And on the first day of the week, when we had assembled to break bread, Paul began conversing with them, because he was going to leave on the next day, and he extended his message until midnight.
	


Acts 20:11  
		So he went up and broke bread, and when he had eaten and talked for a long time, until dawn, then he departed.
	


Acts 27:36  
		So they all were encouraged and partook of food themselves.
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


Luke 22:17  
		And he took in hand a cup, and after giving thanks he said, “Take this and share it among yourselves.
	


Luke 22:19  
		And he took bread, and after giving thanks, he broke it and gave it to them, saying, “This is my body which is given for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”
	


Mark 1:23  
		And so then there was a man in their synagogue with an unclean spirit, and he cried out,
	


Matthew 23:27  
		“Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees—hypocrites!—because you are like whitewashed tombs which on the outside appear beautiful, but on the inside are full of the bones of the dead and of everything unclean!
	


1 Corinthians 11:24  
		and after he had given thanks, he broke it and said, “This is my body which is for you. Do this in remembrance of me.”
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


1 Corinthians 13:1–2  
		If I speak with the tongues of men and of angels, but do not have love, I have become a ringing brass gong or a clashing cymbal. 2 And if I have the gift of prophecy and I know all mysteries and all knowledge, and if I have all faith so that I can remove mountains, but do not have love, I am nothing.
	


Luke 22:17  
		And he took in hand a cup, and after giving thanks he said, “Take this and share it among yourselves.
	


Luke 22:20  
		And in the same way the cup after they had eaten, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood which is poured out for you.
	


1 Corinthians 11:25  
		Likewise also the cup, after they had eaten, saying, “This cup is the new covenant in my blood. Do this, as often as you drink it, in remembrance of me.”
	


1 Corinthians 11:26  
		For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes.
	


1 Corinthians 11:23  
		For I received from the Lord what I also passed on to you, that the Lord Jesus, on the night in which he was betrayed, took bread,
	


Galatians 1:13  
		For you have heard about my former way of life in Judaism, that to an extraordinary degree I was persecuting the church of God, and trying to destroy it,
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


Acts 2:42  
		And they were devoting themselves to the teaching of the apostles and to fellowship, to the breaking of bread and to prayers.
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


Isaiah 53:5  
		But he was pierced for our transgressions, 
	


		crushed because of our iniquities; 
	


		the chastisement for our peace was upon him, 
	


		and by his wounds we were healed.
	


Isaiah 53:10  
		Yet Yahweh was pleased to crush him; 
	


		he made him sick. 
	


		If she places his life a guilt offering, 
	


		he will see offspring. 
	


		He will prolong days, 
	


		and the will of Yahweh will succeed in his hand.
	


John 6:51  
		I am the living bread that came down from heaven. If anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh.”
	


1 Corinthians 11:26–29  
		For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes. 27 So then, whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord. 28 But let a person examine himself, and in this way let him eat from the bread and let him drink from the cup. 29 For the one who eats and drinks, if he does not recognize the body, eats and drinks judgment against himself.
	


Psalm 104:15  
		and wine that makes glad the heart of man, 
	


		so that their faces shine from oil, 
	


		and bread that strengthens the heart of man.
	


Luke 22:21  
		“But behold, the hand of the one who is betraying me is with me on the table!
	


1 Corinthians 11:27  
		So then, whoever eats the bread or drinks the cup of the Lord in an unworthy manner will be guilty of the body and the blood of the Lord.
	


Jeremiah 31:33–34  
		“But this is the covenant that I will make with the house of Israel after those days,” declares Yahweh: “I will put my law in their inward parts and on their hearts I will write it, and I will be to them God, and they themselves will be to me people. 34 And they will no longer teach each one his neighbor, or each one his brother, saying, ‘Know Yahweh,’ for all of them will know me, from their smallest and up to their greatest,” declares Yahweh, “for I will forgive their iniquity and their sin I will no longer remember.”
	


Hebrews 10:3  
		But in them there is a reminder of sins year by year.
	


Hebrews 8:12–13  
		For I will be merciful toward their wrongdoings, 
	


		and I will not remember their sins any longer.” 
	


		13 In calling it new, he has declared the former to be old. Now what is becoming obsolete and growing old is near to disappearing.
	


1 Corinthians 11:26  
		For as often as you eat this bread and drink this cup, you proclaim the Lord’s death until he comes.
	


1 Corinthians 10:16  
		The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not a participation in the body of Christ?
	


John 5:26  
		For just as the Father has life in himself, thus also he has granted to the Son to have life in himself.
	


Ephesians 1:23  
		which is his body, the fullness of the one who fills all things in every way.
	


Ephesians 4:15  
		But speaking the truth in love, we are to grow into him with reference to all things, who is the head, Christ,
	


1 Corinthians 6:15  
		Do you not know that your bodies are members of Christ? Therefore, shall I take away the members of Christ and make them members of a prostitute? May it never be!
	


John 6:53–58  
		Then Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life in yourselves! 54 The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day. 55 For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink. 56 The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood resides in me and I in him. 57 Just as the living Father sent me, and I live because of the Father, so also the one who eats me—that one will live because of me. 58 This is the bread that came down from heaven, not as the fathers ate and died. The one who eats this bread will live forever.”
	


John 6:53  
		Then Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life in yourselves!
	


John 6:55  
		For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink.
	


John 6:51  
		I am the living bread that came down from heaven. If anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh.”
	


John 6:54  
		The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day.
	


John 6:47  
		Truly, truly I say to you, the one who believes has eternal life.
	


John 6:47–48  
		Truly, truly I say to you, the one who believes has eternal life. 48 I am the bread of life.
	


John 6:50–51  
		This is the bread that comes down from heaven so that someone may eat from it and not die. 51 I am the living bread that came down from heaven. If anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh.”
	


John 6:47  
		Truly, truly I say to you, the one who believes has eternal life.
	


John 6:48  
		I am the bread of life.
	


John 6:51  
		I am the living bread that came down from heaven. If anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh.”
	


John 6:56  
		The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood resides in me and I in him.
	


John 6:57  
		Just as the living Father sent me, and I live because of the Father, so also the one who eats me—that one will live because of me.
	


John 6:54  
		The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day.
	


1 Corinthians 15:50  
		But I say this, brothers, that flesh and blood is not able to inherit the kingdom of God, nor can corruption inherit incorruptibility.
	


1 Corinthians 10:17  
		Because there is one bread, we who are many are one body, for we all share from the one bread.
	


John 6:48–62  
		I am the bread of life. 49 Your fathers ate the manna in the wilderness and they died. 50 This is the bread that comes down from heaven so that someone may eat from it and not die. 51 I am the living bread that came down from heaven. If anyone eats from this bread, he will live forever. And the bread that I will give for the life of the world is my flesh.” 
	


		52 So the Jews began to quarrel among themselves, saying, “How can this man give us his flesh to eat?” 53 Then Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life in yourselves! 54 The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood has eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day. 55 For my flesh is true food, and my blood is true drink. 56 The one who eats my flesh and drinks my blood resides in me and I in him. 57 Just as the living Father sent me, and I live because of the Father, so also the one who eats me—that one will live because of me. 58 This is the bread that came down from heaven, not as the fathers ate and died. The one who eats this bread will live forever.” 
	

		59 He said these things while teaching in the synagogue in Capernaum. 60 Thus many of his disciples, when they heard it, said, “This saying is hard! Who can understand it?” 61 But Jesus, because he knew within himself that his disciples were grumbling about this, said to them, “Does this cause you to be offended? 62 Then what if you see the Son of Man ascending where he was before?
	


John 6:53  
		Then Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life in yourselves!
	


John 6:53  
		Then Jesus said to them, “Truly, truly I say to you, unless you eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his blood, you do not have life in yourselves!
	


Luke 2:42  
		And when he was twelve years old, they went up according to the custom of the feast.
	


1 Corinthians 11:32  
		But if we are judged by the Lord, we are being disciplined, in order that we will not be condemned with the world.
	


Hebrews 10:14  
		For by one offering he has perfected for all time those who are made holy.
	


Malachi 1:11  
		From the rising of the sun to its setting, my name is great among the nations, and in every place incense is being presented to my name, and a pure offering. For my name is great among the nations,” says Yahweh of hosts.
	


Isaiah 19:21  
		And Yahweh will make himself known to Egypt, and Egypt will know Yahweh on that day, and they will worship with sacrifice and offering, and they will make vows to Yahweh, and they will fulfill them.
	


Isaiah 19:19  
		On that day, there will be an altar for Yahweh in the middle of the land of Egypt, and a stone pillar for Yahweh at her border.
	


Malachi 1:11  
		From the rising of the sun to its setting, my name is great among the nations, and in every place incense is being presented to my name, and a pure offering. For my name is great among the nations,” says Yahweh of hosts.
	


Part 3: Eschatology: The Doctrine of Last Things

Isaiah 2:2  
		And it shall happen in the future of the days 
	


		the mountain of the house of Yahweh shall be established; 
	


		it will be among the highest of the mountains, 
	


		and it shall be raised from the hills. 
	


		All of the nations shall travel to him;
	


Micah 4:1  
		And it will be that at the end of those days, 
	


		the mountain of the house of Yahweh 
	


		will be established as the highest of the mountains, 
	


		and it will be lifted up above the hills, 
	


		and people will stream to it.
	


Acts 2:17  
		‘And it will be in the last days,’ God says, 
	


		‘I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh, 
	


		and your sons and your daughters will prophesy, 
	


		and your young men will see visions, 
	


		and your old men will dream dreams.
	


1 Peter 1:20  
		who was foreknown before the foundation of the world, but has been revealed in these last times for you
	


1 John 2:18  
		Children, it is the last hour, and just as you have heard that antichrist is coming, even now many antichrists have arisen, by which we know that it is the last hour.
	


Acts 2:17  
		‘And it will be in the last days,’ God says, 
	


		‘I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh, 
	


		and your sons and your daughters will prophesy, 
	


		and your young men will see visions, 
	


		and your old men will dream dreams.
	


Luke 20:34  
		And Jesus said to them, “The sons of this age marry and are given in marriage,
	


Ephesians 1:21  
		above all rule and authority and power and lordship and every name named, not only in this age but also in the coming one,
	


Galatians 1:4  
		who gave himself for our sins in order to rescue us from the present evil age, according to the will of our God and Father,
	


Hebrews 2:5  
		For he did not subject to angels the world to come, about which we are speaking.
	


Chapter 6: Individual Eschatology

Psalm 73:23–24  
		But I am continually with you; 
	


		you have hold of my right hand. 
	


		24 You will guide me with your advice, 
	


		and afterward you will take me into honor.
	


Psalm 17:15  
		By contrast, I in righteousness shall see your face. 
	


		Upon awakening I will be satisfied seeing your form.
	


Isaiah 26:19  
		Your dead shall live; their corpses shall rise. 
	


		Wake up and sing for joy, dwellers of the dust, 
	


		for your dew is celestial dew, 
	


		and the earth will give birth to dead spirits.
	


Daniel 12:2  
		And many from those sleeping in the dusty ground will awake, some to everlasting life and some to disgrace and everlasting contempt.
	


Hebrews 11:13–16  
		These all died in faith without receiving the promises, but seeing them from a distance and welcoming them, and admitting that they were strangers and temporary residents on the earth. 14 For those who say such things make clear that they are seeking a homeland. 15 And if they remember that land from which they went out, they would have had opportunity to return. 16 But now they aspire to a better land, that is, a heavenly one. Therefore God is not ashamed of them, to be called their God, for he has prepared for them a city.
	


Philippians 1:23  
		But I am hard pressed between the two options, having the desire to depart and to be with Christ, for this is very much better.
	


2 Corinthians 5:6  
		Therefore, although we are always confident and know that while we are at home in the body we are absent from the Lord—
	


2 Corinthians 5:8  
		so we are confident and prefer rather to be absent from the body and to be at home with the Lord.
	


2 Corinthians 5:10  
		For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


2 Corinthians 5:8  
		so we are confident and prefer rather to be absent from the body and to be at home with the Lord.
	


Philippians 1:23  
		But I am hard pressed between the two options, having the desire to depart and to be with Christ, for this is very much better.
	


Luke 23:43  
		And he said to him, “Truly I say to you, today you will be with me in paradise.”
	


Ephesians 2:6  
		and raised us together and seated us together in the heavenly places in Christ Jesus,
	


Luke 16:23  
		And in Hades he lifted up his eyes as he was in torment and saw Abraham from a distance, and Lazarus at his side.
	


1 Peter 3:19  
		in which also he went and proclaimed to the spirits in prison,
	


2 Peter 2:9  
		then the Lord knows how to rescue the godly from trials and to reserve the unrighteous to be punished at the day of judgment,
	


Revelation 6:11  
		And to each one of them a white robe was given, and it was said to them that they should rest yet a short time, until the number of their fellow slaves and their brothers who were about to be killed as they had been were completed also.
	


