








their way to the ‘Meeting House' for worship. It has been customary for
Presbyterians to speak of their buildings for public worship as Meeting
Houses, This in itself is an indication of what they understood to be the
purpose of their assemblies. The building was simply a meeting place for
the ‘Church’ that had existed in their houses or homes throughout the
week. It was their sacred place of public worship, because they expected
when in it to meet not only with their fellowsaints, but above all with
their God. They went to the Meeting House earnestly beseeching the
Great Shepherd of their souls to meet with them and lead them beside
the still waters and into green pastures. What a pity that the church has
lost so much of this, To a large extent, in many places, worship is not
what it used to be or ought to be because the Sabbath is far from what it
used to be and should be among those who profess to be the Lord’s
people. Presbyterian worship and the Presbyterian Sabbath have always
been like sacred twins that could only be separated by the mutilation of
one or;‘ both of them., Desecrate the Sabbath and it affects worship;
mutilate worship and it renders the Sabbath pointless.

The principles we have considered have guided the church in the past
through the dark as well as the bright days of her pilgrimage and have con-
tributed so much to the majesty of Presbyterian and Reformed worship.
As her heirs we, who claim to be of like faith and fortitude, should never
be ashamed to hold to the same precious principles that have served
Christ’s bride so well and have proved their value in the life of the Re-
formed Church.

As office-bearers in the Congregation of the Lord, we have a grave
and perhaps even daunting responsibility laid upon us, particularly in view
of the awful chaos and confusion to be witnessed throughout Zion. I
think the words of the Lord to the prophet Ezekiel sum up for us what
that responsibility is: *““Thou son of man, shew the house to the house of
Israel, that they may be ashamed of their iniquities: and let them measure
the pattern. And if they be ashamed of all that they have done, shew
them the form of the house, and the fashion thereof, and the goings out
thereof, and the comings in thereof, and all the forms thereof, and all the
ordinances thereof, and all the forms thercof, and all the laws thereof:
and write it in their sight, that they may keep the whole form thereof,

and all the ordinances thereof, and do them” (Ezekiel 43:10, 11),
an
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The History of the
" Free Offer of the Gospel (9

by Prof. H. Hanko

It is especially in the first point that the free offer of the gospel is
mentioned, and then it is mentioned somewhat in passing. When the
Synod of the Christian Reformed Church offered its proof for ““a certain
favor or grace of God which He shows to His creatures in general,” the
Synod turned to the Canons of Dort which, in Synod’s judgment, spoke of
the free offer.! So the reasoning of the Synod was, apparently, that the
free offer of the gospel is proof of God’s general attitude of favor and
grace to all creatures.

Notice that the Synod spoke of a general grace: i.e., a grace which is
shown to God’s creatures in general, by which latter expression Synod
apparently meant not trees and stars, grasshoppers and bedbugs, but
people. Thus common or general grace is an attitude of favor or grace on
God’s part which is shown to elect and reprobate alike: ‘.. .toward
mankind in general and not only toward the elect....” This grace is
different from saving grace and must not be confused with it. From the
Scriptural proof which Synod offered (Ps. 145:9, Matt. 5:44, 45, Luke
6:35, 36, Acts 14:16, 17) it is clear that Synod included in common grace
also such things as rain and sunshine and all God’s good gifts, Neverthe-
less, there is no mention of these things in the doctrinal statement proper.
The only evidence, according to the wording of the first point, of God’s
general grace is the free offer. So the free offer is especially the way in
which God’s attitude of favor or grace is shown to mankind in general,
Thus, God shows that He is favorably inclined to all men without excep-
tion by offering them Christ in the gospel. The conclusion is inescapable
that this means and specifically refers to God’ desire (in His love and
grace) to save all who hear the gospel. God manifests Himself as a loving
and gracious God, full of mercy and compassion to all, in His offer of the

1. With this interpretation of the Canons we do not agree. A cursory reading of
the Canons themselves in these three articles and a study of the Canons in their
historical context will clearly show that the appeal to these articles was a vain effort
to find some Confessional proof for Synod’s contention.
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gospel to them. Thus the salvation in Christ which God prepared through
the cross has universal availability: it is there for all as far as God is con-
cerned. That all do not in fact receive this salvation is due to its condi-
tionality. Only those who fulfill the condition of faith and accept that
which is offered actually receive it as their own possession,

