














Bullinger’s Covenant Conception

the Reformed system. Later Reformed writers were able to utilize both
the monopleuric and the duopleuric definition within a single system as
representative of the two poles of Christian life, salvation by grace and
human responsibility. Duopleuric language describes not man’s en-
trancc into covenant but his life under the covenant ... his (Bullinger's,
RC) view of covenant does not conflict with the sola gratia of the decree.
Synergism is definitcly rejected when Bullinger defines justification as
given gratia by the grace of Christ to faith and then dcfines faith, the
condition of justification and the source from which all good works
flow, as the gift of God.™

Two Further Considerations

There are two further considerations that lend support to the idea

that Bullinger held not a bilateral but a unilateral covenant.

The first of these considerations is that Bullinger frequently

referred to the covenant in terms of the family. In The Common Places,
Book 8, chapter 5, in regard to baptism, Bullinger writes:

To be baptized into the name of (the) Lord is to be written and
reccived into the covenant of God, and because that we are the sons of
God, by grace and adoption to have this name given to us, that afterward
we may be and be named the sons of God.™

Again:

Wherefore they which have been baptized, and whoever are baptized do
now reccive the sign of the covenant and sons of God....*

Concerning baptism, Bullinger writes in the Second Helvetic

Confession:

For to be baptized in the name of Christ is to be enrolled, entered, and

5 Muller, Christ and the Decree, p. 41.

- Bullinger, Common Places, p. 197.

- Bullinger, Common Places, p. 198.
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received into the covenant and family, and so into the inhcritance, of the
sons of God....%

That Bullinger refers to the covenant in terms of the family argues
in favor of his holding to a unilateral covenant view. Although every
child has the calling to love and honor his parents, no child cooperates
in any way to make himself a part of his family. It is not because he
loves and honors his parents that he is taken into the family. His activity
is not at all a factor in determining that he shall be a member of his
family, or that so-and-so shall be his parents. So it is in the covenant
and family of God.

A second compelling consideration in favor of understanding
Bullinger to teach a unilateral covenant is the fact of his insistence on
the inclusion of children in the covenant. In words that are strikingly
similar to the Reformed “Baptism Form,” Bullinger writes in The
Common Places:

Because that the children of Christians are in the covenant, and Christ
also is the Savior of infants; and when as the promise of forgiveness of
sins (as the Scriptures both of the Old and New Testament do witness)
in which they are born, doth also pertain unto them, doubtless baptism
is not to be denied them, being the sign of the covenant and sacrament
of our purification and renewing, as in another place we have more at
large declared.®'

In The Covenant, Bullinger asks:

Who are the seed of Abraham? And indeed one may easily get in trouble
here unless one proceeds on the royal highway. For those people who
consider only the conditions of the covenant and in fact disregard the
grace and promise of God exclude infants from the covenant. It is true
that children not only do not observe the terms of the covenant but also
do not even understand those terms.%2

0. Schaff, “The Second Helvetic Confession,” vol. 3, p. 889.
¢1- Bullinger, Common Places, p. 199.

2 Bullinger, The Covenant, p. 106.
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If children, as children, are included in God’s covenant, the
covenant must be unilateral and cannot be bilateral. It is clearly
Bullinger’s position that the children of believers are included in the
covenant of God.

Conclusion

The issue of a bilateral versus a unilateral covenant is only an
application of the age-old question of the relationship between the
sovereignty of God and the responsibility of man. How do these two
relate to each other in regard to the establishment of the covenant?

The question is not: Does man work? But the question is: Does
man work in order to bring about the covenant, or does he work because
he is in the covenant? The question is not: Does man have obligations?
But the question is: Does man carry out his obligations in order to be
included in the covenant, or does he carry out those obligations within
the covenant and out of thankfulness to the covenant God? The question
is not: Does man have a duty to fulfill? But the question is: Does man
fulfill his duty as a condition to inclusion in the covenant, or does he
fulfill his duty because he is a member of God’s covenant?

Bullinger’s position seems clear enough. I believe that an honest
evaluation of Bullinger’s writings yields the conclusion that the great
reformer of Zurich held not a bilateral but a unilateral covenant
conception. @
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God the Almighty: Power, Wisdom,
Holiness, Love, by Donald G. Bloesch.
Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity,
1995. 329 pp. $24.99 (cloth). [Re-
vicwed by David J. Engelsma.]