Revelation 7:15  
		Because of this, they are before the throne of God, 
	


		and they serve him day and night in his temple, 
	


		and the one who is seated on the throne will shelter them.
	


Revelation 6:9–11  
		And when he opened the fifth seal, I saw under the altar the souls of those who had been slaughtered because of the word of God and because of the testimony which they had, 10 and they cried out with a loud voice, saying, “How long, holy and true Lord, will you not judge and avenge our blood from those who live on the earth?” 11 And to each one of them a white robe was given, and it was said to them that they should rest yet a short time, until the number of their fellow slaves and their brothers who were about to be killed as they had been were completed also.
	


Revelation 14:13  
		And I heard a voice from heaven saying, “Write: 
	


		‘Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord from now on!’ ” 
	


		“Yes,” says the Spirit, “in order that they may rest from their labors, for their deeds follow after them.”
	


Matthew 16:24–25  
		Then Jesus said to his disciples, “If anyone wants to come after me, let him deny himself and take up his cross and follow me. 25 For whoever wants to save his life will lose it, but whoever loses his life on account of me will find it.
	


Romans 8:20–22  
		For the creation has been subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of the one who subjected it, in hope 21 that the creation itself also will be set free from its servility to decay, into the glorious freedom of the children of God. 22 For we know that the whole creation groans together and suffers agony together until now.
	


Luke 16:30–31  
		And he said, ‘No, father Abraham, but if someone from the dead goes to them, they will repent!’ 31 But he said to him, ‘If they do not listen to Moses and the prophets, neither will they be convinced if someone rises from the dead.’ ”
	


Revelation 21:7–8  
		The one who conquers will inherit these things, and I will be his God and he will be my son. 8 But as for the cowards and unbelievers and detestable persons and murderers and sexually immoral people and sorcerers and idolaters and all liars, their share is in the lake that burns with fire and sulphur, which is the second death.
	


Isaiah 4:4  
		when the Lord has washed away the filth of the daughters of Zion 
	


		and cleansed the blood of Jerusalem from her midst 
	


		by a spirit of judgment 
	


		and by a spirit of burning.
	


Micah 7:8  
		You should not rejoice over me, O my enemy! 
	


		When I fall I will stand up; 
	


		when I sit in darkness 
	


		Yahweh will be a light for me.
	


Zechariah 9:11  
		As for you also, because of the blood of your covenant, 
	


		I will release your prisoners from the waterless pit.
	


Malachi 3:2  
		And who can endure the day of his coming? And who is the one who can stand when he appears? For he is like a refiner’s fire, like launderers’ alkali.
	


1 Corinthians 3:13–15  
		the work of each one will become evident. For the day will reveal it, because it will be revealed with fire, and the fire itself will test the work of each one, of what sort it is. 14 If anyone’s work that he has built upon it remains, he will receive a reward. 15 If anyone’s work is burned up, he will suffer loss, but he himself will be saved, but so as through fire.
	


1 Corinthians 15:29  
		Otherwise, why do they do it, those who are being baptized on behalf of the dead? If the dead are not raised at all, why indeed are they being baptized on behalf of them?
	


Revelation 6:8  
		And I looked, and behold, a pale green horse, and the one seated on it was named Death, and Hades followed after him. And authority was granted to them over a fourth of the earth, to kill by the sword and by famine and by pestilence and by the wild beasts of the earth.
	


Revelation 20:13–14  
		And the sea gave up the dead who were in it, and Death and Hades gave up the dead who were in them, and each one was judged according to their deeds. 14 And Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death—the lake of fire.
	


Philippians 2:10  
		so that at the name of Jesus 
	


		every knee should bow, 
	


		of those in heaven and of those on earth and of those under the earth,
	


Revelation 5:3  
		And no one in heaven or on earth or under the earth was able to open the scroll or to look into it.
	


1 Samuel 2:6  
		Yahweh kills and restores alive, 
	


		he brings down to Sheol and raises up.
	


Genesis 44:31  
		it shall happen that when he sees that the boy is gone, he will die. And your servants will bring down the gray head of your servant, our father, to Sheol with sorrow.
	


Job 14:13  
		“O that you would conceal me in Sheol, 
	


		that you would hide me until your wrath is past, 
	


		that you would appoint a set time for me and remember me.
	


Job 17:13–14  
		If I hope for Sheol as my house, 
	


		if I spread my couch in the darkness, 
	


		14 if I call to the pit, ‘You are my father,’ 
	


		to the maggot, ‘You are my mother or my sister,’
	


Hosea 13:14  
		Should I redeem them from the power of Sheol?  
	


		Should I deliver them from death? 
	


		Where are your plagues, O Death? 
	


		Where is your destruction, O Sheol? 
	


		Compassion is hidden from my eyes.
	


Psalm 89:48  
		What man can live on and not see death? 
	


		Can he deliver his life from the power of Sheol? Selah
	


Acts 2:27  
		because you will not abandon my soul in Hades, 
	


		nor will you permit your Holy One to experience decay.
	


Acts 2:31  
		by having foreseen this, he spoke about the resurrection of the Christ, that neither was he abandoned in Hades nor did his flesh experience decay.
	


1 Corinthians 15:55  
		Where, O death, is your victory? 
	


		Where, O death, is your sting?
	


Deuteronomy 32:22  
		For a fire was kindled by my anger, 
	


		and it burned up to the depths of Sheol, 
	


		and it devoured the earth and its produce, 
	


		and it set afire the foundation of the mountains.
	


Job 21:13  
		They spend their days in prosperity, 
	


		and in peace they go down to Sheol.
	


Psalm 9:17  
		The wicked shall turn back to Sheol, 
	


		all the nations forgetting God,
	


Proverbs 5:5  
		Her feet go down to death; 
	


		her steps take hold of Sheol.
	


Proverbs 15:24  
		The path of life leads upward for him who has insight, 
	


		in order to turn away from Sheol below.
	


Numbers 23:5  
		Yahweh put a word in the mouth of Balaam and said, “Return to Balak, and you must speak thus.”
	


Numbers 23:10  
		Who can count the dust of Jacob, 
	


		or as a number the fourth part of Israel? 
	


		Let my life die the death of an upright person, 
	


		and let my end be like his!”
	


Psalm 16:11  
		You will make known to me the path of life. 
	


		In your presence is fullness of joy. 
	


		At your right hand are pleasures forever.
	


Psalm 17:15  
		By contrast, I in righteousness shall see your face. 
	


		Upon awakening I will be satisfied seeing your form.
	


Psalm 49:15  
		Surely God will ransom my life 
	


		from the power of Sheol, 
	


		because he will receive me. Selah
	


Proverbs 14:32  
		By his evildoing, the wicked will be overthrown, 
	


		and the righteous will find refuge in his death.
	


Hebrews 11:16  
		But now they aspire to a better land, that is, a heavenly one. Therefore God is not ashamed of them, to be called their God, for he has prepared for them a city.
	


Hebrews 11:35  
		Women received back their dead by resurrection. But others were tortured, not accepting release, in order that they might gain a better resurrection.
	


Proverbs 15:11  
		Sheol and Abaddon are before Yahweh, 
	


		how much more the hearts of the children of men!
	


Proverbs 27:20  
		Sheol and Abaddon will not be satisfied, 
	


		and the eyes of a person will not be satisfied either.
	


Proverbs 5:5  
		Her feet go down to death; 
	


		her steps take hold of Sheol.
	


Revelation 20:14  
		And Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death—the lake of fire.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:14–15  
		For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, thus also God will bring those who have fallen asleep through Jesus together with him. 15 For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who remain until the Lord’s coming, will not possibly precede those who have fallen asleep.
	


1 Thessalonians 5:10  
		who died for us, so that whether we are awake or asleep, we will live at the same time with him.
	


Hebrews 9:27  
		And just as it is destined for people to die once, and after this, judgment,
	


John 8:21  
		So he said to them again, “I am going away, and you will seek me and will die in your sin. Where I am going you cannot come!”
	


John 9:4  
		It is necessary for us to do the deeds of the one who sent me while it is day; night is coming, when no one can work!
	


Luke 21:34–35  
		“But take care for yourselves, lest your hearts are weighed down with dissipation and drunkenness and the worries of daily life, and that day come upon you suddenly 35 like a trap. For it will come upon all who reside on the face of the whole earth.
	


Luke 13:24–25  
		“Make every effort to enter through the narrow door, because many, I tell you, will seek to enter and will not be able to, 25 when once the master of the house has gotten up and shut the door, and you begin to stand outside and knock on the door, saying, ‘Lord, open the door for us!’ And he will answer and say to you, ‘I do not know where you are from!’
	


2 Corinthians 6:2  
		For he says, 
	


		“At the acceptable time I heard you, 
	


		and in the day of salvation I helped you.” 
	


		Behold, now is the acceptable time; behold, now is the day of salvation!
	


Hebrews 3:7  
		Therefore, just as the Holy Spirit says, 
	


		“Today, if you hear his voice,
	


Hebrews 4:7  
		again he ordains a certain day, today, speaking by David after so long a time, just as had been said before, 
	


		“Today, if you hear his voice, 
	


		do not harden your hearts.”
	


Matthew 10:22  
		and you will be hated by everyone because of my name. But the one who endures to the end—this one will be saved.
	


1 Corinthians 1:8  
		who will also confirm you until the end, blameless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.
	


Hebrews 3:6  
		but Christ was faithful as a son over his house, whose house we are, if we hold fast to our confidence and the hope we can be proud of.
	


Hebrews 3:14  
		For we have become partners of Christ, if indeed we hold fast the beginning of our commitment steadfast until the end,
	


Hebrews 6:11  
		And we desire each one of you to demonstrate the same diligence for the full assurance of your hope until the end,
	


Revelation 2:26  
		And the one who conquers and who keeps my works until the end, I will give him authority over the nations,
	


Romans 1:32  
		who, although they know the requirements of God, that those who do such things are worthy of death, not only do they do the same things, but also they approve of those who do them.
	


Romans 2:11  
		For there is no partiality with God.
	


Romans 2:14–15  
		For whenever the Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature the things of the law, these, although they do not have the law, are a law to themselves, 15 who show the work of the law written on their hearts, their conscience bearing witness and their thoughts one after another accusing or even defending them
	


Revelation 21:8  
		But as for the cowards and unbelievers and detestable persons and murderers and sexually immoral people and sorcerers and idolaters and all liars, their share is in the lake that burns with fire and sulphur, which is the second death.
	


Acts 10:35  
		but in every nation the one who fears him and who does what is right is acceptable to him.
	


Acts 13:26  
		“Men and brothers, sons of the family of Abraham and those among you who fear God—to us the message of this salvation has been sent!
	


Acts 17:4  
		And some of them were persuaded and joined Paul and Silas, and also a large number of God-fearing Greeks and not a few of the prominent women.
	


Acts 17:17  
		So he was discussing in the synagogue with the Jews and the God-fearing Gentiles, and in the marketplace every day with those who happened to be there.
	


Acts 16:14  
		And a certain woman named Lydia from the city of Thyatira, a merchant dealing in purple cloth who showed reverence for God, was listening. The Lord opened her heart to pay attention to what was being said by Paul.
	


1 Peter 3:19–20  
		in which also he went and proclaimed to the spirits in prison, 
	


		20 who were formerly disobedient, when the patience of God waited in the days of Noah, while an ark was being constructed, in which a few—that is, eight souls—were rescued through water.
	


1 Peter 4:6  
		Because for this reason also the gospel was preached to those who are dead, so that they were judged by human standards in the flesh, but they may live in the spirit by God’s standards.
	


Ephesians 2:1–2  
		And you, although you were dead in your trespasses and sins, 2 in which you formerly walked according to the course of this world, according to the ruler of the authority of the air, the spirit now working in the sons of disobedience,
	


1 Timothy 5:6  
		But the one who lives for sensual pleasure is dead even though she lives.
	


Colossians 2:13  
		And although you were dead in the trespasses and the uncircumcision of your flesh, he made you alive together with him, having forgiven us all our trespasses,
	


Revelation 3:1  
		“And to the angel of the church in Sardis write: 
	


		“This is what the one who has the seven spirits of God and the seven stars says: ‘I know your works, that you have a name that you are alive, and you are dead.
	


Luke 12:47–48  
		And that slave who knew the will of his master and did not prepare or do according to his will will be given a severe beating. 48 But the one who did not know and did things deserving blows will be given a light beating. And from everyone to whom much has been given, much will be demanded, and from him to whom they entrusted much, they will ask him for even more.
	


Romans 2:12  
		For as many as have sinned without law will also perish without law, and as many as have sinned under the law will be judged by the law.
	