The second point speaks of a restraint of sin by the work of the Holy
Spirit in the hearts of all men. This is, it must be remembered, also a
part of God’s universal attitude of favor, God shows His favor also to all
men, elect and reprobate, by giving His Spirit so that sin is restrained in
them. Now, while the connection between the teaching concerning the
free offer and this restraint of sin is not clearly set forth in these state-
ments, the conclusion is obvious. The free offer and the internal and sub-
jective restraint of sin in the heart are both manifestations of the same
grace of God. Hence, there is at least suggested here the idea that this
grace which restrains sin is a kind of preparatory grace which makes one
amenable to the gospel in which Christ is offered. And this is in keeping
with what Bavinck taught in the reference to his writings carlier in these
articles. So this internal and gracious operation of the Spirit puts every
man into a position where he is able to accept or reject the gospel. This
idea is strengthened by the third point where it is specifically taught that,
as a result of these restraining, though not saving, influences of the Spirit,
man is able to do good. It is true that the synod specifically stated that
this good is not spiritual but civic good; but the fact remains that it is
good — good in the sight of God. And the idea that this good is somehow
of such a kind that man is more susceptible to the gospel offer is implicit
in the formulation and was indeed taught by defenders of this theory.

Concerning these doctrinal statements we must make some conclusions,

In the first place, these statements laid to rest the controversy which
had raged in the Christian Reformed Church between the Kuyperians in
their view of common grace and the people of the Afscheiding and their
views. In a rather neat way, these points of doctrine combined the two
into one doctrinal teaching, unfaithful to the genius of Kuyper, but satis-
fying to all. The common grace (gemeene gratie) of Kuyper which had
nothing to do with the free offer and the general grace (algemeene genade)
of part of the Afscheiding tradition were merged into one doctrinal
statement.

In the second place, while the Synod spoke boldly of this teaching as
being the teaching of all Reformed theologians in the most flourishing
period of Reformed theology, the Synod was badly overstating itself. [t
offered no proof for this bold contention, and none can be found. The
simple fact of the matter is that this view is not to be found anywhere in
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early Reformed theology; it is rather an innovation of a rather late date
and must be traced back, not to Dort and Calvin, but to Arminius and
Amyraut. It is, without question, a serious and fundamental departure
from the genius of the Reformed faith.

In the third place, as the doctrine of common grace and the free offer
developed in the Christian Reformed Church, the Arminianism inherent
in it soon came to clearer manifestation. Not only did free-will Arminian-
ism begin to flourish in the Christian Reformed Church, but in the 1960’s
Prof. H. Dekker could openly teach and write that the atonement of Christ
was universal in its extent, availability, and intention, although he limited
the cfficacy of the atonement to the elect alone. He could do this without
ecclesiastical penalty and thus committed the Christian Reformed Church
to an explicit universalism. And because the love of God was manifested
in the cross (so Dekker), the saving love of God was universalized.

In the fourth place, this had serious consequences of the basic and fun-
damental doctrines of sovereign grace. The truths of total depravity,
sovereign predestination, irresistible grace, limited atonement, and the
perseverance of the saints were not only seldom heard any longer, but
were in many instances openly denied.

Finally, because Rev. Hocksema continued to deny these abberrations
in the Reformed faith he was ultimately deposed from office and put out
of the denomination even though the same Synod which adopted these
doctrinal statements testified of him that ‘‘he was basically Reformed,
though with a tendency towards one-sidedness.” It was this deposition
and ultimate ouster that was the historic occasion for the beginnings of
the Protestant Reformed Churches. B o

Book Review

Reviewed by Prof. Robert D, Decker

PREACHING WITH PURPOSE, by Jay E. Adams; Zondervan Publishing
House, Grand Rapids: 1982; 162 pp., $7.95 (paper).

The author is Dean of the Institute of Pastoral Studies, Christian
Counseling and Education Foundation and Director of Advanced Studies,
Westminster Theological Seminary in Escondido, California. He has
written more than fifty books on pastoral ministry, preaching, counseling,
Bible Study, and Christian living. Adams informs us that this book “, . . is
the result of over 25 years of intensive analysis and thought about
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preaching. Both my doctoral degree and my master’s degree were acquired
in the area of preaching. Throughout the time that I taught counseling at
Westminster Theological Seminary 1 also taught (even more) courses on
preaching. Now [ plan to develop, direct, and teach a D. Min. program on
preaching at the newly established western campus of Westminster Sem-
inary in Escondido, California” (p. vii). In spite of Adams’ preaching and
teaching experience, his prestigious position at Westminster West, and his
impressive academic background we are of the opinion that it is presump-
tion bordering on sheer arrogance for him to say:

