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Preface

The second edition of this dictionary has been a long time coming. The first edition has
been out of print for some twelve years, during which time many people have asked for
it to be reprinted. I felt, however, that I needed to revise and enlarge the original work
considerably, and in the midst of a busy pastorate and teaching schedule, it was not easy
to find the necessary time to complete the work.

That the job has been done at all is due in no small degree to the dedicated help I have
received from a number of people. To Mary Christopher and my wife, Joan, for typing the
manuscript, [ am deeply indebted. Dr. Michael Barrett made time in the midst of teaching
summer school at Bob Jones University to read the manuscript and check my theology,
logic, and use of the Biblical languages. Judy Brown and Sara Elliott were my editors,
always having to work against the clock and trying to get me to write decent English—not
an easy job! Debbi Spears and my wife not only helped in proofreading but checked every
Bible reference in the book. Laurie Hartz spent many hours researching copyright per-
missions, and a volunteer army of proofreaders helped check the final proofs: Carl
Abrams, Sandra Barrett, Marie Bayer, Rachel Carper, Alice Cromley, Amy Dickerson, Sara
Elliott, Gene Elliott, Sue Farr, Jan Gardner, Alice Gingery, Gail Gingery, Vanessa Greeley,
Christa Habegger, Randy Habegger, Jennifer Knutson, Charles Koelsch, Verta Koelsch,
Grace Ludlum, Carolyn McNeely, Rosemary Nelson, Susan Peck, Mark Sidwell, Debbi
Spears, and Lynn Wiser. These folk deserve a major part of the credit for getting this dic-
tionary ready for Stephen Christopher to prepare for the press. To every one of them I
offer my sincere thanks.

I am also grateful to Ambassador Publications for their patience and encouragement
throughout this project, and to the Whitefield College of the Bible which initially prompt-
ed the idea that led to the publication of the first edition back in 1982.

Most of all, I am grateful to our triune God for His help and grace in the work. The
study of Christian theology is a thrilling and blessed privilege. It is a labour of love to try
to make the great truths of the faith accessible to God’s people in a form they can readi-
ly use. I trust that the Lord will be pleased to seal the united efforts of all the people I
have mentioned with His mighty blessing. No one realizes the limitations of my work bet-
ter than I; nevertheless I commit it to God with the prayer I have often prayed during the
preparation of the book: that He will be pleased to use it for the glory of His name and
for the edification of His people.

Alan Cairns

Faith Free Presbyterian Church
Greenville, South Carolina.
August 1998
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Preface to Revised and Enlarged Edition

I am both surprised and gratified that the second edition of this Dictionary of
Theological Terms sold out in a relatively brief period of time and that there is now a need
for a new edition. This affords me the opportunity to remove some typographical errors
that slipped through last time because of my haste to get the material to the printer. It also
means that I have been able to revise and enlarge existing entries and to add a number
of important new ones. The result is that the work has 80 pages of new material.

I have been greatly encouraged by the reviews and the personal testimonials the dic-
tionary has received. Pastors and laymen alike have reported that they have found it a
useful tool. I know of Christians of long standing and advanced knowledge who keep it
by them continually, and I know of new converts who have made it a means of coming
to grips with the great doctrines of the faith. For all this I give the Lord my heartfelt thanks,
with the prayer that He will be pleased to make this new and enlarged edition even more
useful.

Once again, | owe my thanks to a number of people, not least to my wife who did not
complain when I had to spend a good part of every day during our vacation with my com-
puter, writing and correcting my material. I am also in her debt for reading many of the
entries and helping me to get the book finally ready for the printer. Grace Farr proofed
the entire work and offered valuable editorial suggestions. Hers was a daunting task, and
I am very grateful for her diligence. To my colleagues Dr. Michael Barrett and Pastor
David Brame, who helped by reviewing specific entries, I offer my thanks. As before, a
number of friends helped in proof reading: Gloria Anderson, Ann Marie Baideme, Sandra
Barrett, Judy Brown, Rachel Carper, Wylie Fulton, Tim and Jan Gardner, and Cathy
Simmons. To each of them I express my sincere gratitude for their willingness to under-
take what is always a tedious task. Once again, I thank Ambassador-Emerald for their will-
ingness to publish this work and for patiently waiting for the considerable revisions I
decided to incorporate into it.

Finally, to you the reader I offer my thanks. Books without readers are pointless exer-
cises, and my labour would be lost if you did not find this work useful. I pray that it will
be instructive and helpful not merely in imparting information but in leading each reader
to a deeper heart-knowledge of God as He is revealed in Christ.