The Reformed theologian
will read Donald Bloesch’s pro-
jected seven-volume set of dog-
matics with pleasure and profit.
Bloesch, who describes his stance
as “centrist evangelical,” intends
to develop an evangelical theol-
ogy that interacts with contempo-
rary thought without altogether
breaking with the theology of the
Reformation and the theology of
the early, post-apostolic church.
Indeed, it is both a strength and a
weakness of the book that Bloesch
devotes so much space to quoting,
referring to, and positioning him-
self in relation to contemporary
theologians. The strength is that
the reader learns much about the
present theological scene and the
theologians on this scene. The
weakness is that there is notenough
positive development of the main
topics of theology. Bloesch’s treat-
ment, e.g., of predestination, from
every point of view a fundamental
part of one’s doctrine of God, is
woefully scanty. In only four and
a half pages, Bloesch deals with
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“God as Elector and Persuader™
(pp. 69-73), although there is the
stray reference to predestination
elsewhere.

This is the third volume of
the projected seven-volume set.
The first theological
prolegomena, 4 Theology of Word
& Spirit: Authority & Method in
Theology. The second was
Bloesch’s doctrine of Scripture,
Holy Scripture: Revelation, In-
spiration & Interpretation. Both
were reviewed in this journal
(April, 1994, pp. 69, 70; April,
1996, pp. 72-75). The third vol-
ume is devoted to theology proper,
the doctrine of God. In his pref-
ace, the author states that he re-
gards “this particular volume ... as
perhaps the most important in this
series” (p. 13).

Following an introduction in
which Bloesch sets his theology in
the contemporary scene, the book
treats God’s being; God’s self-rev-
elation; God’s attributes; and the
doctrine of the Trinity. In two
concluding chapters, Bloesch cri-
tiques both *“the biblical-classical
synthesis” and “the biblical-mod-
ern synthesis.” He is critical of
both these syntheses (about the
former, one should say alleged syn-
thesis). Inabrief epilogue, he opts

was
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for a “biblical-prophetic” theol-
ogy: “I am not interested in re-
turning to an earlier age, nor am |
mesmerized by the present age”
(p. 261).

There is pointed criticism of
cantemporary errors, including the
feminism that refuses to call God
“He”; the panentheistic notion that
God needs the creation; and the
dissolving of God’s holiness into
love. In opposition to a strong
current in modern theology,
Bloesch defends God’s simplic-
ity. He is right to relate simplicity
inseparably to God’s spirituality:
“To affirm God’s spirituality is
also to affirm his simplicity” (p.
90). Bloesch declines to minimize
the perfection of holiness in rela-
tion to divine love. “Holiness to-
gether with love is the quintessen-
tial attribute of God” (p. 139). In
keeping with his method, Bloesch
treats these two attributes together,
“Holiness & Love.”

There is a succinct, incisive
analysis of the difference between
the Roman Catholic doctrine of
merit and the Reformation doc-
trine of grace (pp. 224-28).

Nevertheless, the Reformed
theologian must vigorously dis-
sent from important elements of
Bloesch’s theology. To read the
work with pleasure and profit is by
no means to read it with assent.

There isno place in Bloesch’s
doctrine of an almighty God for
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predestination. Bloesch dismisses
Reformed orthodoxy on this truth
as “causal determinism”™ (p. 58).
His brief treatment of clection is
long enough for him to declare,
without a shred of biblical evi-
dence, that “God’s predestination
is not an irreversible decree made
and completed outside time but an
electing grace that is realized in
time” (p. 72; cf. the remark on
Romans 9:13 on pp. 141, 142).
The denial of predestination
as an eternal decree involves
Bloesch in other grievous errors.
God’s omnipotence is compro-
mised by the affirmation that God
willingly makes Himself depen-
dent on men, so that they cooper-
ate with Him in carrying out His
plan. This requires the loss of
immutability. God “can change
himself.” He does, in fact, change
himselfinreaction toour “response
to his gracious initiative” (p. 95).
Bloesch is a representative of the
powerful movement in modern
theology that strips God of such
attributes as omnipotence and im-
mutability-by having Him Himself
voluntarily surrender these at-
tributes, supposedly in the inter-
ests of His grace. The result is
still, however, that God is not truly
almighty and that He is change-
able. Since He is His attributes,
the result is still, in reality, that He
is no longer God. The only differ-
ence from the older error is that

PRTJ



Book Reviews

God has voluntarily “ungodded™
Himself.