In my opinion, there has not appeared in the English language a significant
textbook on preaching since John Broadus, a New Testament scholar, wrote
his landmark book, The Preparation and Delivery of Sermons. (This work,
mind you, was first published in 1870! [t was revised by Dr. E, C, Dargan, a
student of and successor to Dr, Broadus as Professor of Homiletics at Louis-
ville, in 1897, The ''new and revised edition” by J. B, Weatherspone, Th.D.,
D.D.; was published in 1944 by Harper & Brothers, R.D.D.) | make that
statement advisedly after studying and teaching preaching intensively for over
25 years, Many good books on preaching have been published. Each is help-
ful in its own way, but none has done for contemporary preachers what
Broadus did for his fellow ministers in his day.... But his approach to
preaching hardly begins to meet the problems ministers must face today, and
certainly not in a form thar is pertinent to the contemporary scene.

Moreover, in all candor it must be said that, like those who preceded him,
and many who have followed, Broadus by-passcd a number of important
matters and, at the samc time, retained much of the scholastic approach,
which has served to weaken rather than strengthen the preaching of those who
have adopted it. Scholasticism, Rome's dubious legacy to Protestantism, was
mediated to us through the English Puritans, who took a number of wrong
turns in preaching — some of which have brought us to the present sorry
plight in which the cvangelical church finds itself,

That last statement points up a major rcason why | have been impelled to
assume the task that has produced this book, My goal has been to develop a
textbook on preaching for pastors, seminary students, and other Christian
speakers that, 1 hope, will make an impact in our day significant enough to
change preaching substantially. ... This book is not a mere restatement of
past ideas and practices in contemporary language. It takes a new turn, ...
My hope is that this textbook on preaching may be even more influential in
its area than Competent to Counsel has been in counseling. There is every bit
as great a need for a change in preaching as there was in counseling. (pp.ix-xiii)

We find this presumptive in light of the fact that there are scveral
standard textbooks in Homiletics (M. Reu’s Homiletics out of the Luther-
an tradition, e.g.) which have appeared after Broadus' work, Adams,
himself, is guilty of the very “sin” of which he accuses Dr. Broadus, viz.,
of “by-passing several important matters,” Nowhere in the book does
Adams offer definitions of such essential concepts as preaching, the
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sermon, the preacher, the objects of preaching, i.e., the congregation.
There is neither a bibliography nor an index of Scriptural references, two
major deficiencies in a textbook intended for teaching on a graduate level.
In addition, there is not even a passing reference to Romans 10:14, 15a
with its genitive object of the verb, akouoo, much less an exegesis of this
key passage.

This reviewer fails to find what Adams calls ““a more radically (at the
root, R.D.D.) biblical perspective’ in this book or *‘the new turn’ which
he says it takes, Obviously Adams means by this ‘‘the centrality of
purpose” in preaching. But what he says about this surely is not new. It’s
been said before and even stressed at length. We shall return to this point.

We quite agree with Dr. Adams assessment of much of what is called
preaching in the evangelical tradition. ‘‘Poor preaching predominates.”
Much preaching is *‘dull, unarresting, unedifying, and aimless’’ (p. xi).
We do not think that the fault lies in the lack of a good textbook. Nor do
we think the professors of practical theology (Homiletics) and the sem-
inaries are to blame. This may be the case in part, but certainly it is not
the main reason for all the “mediocrity or worse’’ found in contemporary
pulpits. Preachers themselves are to blame! The problem lies with
preachers who lack the motivation and self-discipline to work hard in their
studies wrestling with God’s Word in order to be prepared to say on the
Lord’s Day, “thus saith the Lord.” 1 too speak from over twenty years’
experience in the ministry. I have served as pastor of two Protestant
Reformed congregations; the first a small rural church in Northwest lowa
and the other a fairly large suburban church on Chicago’s south side.
Since 1973 I have been teaching Practical Theology (including Homiletics
and “Practice Preaching”) in the Protestant Reformed Seminary. Since
assuming the chair of Practical Theology 1 have preached an average of
three or four services per month in area churches, Seminaries, at best, can
only provide aspiring preachers with the basic theological foundation out
of which they must preach and the basic tools (Hermeneutics, exegesis
from the original languages of Holy Scripture, Homiletics, Practice
Preaching, Poimenics, etc.) with which they must preach. Seminaries must
not be blamed for what men do or fail to do with these tools when they
become pastors. 1 am one professor of Homiletics (though my teaching is
in need of constant improvement) who refuses to assume that burden.
Pastors today, at least many of them, ignore the original languages of
Scripture, They do not take the time to exegete thoroughly from the
Hebrew and Greek. Nor do they take the time to organize their sermon
material in good outline form, nor do they take the time to think about
what they are going to say and bow they are going to say it on the Lord’s
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Day. Many pastors, far too many of them, are caught up in what { would
call the “counseling craze" that has swept through the evangelical tradi-
tion during the past decade or so. If pastors would do as the Lord com-
mands them: “Preach the Word; be instant in season, out of season; re-
prove, rebuke, exhort with all longsuffering and doctrine” (Il Timothy
4:2), God’s people would have the grace and spiritual strength with which
to handle themselves the many problems with which they now burden
their pastors, Preaching, after all, by biblical definition is the chief means
of grace, the means by which it pleases God to save them that believe
(cf. I Corinthians 1:21). Preaching, this means, is also and emphatically
the means God uses to save us from our marital, parental, and all other
sins. The great preachers in the evangelical tradition (specifically, I mean
the Presbyterian and Reformed tradition) in the past not only understood
this but labored under this conviction. Men like Calvin, Knox, Spurgeon,
Lloyd-Jones, Barnes, Volbeda, Hocksema, et. al, spent little time
counseling and a great deal of time preparing to preach. The fruit was
abundantly evident in their congregations.

