








the people is a wrong translation of polus in Mark 12:37. This results in
a wrong understanding of the text. Better is the translation. "much
people." The meaning then is: many people, people from all classes and
walks of life, heard jesus gladly (pp. 35, 36).

The second sermon is titled, "The Fruit of the Spirit. u37 Morgan builds
this sermon around the three outstanding words in the text: "Fruit"
which is the "method," "Spirit" Who is the '"power," and "love" which
is the "issue." Fruit suggests life in contrast with "the works of the flesh."
Lif~ is the power of spiritual propagation while works always operate in
the realm of death. The Spirit is the power or source of the fruit. Love
is the issue. Morgan makes a fine point of exegesis when he interprets the
fruit as being one, viz., love. He points out that both karpos and agape
and the verb, estin, are singular. The text does not say: the fruits of the
Spirit are, but, the fruit of the Spirit is. He concludes that there are not
nine fruits, but only one fruit which is love. The other eight virtues (joy,
peace, etc.) are all components of qualities of the one fruit of the Spirit,
love. Morgan proceeds from this to explain each of these qualities of love.
joy is love's consciousness, peace is love's confidence, longsuffering is
love's habit, kindness is love's activity, goodness is love's quality, faith­
fulness is love's quantity, meekness is love's tone, and temperance is love's
victory. The sermon ends with an application and sense of urgency.
"Thank God if the first movement is in your heart. If at the back of all
your thinking and planning and doing lies selfishness, then yield yourself
tonight to Him Who alone is able to give you the victory over self by the
inflow of God's own love" (p. 179).

There is application throughout the sermon. The illustrations are taken
from everyday life and serve to clarify pertinent points Morgan makes.
We ought also note that not only in this sermon but in many of his
sermons Morgan quotes hymns or poems to drive a point home. All of
these elements make this sermon and other of his sermons sparkle.

In a sermon on Mark 10:21 Morgan begins with an illustration of a
large organ lacking one to play it. 38 This little story serves to gain the
congregation's attention by illustrating "one thing thou lackest...." In
this sermon Morgan's Arminian tendencies are quite apparent. For ex­
ample, he says: "Christ loves that man and can save him 'if he will let
him" (p. 140, c.f., pp. 148, 150). His exegesis of jesus' question, "Why
callest thou me good?" and of the Lord's command, uGo, sell all that

37 Ibid.• pp. 166-179.
38 Morgan, The Westminster Pulpit, v. II pp. 138-150.
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thou hast and come, follow me" is incorrect. The command applies to all.
All must make everything in their lives subservient to following Jesus.
Morgan's exegesis of the concept Ueternallife" is correct (p. 141). Eternal
life is not merely unending existence.

There is a fine touch of originality in Morgan's treatment of this text.
The focus of the sermon is on the young man whom Morgan describes as
discerning, courageous, and humble. The application, while it contains
Arminian overtones, is powerful and compelling, and conveys a great sense
of urgency. "My brothers and sisters, the story needs very little applica­
tion. You tell me it is an old story. It is as fresh as this Palm Sunday....
That is the meaning of our story. Anything that stands between you and
the Christ, I beseech you, sweep it away..." (pp. 148-150).

Morgan preached a powerful sermon on Amos 8:11-13: "Famine For
the Word of God.,,39 In the introduction Morgan describes the prophet
and the uniqueness of his method. Amos began far away with Damascus
and at last spoke to Israel. There is in this a twofold significance: 1) God
maintains His government of the nations and 2) Privilege creates respon­
sibility. Morgan ends the introduction with a sketch or skeleton of the
sermon and concludes that this text is a final statemenr of the judgment
falling upon Israel.

The theme of the sermon is: IIFamine For the Word of God." His
points are: I. The Famine Suggested II. The Restlessness Ensuing from the
Fruitless Search and III. The Issue in the Fainting Virgins and the Young
Men. The sermon may be outlined as follows:
I. The Famine Suggested:

A. Not that God ceases to speak, but man is incapable of hearing,
"men hear it and never hear it."

B. The cause of this idolatry, unbelief. [note the application: "It is
possible there is someone in this congregation..." (p. 209)] .