Acknowledging that the al-
ternative would be the “double pre-
destination™ of the “older theol-
ogy.” Bloesch opts for universal-
ism: all will be saved in the end.
Divine wrath is only the chastising
of sinners in love.

To which the question must
be put, “What then of hell?”

The wrath of God is merely
provisional, not eternal.

To which the question must
be put, “What then of hell?”

Divinelove overcomes wrath
for everyone, for Christ died for
all.

To which the question must
be put, “What then of hell?”

“Hell is not the final word.”
The reason, according to Bloesch,
in a strange phrase, is that there
will be “the penetration of hell by
divine grace” (pp. 142-145).

Bloesch’s doctrine of the
Trinity is also heretical. Clearly
betraying his Barthian affinities,
Bloesch defends the Sabellian, or
modalistic, conception: one per-
son manifesting Himself in three
modes of being.

The persons of the Holy Trinity
connote agencies of relation
rather than separate personali-
tiecs. God in his essence is one,
but the way he interacts within
himself is threefold. In the
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Godhead there is one being but
three modes of existence. There
is one person but three agencies
of relationship (p. 185).

He attacks the classic doc-
trine as confessed in the Athanasian
and Reformation creeds: “To as-
sert that there are three indepen-
dent persons interacting with one
another is to fall into the heresy of
tritheism™ (p. 185). “Independent”
is a pejorative, misleading term.
No orthodox theologian ever sup-
posed that the persons are “inde-
pendent.” Similar is Bloesch’s
comment in footnote 96 on page
300, where he repudiates the Trin-
ity “as three separate (sic) persons
or three distinct personalities.”

Bloesch is a disciple of the
neo-orthodox theologians, Barth
and Brunner. His doctrine of Scrip-
ture is not faith’s acceptance of an
inspired book (see my review of
volume two). And he is far too
open to the modern theological
trends which, in part, he criticizes.

Startling is Bloesch’s denun-
ciation, on the opening page, of
Reformed theologian Herman
Hoeksema: “A work of this kind
will necessarily have a polemical
thrust. I sternly oppose those who
would make God culpable for hu-
man misery (such as Herman
Hoeksema...).” From Donald
Bloesch, who remarkably main-
tains his equanimity when dealing
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with even the most outrageous of
heresies, this is severe condemna-
tion indeed. Wherever did he read
that Hoeksema made “God cul-
pable for human misery”: There is
no quotation from or reference to
any of Hoeksema’s works in the
book. It is apparent that Bloesch
knows Hoeksema only through

Who We Are: Our Dignity as Hu-
man, by Paul K. Jewett with Mar-
guerite Shuster. Grand Rapids, M1/
Cambridge, U.K.: Eerdmans, 1996.
Pp. xiv+487. $32 (paper). [Reviewed
by David J. Engelsma.]

This is the second volume of
the Fuller Seminary theologian’s
systematic theology. The first
volume on theology proper was
God, Creation, & Revelation
(Eerdmans, 1991). A sub-title
identifies both volumes as “A Neo-
Evangelical Theology.”

Jewett died before he could
complete volume two. A former
student of his, Marguerite Shuster,
completed the book. Her hand is
clearly evident in certain places.
At one point there is a reference to
the English translation of Char-
lotte von Kirschbaum’s book on
women. This did not appear until
1996. Jewettdied in 1991. Shuster
also intersperses the text with her
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James Daane’s The Freedom of
God. To hold up Hoeksema for
condemnation on this basis is un-
fair. Daane was an avowed critic
of Hoeksema. Nor was he a friend
of the (decretal) theology of the
Canons of Dordt which he, like
Hoeksema, was bound by a vow to
uphold. @

sermons, evidently to demonstrate
that and how the doctrine is to be
preached.