Chapter 7: General Eschatology

Acts 17:18  
		And even some of the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers were conversing with him, and some were saying, “What does this babbler want to say?” But others said, “He appears to be a proclaimer of foreign deities,” because he was proclaiming the good news about Jesus and the resurrection.
	


Acts 17:32  
		Now when they heard about the resurrection of the dead, some scoffed, but others said, “We will hear you about this again also.”
	


2 Timothy 2:17–18  
		and their message will spread like gangrene, among whom are Hymenaeus and Philetus, 18 who have deviated concerning the truth by saying the resurrection has already taken place, and they are upsetting the faith of some.
	


1 Corinthians 15:12  
		Now if Christ is preached as raised up from the dead, how do some among you say that there is no resurrection of the dead?
	


Isaiah 26:19–20  
		Your dead shall live; their corpses shall rise. 
	


		Wake up and sing for joy, dwellers of the dust, 
	


		for your dew is celestial dew, 
	


		and the earth will give birth to dead spirits. 
	


		20 Go, my people, enter into your chambers 
	


		and shut your doors behind you; 
	


		hide for a very little while, 
	


		until the wrath has passed over.
	


Daniel 12:2–3  
		And many from those sleeping in the dusty ground will awake, some to everlasting life and some to disgrace and everlasting contempt. 3 But the ones having insight will shine like the brightness of the expanse, and the ones providing justice for the many will be like the stars forever and ever.
	


John 11:24  
		Martha said to him, “I know that he will rise again in the resurrection at the last day.”
	


Matthew 16:14  
		And they said, Some say John the Baptist, but others Elijah, and others Jeremiah or one of the prophets.”
	


Mark 6:15  
		But others were saying, “He is Elijah,” and others were saying, “He is a prophet like one of the prophets.”
	


Mark 9:10  
		And they kept the matter to themselves, discussing what this rising from the dead meant.
	


Luke 9:8  
		and by some that Elijah had appeared, and others that some prophet of ancient times had risen.
	


Luke 9:19  
		And they answered and said, “John the Baptist, but others, Elijah, and others, that one of the ancient prophets has risen.”
	


Matthew 14:2  
		and he said to his servants, “This is John the Baptist! He has been raised from the dead, and for this reason miraculous powers are at work in him.”
	


Mark 6:14  
		And King Herod heard it, because his name had become known. And they were saying, “John, the one who baptizes, has been raised from the dead, and because of this these miraculous powers are at work in him.”
	


Mark 6:16  
		But when Herod heard it, he said, “John whom I beheaded—this one has been raised!”
	


Luke 9:7  
		Now Herod the tetrarch heard about all that was happening, and he was greatly perplexed, because it was said by some that John has been raised from the dead,
	


Matthew 22:23–32  
		On that day Sadducees—who say there is no resurrection—came up to him and asked him, 24 saying, “Teacher, Moses said if someone dies without having children, his brother is to marry his wife and father descendants for his brother. 25 Now there were seven brothers with us. And the first died after getting married, and because he did not have descendants, he left his wife to his brother. 26 So also the second and the third, up to the seventh. 27 And last of all the woman died. 28 In the resurrection, therefore, whose wife of the seven will she be? For they all had her as wife.” 29 But Jesus answered and said to them, “You are mistaken, because you do not know the scriptures or the power of God! 30 For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels of God in heaven. 31 Now concerning the resurrection of the dead, have you not read what was spoken to you by God, who said, 32 “I am the God of Abraham and the God of Isaac and the God of Jacob”? He is not the God of the dead, but of the living!”
	


John 5:26  
		For just as the Father has life in himself, thus also he has granted to the Son to have life in himself.
	


John 5:28  
		“Do not be astonished at this, because an hour is coming in which all those in the tombs will hear his voice
	


1 Corinthians 15:20  
		But now Christ has been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who have fallen asleep.
	


1 Corinthians 15:23  
		But each in his own group: Christ the first fruits, then those who are Christ’s at his coming,
	


Acts 26:23  
		that the Christ was to suffer and that as the first of the resurrection from the dead, he was going to proclaim light both to the people and to the Gentiles.”
	


Colossians 1:18  
		and he himself is the head of the body, the church, who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead, so that he himself may become first in everything,
	


Revelation 1:5  
		and from Jesus Christ the faithful witness, the firstborn from the dead and the ruler of the kings of the earth. 
	


		To the one who loves us and released us from our sins by his blood
	


1 Thessalonians 4:16  
		For the Lord himself will descend from heaven with a shout of command, with the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise first.
	


1 Corinthians 15:23–25  
		But each in his own group: Christ the first fruits, then those who are Christ’s at his coming, 24 then the end, when he hands over the kingdom to the God and Father, when he has abolished all rule and all authority and power. 25 For it is necessary for him to reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet.
	


Revelation 20:5  
		(The rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years were completed.) This is the first resurrection.
	


John 5:27–29  
		And he has granted him authority to carry out judgment, because he is the Son of Man. 
	


		28 “Do not be astonished at this, because an hour is coming in which all those in the tombs will hear his voice 29 and they will come out—those who have done good things to a resurrection of life, but those who have practiced evil things to a resurrection of judgment.
	


Matthew 25:31  
		Now when the Son of Man comes in his glory and all the angels with him, then he will sit on his glorious throne.
	


2 Corinthians 5:10  
		For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


Matthew 22:29  
		But Jesus answered and said to them, “You are mistaken, because you do not know the scriptures or the power of God!
	


2 Corinthians 1:9  
		But we ourselves had the sentence of death in ourselves, so that we would not be putting confidence in ourselves, but in God who raises the dead,
	


1 Corinthians 15:38  
		But God gives to it a body just as he wishes, and to each one of the seeds its own body.
	


John 5:21  
		For just as the Father raises the dead and makes them alive, thus also the Son makes alive whomever he wishes.
	


John 6:38–40  
		because I have come down from heaven not that I should do my will, but the will of the one who sent me. 39 Now this is the will of the one who sent me: that everyone whom he has given me, I would not lose any of them, but raise them up on the last day. 40 For this is the will of my Father, that everyone who looks at the Son and believes in him would have eternal life, and I will raise him up on the last day.”
	


John 6:44  
		No one is able to come to me unless the Father who sent me draws him, and I will raise him up on the last day.
	


John 5:25  
		“Truly, truly I say to you, that an hour is coming—and now is here—when the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God, and the ones who hear will live.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:16  
		For the Lord himself will descend from heaven with a shout of command, with the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise first.
	


Romans 8:11  
		And if the Spirit of the one who raised Jesus from the dead lives in you, the one who raised Christ Jesus from the dead will also make alive your mortal bodies through his Spirit who lives in you.
	


Romans 4:17  
		(just as it is written, “I have made you the father of many nations”) before God, in whom he believed, the one who makes the dead alive and who calls the things that are not as though they are,
	


John 5:25  
		“Truly, truly I say to you, that an hour is coming—and now is here—when the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God, and the ones who hear will live.
	


John 5:28–29  
		“Do not be astonished at this, because an hour is coming in which all those in the tombs will hear his voice 29 and they will come out—those who have done good things to a resurrection of life, but those who have practiced evil things to a resurrection of judgment.
	


John 5:28  
		“Do not be astonished at this, because an hour is coming in which all those in the tombs will hear his voice
	


1 Thessalonians 4:17  
		Then we who are alive, who remain, will be snatched away at the same time together with them in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord in the air, and thus we will be together with the Lord always.
	


1 Corinthians 15:51  
		Behold, I tell you a mystery: we will not all fall asleep, but we will all be changed,
	


1 Corinthians 15:53  
		For it is necessary for this perishable body to put on incorruptibility, and this mortal body to put on immortality.
	


1 Corinthians 15:50  
		But I say this, brothers, that flesh and blood is not able to inherit the kingdom of God, nor can corruption inherit incorruptibility.
	


1 Corinthians 15:37–38  
		And what you sow is not the body which it will become, but you sow the bare seed, whether perhaps of wheat or of some of the rest. 38 But God gives to it a body just as he wishes, and to each one of the seeds its own body.
	


Matthew 22:30  
		For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels of God in heaven.
	


1 Corinthians 6:13  
		Food is for the stomach, and the stomach for food, but God will abolish both of them. Now the body is not for sexual immorality, but for the Lord, and the Lord for the body.
	


1 Corinthians 15:44  
		It is sown a natural body, it is raised a spiritual body. If there is a natural body, there is also a spiritual body.
	


1 Corinthians 15:43  
		It is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory. It is sown in weakness, it is raised in power.
	


1 Corinthians 15:35  
		But someone will say, “How are the dead raised? And with what sort of body do they come?”
	


Matthew 22:30  
		For in the resurrection they neither marry nor are given in marriage, but are like angels of God in heaven.
	


John 5:29  
		and they will come out—those who have done good things to a resurrection of life, but those who have practiced evil things to a resurrection of judgment.
	


1 Corinthians 15:20  
		But now Christ has been raised from the dead, the first fruits of those who have fallen asleep.
	


1 Corinthians 15:23  
		But each in his own group: Christ the first fruits, then those who are Christ’s at his coming,
	


1 Corinthians 15:45  
		Thus also it is written, “The first man, Adam, became a living soul”; the last Adam became a life-giving spirit.
	


1 Corinthians 15:49  
		And just as we have borne the image of the one who is made of earth, we will also bear the image of the heavenly.
	


1 Corinthians 15:43–44  
		It is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory. It is sown in weakness, it is raised in power. 44 It is sown a natural body, it is raised a spiritual body. If there is a natural body, there is also a spiritual body.
	


1 Corinthians 15:49  
		And just as we have borne the image of the one who is made of earth, we will also bear the image of the heavenly.
	


Romans 8:29  
		because those whom he foreknew, he also predestined to be conformed to the image of his Son, so that he should be the firstborn among many brothers.
	


Luke 20:36  
		for they are not even able to die any longer, because they are like the angels and are sons of God, because they are sons of the resurrection.
	


John 11:26  
		and everyone who lives and believes in me will never die forever. Do you believe this?”
	


Revelation 20:14  
		And Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death—the lake of fire.
	


Revelation 21:4  
		And he will wipe away every tear from their eyes, 
	


		and death will not exist any longer, 
	


		and mourning or wailing or pain will not exist any longer. 
	


		The former things have passed away.”
	


1 Corinthians 15:40  
		and heavenly bodies and earthly bodies. But the glory of the heavenly bodies is of one kind, and the glory of the earthly bodies is of another kind.
	


1 Corinthians 15:43–44  
		It is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory. It is sown in weakness, it is raised in power. 44 It is sown a natural body, it is raised a spiritual body. If there is a natural body, there is also a spiritual body.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:17  
		Then we who are alive, who remain, will be snatched away at the same time together with them in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord in the air, and thus we will be together with the Lord always.
	


Revelation 20:12  
		And I saw the dead—the great and the small—standing before the throne, and books were opened. And another book was opened, which is the book of life, and the dead were judged by what was written in the books, according to their deeds.
	


1 Corinthians 15:51–53  
		Behold, I tell you a mystery: we will not all fall asleep, but we will all be changed, 52 in a moment, in the blink of an eye, at the last trumpet. For the trumpet will sound, and the dead will be raised imperishable, and we will be changed. 53 For it is necessary for this perishable body to put on incorruptibility, and this mortal body to put on immortality.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:13–18  
		Now we do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, concerning those who have fallen asleep, so that you will not grieve as also the rest, who have no hope. 14 For if we believe that Jesus died and rose again, thus also God will bring those who have fallen asleep through Jesus together with him. 15 For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who remain until the Lord’s coming, will not possibly precede those who have fallen asleep. 16 For the Lord himself will descend from heaven with a shout of command, with the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise first. 17 Then we who are alive, who remain, will be snatched away at the same time together with them in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord in the air, and thus we will be together with the Lord always. 18 Therefore comfort one another with these words.
	


2 Corinthians 5:1–10  
		For we know that if our earthly house, the tent, is destroyed, we have a building from God, a house not made by hands, eternal in the heavens. 2 For indeed, in this house we groan, because we desire to put on our dwelling from heaven, 3 if indeed, even after we have taken it off, we will not be found naked. 4 For indeed we who are in this tent groan, being burdened for this reason, that we do not want to be unclothed, but to be clothed, in order that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life. 5 Now the one who has prepared us for this very thing is God, who has given us the down payment, the Spirit. 
	


		6 Therefore, although we are always confident and know that while we are at home in the body we are absent from the Lord—7 for we live by faith, not by sight—8 so we are confident and prefer rather to be absent from the body and to be at home with the Lord. 9 Therefore indeed we have as our ambition, whether at home in the body or absent from the body, to be acceptable to him. 10 For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:16–17  
		For the Lord himself will descend from heaven with a shout of command, with the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise first. 17 Then we who are alive, who remain, will be snatched away at the same time together with them in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord in the air, and thus we will be together with the Lord always.
	