II. The Restlessness:
A. The Fruitless search.
B. Restless is the result:

1. Ignorant restlessness.
2. Semi-conscious restlessness.
3. Conscious search for God which finds no answer.

III. The Issue:
A. Text speaks not of adults, but of fair virgins and young men, the

strongest and the best, most hopeful, most able to endure. "The

39 Ibid., pp. 206-216.
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best without God fails and if so, what of the rest?"
B. Cast away the idols!
This sermon too indicates Morgan's keen exegetical gift and skills. The

sermon is practical, concrete, and speaks to the times in which it was
preached. Powerful and urgent are the two adjectives which best char­
acterize this kind of preaching. Here are the essentials: truth, clarit}".
and passion. Indeed, Morgan "fired the shots."

IV. THE SECRET OF MORGAN'S SUCCESS
How did this man of such humble origin and with no formal theological

education succeed? How can it be explained that he preached with such
power and to such large congregations both in Britain and the States?
The secret of his success lay in his method of expositior.. Morgan
preached the Word of God. The flesh on his sermon skeletons was the
fruit of his "sweating over the text H as he carefully exegeted. For this
reason he preached with authority and confidence.

But, there is more to it than this. Morgan worked hard. Two things
are involved in preparing to preach and teach the Bible: "work" and
"live." Morg::.n said:

As to the first, let me St'\te in the briefest manner possible what I want to
impress upon the mind of those who are contemplating Bible teaching, by de­
claring that the Bible never yields itself to indolence. Of all literature none
demands more c..iiligent application than that of the Divine Library.40

Morgan practiced what he preached. He was in his study by 6:00 AM and
remained there until noon six days per week. During this time he was not
to be interrupted.

But hard work does not in itself guarantee success. The secret of his
success lay in the fact that he was gifted by God in an unusual way.
Physically, though tall and thin, he was strong. God gave him a powerful,
resonant voice. Mentally he was blessed with a keen mind. Spiritually he
was totally devoted to the work of preaching the Word. He spent a great
deal of time in personal devotions: prayer and Bible reading. Often he
would read a book of the Bible forty or fifty times before beginning his
exegesis and sermon preparation. Morgan himself sums it best:

The second word indicating the true method of preparation is the word "live."
If it be true that the Bible never yields itself to indolence, it is equally true

40 G. Campbell Morgan. The Study and Teaching of the English Bible
(New York: Fleming H. Revell Company. 1910). pp. 77, 78.
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That it never yields itself to disobedience; and also that it does yield up its
secrets growingly to honest obedience.

There never can be weight and point and power in teaching unless the
mystic and stritual truths which have come to us as the result of our study
are obeyed.4

That was, by the grace of God, G. Campbell Morgan, the preacher.
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The IHIostory of the

free Offer of the Gospe~

(10)

by Prof. H. Hanko

ANALYSIS AND POSITIVE STATEMENT
We have now reached the end of our historical survey of the doctrine

of the free offer. It remains for us to point out the errors of the free offer
and set forth the truth of Scripture over against it.

A great deal of confusion is present in the ecclesiastical world con­
cerning this matter of the free offer. There are those who insist that any
denial of the free offer is in fact hyper-ealvinism. This has become so
common a notion that people who hear of anyone who denies the free
offer, instinctively and with a knee-jerking reaction, brand such a one as a
lChyper, U who refuses to preach the gospel to all men, but insists that it
can be preached only to the elect.

There are hyper-Calvinists in our day; and they do indeed take the posi­
tion that it is proper and right to limit the preaching to the elect only.
Such are the Gospel Standard people in England, e.g. And they are also to
be found in this country.l But a denial of the free offer does not auto­
matically place one in the hyper-Calvinist camp. We who deny that the
preaching of the gosepl is a well-meant or free offer, emphatically assert
both that the gospel is preached to all who hear and must be preached to
all who hear. In fact, this very truth is incorporated in the Canons of
Dort, to which Confession we wholeheartedly subscribe. Canons II, 5
emphatically asserts:

Moreover, the promise of the gospel is, that whosoever believeth in Christ
crucified, shall not perish, but have everlasting life. This promise, together
with the command to repent and believe, ought to be declared and published
to all nations, and to all persons promiscuously and without distinction, to
whom God out of his good pleasure sends the gospel.

1 For a detailed discussion of this subject, see Engelsma, Ope cit., in which
book the hyper-Calvinists are identified and their position analyzed.
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And in III & IV, 9 the Canons speak of those who reject the gospel which
is preached to them:

It is not the fault of the gospel, nor of Christ, offered therein, nor of God,
who calls men by the gospel, and confers upon them various gifts, that those
who are called by the ministry of the word, refuse to come, and be converted:
the fault lies in themscHves; some of whom when called, regardless of their
danger, reject the word of life; others, though they receive it, suffer it not to
make a lasting impres!iion on their heart; therefore, their joy, arising only
from a temporary faith, soon vanishes, and they fall away; while others choke
the seed of the word by perplexing cares, and the pleasures of this world, and
produce no fruit. This our Savior teaches in the parable of the sower.
Matt.l3.