The book covers only part of
anthropology, the creation of man,
or, to use Jewett’s deliberately
chosen term, “humankind.” Most
of the book is devoted to
“humankind’s” creation in the
image of God. This is the dignity
in the title. In connection with the
image, Jewett treats at length the
relation of male and female, sex,
marriage, divorce, remarriage,
single life, and homosexuality.
This runs to more than 200 pages
of the 470 pages of text. The last
120 pages deal with the current
“ecological crisis” under the ru-
bric, “The Dominion of Human-
kind.”

Glaringly apparent is the
imbalance of this dogmatical work.
Doctrine, more specifically the
knowledge of God, takes very
much a back seat to consideration
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of the social problems that are
high on the world’s agenda at
present. This is a work on racism,
sexual problems, and ecology. The
image of God is brought in to solve
the problems.

Jewett was learned. He knew
the material. Quotations from
philosophers and poets are apt and
interesting. He retained enough
evangelical theology to be helpful
here and there. Some of the expo-
sition of man’s creation as male
and female and, with this, of mar-
riage is provocative and useful.

But the “neo-* in his “neo-
evangelical theology” has virtu-
ally destroyed the “-evangelical
theology,” that is, the gospel.

Really, it is frightening.

As Jewett’s “humankind,”
rigorous use of the feminine pro-
noun (it is never “the theologian,
he,” but always “the theologian,
she”), and inclusion of the ser-
mons of a female minister warn,
feminism has abolished the bibli-
cal teaching of the calling of the
wife in marriage. She is not to be
submissive to her husband as one
under his authority; no marriage
form should require the bride to
obey.

Jewett justifies abortion “in
the early stages of pregnancy” of
all unborn children for any reason
whatever. By “early stages,” he
means from conception to six or
seven months. Until then, the un-
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born child is not a human. The
sole judge of the morality of the
act is the woman’s conscience. At
the same time, Jewett is opposed
to capital punishment.

Divorce and remarriage are
permitted in the church for any
reason. Otherwise we become “le-
galistic.”

Although he acknowledges
that Scripture is plainly and wholly
against it and although he himself
is obviously unhappy with it, the
Fuller theologian suggests that the
church might accept “committed
same-sex relationships,” although
itcannot bless them. Jewett makes
the comparison with the unlawful
divorces that he has just approved
and that, of course, the neo-evan-
gelical churches are approving as
well. The conclusion of the treat-
ment of homosexuality is a ques-
tion — no declaration, but a ques-
tion:

When we defined marriage as a
unique relationship between a
man and a woman, should we
have added, “or, on occasion,
between a man and a man, or
between a woman and woman?”
Is there a real possibility here
that we have somehow missed?
(p. 350)

What explains this?

Two things. Two things that
are true of neo-evangelicalism in
North America in general. Jewett
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is representative of neo-
evangelicalism.

The first is Jewett’s unbelief
concerning the Holy Scriptures.
Genesis 1-11 is not historical, but
“primal history,” a “story ... in
parabolic form.” Eden was no real
garden, but “a biblical allegory.”
The neo-evangelical theologian
dismisses the idea that there ever
was a “first human pair,” Adam
and Eve. He accepts the whole
evolutionary theory of origins over
billions of years, including
humankind’s biological descent
from the beasts. That descent from
animals rules out that man was
made in God’s image, Jewett does
not stop to notice.

Jewett openly criticizes the
apostle’s teaching on women in
the church in I Timothy 2. He has
the scholar’s honesty (which some
Reformed theologians lack) to ac-
knowledge that I Timothy 2 “de-
fies hermeneutical ingenuity” (p.
157). There is nothing for those
determined to ordain women to do
but to declare the apostle of Christ
mistaken. Jewett takes the same
approach in setting aside the call
for the wife’s submission and rev-
erence in Ephesians 5.

Whereas Jesus prohibited
divorce and remarriage, Paul con-
tradicted his master in I
Corinthians 7. The implication,
gladly drawn, is that “one cannot
apparently deduce from Scripture
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the grounds of divorce in a tidy
and orderly way” (p. 283). Scrip-
ture, far from ordering the behav-
ior of humankind in this funda-
mental area, is wide open to what-
ever any husband or wife desires.