Alan Cairns

Faith Free Presbyterian Church
Greenville, South Carolina
February, 2002
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Cross Referencing System

Throughout this work an asterisk after a word or phrase denotes another entry in the
dictionary. The form of the word so marked may not be the same as that of the title of the
article referred to. For example, “Pentecostal™ directs the reader to the article on
“Pentecostalism,” and “antinomian™ to the article on “Antinomianism.”

Major Reference Works Abbreviations
Almost all works quoted or referred to are identified by name in the text; however, the
following are abbreviated throughout:

ISBE. ... The International  Standard  Bible
Encyclopedia

McClintock and Strong.....Cyclopedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature

Schaff Hertzog........................ Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge
References

Reference to a multi-volume work is by volume number followed by a colon and the
page number(s). Thus volume two, page 248 of Charles Hodge’s Systematic Theology would
appear as “Hodge, Systematic Theology, 2:248.”

Widely-used theologies are often denoted simply by the authors’ names. Thus, “Berkhof”
refers to Systematic Theology by Louis Berkhof; “Calvin” refers to The Institutes of the
Christian Religion by John Calvin; “Hodge” refers to Syatematic Theology by Charles Hodge;
“A. A. Hodge” refers to Outlines of Theology by A. A. Hodge; and “Shedd” refers to Dogmatic
Theology by W. G. T. Shedd. Other works by these authors are always given by title.

Abbreviations of Bible Versions

AV Authorized Version, often called the King James Version
GNB Good News Bible
NASB New American Standard Bible
NEB New English Bible
NIV New International Version
REB Revised English Bible
RSV Revised Standard Version
RV Revised Version
General Abbreviations
cf. compare
chap. chapter
ca.orcirca  about
eg. Jor example
f or ff. and the following verse(s) or page(s)
fn. Jootnote
ibid. in the same work cited in the last preceding citation
idem in the same place in the work last cited
Le. that is
NT, OT New Testament, Old Testament
op. cit. in the previously identified work of the author who is now being cited

Sec. section









A POSTERIORI
Latin ab, “from,” posterius, “subsequent,
following”; argument from effect to cause,
from particulars to general principles. It is
inductive as opposed to deductive. It is the
mode of argument employed in empiricism.*
See Arguments for God’s Existence.

A PRIORI
Latin, ab, “from,” prius, “first”; argument
from cause to effect, or from an original prin-
ciple or presupposition* to its logical effects. It
is deductive rather than inductive, from gen-
eral principles to individual conclusions. The
significance of the priusin its designation is that
there are certain innate ideas that must come
before, and furnish a basis for, experience.
See Arguments for God’s Existence.

ABBA

A Palestinian Aramaic word that is found
in three places in the NT to refer to God. It
means “father.” It is the address of a child
as distinct from a slave and denotes family
intimacy. In Mark 14:36 Christ uses abba
to address God in His prayer in Gethsemane.
In Rom. 8:15 and Gal. 4:6 Christians use
the same form of address to God. It is used
in such a way that it both emphasizes our
nearness to God and inculcates respect.
Each time it is used it appears with the word
pater, giving us the title Abba Father for God.
Christians must never confuse intimacy with
God their Father with familiarity and trite-
ness. There is no basis in the NT use of
abba to support the almost blasphemous ref-
erences some make to God as “Dad” or
“Daddy.” It is surely significant that the Ara-
maic abba is not translated into Greek as
papa but is merely transliterated.

ABBOT

The head or superior of an abbey. The
word comes from the Aramaic abba, “fa-
ther.” At first the title abbot was given to
every monk, but after the sixth century it
was limited to the heads of religious houses.
Later it was extended to the heads of other
institutions. In the Roman hierarchy, abbots
are usually subject to the authority of a di-
ocesan bishop. In Germany the title abbot
was given to some Protestant divines, es-
pecially if they received the revenues of
former abbeys.

ABECEDARIANS

1. An extreme German sect of the Reforma-
tion period, followers of Nicholas Storch, who
considered that no other teaching than that
of the Holy Spirit was necessary. They thus
rejected all human teaching, refusing to learn
to read and write. Their name originates
from the A B C D’s which they despised.
2. As an adjective, abecedarian may be
used to mean “alphabetically arranged,”
as Psalm 119.

ABILITY

Theologically, it means innate power to
do the will of God. It is taught by Pelagians
and denied by all Reformed creeds.

See Inability.

ABJURATION

1. The solemn oath by which Roman Catho-

lics suspected or convicted of heresy deny

or remove the charge.

2. In England, the Oath of Abjuration re-

quired every person who held any office,

civil, military, or spiritual, to abjure the ex-

iled James II and repudiate any right he or
1



ABLUTION

his descendants claimed to the throne. The
justices of the peace could require any citi-
zen to take the oath. Any who refused were
liable to imprisonment for as long as they
continued in their refusal.