This truth is also clearly taught in Scripture. There is a powerful
passage in Ezekiel 3:17-19 which places the blood of those who go lost
upon the head of the preacher who does not warn the wicked of his evil
way, and only by warning the wicked can a preacher escape the possibility
of being responsible for his destruction.

Son of man. I have made thee a watchman unto the house of Israel: there­
fore hear the word at my mouth. and give them warning from me. When I
say unto the wicked. Thou shalt surely die i and thou givest him not warning,
nor speakest to warn the wicked from his wicked way, to save his life; the
same wicked man shall die in his iniquity i but his blood will I require at thine
hand. Yet if thou warn the wicked, and he turn not from his wickedness. nor
from his wicked way. he shall die in his iniquity; but thou hast delivered thy
soul.

Indeed how much clearer would a man want it than the very words of our
Lord when He commanded His church: "Go ye into all the world, and
preach the gospel to every creature" (Mk. 16:15).

But several things are to be noticed about this general proclamation of
the gospel

In the first place, according to Canons II, 5, the gospel is the general
proclamation of a particular promise: the promise, according to this
article, is only to those who believe and repent, i.e., the elect in whom
God works faith and repentance. While it is indeed publicly proclaimed, it
is the public proclamation of a particular promise which God makes only
to His people and which is theirs in the way of faith and repentance.

In the second place, when the Canons use the word "offer," as they do
in III & IV, 9, they use it in the sense of "present, proclaim," which
meaning is the meaning of the Latin word 0[[ere as it was used in the
original Canons. Christ is publicly and promiscuously presented in the gos­
pel and proclaimed as the One in Whom God worked the great work of sal­
vation. But such a proclamation and presentation of Christ in the gospel
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is not a Christus pro omnibus, a Christ for all, but a Christ in Whom God
wrought salvation for those who believe in Him and repent of their sins.
Thus He is publicly presented as the One in Whom God wrought salvation
for His people.

In the third place, this is entirely in keeping with the character and
nature of the gospel. According to Scripture, in Romans 1:16, the gospel
is the power of God unto salvation to all who believe. The gospel is not a
mere lecture on a theological subject. It is not a learned dissertation on
some given text. It is emphatically preaching. And preaching is the means
which God is pleased to use to call His people out of darkness into salva­
tion in Christ. Preaching is God's means, sovereignly and efficaciously, to
bring salvation and heavenly glory to those who belong to Christ.

To make the preaching an offer robs the gospel of this great power. It
reduces the gospel to a mere expression on God's part to save all those
who hear. When it reduces the gospel to this kind of expression, it robs
the gospel of its saving power. It makes the gospel nothing but some kind
of pleading, begging, earnest seeking on God's part for the sinner to turn
from his way and to accept the salvation offered in Christ. God stands
helplessly by, waiting to see what man will do. God wants to save all. The
gospel expresses His intention and desire, His earnest longing to save all
who hear. But God can do very little about it. He must wait to see what
man will do. If man accepts the gospel, then indeed salvation is granted
him. But he may very wdl reject it, and thus his reaction to the gospel
stands outside God's power ",nd sovereign determination.

This sort of notion about the gospei. is thoroughly Arrninian. It is
Arminian because it denies the truth of irresistible grace. It is Arminian
because it ascribes to man the power to accept the gospel; thus it denies
man's utter depravity and inability to do any good. It is Arminian because
it makes salvation dependent upon the free will of man.

And let it never be forgotten: ultimately these questions are questions
of Who God is. Is the sovereign God of heaven and earth, the Maker and
Sustainer of all, the God Who gives us our life and breath, Who upholds
us every step of our earthly sojourn, a helpless god who cannot save? Such
a view of God is an idol, the creation of inen's fevered and proud imagina­
tions. Such a view destroys the God of the Scriptures and reduces Him to
a pleading beggar. This is a terrible sin and brings down the wrath of God
upon those who make Him such a weak being that He is as putty in the
hands of man.