The second explanation of
such a theology, devoid of both
gospeland law, is found in Jewett’s
own description of his theology as
a “contextualized orthodoxy” (p.
291). The important word is
“contextualized.” This is a theol-
ogy that deliberately opens itself
up to the influence of the (un-
godly) world. This is a theology
shaped by culture. The world out-
side of Christ decides the impor-
tant issues: racism; feminism;
sexual “freedom™; ecology. The
world determines how these issues
shall be viewed and judged. Neo-
evangelical theology is the com-
pliant handmaid (1 moderate my
expression here) of culture. It is
the theological arm of the world in
the church.

It is not orthodoxy. Itcannot
be. Only a theology formed exclu-
sively by the Word of God, sacred
Scripture, can be orthodox. Only
a theology that not only ignores
the thinking of the world but also
takes its stand from the outset reso-
lutely to oppose the thinking of the
world can be orthodox. “Because
the carnal mind is enmity against
God” (Rom. 8:7).

Dr. Jewett is wrong in the
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book’s main theme. the image of
God. He identifies the image as
“my freedom to be who I am, the
power of self-determination.”™ The
more complete definition is:

The image is the human spirit
(soul) imprinted by the Creator
with those endowments that
cnable us to transcend the world
of lesser creatures and live our
lives in a unique [-thou rela-
tionship with God and ncighbor
(p. 62).

The implication is that what-
ever fall might have taken place.
all humans retain the image. This
is the alleged "“dignity” of all. This
is the dignity of every human alto-
gether apart from the cross and
regenerating Spirit of Jesus Christ.

Hyper-Calvinism and John Gill, by
Curt D. Daniel. Privately published,
1983. Pp. xii-912. $60.00 (hard
cover). [Reviewed by David I.
Engelsma.}

This massive work. huge in
size and bristling with footnotes,
is the author’s doctoral disserta-
tionat the University of Edinburgh.
It examines the theological error
of hyper-Calvinism, particularly
in the teaching of the 18" century
Calvinistic Baptist, John Gill. Al-
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Jewett rejects the Reformed
doctrine that the image was man’s
original righteousness. He also
rejects the Reformed doctrine of
the loss of the image in the fall of
Adam and fallen man’s very un-
dignified condition of total deprav-
ity.

He does take note of the dif-
ferent gospel of the Reformers,
Lutherand Calvin. “Luther was so
opposed to the semi-Pelagianism
in Roman Catholic thought that he
often spoke of the sinner as having
lost the image altogether™ (p. 58).
This is the old evangelicalism, the
gospel of God’s dignity, fallen
man’s ignominy, and the glory of
elect, redeemed men and women
in whom the image has been re-
stored in Christ. @

though Daniel concentrates on Gill,
he includes in his study other En-
glish theologians associated with
Gill, e.g., Brine and Hussey, as
well as some contemporary theo-
logians whom Daniel regards as
hyper-Calvinists, notably Arthur
Pink and Herman Hoeksema.

In his scholarly attempt to
determine exactly what the error
of hyper-Calvinism consists of,
Daniel considers the views of Gill
and the others on the sovereignty
of God; predestination; the cov-
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enant; justification; faith; “the free
offer question”; the atonement;
law; and grace. A brief history of
hyper-Calvinism serves as an in-
troduction.

It is Daniel’s contention that
there has been, and still is, a hyper-
Calvinistic heresy that has bedev-
iled genuine Calvinism, that is,
the gospel of grace. The heart of
this error is its rejection of the
“offer” of the gospel to all who
hear the preaching. With this de-
nial goes a minimizing of the re-
sponsibility of man.