2 Corinthians 5:1–10  
		For we know that if our earthly house, the tent, is destroyed, we have a building from God, a house not made by hands, eternal in the heavens. 2 For indeed, in this house we groan, because we desire to put on our dwelling from heaven, 3 if indeed, even after we have taken it off, we will not be found naked. 4 For indeed we who are in this tent groan, being burdened for this reason, that we do not want to be unclothed, but to be clothed, in order that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life. 5 Now the one who has prepared us for this very thing is God, who has given us the down payment, the Spirit. 
	


		6 Therefore, although we are always confident and know that while we are at home in the body we are absent from the Lord—7 for we live by faith, not by sight—8 so we are confident and prefer rather to be absent from the body and to be at home with the Lord. 9 Therefore indeed we have as our ambition, whether at home in the body or absent from the body, to be acceptable to him. 10 For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


2 Corinthians 5:2–4  
		For indeed, in this house we groan, because we desire to put on our dwelling from heaven, 3 if indeed, even after we have taken it off, we will not be found naked. 4 For indeed we who are in this tent groan, being burdened for this reason, that we do not want to be unclothed, but to be clothed, in order that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life.
	


2 Corinthians 5:4  
		For indeed we who are in this tent groan, being burdened for this reason, that we do not want to be unclothed, but to be clothed, in order that what is mortal may be swallowed up by life.
	


Matthew 24:14  
		And this gospel of the kingdom will be proclaimed in the whole inhabited earth for a testimony to all the nations, and then the end will come.
	


Mark 13:10  
		And the gospel must first be proclaimed to all the nations.
	


Romans 11:25  
		For I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, of this mystery, so that you will not be wise in your own sight, that a partial hardening has happened to Israel, until the full number of the Gentiles has come in,
	


Romans 11:25  
		For I do not want you to be ignorant, brothers, of this mystery, so that you will not be wise in your own sight, that a partial hardening has happened to Israel, until the full number of the Gentiles has come in,
	


Romans 11:5  
		So in this way also at the present time, there is a remnant selected by grace.
	


Romans 11:26  
		and so all Israel will be saved, just as it is written, 
	


		“The deliverer will come out of Zion; 
	


		he will turn away ungodliness from Jacob.
	


2 Thessalonians 2:1–3  
		Now we ask you, brothers, concerning the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ and our assembling to him, 2 that you not be easily shaken from your composure, nor be troubled either by a spirit or by a message or by a letter alleged to be from us, to the effect that the day of the Lord has arrived. 3 Do not let anyone deceive you in any way, for that day will not come unless the rebellion comes first, and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the son of destruction,
	


Daniel 7:7–10  
		After this in the visions of the night I was looking and there was a fourth beast, terrifying and frightful and exceedingly strong, and it had great iron teeth, and it was devouring and crushing, and it stamped the remainder with its feet; and it was different from all the other beasts that preceded it and it had ten horns. 8 I was considering the horns, and look, another little horn came up among them, and three of the earlier horns were rooted out from before it, and there were eyes like the eyes of a human in this horn and also a mouth that was speaking boastfully. 
	


		9 “I continued watching until thrones were placed and an Ancient of Days sat; his clothing was like white snow and the hair of his head was like pure wool and his throne was a flame of fire and its wheels were burning fire. 10 A stream of fire issued forth and flowed from his presence; thousands upon thousands served him and ten thousand upon ten thousand stood before him. The judge sat, and the books were opened.
	


Daniel 7:24  
		And as for the ten horns coming from it, from this kingdom ten kings will arise, and another will arise after them. And he will be different from the earlier ones, and he will subdue three kings.
	


Daniel 11:36  
		“Then the king will do as he pleases, and he will exalt himself and will consider himself above any god, and he will speak horrendous things against the God of gods, yet he will succeed until the period of anger is finished, for what is determined will be done.
	


1 John 2:18  
		Children, it is the last hour, and just as you have heard that antichrist is coming, even now many antichrists have arisen, by which we know that it is the last hour.
	


1 John 2:22  
		Who is the liar except the one who denies that Jesus is the Christ? This person is the antichrist, the one who denies the Father and the Son.
	


1 John 4:3  
		and every spirit that does not confess Jesus is not from God, and this is the spirit of the antichrist, of which you have heard that it is coming, and now it is already in the world.
	


2 John 7  
		For many deceivers have gone out into the world, those who do not confess Jesus Christ coming in the flesh. This person is the deceiver and the antichrist!
	


Revelation 7:5–8  
		from the tribe of Judah, twelve thousand sealed, 
	


		from the tribe of Reuben, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Gad, twelve thousand, 
	


		6 from the tribe of Asher, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Naphtali, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Manasseh, twelve thousand, 
	


		7 from the tribe of Simeon, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Levi, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Issachar, twelve thousand, 
	


		8 from the tribe of Zebulun, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Joseph, twelve thousand, 
	


		from the tribe of Benjamin, twelve thousand were sealed.
	


Genesis 49:17  
		Dan shall be a serpent on the way, 
	


		a viper on the road 
	


		that bites the heels of a horse, 
	


		so that its rider falls backward.
	


Revelation 11:7–8  
		And when they have completed their testimony, the beast that comes up from the abyss will make war with them and will conquer them and will kill them. 8 And their dead bodies will lie in the street of the great city which is called symbolically Sodom and Egypt, where also their Lord was crucified.
	


Revelation 13:18  
		Here is wisdom: the one who has understanding, let him calculate the number of the beast, for it is man’s number, and his number is six hundred sixty-six.
	


2 Thessalonians 2:3  
		Do not let anyone deceive you in any way, for that day will not come unless the rebellion comes first, and the man of lawlessness is revealed, the son of destruction,
	


2 Thessalonians 2:6–7  
		And you know that which restrains him now, so that he will be revealed in his own time. 7 For the mystery of lawlessness is at work already; only the one who now restrains will do so until he is out of the way,
	


Revelation 9:15  
		And the four angels who had been prepared for the hour and day and month and year were released, in order that they should kill a third of humanity.
	


Revelation 11:7  
		And when they have completed their testimony, the beast that comes up from the abyss will make war with them and will conquer them and will kill them.
	


Revelation 13:1  
		And I saw coming up out of the sea a beast that had ten horns and seven heads, and on its horns ten royal headbands, and on its heads a blasphemous name.
	


Revelation 17:18  
		And the woman that you saw is the great city that has sovereignty over the kings of the earth.
	


Revelation 17:13–14  
		These have one opinion, and they will give their power and authority to the beast. 14 These will make war with the Lamb, and the Lamb will conquer them, because he is Lord of lords and King of kings, and those with him are called and chosen and faithful.”
	


Revelation 17:1  
		And one of the seven angels who had the seven bowls came and spoke with me, saying, “Come, I will show you the judgment of the great prostitute who is seated on many waters,
	


Revelation 17:5  
		And on her forehead a name was written, a mystery: “Babylon the great, the mother of prostitutes and of the detestable things of the earth.”
	


Revelation 17:6  
		And I saw the woman drunk with the blood of the saints and with the blood of the witnesses to Jesus. 
	


		And I was greatly astonished when I saw her.
	


Revelation 17:9  
		Here is the mind that has wisdom: the seven heads are seven mountains on which the woman sits and they are seven kings.
	


Revelation 17:16  
		And the ten horns that you saw and the beast, these will hate the prostitute and will make her desolate and naked, and they will eat her flesh and will burn her up with fire.
	


Revelation 18:2  
		And he cried out with a powerful voice, saying, 
	


		“Fallen, fallen is Babylon the great, 
	


		and it has become a dwelling place of demons 
	


		and a haunt of every unclean spirit 
	


		and a haunt of every unclean bird 
	


		and a haunt of every unclean and detested animal.
	


Revelation 19:20  
		And the beast was seized, and with him the false prophet who performed the signs before him, by which he deceived those who received the mark of the beast and those who had worshiped his image. The two were thrown alive into the lake of fire that burns with sulphur.
	


1 Thessalonians 5:3  
		Whenever they say “Peace and security,” then sudden destruction will overtake them like the birth pains of a pregnant woman, and they will not possibly escape.
	


Joel 2:30–31  
		And I will set wonders in the heavens, and on earth, blood and fire and columns of smoke. 31 The sun will be changed to darkness, and the moon to blood, before the coming of the great and awesome day of Yahweh.
	


Joel 3:15–16  
		The sun and the moon grow dark, 
	


		and the stars have withheld their splendor. 
	


		16 And Yahweh roars from Zion; 
	


		from Jerusalem he utters his voice, 
	


		and the heavens and the earth shake. 
	


		But Yahweh is a refuge for his people, 
	


		and a protection for the children of Israel.
	


Isaiah 13:6–13  
		Wail, for the day of Yahweh is near; 
	


		it will come like destruction from Shaddai! 
	


		7 Therefore all hands will grow slack, 
	


		and every human heart will melt, 
	


		8 and they will be dismayed. 
	


		Pangs and labor pains will seize them; 
	


		they will tremble like a woman giving birth. 
	


		They will stare at one another, 
	


		their faces flushing. 
	


		9 Look! The day of Yahweh is coming, 
	


		cruel and wrath and the burning of anger, 
	


		to make the earth a desolation, 
	


		and he will destroy its sinners from it. 
	


		10 For the stars of the heavens and their constellations will not flash forth their light; 
	


		the sun will keep back when it comes out, 
	


		and the moon will not cause its light to shine. 
	


		11 And I will punish the world for its evil 
	


		and the wicked for their iniquity. 
	


		And I will put an end to the pride of the arrogant, 
	


		and I will bring the haughtiness of tyrants low. 
	


		12 I will make humanity more rare than gold 
	


		and humankind more than the gold of Ophir. 
	


		13 Therefore I will make the heavens tremble, 
	


		and the earth will quake from its place 
	


		because of the wrath of Yahweh of hosts, 
	


		and in the day his anger burns.
	


Isaiah 24:18  
		And this shall happen: 
	


		The one who flees from the sound of the terror shall fall into the pit, 
	


		and the one who goes up from inside the pit shall be caught in the snare, 
	


		for the windows from heaven are opened, 
	


		and the foundations of the earth tremble.
	


Haggai 2:7  
		I will shake all the nations so that the treasure of all the nations will come, and I will fill this house with glory,’ says Yahweh of hosts.
	


Matthew 24:8  
		But all these things are the beginning of birth pains.
	


Mark 13:8  
		For nation will rise up against nation and kingdom against kingdom. There will be earthquakes in various places. There will be famines. These things are the beginning of birth pains.
	


Luke 21:11  
		There will be great earthquakes and famines and plagues in various places. There will be terrible sights and great signs from heaven.
	


Revelation 6:12–17  
		And I watched when he opened the sixth seal, and a great earthquake took place, and the sun became black like sackcloth made of hair, and the whole moon became like blood, 13 and the stars of heaven fell to the earth like a fig tree throws down its unripe figs when shaken by a great wind. 14 And the sky was split apart like a scroll that is rolled up, and every mountain and island were moved from their place. 15 And the kings of the earth, and the most important people, and the military leaders, and the rich, and the powerful, and every slave and free person hid themselves in the caves and among the rocks of the mountains, 16 And they said to the mountains and to the rocks, “Fall on us and hide us from the face of the one who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb, 17 because the great day of their wrath has come, and who is able to stand?”
	


Revelation 8:7–12  
		And the first blew the trumpet, and there was hail and fire mixed with blood, and it was thrown to the earth, and a third of the earth was burned up, and a third of the trees were burned up, and all the green grass was burned up. 
	


		8 And the second angel blew the trumpet, and something like a great mountain burning with fire was thrown into the sea, and a third of the sea became blood, 9 and a third of the creatures in the sea—the ones which had life—died, and a third of the ships were destroyed. 
	


		10 And the third angel blew the trumpet, and a great star burning like a torch fell from heaven, and it fell on a third of the rivers and on the springs of water. 11 And the name of the star was called Wormwood, and a third of the waters became wormwood, and many people died from the waters because they were made bitter. 
	


		12 And the fourth angel blew the trumpet, and a third of the sun was struck, and a third of the moon, and a third of the stars, so that a third of them were darkened, and the day did not shine with respect to a third of it, and the night likewise.
	


Joel 2:28–29  
		And it will happen afterward thus: 
	


		I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh, 
	


		and your sons and your daughters will prophesy, 
	


		and your elders will dream dreams; 
	


		your young men shall see visions. 
	


		29 And also on the male slaves and on the female slaves, 
	


		I will pour out my Spirit in those days.
	