All of this is not to say this is a bad book. It isn’t and it ought to be
read by pastors and seminary students. If those who read it take to heart
and strive to put into practice what Adams says they will improve their
preaching.

The first chapter is titled, “The Centrality of Purpose.” Adams begins
this chapter by making two very serious charges:

First, there is a need to examine and to stress purpose because there is so
much purposeless preaching today in which the preacher has only the vaguest
idea of what he wants to achieve, The members of congregations who are
subjected to this sort of preaching for any length of time, as a result, both
individually and corporately, themselves, become aimless and confused.

Secondly, the amazing lack of concern for purpose among homileticians
and preachers has spawned a brood of preachers who are dull, lifeless, ab-
stract, and impersonal; it has obscured truth, hindered joyous Christian
living, destroyed dedication and initiative, and stifled service for Christ (p. 1).

Assuming these charges are indeed true Adams expresses his greatest
concern in his choice of the title of this book as follows:

1 am convinced that purpose is of such vital importance to all a preacher does
that it ought to control his thinking and actions from start to finish in the
preparation and delivery of sermons, It is my purpose in this book, therefore,
to make the reader aware of this all-important role of purpose in preaching
and to demonstrate to him that he must be aware of it from now on in all of
his preaching endeavors, This is how basic purpose is. ., Whatever you do in a
sermon, you should do consciously and deliberately to achieve some purpose,
In other words, cverything should have its objective, and you ought to know
what that is (pp. 1-4),
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At this point Adams does not tell us what the purpose of preaching is.

Chapter two faces the question (and this is the title of the chapter),
What is preaching? At this point, it seems to me, a clearly stated defini-
tion and discussion of the art or act of preaching would have been appro-
priate, In answer to the question “‘what is preaching?'’ Herman Hoeksema
offers the following definition: *‘preaching is the authoritative proclama-
tion of the gospel by the church in the service of the Word of God through
Christ” (Reformed Dogmatics, pp. 637-641). This definition is also found
in the syllabus, Homiletics, pp. 4ff., by Homer C. Hoeksema, printed by
the Protestant Reformed Seminary. In this same syllabus H.C. Hoeksema
defines ‘“the sermon” as *‘an orderly, concatenated address, or discourse,
proclaiming the whole counsel of God on the basis of Holy Scripture from
the viewpoint of a particular text or passage” (Homiletics, pp. 12ff.). In
both instances these definitions are followed by a careful explanation of
the various elements involved in each. This type of definition and explana-
tion is lacking in this book. To my mind this is a serious deficiency. How
can one speak of the purpose of something if one does not know what that
something is?

Instead Adams discusses preaching in terms of three New Testament
words used to refer to preaching. The words keerussoo (to herald) and
euangelizoo (announcing the gospel) always refer to what Adams calls
“evangelistic preaching,” i.e., preaching to the unsaved. Didaskoo (to
teach) primarily refers to preaching to those who already believe the gos-
pel, what Adams distinguishes as, ‘‘pastoral preaching” (cf. pp. 5ff.). But,
is this true, i.e., does this distinction hold? In I Corinthians 1:21 the
genitive singular form of the noun, keerugma, is used, ‘‘that which is
promulgated by a herald, a proclamation.” The emphasis in this passage
is on the content of the message rather than on the act of heralding. It
is, however, highly doubtful that Scripture refers here only to that which
was proclaimed to unconverted hearers or to whdt Adams calls evangelistic
preaching. Surely the reference is to the Corinthian congregation, its
officebearers and members and their sins and problems, particularly the
sin of schism 1n that body of believers. Similarly, in verse 23 of the same
chapter the first person plural, present active form of the verb, keerussoo.
is used in the phrase translated, *...but we are preaching Christ cruci-
fied....” Paul refers here to apostolic preaching. While the apostles
certainly preached (perhaps even for the most part) to unbelievers, they
also preached in established churches. One makes a serious mistake if
he limits these terms to “evangelistic preaching.”