Hyper-Calvinism is that school
of Supralapsarian “Five Point”
Calvinism which so stresses the
sovereignty of God by over-
emphasizing the secret over the
revealed will and eternity over
time, that it minimizes the re-
sponsibility of Man, notably
with respect to the denial of the
word “offer” in relation to the
preaching of the Gospel of a
finished and limited atonement,
thus undermining the universal
duty of sinners to believe
savingly with the assurance that
the Lord Jesus Christ died for
them, with the result that pre-
sumption is overly warned of,
introspection is overly encour-
aged, and a view of sanctifica-
tion akin to doctrinal
Antinomianism is often ap-
proached. This (definition)
could be summarized even fur-
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ther:
word “offer” in connection with
evangelism for supposedly Cal-
vinistic reasons (p. 767).

it is the rejection of the

Daniel shows that there was
in Gill and in the tradition of En-
glish Calvinism that he represents
a definite hesitation, if not an ex-
press refusal, to call the uncon-
verted sinner to believe on Jesus
Christ with true (saving) faith.
Daniel says that he was not able to
find in Gill “the invitation ‘Come
to Christ’ to the unconverted.” Gill
restricted this call to “sensible sin-
ners” (pp. 455,456). Daniel quotes
Gill as teaching that the uncon-
verted are obliged merely to be-
lieve certain facts about Jesus
Christ, e.g., that He is the Son of
God. They are not obliged to be-
lieve in Him as Savior. Nor are
unbelievers who hear the gospel
but remain unbelieving condemned
for not believing with true (sav-
ing) faith.

In his The Cause of God and
Truth, Gill wrote: “I do not find
that any such are exhorted to be-
lieve in Christ for salvation; but as
sensible of it” (that is, of their
state and condition as sinners, by
regeneration — DIJE; cited on p.
477; see also pp. 461,462). Daniel
concludes that hyper-Calvinism
denies that unbelievers “have the
responsibility to believe savingly
in Christ, for that belongs to those
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who have been regenerated™ (p.
648).

The reason why hyper-Cal-
vinism denies that the unbeliever
is called to believe is its fear that
this would compromise Calvinism.
To call a reprobate unbeliever for
whom Christ did not die to believe
in Jesus Christ would compromise
the doctrines of clection and lim-
ited atonement. To call anv unbe-
liever to believe would suggest
that an unbeliever has the ability
to believe, thus overthrowing the
doctrine of total depravity. Hyper-
Calvinism does not understand that
God’s call. or command. to the
reprobate sinner sincerely to re-
pentand truly to believe expresses
neither God’s purpose nor the
sinner’s ability, but only the
sinner's duty in light of the revela-
tion made in the gospel.

This hyper-
Calvinism’s basic error, however.

answer to
is not Daniel’s. Daniel responds
to hyper-Calvinism along entirely
different lines.

Valuable as Daniel’s study
of this important aspect of the de-
velopment and struggle of Calvin-
ism is, it suffers from two grave
faults. These faults both skew the
analysis of the controversy and
render false the proposed resolu-
tion for a pure Calvinism.

The first is that Daniel does
not distinguish “offer” as the pro-
miscuous preaching of Christ as
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Savior with its command to all
hearers to repent and believe on
Jesus for salvation from “offer” as
the declaration to all hearers that
God loves them. Christ died for
them. and God is now giving them
the chance to be saved by believ-
ing. This distinction is both bibli-
cal and confessionally Reformed.
“Offer™ as promiscuous preaching
with a summons to all to believe in
Christ is the external call of the
gospel as taught in Matthew 22:1-
14 and in the Canons. 1I/5. “Of-
fer™ as a declaration of universal
love and atonement dependent on
the sinner’s will is the Arminian
heresy that the Reformed and Pres-
byterian churches condemned at
Dordt and Westminster on the ba-
sis of the apostle’s doctrine in
Romans 9:16.

By failing to make this fun-
damental distinction, Daniel la-
bels all who deny the “offer” as
hyper-Calvinists, regardless what
specific doctrine of the offer they
have in mind. The result is that
those whose rejection of the “of-
fer” consists of a denial of univer-
sal love dependent on the will of
the sinner are tarred with Daniel’s
broad brush of hyper-Calvinism,
even though they preach to all and
call all to believe in Jesus Christ.

The second fault is gross.
Daniel argues that genuine Cal-
vinism is the doctrine of a saving
love of God and a death of Jesus
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Christ for all without exception.
On this basis, the proper “offer” is,
in fact, the “bold declaration” to
all who hear the gospel, “God loves
you, Christ died for you, and now
God pleads with you to believe so
that you may be saved” (p. 459).
Accompanying this offer is “a suf-
ficient common grace” that en-
ables all to accept the offer, if only
they will (pp. 161, 162).