Malachi 3:2–3  
		And who can endure the day of his coming? And who is the one who can stand when he appears? For he is like a refiner’s fire, like launderers’ alkali. 3 He will sit as a refiner and purifier of silver; he will purify the children of Levi, and he will refine them like gold and like silver, and they will present to Yahweh offerings in righteousness.
	


Revelation 11:3–12  
		And I will grant authority to my two witnesses, and they will prophesy for one thousand two hundred sixty days, dressed in sackcloth.” 4 These are the two olive trees and the two lampstands that stand before the Lord of the earth. 5 And if anyone wants to harm them, fire comes out of their mouth and consumes their enemies. And if anyone wants to harm them, in this way he must be killed. 6 These have the authority to shut the sky, so that it does not rain during the days of their prophecy. And they have authority over the waters, to turn them to blood, and to strike the earth with every plague as often as they wish. 
	


		7 And when they have completed their testimony, the beast that comes up from the abyss will make war with them and will conquer them and will kill them. 8 And their dead bodies will lie in the street of the great city which is called symbolically Sodom and Egypt, where also their Lord was crucified. 9 And those from peoples and tribes and languages and nations will see their dead bodies three and a half days, and they will not allow their dead bodies to be placed in a tomb. 10 And those who live on the earth will rejoice over them, and will celebrate and will send gifts to one another, because these two prophets tormented those who live on the earth. 
	


		11 And after the three and a half days, the breath of life from God entered into them, and they stood on their feet, and great fear fell on those who saw them. 12 And they heard a loud voice from heaven saying to them, “Come up here,” and they went up into heaven in a cloud, and their enemies watched them.
	


Matthew 17:11  
		And he answered and said, “Elijah indeed is coming, and will restore all things.
	


Zechariah 13:7  
		“O sword, awake against my shepherd, 
	


		against the man who is my associate,” 
	


		declares Yahweh of hosts. 
	


		“Strike the shepherd, 
	


		so that the sheep may be scattered, 
	


		and I will turn my hand against the small ones.
	


Acts 1:6–8  
		So when they had come together, they began asking him, saying, “Lord, is it at this time you are restoring the kingdom to Israel?” 7 But he said to them, “It is not for you to know the times or seasons that the Father has set by his own authority. 8 But you will receive power when the Holy Spirit has come upon you, and you will be my witnesses in Jerusalem, and in all Judea and Samaria, and to the farthest part of the earth.”
	


Acts 1:7  
		But he said to them, “It is not for you to know the times or seasons that the Father has set by his own authority.
	


Matthew 24:36  
		“But concerning that day and hour no one knows—not even the angels of heaven nor the Son—except the Father alone.
	


Matthew 24:42  
		Therefore be on the alert, because you do not know what day your Lord is coming!
	


Matthew 24:44  
		For this reason you also must be ready, because the Son of Man is coming at an hour that you do not think he will come.
	


Matthew 24:50  
		the master of that slave will come on a day that he does not expect and at an hour that he does not know,
	


2 Peter 3:8–10  
		Now, dear friends, do not let this one thing escape your notice, that one day with the Lord is like a thousand years, and a thousand years is like one day. 9 The Lord is not delaying the promise, as some consider slowness, but is being patient toward you, because he does not want any to perish, but all to come to repentance. 10 But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, in which the heavens will disappear with a rushing noise, and the celestial bodies will be destroyed by being burned up, and the earth and the deeds done on it will be disclosed.
	


Matthew 10:23  
		And whenever they persecute you in this town, flee to another, for truly I say to you, you will never finish going through the towns of Israel until the Son of Man comes.
	


Matthew 16:28  
		Truly I say to you, that there are some of those standing here who will never experience death until they see the Son of Man coming in his kingdom.”
	


Matthew 24:34  
		Truly I say to you that this generation will never pass away until all these things take place!
	


Matthew 26:63  
		But Jesus was silent. And the high priest said to him, “I put you under oath by the living God, that you tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God!”
	


Philippians 3:20  
		For our commonwealth exists in heaven, from which also we eagerly await a savior, the Lord Jesus Christ,
	


1 Corinthians 15:51  
		Behold, I tell you a mystery: we will not all fall asleep, but we will all be changed,
	


1 Thessalonians 4:15  
		For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who remain until the Lord’s coming, will not possibly precede those who have fallen asleep.
	


Philippians 4:5  
		Let your gentleness be made known to all people. The Lord is near.
	


Hebrews 10:25  
		not abandoning our meeting together, as is the habit of some, but encouraging each other, and by so much more as you see the day drawing near.
	


Hebrews 10:37  
		For yet 
	


		“a very, very little while, 
	


		and the one who is coming will come and will not delay.
	


James 5:7–9  
		Therefore be patient, brothers, until the coming of the Lord. Behold, the farmer waits for the precious fruit of the soil, being patient concerning it until it receives the early and late rains. 8 You also be patient. Strengthen your hearts, because the coming of the Lord is near. 9 Brothers, do not complain against one another, in order that you may not be judged. Behold, the judge stands before the doors!
	


1 Peter 4:7  
		Now the end of all things draws near. Therefore be self-controlled and sober-minded for your prayers.
	


Acts 1:11  
		who also said, “Men of Galilee, why do you stand there looking into the sky? This Jesus who was taken up from you into heaven like this will come back in the same way you saw him departing into heaven!”
	


1 Thessalonians 3:13  
		so that your hearts may be established blameless in holiness before our God and Father at the coming of our Lord Jesus with all his saints.
	


2 Thessalonians 1:10  
		whenever he should come to be glorified on that day by his saints and to be marveled at by all who believe, because our testimony was believed among you,
	


Jude 14  
		And Enoch, the seventh from Adam, also prophesied about these people, saying, “Behold, the Lord came with tens of thousands of his holy ones
	


Joel 3:2  
		I will gather all the nations, and I will bring them down to the valley of Jehoshaphat, and I will argue a case against them there concerning my people and my inheritance Israel whom they have scattered among the nations, and my land that they have divided.
	


2 Thessalonians 2:8  
		and then the lawless one will be revealed, whom the Lord Jesus will slay with the breath of his mouth, and wipe out by the appearance of his coming,
	


Revelation 19:20  
		And the beast was seized, and with him the false prophet who performed the signs before him, by which he deceived those who received the mark of the beast and those who had worshiped his image. The two were thrown alive into the lake of fire that burns with sulphur.
	


Matthew 10:15  
		Truly I say to you, it will be more bearable for the region of Sodom and Gomorrah on the day of judgment than for that town!
	


1 Corinthians 1:8  
		who will also confirm you until the end, blameless in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ.
	


Revelation 6:17  
		because the great day of their wrath has come, and who is able to stand?”
	


1 Corinthians 3:13  
		the work of each one will become evident. For the day will reveal it, because it will be revealed with fire, and the fire itself will test the work of each one, of what sort it is.
	


2 Timothy 4:8  
		Finally, the crown of righteousness is reserved for me, that the Lord, the righteous Judge, will award to me on that day, and not only to me, but also to all who have loved his appearing.
	


Revelation 14:7  
		saying with a loud voice, “Fear God and give him glory, because the hour of his judgment has come, and worship the one who made the heaven and the earth and the sea and the springs of water!”
	


1 Thessalonians 4:17  
		Then we who are alive, who remain, will be snatched away at the same time together with them in the clouds for a meeting with the Lord in the air, and thus we will be together with the Lord always.
	


Hebrews 12:23  
		and assembly of the firstborn who are enrolled in heaven, and to God the judge of all, and to the spirits of righteous people made perfect,
	


John 3:17  
		For God did not send his Son into the world in order that he should judge the world, but in order that the world should be saved through him.
	


John 12:47  
		And if anyone hears my words and does not observe them, I will not judge him. For I have not come to judge the world, but to save the world.
	


John 9:39  
		And Jesus said, “For judgment I have come into this world, so that those who do not see may see, and those who see may become blind!”
	


John 5:27  
		And he has granted him authority to carry out judgment, because he is the Son of Man.
	


John 5:22  
		For the Father does not judge anyone, but he has given all judgment to the Son,
	


Acts 17:31  
		because he has set a day on which he is going to judge the world in righteousness by the man who he has appointed, having provided proof to everyone by raising him from the dead.”
	


Romans 14:9–12  
		For Christ died and became alive again for this reason, in order that he might be Lord of both the dead and the living. 
	


		10 But why do you judge your brother? Or also, why do you despise your brother? For we will all stand before the judgment seat of God. 11 For it is written, 
	


		“As I live, says the Lord, every knee will bow to me, 
	


		and every tongue will praise God.” 
	


		12 So each one of us will give an account concerning himself.
	


1 Peter 4:5  
		They will give an account to the one who is ready to judge the living and the dead.
	


Revelation 6:16  
		And they said to the mountains and to the rocks, “Fall on us and hide us from the face of the one who is seated on the throne, and from the wrath of the Lamb,
	


Matthew 19:28  
		And Jesus said to them, “Truly I say to you that in the renewal of the world, when the Son of Man sits on his glorious throne, you who have followed me—you also will sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
	


Matthew 20:23  
		He said to them, “You will indeed drink my cup, but to sit at my right hand and at my left is not mine to grant, but is for those for whom it has been prepared by my Father.”
	


Luke 22:30  
		that you may eat and drink at my table in my kingdom, and you will sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel.
	


Matthew 25:31  
		Now when the Son of Man comes in his glory and all the angels with him, then he will sit on his glorious throne.
	


Matthew 16:27  
		For the Son of Man is going to come in the glory of his Father with his angels, and at that time he will reward each one according to what he has done.
	


2 Thessalonians 1:7  
		and to you who are being afflicted, rest with us at the revelation of the Lord Jesus from heaven with his powerful angels,
	


Revelation 14:10  
		he himself also will drink of the wine of the anger of God that has been mixed full strength in the cup of his wrath, and will be tortured with fire and sulphur in the presence of the holy angels and in the presence of the Lamb.
	


Jude 14  
		And Enoch, the seventh from Adam, also prophesied about these people, saying, “Behold, the Lord came with tens of thousands of his holy ones
	


1 Thessalonians 3:13  
		so that your hearts may be established blameless in holiness before our God and Father at the coming of our Lord Jesus with all his saints.
	


Matthew 13:39  
		And the enemy who sowed them is the devil, and the harvest is the end of the age, and the reapers are angels.
	


Matthew 13:41  
		The Son of Man will send out his angels and they will gather out of his kingdom all the causes of sin and those who do lawless deeds,
	


Matthew 13:49  
		Thus it will be at the end of the age. The angels will go out and separate the evil from among the righteous
	


Matthew 24:31  
		And he will send out his angels with a loud trumpet call, and they will gather his elect together from the four winds, from one end of heaven to the other end of it.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:16  
		For the Lord himself will descend from heaven with a shout of command, with the voice of the archangel and with the trumpet of God, and the dead in Christ will rise first.
	


2 Thessalonians 1:10  
		whenever he should come to be glorified on that day by his saints and to be marveled at by all who believe, because our testimony was believed among you,
	


Revelation 3:21  
		The one who conquers, I will grant to him to sit down with me on my throne, as I also have conquered and have sat down with my Father on his throne.
	


1 Corinthians 6:1–3  
		Does anyone among you, if he has a matter against someone else, dare to go to court before the unrighteous, and not before the saints? 2 Or do you not know that the saints will judge the world? And if by you the world is judged, are you unworthy of the most insignificant courts? 3 Do you not know that we will judge angels, not to mention ordinary matters?
	


1 Corinthians 6:1–3  
		Does anyone among you, if he has a matter against someone else, dare to go to court before the unrighteous, and not before the saints? 2 Or do you not know that the saints will judge the world? And if by you the world is judged, are you unworthy of the most insignificant courts? 3 Do you not know that we will judge angels, not to mention ordinary matters?
	


1 Corinthians 6:3  
		Do you not know that we will judge angels, not to mention ordinary matters?
	


John 3:18  
		The one who believes in him is not judged, but the one who does not believe has already been judged, because he has not believed in the name of the one and only Son of God.
	


John 5:24  
		Truly, truly I say to you that the one who hears my word and who believes the one who sent me has eternal life, and does not come into judgment, but has passed from death into life.
	


John 12:47  
		And if anyone hears my words and does not observe them, I will not judge him. For I have not come to judge the world, but to save the world.
	


Matthew 25:32  
		And all the nations will be gathered before him, and he will separate them from one another like a shepherd separates the sheep from the goats.
	


Acts 17:30–31  
		Therefore although God has overlooked the times of ignorance, he now commands all people everywhere to repent, 31 because he has set a day on which he is going to judge the world in righteousness by the man who he has appointed, having provided proof to everyone by raising him from the dead.”
	