ABLUTION

From the Latin verb abluere, “to wash off,”
it signifies a ceremonial and symbolic wash-
ing. In the OT priests and Levites were re-
quired to wash prior to performing their
religious duties (Lev. 8:6; Exod. 30:19-21;
Num. 8:21). Various things rendered an Is-
raelite ceremonially unclean and required
an ablution: contact with a dead body (Num.
19:11-13); eating “that which died of itself
or that which was torn with beasts” (Lev.
17:15); leprosy (Lev. 13:14); various skin
diseases, scurf, mould in clothes, fungus
in houses, discoloration of the skin, scabs,
and inflammation (Lev. 14); discharges
from the human body (Lev. 15); copula-
tion (Lev. 18); menstruation (Lev. 15); and
childbirth (Lev. 12).

There were special ablutions to be per-
formed on the day of atonement (Lev.
16:24-28). Numbers 19 details the rite of
the red heifer and the water of separation
for those rendered unclean through contact
with the dead. In other cases fresh, usually
running, water was sufficient for ritual pu-
rification (Lev. 15:13).

Exodus 19:10-14 records the ablutions
of the children of Israel before the Lord came
down to meet with them at Mt. Sinai. From
1 Sam. 16:5 we may gather that the act of
ablution became accepted practice before the
presentation of a sacrifice. A special ablu-
tion mentioned in Deut. 21:1-9 was the
washing of hands by the elders of a village
nearest to where the victim of an unknown
murderer was found. The washing of hands
declared, “Our hands have not shed this
blood, neither have our eyes seen it” (v. 7).
Pilate sought to employ this symbolic ritual
to rid himself of guilt in the death of Christ
(Matt. 27:24), but obviously inappropriately.
2

The Jews in Christ’s day elevated the
ritual purification produced by the washings
of Judaism to ethical purification. Ablution
could never remove moral defilement, but
clearly the Pharisees held it in higher honour
than ethical integrity (Matt. 15:1-9). Thus
they multiplied their ablutions (Mark 7:3,4)
and found fault with Christ’s disciples for
failing to observe their rituals (vv. 2, 5).

The NT epistles contain only two refer-
ences to ablution, Heb. 6:2; 9:10. In 6:2
“the doctrine of baptisms” (lit. washings, ab-
lutions) is said to be a fundamental prin-
ciple of Christianity. It signifies “a statement
of the nature and design of Christian bap-
tism, as distinguished from the baptism of
John and the ceremonial washings or bap-
tisms under the law” (John Brown).

Hebrews 9:10 specifically names OT ab-
lutions as “carnal ordinances,” that is, ordi-
nances that were merely of an external and
symbolic nature. They served to cleanse the
body from ceremonial defilement but could
not cleanse the soul from moral guilt. Thus
they were only a temporary institution, “im-
posed” (v. 10) until their shadowing forth of
the truth of purification would give place to
the actual substance of it in the atonement
of Christ (vv. 10-14).

That emphasis on the passing of all sym-
bolic ablutions, with the sole exception of
Christian baptism, renders the reinstitution
of ceremonial washings by the Greek and
Roman churches all the more objectionable.
In the Greek church ablution is a ceremony
observed seven days after baptism. It is to
wash off the unction of the chrism, or, the
oil used in baptism.

The Roman Catholic church has intro-
duced ablutions into its liturgy of the mass.*
According to the Roman Missal,* the priest
celebrating the mass washes his hands as an
expression of his desire for inward purifica-
tion. As he washes he is supposed to recite
Psa. 51:2 quietly. Another ablution takes
place when at the end of the mass the priest
or deacon purifies the paten (shallow dish



for holding the bread of the Eucharist) over
the chalice, which he then washes with wa-
ter or with wine and water poured over his
fingers into it. Finally, he drinks this water/
wine mixture. In this way Rome provides
for the washing of the Eucharistic vessels
while ensuring that any remains of what she
holds to be the very body and blood of Christ
are consumed and not flushed away, as
would happen with normal washing.

ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION

In His Olivet discourse the Lord Jesus
Christ said, “When ye therefore shall see
the abomination of desolation, spoken of by
Daniel the prophet, stand in the holy place,
(whoso readeth, let him understand:) then
let them which be in Judaea flee into the
mountains” (Matt. 24:15, 16; see also Mark
13:14). Thus the key to understanding the
term “abomination of desolation” is to be
found in the prophecy of Daniel where there
are three, or possibly four, references to it:
Dan. 9:27; 11:31; 12:11; and possibly
8:13.The various Hebrew and Greek
terms rendered abomination and abomi-
nable carry the idea of something abhor-
rent, detestable, disgusting, foul, horrible,
and impure, and therefore repugnant and
unlawful on that account.