In addition, in this whole discussion Adams misses an important aspect
or element in the meaning of keerussoo. We have in mind the element of
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authority. The herald proclaimed the official message of the king or
government, He did not herald his own word or even his own version of
the word of the king, but the king’s very words. So the preacher pro-
claims (or must proclaim) the official and, therefore, authoritative Word of
God in Jesus Christ. This is done by prayerful, careful exegesis of the
inspired, infallible Holy Scriptures.

The rest of chapter 2 concerns what is involved in preaching. Adams
lists five elements and stresses that the fifth is most essential: *‘1. Content,
in the form of a biblical message; 2. A preacher; 3. An occasion (in which 1
include time and place); 4. Listeners; 5. The Holy Spirit” (p. 7). When
Adams stresses the fact that the Holy Spirit uses means and requires the
best efforts of a preacher, the point is well taken,

Chapter 3, The Purpose of preaching, deals with two questions and
answers. Why should a pastor preach? The answer given is because God
ordained preaching. What is the essence of a faithful fulfillment of the
task of preaching? To edify or build up the congregation individually and
corporately (pp. 11, 12). Adams concludes this chapter: ‘“The purpose of
preaching, then, is to effect changes among the members of God’s church
that build them up individually and corporately” (p. 13). Edification,
Adams explains, involves both teaching and “to observe” (cf. Matthew 28:
20). Preaching must present ‘“truth translated into life” (p. 15).

Of particular value for any seminary student or preacher are chapters 4,
5,6, 8,9, 13, 14, and 20. No one should ignore what Adams writes in
chapter 6 concerning the importance of determining the telos of Scrip-
ture as a whole and of any particular portion of Scripture.

Chapter 12, “Evangelistic Invitations,” is at best weak. 1 find no invita-
tions in the Bible. 1 do find a host of imperatives. There is a significant
difference between an invitation and a command! God does not approach
people with options or choices. God commands all men everywhere to
repent and believe,

For the rest Adams makes several statements which every preacher
and aspiring preacher ought to believe with all his heart and practice with
all his strength, For examplec:

Preachers today have no authority for preaching their own notions and
opinions; they must “preach the Word™ - the apostolic Word recorded in the
Scriptures. Whenever preachers depart from the purpose and che intent of 2
biblical portion, to that extent they lose their authority to preach, 1n shore,
the purpose of reading, explaining, and applying a portion of Scripture is to
obey the command to “preach the Word,” In no other way may we expect to
experience the presence and power of the Holy Spirit in our preaching, e did
not spend thousands of years producing the Old and New Testaments (in a
sense, the Bible is peculiarly f/is Beok) only to ignore it! (p. 19).
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Determining the Spirit’s telos of a passage is one of the most impor-
tant obligations in preaching, perhaps the greatest of all, about which I
shall have more to say in the next chapter, But, for now, let me say that
a failure to do so constitutes an affront to the Holy Spirit (p. 25).

To speak of the preacher *‘applying” the truth of Scripture to a congre-
gation, therefore, is to miss the mark, if by that is meant you are the one
who determines the application, The truth, when given, was already
applied to the whole church by God, who Himself determined its appli-
cation, It is not as though it is necessary for you to find some way to
apply it. You must apply truth as God does, ... All of this is to say that
because, as 1 Corinthians 10:11, 13 proves, basically people and their
problems (as well as God’s solutions to them) remain the same in all
generations, there is a circumstance today that corresponds to the original
one, to which God also directed His Word, When God delivered His
message then, He did not direct it only toward the people to whom it was
given originally but toward the church in all ages to follow. , . (p. 133).

I say again we heartily endorse statements such as the above. But are
these points taking ‘‘a new turn?’’ We think not, There are good text-
books available (since Broadus’ work) which stress principles such as,
Scriptura Scripturae Interpres and the necessity of preaching a text or
portion of Scripture in its context and as it applies to the hives of God’s
people.

Hence, we think the book useful, a contribution to the field, and a
book that ought to be read and studied. WE do not think it to be, how-
ever, the last word to date on the whole subject of Homiletics.
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