Romans 2:6–16  
		who will reward each one according to his works: 7 to those who, by perseverance in good work, seek glory and honor and immortality, eternal life, 8 but to those who act from selfish ambition and who disobey the truth, but who obey unrighteousness, wrath and anger. 9 There will be affliction and distress for every human being who does evil, of the Jew first and of the Greek, 10 but glory and honor and peace to everyone who does good, to the Jew first and to the Greek. 11 For there is no partiality with God. 
	


		12 For as many as have sinned without law will also perish without law, and as many as have sinned under the law will be judged by the law. 13 For it is not the hearers of the law who are righteous in the sight of God, but the doers of the law will be declared righteous. 14 For whenever the Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature the things of the law, these, although they do not have the law, are a law to themselves, 15 who show the work of the law written on their hearts, their conscience bearing witness and their thoughts one after another accusing or even defending them 16 on the day when God judges the secret things of people, according to my gospel, through Christ Jesus.
	


2 Corinthians 5:10  
		For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


1 Corinthians 6:3  
		Do you not know that we will judge angels, not to mention ordinary matters?
	


2 Peter 2:4  
		For if God did not spare the angels who sinned, but held them captive in Tartarus with chains of darkness and handed them over to be kept for judgment,
	


Jude 6  
		And the angels who did not keep to their own domain but deserted their proper dwelling place, he has kept in eternal bonds under deep gloom for the judgment of the great day,
	


Daniel 7:10  
		A stream of fire issued forth and flowed from his presence; thousands upon thousands served him and ten thousand upon ten thousand stood before him. The judge sat, and the books were opened.
	


Revelation 20:12  
		And I saw the dead—the great and the small—standing before the throne, and books were opened. And another book was opened, which is the book of life, and the dead were judged by what was written in the books, according to their deeds.
	


Matthew 25:34–46  
		Then the king will say to those on his right, ‘Come, you who are blessed by my Father. Inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world! 35 For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat, I was thirsty and you gave me something to drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me as a guest, 36 I was naked and you clothed me, I was sick and you cared for me, I was in prison and you came to me.’ 37 Then the righteous will answer him, saying, ‘Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed you, or thirsty and give you something to drink? 38 And when did we see you a stranger and welcome you as a guest, or naked and clothe you? 39 And when did we see you sick or in prison and come to you?’ 40 And the king will answer and say to them, ‘Truly I say to you, in as much as you did it to one of the least of these brothers of mine, you did it to me.’ 41 Then he will also say to those on his left, ‘Depart from me, you accursed ones, into the eternal fire that has been prepared for the devil and his angels! 42 For I was hungry and you did not give me anything to eat, I was thirsty and you did not give me anything to drink, 43 I was a stranger and you did not welcome me as a guest, naked and you did not clothe me, sick and in prison and you did not care for me.’ 44 Then they will also answer, saying, ‘Lord, when did we see you hungry or thirsty or a stranger or naked or sick or in prison and not serve you?’ 45 Then he will answer them, saying, ‘Truly I say to you, in as much as you did not do it to one of the least of these, you did not do it to me.’ 46 And these will depart into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.”
	




1 Peter 1:17  
		And if you call on him as Father who judges impartially according to each one’s work, conduct yourselves with fear during the time of your temporary residence,
	


Revelation 20:12–15  
		And I saw the dead—the great and the small—standing before the throne, and books were opened. And another book was opened, which is the book of life, and the dead were judged by what was written in the books, according to their deeds. 13 And the sea gave up the dead who were in it, and Death and Hades gave up the dead who were in them, and each one was judged according to their deeds. 14 And Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death—the lake of fire. 15 And if anyone was not found written in the book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire.
	


Ephesians 6:8  
		because you know that each one of you, whatever good he should do, this he will receive back from the Lord, whether slave or free.
	


1 Timothy 6:18–19  
		to do good, to be rich in good works, to be generous, sharing freely, 19 storing up for themselves a good foundation for the future, in order that they may take hold of what is truly life.
	


2 Corinthians 11:15  
		Therefore it is not a great thing if his servants also disguise themselves as servants of righteousness, whose end will be according to their deeds.
	


Matthew 25:34–40  
		Then the king will say to those on his right, ‘Come, you who are blessed by my Father. Inherit the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the world! 35 For I was hungry and you gave me something to eat, I was thirsty and you gave me something to drink, I was a stranger and you welcomed me as a guest, 36 I was naked and you clothed me, I was sick and you cared for me, I was in prison and you came to me.’ 37 Then the righteous will answer him, saying, ‘Lord, when did we see you hungry and feed you, or thirsty and give you something to drink? 38 And when did we see you a stranger and welcome you as a guest, or naked and clothe you? 39 And when did we see you sick or in prison and come to you?’ 40 And the king will answer and say to them, ‘Truly I say to you, in as much as you did it to one of the least of these brothers of mine, you did it to me.’
	


1 Corinthians 4:5  
		Therefore do not judge anything before the time, until the Lord should come, who will both enlighten the hidden things of darkness and will reveal the counsels of hearts, and then praise will come to each one from God.
	


2 Corinthians 5:10  
		For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ, in order that each one may receive back the things through the body according to what he has done, whether good or bad.
	


Revelation 22:12  
		“Behold, I am coming quickly, and my reward is with me, to repay each one according to what his deeds are!
	


Revelation 14:13  
		And I heard a voice from heaven saying, “Write: 
	


		‘Blessed are the dead who die in the Lord from now on!’ ” 
	


		“Yes,” says the Spirit, “in order that they may rest from their labors, for their deeds follow after them.”
	


Matthew 5:12  
		Rejoice and be glad, because your reward is great in heaven, for in the same way they persecuted the prophets before you.
	


Matthew 5:16  
		In the same way let your light shine before people, so that they can see your good works and glorify your Father who is in heaven.
	


Matthew 6:1  
		“And take care not to practice your righteousness before people to be seen by them; otherwise you have no reward from your Father who is in heaven.
	


Luke 6:23  
		Rejoice in that day, and leap for joy, for behold, your reward is great in heaven. For their fathers used to do the same things to the prophets.
	


Hebrews 10:34–38  
		For you both sympathized with the prisoners and put up with the seizure of your belongings with joy because you knew that you yourselves had a better and permanent possession. 35 Therefore do not throw away your confidence, which has great reward. 36 For you have need of endurance, in order that after you have done the will of God, you may receive what was promised. 37 For yet 
	


		“a very, very little while, 
	


		and the one who is coming will come and will not delay. 
	


		38 But my righteous one will live by faith, 
	


		and if he shrinks back, my soul is not well pleased with him.”
	


Matthew 25:21  
		His master said to him, ‘Well done, good and faithful slave! You were faithful over a few things; I will put you in charge over many things. Enter into the joy of your master!’
	


Matthew 25:23  
		His master said to him, ‘Well done, good and faithful slave! You were faithful over a few things; I will put you in charge over many things. Enter into the joy of your master!’
	


Luke 6:38  
		Give, and it will be given to you, a good measure—pressed down, shaken, overflowing—they will pour out into your lap. For with the measure by which you measure out, it will be measured out to you in return.”
	


Luke 19:17  
		And he said to him, ‘Well done, good slave! Because you have been faithful in a very small thing, have authority over ten cities.’
	


Luke 19:19  
		So he said to this one also, ‘And you be over five cities.’
	


1 Corinthians 3:8  
		Now the one who plants and the one who waters are one, but each one will receive his own reward according to his own labor.
	


Galatians 6:7–10  
		Do not be deceived: God is not to be mocked, for whatever a person sows, this he will also reap, 8 because the one who sows to his own flesh will reap corruption from the flesh, but the one who sows to the Spirit will reap eternal life from the Spirit. 9 And let us not grow weary in doing good, for at the proper time we will reap, if we do not give up. 10 So then, as we have opportunity, let us do good to all people, and especially to those who belong to the household of faith.
	


Romans 11:35  
		Or who has given in advance to him, 
	


		and it will be paid back to him?”
	


1 Corinthians 4:7  
		For who concedes you superiority? And what do you have that you did not receive? But if indeed you received it, why do you boast as if you did not receive it?
	


John 3:27  
		John answered and said, “A man can receive not one thing unless it is granted to him from heaven!
	


1 Corinthians 3:11–15  
		For no one is able to lay another foundation than the one which is laid, which is Jesus Christ. 12 Now if anyone builds upon the foundation with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, grass, straw, 13 the work of each one will become evident. For the day will reveal it, because it will be revealed with fire, and the fire itself will test the work of each one, of what sort it is. 14 If anyone’s work that he has built upon it remains, he will receive a reward. 15 If anyone’s work is burned up, he will suffer loss, but he himself will be saved, but so as through fire.
	


Romans 2:14  
		For whenever the Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature the things of the law, these, although they do not have the law, are a law to themselves,
	


Romans 2:5  
		But because of your stubbornness and unrepentant heart, you are storing up for yourself wrath in the day of wrath and of the revelation of the righteous judgment of God,
	


Revelation 20:1–6  
		And I saw an angel descending from heaven, holding the key of the abyss and a great chain in his hand. 2 And he seized the dragon—the ancient serpent, who is the devil and Satan—and bound him for a thousand years, 3 and threw him into the abyss, and shut it and sealed it above him, in order that he could not deceive the nations again until the thousand years are completed. After these things it is necessary for him to be released for a short time. 
	


		4 And I saw thrones, and they sat down on them, and authority to judge was granted to them. And I saw the souls of those who had been beheaded because of the testimony about Jesus and because of the word of God, and who had not worshiped the beast or his image, and did not receive the mark on their forehead and on their hand, and they came to life and reigned with Christ for a thousand years. 5 (The rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years were completed.) This is the first resurrection. 6 Blessed and holy is the one who has a part in the first resurrection. Over this person the second death has no authority, but they will be priests of God and of Christ, and they will reign with him a thousand years.
	


Romans 2:29  
		But the Jew is one inwardly, and circumcision is of the heart, by the Spirit, not by the letter, whose praise is not from people but from God.
	


Acts 15:16  
		‘After these things I will return 
	


		and build up again the tent of David that has fallen, 
	


		and the parts of it that had been torn down I will build up again 
	


		and will restore it,
	


Amos 9:11  
		On that day I will raise up the booth of David that is fallen, and I will repair its breaches and will raise up its ruins and will build it like the days of old.
	


Hebrews 12:22  
		But you have come to Mount Zion, and to the city of the living God, to the heavenly Jerusalem, and to tens of thousands of angels, to the festal gathering
	


Acts 3:19–20  
		Therefore repent and turn back, so that your sins may be blotted out, 20 so that times of refreshing may come from the presence of the Lord, and he may send the Christ appointed for you—Jesus,
	


1 Corinthians 1:23  
		but we preach Christ crucified, to the Jews a cause for stumbling, but to the Gentiles foolishness,
	


1 Corinthians 1:24  
		but to those who are called, both Jews and Greeks, Christ is the power of God and the wisdom of God.
	


1 Corinthians 15:24  
		then the end, when he hands over the kingdom to the God and Father, when he has abolished all rule and all authority and power.
	


2 Thessalonians 2:8  
		and then the lawless one will be revealed, whom the Lord Jesus will slay with the breath of his mouth, and wipe out by the appearance of his coming,
	


Luke 14:14  
		and you will be blessed, because they are not able to repay you. For it will be paid back to you at the resurrection of the righteous.”
	


John 5:25–29  
		“Truly, truly I say to you, that an hour is coming—and now is here—when the dead will hear the voice of the Son of God, and the ones who hear will live. 26 For just as the Father has life in himself, thus also he has granted to the Son to have life in himself. 27 And he has granted him authority to carry out judgment, because he is the Son of Man. 
	


		28 “Do not be astonished at this, because an hour is coming in which all those in the tombs will hear his voice 29 and they will come out—those who have done good things to a resurrection of life, but those who have practiced evil things to a resurrection of judgment.
	


Hebrews 6:2  
		teaching about baptisms and laying on of hands, and resurrection of the dead and eternal judgment.
	


1 Corinthians 15:24  
		then the end, when he hands over the kingdom to the God and Father, when he has abolished all rule and all authority and power.
	


Philippians 3:20–21  
		For our commonwealth exists in heaven, from which also we eagerly await a savior, the Lord Jesus Christ, 21 who will transform our humble body to be conformed to his glorious body, in accordance with the power that enables him even to subject all things to himself.
	


1 Thessalonians 4:15  
		For this we say to you by the word of the Lord, that we who are alive, who remain until the Lord’s coming, will not possibly precede those who have fallen asleep.
	


Matthew 13:37–43  
		So he answered and said, “The one who sows the good seed is the Son of Man, 38 and the field is the world. And the good seed—these are the sons of the kingdom, but the darnel are the sons of the evil one. 39 And the enemy who sowed them is the devil, and the harvest is the end of the age, and the reapers are angels. 40 Thus just as the darnel is gathered and burned with fire, so it will be at the end of the age. 41 The Son of Man will send out his angels and they will gather out of his kingdom all the causes of sin and those who do lawless deeds, 42 and throw them into the fiery furnace. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth! 43 Then the righteous will shine like the sun in the kingdom of their Father. The one who has ears, let him hear!
	