Itis Daniel’s basic thesis that
hyper-Calvinism began to develop
when, after Calvin, the Reformed
faith adopted limited atonement.
This jeopardized the offer. What
is necessary for the warding off of
hyper-Calvinism is the embrace of
universal atonement. This involves
repudiating the decree of reproba-
tion.

This is the remedy for hyper-
Calvinism! This exotic mixture of
Arminianism and Amyraldianism,
Daniel calls, with a kind of fetch-
ing modesty, “Low Calvinism.” It
is, indeed, low — very low. It is
abased and debased “Calvinism.”
The glory of salvation in this gos-
pel belongs to the sinner. Using
his “sufficient common grace”
rightly, he not only saves himself
by accepting the offer but also
makes the death of Christ atoning
and the love of God successful.

There is an important warn-
ing here. Those professing Cal-
vinists who insist on an “offer”
expressing God’s love for all and
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desire to save all cannot escape
universal atonement. When uni-
versal atonement is adopted, the
eternal, double decree of predesti-
nation is rejected.

Running through the work
are Daniel’s interaction with and
criticism of the Protestant Re-
formed Churches (PRC). He lumps
them with the English Baptist
hyper-Calvinists, regardless of the
protest of the PRC. The Protestant
Reformed reader who lacks time
and inclination to read the entire
work might want to read Chapter
VIII, “The Free Offer Question™
(pp- 364-495).

In the course of his critique
of the teaching of the PRC on the
offer, Daniel takes the occasion
sharply to criticize this reviewer
for my charge, in my Hyper-Cal-
vinism & the Call of the Gospel,
that the English hyper-Calvinists
restricted the preaching of the gos-
pel to the regenerated elect (p.
452). But he does not comment on
the quotation from Hussey that I
adduced in support of the charge.
Then, only a few pages later Daniel
asserts that the hyper-Calvinists
invited only sensible sinners to
Christ and “tend to preach only
Law to unbelievers and only Gos-
pel ... to believers” (pp. 494, 495).
If I say it, it is “deplorable misun-
derstanding”; if Daniel says it, it is
the basis of a Ph.D.

Fact is, at the end Daniel
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comes down in his description of
the essence of hyper-Calvinism
exactly where I had come down
The error of hyper-Cal-
vinism is the rejection of the ex-
ternal call of the gospel to all who
hear the gospel, with the weaken-
ing, or denial, of responsibility
that is implied.

As for Daniel’s challenge to
the PRC to show-where their de-
nial of the “well-meant offer” dif-
fers from the English hyper-Cal-
vinists’ rejection of the external
call of the gospel, the differences
are important and clear. First, the
PRC preach the gospel of Jesus
Christ as Savior to all indiscrimi-
nately, regardless whether they are
converted believers orunconverted
unbelievers. They do not, as
Hussey advocated, preach Christ
as priestly Savior to believers, but
Christ as threatening King to un-
believers.

earlier.

The Question of Woman: The Col-
lected Writings of Charlotte von
Kirschbaum. Tr. John Shepherd. Ed.
and with an Introduction by Eleanor
Jackson. Grand Rapids, MI/Cam-
bridge, U.K.: Eerdmans, 1996. x+202
pages. $16 (paper).
David J. Engelsma.]

[Reviewed by

Those who read Eberhard
Busch’s biography of Karl Barth,
Karl Barth: His Life from Letters

April, 1997

Second, the PRC call, or
command, or summon, every sin-
ner to believe in Christ for salva-
tion with true (saving) faith, warn-
ing all that those who do not be-
lieve will be held guilty by God for
this worst of all sins. The PRC do
not hesitate, or refuse, to give the
imperative to all and sundry,
“Come to Christ.”

Third, the PRC do not let
people think that they can long for
salvation and desire to believe,
perhaps their life long, and still
perish (see p. 359).

In these important matters,
the PRC suppose that they are only
confessing the historic, creedal Re-
formed faith.