It is, of course, true that those who want to maintain the free offer of
the gospel and still go under the name of Calvinism or Reformed try to get
around this terrible evil by assuring us that the faith and repentance, which
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are necessary for us to receive Christ, are gifts worked by God in the hearts
of His people. They say: Christ is offered to all. God wishes to save aU.
His intention and desire is to bring all to salvation. The gospel expresses
this truth forcibly. But actually and in fact, God works the faith necessary
to receive the gospel only in the hearts of the elect. So only they in fact
are saved and only they really receive the salvation offered.

But this kind of evasion will never do. On the very surface of it, we
have, in this conception, a strange idea of God. Think of how this actually
works. God wants desperately to save a man i He expresses His desire and
the deep longing of His soul to save the man i He earnestly and longingly
does everything He can to make that man accept Christ as His Savior. But
He does not give to that man the faith which is necessary for salvation.
What kind of a God is this? Can anyone imagine a God Who so deeply and
passionately wants to save a man, but withholds from him the one thing
necessary to be saved, namely faith? It is after aU within God's power to
give faith. But He refrains. What kind of a husband would I be if I
earnestly longed for the health of my wife who is dying from cancer, when
I had in my power to restore her to health, but refused? I would be
branded by all men a monster and would probably be hailed before the
courts of the land indicted on a charge of negligent homicide at least. Yet
so it is that men present God.

But there is more. The gospel is the promise of salvation in Christ. The
burning question is~ Does God promise, as a part of that salvation, faith
and repentance? Or, to put it a different way, are faith and repentance
part of salvation and therefore part of the promise? If they are, then
through the gospel as the power of God unto salvation, all of salvation is
worked, including faith and repentance. But when one makes the promise
of the gospel dependent upon the conditions of faith and repentance, one
separates faith and repentance from salvation and makes them prerequi­
sites to salvation. But if they are not a part of salvation, then they are the
work of man. One cannot have it both ways. Either faith and repentance
are part of the promise, worked sovereignly and irresistibly through the
gospel, or they are conditions to the promise, therefore, not a part of the
promise, and thus the work of man.

It is important to understand in this connection that a general and well­
meant offer must also be conditional. It must be conditional because
every one who maintains it, freely admits that not all to whom the gospel
is proclaimed are actually saved. While God desires the salvation of all,
there are always those who reject the gospel. Thus, the free offer is con­
ditional, dependent upon faith and repentance. And thus faith and re­
pentance are the works of men. The free offer is inherently Arminian and
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a denial of all that has ever been true of the Calvin Reformation.
It is no wonder then that those who have held consistently to a free

offer have inevitably drifted into the Arminian camp. Here again one need
only consult history. Wherever the free offer has been maintained, Armin­
ianism has raised its ugly head. This was true of the Arminians who were
condemned by the Synod of Dort, for they alone were the ones who main­
tained a conditional salvation. 2 This was true of the Amyrauldians, whose
influence extended to England, Europe, and the Netherlands. This is true
in the history of the Reformed Churches also in this country. That such a
conditional salvation has led to Arminianism in the Christian Reformed
Church is evident, e.g., from the failure of this denomination to condemn
a form of universal atonement as it appeared in the Sixties. We can come
to only one conclusion: the necessary conditionality of the free offer is
essentially Arminian and a denial of Calvinism.

It might be well to spell this out a bit more in detail, because such a
discussion will quite naturally lead to another aspect of the idea of the free
offer.

Anyone acquainted with the so-called five points of Calvinism will
know that they are often remembered by the memory device: TULIP­
total depravity, unconditional election, limited atonement, irresistible
grace and perseverance of the saints. The free offer leads to a denial of
them all.

The free offer leads to a denial of total depravity because salvation is
made dependent upon the will of man. The best illustration of this which
we can offer is the position of the Christian Reformed Church in this
matter. Already in the "Three Points of Common Grace" total depravity
was explicitly denied, for these three points3 teach that because of a gen­
eral operation of the Spirit in the hearts of all men, sin is so restrained that
the sinner is capable of doing good. This denial of total depravity has
often been expressed in' Christian Reformed literature by a distinction
which is made between total depravitY'and absolute depravity. The latter
is intended to refer to complete depravity so that the sinner is incapable of
doing any good and able to do only evil. The former, which the Christian
Reformed Church professes to believe, is interpreted to mean that the
sinner is depraved in all parts of his nature, though in every part are some

2 It is interesting to note that the word "condition" never appears in the
Canons, except in the mouth of the Arminians. See, e.g., I, B, 4 and II,
B,3.
3 Cf. above for the text.
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remnants of good. By this distinction the truth of total depravity is
denied. Yet it is essential for the doctrine of the free offer because the
natural man must not only be able to do good, but he must also be able to
respond to the gospel offer. If I offer one thousand dollars to ten corpses,
people will think I am crazy. But Scripture defines the sinner as dead in
trespasses and sins. Only when this spiritual death is less than death can
the free offer make any sense.