Matthew 13:47–50  
		“Again, the kingdom of heaven is like a dragnet that was thrown into the sea and gathered fish of every kind, 48 which when it was filled they pulled to shore and sat down and collected the good fish into containers, but the bad they threw out. 49 Thus it will be at the end of the age. The angels will go out and separate the evil from among the righteous 50 and throw them into the fiery furnace. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!
	


Mark 10:30  
		who will not receive a hundred times as much now in this time—houses and brothers and sisters and mothers and children and fields, together with persecutions—and in the age to come, eternal life.
	


Revelation 20:1–6  
		And I saw an angel descending from heaven, holding the key of the abyss and a great chain in his hand. 2 And he seized the dragon—the ancient serpent, who is the devil and Satan—and bound him for a thousand years, 3 and threw him into the abyss, and shut it and sealed it above him, in order that he could not deceive the nations again until the thousand years are completed. After these things it is necessary for him to be released for a short time. 
	


		4 And I saw thrones, and they sat down on them, and authority to judge was granted to them. And I saw the souls of those who had been beheaded because of the testimony about Jesus and because of the word of God, and who had not worshiped the beast or his image, and did not receive the mark on their forehead and on their hand, and they came to life and reigned with Christ for a thousand years. 5 (The rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years were completed.) This is the first resurrection. 6 Blessed and holy is the one who has a part in the first resurrection. Over this person the second death has no authority, but they will be priests of God and of Christ, and they will reign with him a thousand years.
	


Revelation 20:1–6  
		And I saw an angel descending from heaven, holding the key of the abyss and a great chain in his hand. 2 And he seized the dragon—the ancient serpent, who is the devil and Satan—and bound him for a thousand years, 3 and threw him into the abyss, and shut it and sealed it above him, in order that he could not deceive the nations again until the thousand years are completed. After these things it is necessary for him to be released for a short time. 
	


		4 And I saw thrones, and they sat down on them, and authority to judge was granted to them. And I saw the souls of those who had been beheaded because of the testimony about Jesus and because of the word of God, and who had not worshiped the beast or his image, and did not receive the mark on their forehead and on their hand, and they came to life and reigned with Christ for a thousand years. 5 (The rest of the dead did not come to life until the thousand years were completed.) This is the first resurrection. 6 Blessed and holy is the one who has a part in the first resurrection. Over this person the second death has no authority, but they will be priests of God and of Christ, and they will reign with him a thousand years.
	


2 Chronicles 28:3  
		And he himself burned incense in the valley of Ben-Hinnom and burned his sons in the fire, according to the detestable practices of the nations whom Yahweh drove out before the Israelites.
	


2 Chronicles 33:6  
		And he himself burned his sons in the fire in the Valley of Ben-Hinnom. And he practiced sorcery and divination, and he engaged in witchcraft and dealt with mediums and spiritists. And he did much evil in the eyes of Yahweh, to provoke him to anger.
	


2 Kings 23:10  
		He defiled the Topheth which is in the Valley of Ben-Hinnom, to prevent anyone causing his sons or his daughters to pass through the fire for Molech.
	


Jeremiah 7:31  
		And they built the high place of Topheth, which is in the Valley of Ben Hinnom, to burn their sons and their daughters in the fire, which I have not commanded, and it did not come into my mind.
	


Jeremiah 32:35  
		And they built the high places of Baal that are in the Valley of Ben Hinnom to present as offerings their sons and their daughters to Molech, which I had not commanded them, and it had not come to my mind to do this detestable thing in order to cause Judah to sin.”
	


Jeremiah 19:1–6  
		Thus said Yahweh, “Go and buy a potter’s earthenware jar, and take some of the elders of the people, and some of the leaders of the priests, 2 and go out to the Valley of Ben Hinnom, which is at the entrance of the Gate of the Potsherd, and proclaim there the words that I speak to you. 3 And you shall say, ‘Hear the word of Yahweh, O kings of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusalem. Thus says Yahweh of hosts, the God of Israel: “Look, I am about to bring disaster upon this place so that everyone who hears it, his ears will ring. 4 Because they have forsaken me, and they have defaced this place, and they have made smoke offerings in it to other gods whom they have not known, they, nor their ancestors, nor the kings of Judah, and they have filled up this place with the blood of the innocent, 5 and they have built the high places of Baal, to burn their children in the fire, burnt offerings to Baal, which I commanded not, and I ordered not, and it did not come to my mind. 
	


		6 “Therefore look, days are about to come,” declares Yahweh, “when this place will no longer be called Topheth or the Valley of Ben Hinnom, but the Valley of the Slaughter.
	


Jeremiah 31:40  
		And the whole of the valley of the corpses, and the ashes, and all the cultivated fields up to the wadi of Kidron, up to the corner of the Gate of the Horses toward the east will be holy to Yahweh. It will not be uprooted, and it will not be overthrown again forever.”
	


Matthew 18:8–9  
		And if your hand or your foot causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it from you! It is better for you to enter into life crippled or lame than, having two hands or two feet, to be thrown into the eternal fire! 9 And if your eye causes you to sin, tear it out and throw it from you! It is better for you to enter into life one-eyed than, having two eyes, to be thrown into fiery hell!
	


Mark 9:43–48  
		And if your hand causes you to sin, cut it off! It is better for you to enter into life crippled than, having two hands, to go into hell—into the unquenchable fire! 45 And if your foot causes you to sin, cut it off! It is better for you to enter into life lame than, having two feet, to be thrown into hell! 47 And if your eye causes you to sin, tear it out! It is better for you to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye than, having two eyes, to be thrown into hell, 48 ‘where their worm does not die and the fire is not extinguished.’
	


Matthew 13:42  
		and throw them into the fiery furnace. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!
	


Psalm 21:9  
		You will make them like your fiery furnace 
	


		at the time of your appearance. 
	


		Yahweh will swallow them in his wrath 
	


		and fire will consume them.
	


Revelation 20:14–15  
		And Death and Hades were thrown into the lake of fire. This is the second death—the lake of fire. 15 And if anyone was not found written in the book of life, he was thrown into the lake of fire.
	


Revelation 19:20  
		And the beast was seized, and with him the false prophet who performed the signs before him, by which he deceived those who received the mark of the beast and those who had worshiped his image. The two were thrown alive into the lake of fire that burns with sulphur.
	


Isaiah 30:33  
		For Topheth has been prepared from yesterday; 
	


		indeed, it is made ready for the king. 
	


		He makes its pile of wood deep and wide; 
	


		he makes fire and wood abundant. 
	


		The breath of Yahweh burns in it like a stream of sulfur.
	


Isaiah 66:15  
		For look! Yahweh will come in fire, 
	


		and his chariots like the storm wind, 
	


		to give back his anger in wrath, 
	


		and his rebuke in flames of fire.
	


Jude 7  
		as Sodom and Gomorrah and the towns around them indulged in sexual immorality and pursued unnatural desire in the same way as these, are exhibited as an example by undergoing the punishment of eternal fire.
	


Revelation 13:1  
		And I saw coming up out of the sea a beast that had ten horns and seven heads, and on its horns ten royal headbands, and on its heads a blasphemous name.
	


Revelation 15:2  
		And I saw something like a sea of glass mixed with fire, and those who had conquered the beast and his image and the number of his name were standing by the glassy sea, holding harps from God.
	


Ezekiel 47:1–12  
		And he brought me back to the doorway of the temple and, look! There was water coming out from under the threshold of the temple eastward, because the face of the temple was eastwards; and the water was coming down from under the south side of the temple, from south of the altar. 2 And he brought me out by the way of the north gate and he led me around by the way leading to the outside of the outer gate by way of the gate facing east, and look, there was water trickling from the south side. 3 As the man went eastward a measuring line was in his hand, and he measured a thousand cubits. And he led me through on into the water; it was ankle deep. 4 And he measured a thousand cubits, and he brought me over into the waters and it was knee deep. And he measured a thousand cubits, and he brought me over into the waters and it was waist deep. 5 And he measured a thousand cubits, and it became a stream that I was not able to cross, because the water rose, waters a person could swim in, and became a stream that could not be crossed. 6 And he asked me, “Son of man, did you see this?” And he made me go, and he brought me back along the bank of the stream. 
	


		7 When I returned, then look! On the bank of the river were many trees on both sides. 8 And he said to me, “These waters are going out to the eastern region, and they go down to the Jordan Valley, and they come to the sea and flow into the sea where they issue out, and the waters in the sea will be healed. 9 And then every living creature with which it teems, to every place the waters come it will live; and very many fish will live because these waters came there, and so the water will be healed and everything will be alive everywhere that the stream will come. 10 And then fishers from En Gedi and on up to En Eglaim will stand beside it, a sea-girt drying yard for nets; their fish for the dragnets will be of every kind, like the fish of the great sea, and very many. 11 But its marshes and its swamps will not be cured, for they were given for salt. 12 And along the stream will go up on its banks from both sides every tree producing food; its leaf will not wither and it will not cease producing its fruit. Every month it will bear early fruit, for its waters are going out from the sanctuary, and its fruit will be as food, and its leaf for healing.”
	


Ezekiel 47:11  
		But its marshes and its swamps will not be cured, for they were given for salt.
	


1 Peter 3:19  
		in which also he went and proclaimed to the spirits in prison,
	


Matthew 5:25  
		Settle the case quickly with your accuser while you are with him on the way, lest your accuser hand you over to the judge, and the judge to the officer, and you be thrown into prison.
	


Luke 12:58  
		For as you are going with your accuser before the magistrate, make an effort to come to a settlement with him on the way, so that he will not drag you to the judge, and the judge will hand you over to the bailiff, and the bailiff will throw you into prison.
	


Matthew 18:34  
		And because he was angry, his master handed him over to the merciless jailers until he would repay everything that was owed.
	


Luke 8:31  
		And they began imploring him that he would not order them to depart into the abyss.
	


Matthew 25:41  
		Then he will also say to those on his left, ‘Depart from me, you accursed ones, into the eternal fire that has been prepared for the devil and his angels!
	


Revelation 20:10  
		And the devil who deceived them was thrown into the lake of fire and sulphur, where the beast and the false prophet also are, and they will be tormented day and night forever and ever.
	


Luke 8:13  
		And those on the rock are those who receive the word with joy when they hear it, and these do not have enough root, who believe for a time and in a time of testing fall away.
	


Revelation 20:3  
		and threw him into the abyss, and shut it and sealed it above him, in order that he could not deceive the nations again until the thousand years are completed. After these things it is necessary for him to be released for a short time.
	


James 3:6  
		And the tongue is a fire! The world of unrighteousness, the tongue, is set among our members, defiling the whole body and setting on fire the course of human existence, being set on fire by hell.
	


2 Peter 2:4  
		For if God did not spare the angels who sinned, but held them captive in Tartarus with chains of darkness and handed them over to be kept for judgment,
	


Jude 6  
		And the angels who did not keep to their own domain but deserted their proper dwelling place, he has kept in eternal bonds under deep gloom for the judgment of the great day,
	


Jude 13  
		wild waves of the sea foaming up their own shameful deeds, wandering stars, for whom the deep gloom of darkness has been reserved for eternity.
	


Matthew 8:12  
		But the sons of the kingdom will be thrown out into the outer darkness. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!”
	


Revelation 22:15  
		Outside are the dogs and the sorcerers and the sexually immoral people and the murderers and the idolaters and everyone who loves and who practices falsehood.
	


Isaiah 45:7  
		I form light and I create darkness; 
	


		I make peace and I create evil; 
	


		I am Yahweh; I do all these things.
	


Revelation 22:14–15  
		Blessed are the ones who wash their robes, so that their authority will be over the tree of life and they may enter into the city through the gates. 15 Outside are the dogs and the sorcerers and the sexually immoral people and the murderers and the idolaters and everyone who loves and who practices falsehood.
	


Galatians 6:8  
		because the one who sows to his own flesh will reap corruption from the flesh, but the one who sows to the Spirit will reap eternal life from the Spirit.
	


2 Thessalonians 1:9  
		who will pay the penalty of eternal destruction, away from the presence of the Lord and from the glory of his strength,
	


Revelation 14:20  
		And the winepress was stomped outside the city, and blood went out from the winepress up to the bridles of the horses, about one thousand six hundred stadia.
	


Revelation 20:10  
		And the devil who deceived them was thrown into the lake of fire and sulphur, where the beast and the false prophet also are, and they will be tormented day and night forever and ever.
	


Matthew 10:28  
		And do not be afraid of those who kill the body but are not able to kill the soul, but instead be afraid of the one who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.
	