Hyper-Calvinism and John
Gill must be ordered from the au-
thor. The address is: 2456
Devonshire Rd., Springfield, IL
62703. &

and Autobiographical Texts, had
to wonder about the relationship
between Barth and his assistant
and secretary, Charlotte von
Kirschbaum. The young woman
moved into the Barth home, spent
the summer months alone with
Barth in a chalet in the country-
side, and was his sole traveling
companion on various lecture
tours. Busch acknowledged that
the relationship between Barth and
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von Kirschbaum brought *“un-
speakably deep suffering™ into the
Barth home, estranged some of his
children, and inflicted shame and
grief on Barth’s hardworking,
faithful wife, Nelly.

In the long introduction to
this collection of wvon
Kirschbaum’s writings, the editor,
who is sympathetic to von
Kirschbaum and her relationship
to Barth, admits that there was a
“romantic involvement” of the
married Barth with the “strikingly
beautiful” von Kirschbaum.

Such was the open intimacy
between Barth and his assistant
that officials of the World Council
of Churches were offended by
Barth’s living arrangements with
von Kirschbaum at the meeting of
the WCC in Amsterdam in 1948.

There are two astounding
aspects to the open, illicit rela-
tionship between the renowned
theologian and his co-worker. The
first is that Barth’s wife tolerated
the relationship to the point that
she was willing to share Barth’s
arms with von Kirschbaum on the
occasion of a public ceremony
honoring Barth on his seventieth
birthday and that she had von
Kirschbaum buried with herself in
the Barth grave as Barth desired.

The second is the silence of
the neo-orthodox and evangelical
scholars who are disciples of Barth.
Why does none speak out in con-
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demnation of career-long,
unrepented adultery? Does theo-
logical fame blot out gross viola-
tion of the seventh commandment?
A church that exercised the disci-
pline required by Christ would have
deposed Barth from office and ex-
communicated him, and von
Kirschbaum, from the kingdom of
heaven on the ground of gross pub-
lic sin.

If the first section of The
Question of Woman is a testimony
to a scandalous life, the second
section propounds erroneous doc-
trine. In five chapters, von
Kirschbaum sets forth the signifi-
cance and place of the woman in
the church in the light of Scrip-
ture. Chapter one examines the
woman’s place in marriage in light
especially of Ephesians 5. Chap-
ter two discusses Christ’s redemp-
tion of the woman with specific
application to marriage, although
single life is also considered.
Chapter three deals with the issue
of the ordination of women as
preachers. Chapter four investi-
gates the biblical teaching about
Mary, the mother of Jesus. The
excursus attached to this chapter
is a comprehensive description of
the Roman Catholic dogmas of
Mary. Chapter five is mainly a
critique of the existentialist
thought on woman of Simone de
Beauvoir in her book, The Second
Sex. An appendix returns to the
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issue of the ordination of women
to the preaching office in the
church.

von Kirschbaum argues that
gifted women should be permitted
to be preachers and rulers in the
church. Basic to this position is
her rejection of “any concept of
office” in the New Testament. As
for the opposition to women’s
teaching and ruling in I Timothy 2,
this is explained away as a reac-
tion to ‘‘a particular tendency to-
ward arrogance on the part of the
women at Ephesus.” Opponents
of women preachers are dismissed
as guilty of “a legalistic use of
isolated passages” and of “all too
human ‘prejudices’.”

This is not to suggest that
there is nothing worthwhile in von
Kirschbaum’s treatment of the
“question of woman.” As her col-
laboration with Barth indicates,
she was an able theologian. Her
description of the Roman Catholic
doctrine of Mary is helpful, and
her analysis of this heresy is pen-
etrating.

April, 1997

von Kirschbaum is by no
means the most radical of femi-
nists. Indeed, she shames present
feminists in the Reformed
churches. She readily recognizes
that headship in Ephesians 5 is “a
position of superiority” to which
“governing” belongs. She also
acknowledges that the submission
of Ephesians S is due, not to sin,
but to God’s ordering of creation.

Marriage, she contends con-
vincingly, is a “bond” that in its
essence is “indestructible and
therefore indissoluble.” She has
good, even profound, things to say
about the marriage of a man and a
woman. Barth too has a moving
description of marriage in the
Church Dogmatics.

This strikes an orthodox Re-
formed Christian as exceedingly
odd, in view of their own continu-
ing subversion of Barth’s marriage
in life and deed.

No doubt, a neo-orthodox
theology of paradox results in an
equally paradoxical “Christian”
life. @
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