The free offer of the gospel leads to a denial of particular atonement
because a salvation which is intended for all must also be a salvation which
is purchased for all. If God, through the gospel, offers salvation to all who
hear along with the intent and expressed desire to save all, this salvation
must be available. If it is not, the whole offer becomes a farce. If I offer
one thousand dollars to each of ten people, if they will come to my house
to pick it up, I had better have it somewhere in the house, or I am in
trouble. If I do not have all the money that might be needed in the house,
I am making a farce of the offer and really lying. If God offers salvation
to all who hear and really earnestly desires their salvation, He had (I speak
as a man) better have that salvation available. If He does not, the offer
becomes a farce. God offers that which He does not have. This makes
God a liar and the offer a fake. Hence, the only sense one can make out of
the offer is to teach a salvation which was earned by Christ on the cross
for everyone. Thus the cross of Christ and the redemption which He

_ ..__~~~~mplished becomes universal in its extent. It is not surprising that
Dekker argued in the Sixties within his denomination that because the love
and grace of God were general, the atonement was also general.

The free offer leads to a denial of irresistible grace. When the offer
expresses only God's desire to save all and offers salvation to all, then the
grace of the preaching is not irresistible, but resistible. Men may choose
to resist it and refuse to accept the offer. God cannot accomplish that
which He wills. His intentions and desires are frustrated and His purpose
is made of no effect because of man's resistance.

Ultimately the free offer also makes the perseverance of the saints a
doubtful matter. It stands to reason that if man can either accept or re­
ject the gospel offer, he can at one time accept it, at another time reject
it, and yet again accept it. But because his salvation is dependent upon
what he does, his salvation hangs by the thin thread of his own free will.
Thus his final salvation is always in doubt. He can fall away from the
faith, and he can, while once having accepted Christ, still spurn Him in the
future. It is undoubtedly this general Arminian teaching which is the basis
for revivals and recommitments to Christ through the invitation.

But of particular concern to us is the truth of unconditional predestina-
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tion. While it is true that the uU" of TULIP speaks only of unconditional
election, reprobation has also always been a part of the truth of predestin­
ation. The free offer denies both. The free offer denies reprobation first
of all because if God's sovereign purpose is not to save some, including
some who hear the gospel, God's purpose in offering them salvation is
nonsensical. On the one hand, God purposes not to save; on the other
hand God purposes to save. On the one hand it is God's will not to save;
on the other hand it is God's will to save. The result is that in those
circles reprobation is finally denied.

This is, in fact, what has happened in the Christian Reformed Church.

The truth of reprobation is hardly ever preached, if Rt all; and a specific

attack was made against this doctrine by Harry Boer in the late Seventies

and early Eighties, when he asked the Synod of the Christian Reformed
Church to strike the doctrine of reprobation from the Canons. While
Synod refused to do this, it put its stamp of approval on a report of a
committee appointed to study the matter, which report contains a defini­

tion of reprobation which is completely out of keeping with the historic

definition of the doctrine and with the truth as it is taught in the Canons.

Synod, in effect, approved of a conditional reprobation, the very view

which the Arminians maintained and which our fathers at Dort repudi­

ated.
But if reprobation is denied, thell also election falls by the way. They

are two sides of one coin, two parts of one truth. 4 But the free offer can­
not bear the truth of election for the same reason that it militates against
reprobation. On the one hand, God purposes to save only His people
chosen in Christ; on the other hand, He purposes to save all. One will
is to save some; another will is to save all. And because the two are so
flatly contradictory, they cannot both be maintained. So, the truth of
sovereign election is sacrificed on the altar of the free offer.

• •

4 It is striking that our Canons take this same position when in I, 6 they
say: "That some receive the gift of faith from God, and others do not re­
ceive it proceeds from God's eternal decree. (Notice the singular, "decree"
and not the plural, "decrees.") ... According to which decree, he gra­
ciously softens the hearts of the elect, however obstinate, and inclines
them to believe, while he leaves the non-elect in his just judgment to their
own wickedness and obduracy. n The one decree, therefore, includes
both election and reprobation.

The History of the Free Offer of the Gospel 33