Luke 16:23  
		And in Hades he lifted up his eyes as he was in torment and saw Abraham from a distance, and Lazarus at his side.
	


Matthew 13:42  
		and throw them into the fiery furnace. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!
	


Matthew 13:50  
		and throw them into the fiery furnace. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!
	


Luke 13:28  
		In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth, when you see Abraham and Isaac and Jacob and all the prophets in the kingdom of God, but yourselves thrown outside!
	


Matthew 11:22  
		Nevertheless I tell you, it will be more bearable for Tyre and for Sidon on the day of judgment than for you!
	


Luke 12:47–48  
		And that slave who knew the will of his master and did not prepare or do according to his will will be given a severe beating. 48 But the one who did not know and did things deserving blows will be given a light beating. And from everyone to whom much has been given, much will be demanded, and from him to whom they entrusted much, they will ask him for even more.
	


Matthew 24:51  
		and will cut him in two and assign his place with the hypocrites. In that place there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth!
	


Luke 12:46  
		the master of that slave will come on a day that he does not expect and at an hour that he does not know, and will cut him in two and assign his place with the unbelievers.
	


1 Corinthians 15:25–26  
		For it is necessary for him to reign until he has put all his enemies under his feet. 26 The last enemy to be abolished is death.
	


2 Corinthians 7:10  
		For grief according to the will of God brings about a repentance leading to salvation, not to be regretted, but worldly grief brings about death.
	


Romans 5:18  
		Consequently therefore, as through one trespass came condemnation to all people, so also through one righteous deed came justification of life to all people.
	


1 Corinthians 15:22  
		For just as in Adam all die, so also in Christ all will be made alive.
	


Matthew 10:28  
		And do not be afraid of those who kill the body but are not able to kill the soul, but instead be afraid of the one who is able to destroy both soul and body in hell.
	


Mark 9:48  
		‘where their worm does not die and the fire is not extinguished.’
	


Matthew 25:41  
		Then he will also say to those on his left, ‘Depart from me, you accursed ones, into the eternal fire that has been prepared for the devil and his angels!
	


Luke 12:9–10  
		but the one who denies me before people will be denied before the angels of God. 10 And everyone who speaks a word against the Son of Man, it will be forgiven him, but to the one who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit, it will not be forgiven.
	


Matthew 26:24  
		The Son of Man is going just as it is written about him, but woe to that man by whom the Son of Man is betrayed! It would be better for him if that man had not been born.”
	


Matthew 3:12  
		His winnowing shovel is in his hand, and he will clean out his threshing floor and will gather his wheat into the storehouse, but he will burn up the chaff with unquenchable fire.”
	


Matthew 13:40  
		Thus just as the darnel is gathered and burned with fire, so it will be at the end of the age.
	


Matthew 13:48  
		which when it was filled they pulled to shore and sat down and collected the good fish into containers, but the bad they threw out.
	


Matthew 25:46  
		And these will depart into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.”
	


Matthew 18:8  
		And if your hand or your foot causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it from you! It is better for you to enter into life crippled or lame than, having two hands or two feet, to be thrown into the eternal fire!
	


Jude 6–7  
		And the angels who did not keep to their own domain but deserted their proper dwelling place, he has kept in eternal bonds under deep gloom for the judgment of the great day, 7 as Sodom and Gomorrah and the towns around them indulged in sexual immorality and pursued unnatural desire in the same way as these, are exhibited as an example by undergoing the punishment of eternal fire.
	


Revelation 14:11  
		And the smoke of their torture went up forever and ever, and those who worshiped the beast and his image did not have rest day and night, along with anyone who received the mark of his name.
	


Revelation 19:3  
		And a second time they said, 
	


		“Hallelujah!” 
	


		And her smoke goes up forever and ever.
	


Philemon 15  
		For perhaps because of this, he was separated from you for a time, in order that you might have him back forever,
	


Matthew 18:8  
		And if your hand or your foot causes you to sin, cut it off and throw it from you! It is better for you to enter into life crippled or lame than, having two hands or two feet, to be thrown into the eternal fire!
	


Matthew 25:41  
		Then he will also say to those on his left, ‘Depart from me, you accursed ones, into the eternal fire that has been prepared for the devil and his angels!
	


Matthew 25:46  
		And these will depart into eternal punishment, but the righteous into eternal life.”
	


Mark 3:29  
		But whoever blasphemes against the Holy Spirit does not have forgiveness forever, but is guilty of an eternal sin”—
	


1 Thessalonians 1:9  
		For they themselves report about us, what sort of welcome we had with you, and how you turned to God from idols to serve the living and true God,
	


Hebrews 6:2  
		teaching about baptisms and laying on of hands, and resurrection of the dead and eternal judgment.
	


Jude 6  
		And the angels who did not keep to their own domain but deserted their proper dwelling place, he has kept in eternal bonds under deep gloom for the judgment of the great day,
	


Galatians 6:8  
		because the one who sows to his own flesh will reap corruption from the flesh, but the one who sows to the Spirit will reap eternal life from the Spirit.
	


Acts 3:21  
		whom heaven must receive until the times of the restoration of all things, about which God spoke through the mouth of his holy prophets from earliest times.
	


Revelation 21:5  
		And the one seated on the throne said, “Behold, I am making all things new!” And he said, “Write, because these words are faithful and true.”
	


Romans 8:19–22  
		For the eagerly expecting creation awaits eagerly the revelation of the sons of God. 20 For the creation has been subjected to futility, not willingly, but because of the one who subjected it, in hope 21 that the creation itself also will be set free from its servility to decay, into the glorious freedom of the children of God. 22 For we know that the whole creation groans together and suffers agony together until now.
	


Psalm 102:26–28  
		They will perish, but you will endure. 
	


		And like a garment they will all wear out, 
	


		you will replace them like clothing, and they will be set aside. 
	


		27 But you are the same, 
	


		and your years do not end. 
	


		28 The children of your servants will continue, 
	


		and their descendants will be established before you.
	


Isaiah 34:4  
		and all the host of heaven shall rot. 
	


		And the skies shall roll up like a scroll, 
	


		and all their host shall wither 
	


		like the withering of a leaf from a vine, 
	


		or like the withering from a fig tree.
	


Isaiah 65:17  
		For look! I am about to create new heavens and a new earth, 
	


		and the former things shall not be remembered, 
	


		and they shall not come to mind.
	


Isaiah 66:22  
		“For just as the new heavens and earth that I am about to make shall stand before me,” declares Yahweh, “so shall your descendants and your name stand.
	


Isaiah 51:6  
		Lift up your eyes to the heavens 
	


		and look to the earth beneath, 
	


		for the heavens will be torn to pieces like smoke, 
	


		and the earth will be worn out like a garment, 
	


		and those who inhabit her will die like gnats. 
	


		But my salvation will be forever, 
	


		and my righteousness will not be broken to pieces.
	


Isaiah 51:16  
		And I have put my words in your mouth, 
	


		and I have covered you in the shadow of my hand, 
	


		to plant the heavens 
	


		and to found the earth, 
	


		saying to Zion, ‘You are my people.’ ”
	


Isaiah 11:6–9  
		And a wolf shall stay with a lamb, 
	


		and a leopard shall lie down with a kid, 
	


		and a calf and a lion and a fatling together 
	


		as a small boy leads them. 
	


		7 And a cow and a bear shall graze; 
	


		their young shall lie down together. 
	


		And a lion shall eat straw like the cattle. 
	


		8 And an infant shall play over a serpent’s hole, 
	


		and a toddler shall put his hand on a viper’s hole. 
	


		9 They will not injure and they will not destroy on all of my holy mountain, 
	


		for the earth will be full of the knowledge of Yahweh, 
	


		as the waters cover the sea.
	


2 Peter 3:7–13  
		But by the same word the present heavens and earth are reserved for fire, being kept for the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly people. 
	


		8 Now, dear friends, do not let this one thing escape your notice, that one day with the Lord is like a thousand years, and a thousand years is like one day. 9 The Lord is not delaying the promise, as some consider slowness, but is being patient toward you, because he does not want any to perish, but all to come to repentance. 10 But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, in which the heavens will disappear with a rushing noise, and the celestial bodies will be destroyed by being burned up, and the earth and the deeds done on it will be disclosed. 11 Because all these things are being destroyed in this way, what sort of people must you be in holy behavior and godliness, 12 while waiting for and hastening the coming of the day of God, because of which the heavens will be destroyed by being burned up and the celestial bodies will melt as they are consumed by heat! 13 But according to his promise, we are waiting for new heavens and a new earth in which righteousness resides.
	


Revelation 20:11  
		And I saw a great white throne and the one who was seated on it, from whose presence earth and heaven fled, and a place was not found for them.
	


Revelation 21:1  
		And I saw a new heaven and a new earth, for the first heaven and the first earth had passed away, and the sea did not exist any longer.
	


2 Peter 3:7–13  
		But by the same word the present heavens and earth are reserved for fire, being kept for the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly people. 
	


		8 Now, dear friends, do not let this one thing escape your notice, that one day with the Lord is like a thousand years, and a thousand years is like one day. 9 The Lord is not delaying the promise, as some consider slowness, but is being patient toward you, because he does not want any to perish, but all to come to repentance. 10 But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, in which the heavens will disappear with a rushing noise, and the celestial bodies will be destroyed by being burned up, and the earth and the deeds done on it will be disclosed. 11 Because all these things are being destroyed in this way, what sort of people must you be in holy behavior and godliness, 12 while waiting for and hastening the coming of the day of God, because of which the heavens will be destroyed by being burned up and the celestial bodies will melt as they are consumed by heat! 13 But according to his promise, we are waiting for new heavens and a new earth in which righteousness resides.
	


Revelation 20:11  
		And I saw a great white throne and the one who was seated on it, from whose presence earth and heaven fled, and a place was not found for them.
	


Revelation 21:1  
		And I saw a new heaven and a new earth, for the first heaven and the first earth had passed away, and the sea did not exist any longer.
	


Psalm 102:26–27  
		They will perish, but you will endure. 
	


		And like a garment they will all wear out, 
	


		you will replace them like clothing, and they will be set aside. 
	


		27 But you are the same, 
	


		and your years do not end.
	


Hebrews 1:10–12  
		And, 
	


		“You, Lord, laid the foundation of the earth in the beginning, 
	


		and the heavens are the works of your hands; 
	


		11 they will perish, but you continue, 
	


		and they will all become old like a garment, 
	


		12 and like a robe you will roll them up, 
	


		and like a garment they will be changed; 
	


		but you are the same, and your years will not run out.”
	


Hebrews 12:26–28  
		whose voice shook the earth at that time, but now he has promised, saying, 
	


		“Yet once more I will shake not only the earth but also heaven.” 
	


		27 Now the phrase “yet once more” indicates the removal of what is shaken, namely, things that have been created, in order that the things that are not shaken may remain. 28 Therefore, since we are receiving an unshakable kingdom, let us be thankful, through which let us serve God acceptably, with awe and reverence.
	


2 Peter 3:7–12  
		But by the same word the present heavens and earth are reserved for fire, being kept for the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly people. 
	


		8 Now, dear friends, do not let this one thing escape your notice, that one day with the Lord is like a thousand years, and a thousand years is like one day. 9 The Lord is not delaying the promise, as some consider slowness, but is being patient toward you, because he does not want any to perish, but all to come to repentance. 10 But the day of the Lord will come like a thief, in which the heavens will disappear with a rushing noise, and the celestial bodies will be destroyed by being burned up, and the earth and the deeds done on it will be disclosed. 11 Because all these things are being destroyed in this way, what sort of people must you be in holy behavior and godliness, 12 while waiting for and hastening the coming of the day of God, because of which the heavens will be destroyed by being burned up and the celestial bodies will melt as they are consumed by heat!
	


Hebrews 12:26–28  
		whose voice shook the earth at that time, but now he has promised, saying, 
	


		“Yet once more I will shake not only the earth but also heaven.” 
	


		27 Now the phrase “yet once more” indicates the removal of what is shaken, namely, things that have been created, in order that the things that are not shaken may remain. 28 Therefore, since we are receiving an unshakable kingdom, let us be thankful, through which let us serve God acceptably, with awe and reverence.
	


1 Corinthians 13:9–13  
		For we know in part and we prophesy in part, 10 but whenever the perfect comes, the partial will pass away. 11 When I was a child, I spoke like a child, I thought like a child, I reasoned like a child. When I became a man, I set aside the things of a child. 12 For now we see through a mirror indirectly, but then face to face. Now I know in part, but then I will know completely, just as I have also been completely known. 13 And now these three things remain: faith, hope, and love. But the greatest of these is love.
	


1 Corinthians 15:41  
		There is one glory of the sun, and another glory of the moon, and another glory of the stars, for star differs from star in glory.
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