While abomination may describe a
merely human prejudice or convention
(Gen. 43:32; 46:34), it usually refers to
something deeply offensive and repugnant
to the Lord. Hence the Bible labels sodomy,
bestiality, sacrilege, and idolatry “abomina-
tions” (Exod. 8:26; Deut. 17:1; 7:25, 26).
One of the Hebrew words translated “abomi-
nation,” shigquts, is most frequently used as
a description of heathen gods. For example,
in 2 Chron. 15:8 it is translated “abominable
idols,” while in 2 Kings 23:13 it describes
Ashtoreth, “the abomination of the
Zidonians,” and Chemosh, “the abomination
of the Moabites.” Since shigquts is the term
Daniel uses in 9:27; 11:31; and 12:11,
the strong inference is that the abomina-

ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION

tion of desolation is an idol placed in the
temple in Jerusalem.

Desolation (the word is plural in the Greek
of Matt 24:15 and Mark 13:14) signifies a
laying waste. Abomination always causes
desolation, disaster, and judgment. The pres-
ence of an abomination, an idol or anything
else the Lord has denounced as repugnant
to Him, renders a place unfit for the pres-
ence and service of the Lord. Though the
expression of the Lord Jesus Christ in Matt.
24 and Mark 13 is eschatological, we must
not overlook the timeless principle He
teaches. Nowadays, it is becoming increas-
ingly prevalent in churches to accept what
God has rejected as abominable. In the
name of justice and love, many churches
have opened not only their membership
but even their ministry to sodomites. The
acceptance of the abomination of sodomy
guarantees both the loss of the Lord’s pres-
ence and the certainty of His wrath. The
same may be said of those interfaith ser-
vices which are so often hailed as progres-
sive and enlightened attempts to unite a
divided world. Joint worship with what
God has called abominable inevitably
brings dire consequences.

The entire phrase the abomination of deso-
lation, then, obviously refers to an idol, or
false god, and its worship, placed in the
temple of God and causing desolation. Two
of the four references noted in Daniel (8:13
and 11:31) are generally taken to refer to
the pollution of the Temple by Antiochus
Epiphanes in 168 B.c. Antiochus, with the
help of some apostate Jews, set up a statue
in the Temple, raised an altar to Jupiter
Olympus on the altar of burnt offering, and
sacrificed swine’s flesh. He dedicated the
Temple to his idol and rescinded the Mosaic
laws. Thus was the Holy Place desolated but
not destroyed.

Daniel’s other two references (9:27;
12:11) clearly cannot be to Antiochus. Some
commentators argue that the case of
Antiochus gives us a clue to the proper un-
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ABORTION

derstanding of Matt. 24:15. As the Speak-
ers Commentary puts it, “We should natu-
rally understand {Matt. 24:15] as implying
some pollution of the Temple by the Jews,
to be punished by its destruction at the
hands of the Romans.” Those who see “the
abomination of desolation” fulfilled in the
destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans
appeal to Luke 21:20. They hold that the
wording “when ye shall see Jerusalem com-
passed with armies, then know that the deso-
lation thereof is nigh” explains the desolation
of Matt. 24:15.

However, this argument misses the mark.
Luke 21 does not record the same discourse
as Matt. 24. It precedes the Matthew account.
It was given in the temple (Luke 21:1),
whereas Matt. 24 was given after He “went
out, and departed from the Temple” (v. 1)
“as He sat upon the mount of Olives” (v. 3).
The discourse in Luke 21 coincides with
Mait. 24 as far as v. 11. That is, Luke 21:7—-
11 corresponds with Matt 24: 3-8. Then
the two portions diverge. Luke 21:12 spe-
cifically states that the rest of the discourse
is a retrospect—that the Lord goes back to
what happens before all the things He has
just spoken about. Matthew 24:9 clearly in-
dicates that in His second discourse He con-
tinues His prophecy of future events, without
any retrospect.

This yields two important conclusions.

First, in view of this, it is impossible to
equate the Roman armies compassing
Jerusalem to destroy it with “the abomina-
tion of desolation.”

Second, the prophecy of “the abomina-
tion of desolation” remained to be fulfilled
after the fall of Jerusalem to the Romans.

Some interpreters seek the prophecy's
fulfilment in the rise of the papacy. Clearly
the idolatry of the papal system has caused
untold havoc in the visible church and is
abominable, but it cannot be the fulfilment
of Christ’s prophecy. The local and geo-
graphical data in Matt 24:16f. forbid any
interpretation that fails to place “the
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abomination of desolation” in the Temple
in Jerusalem.

We are left, then, with a prophecy of the
placing of an idol in the Temple in Jerusa-
lem after the destruction of the city by the
Romans in A.p. 70. That means the proph-
ecy yet awaits fulfilment, for there has never
been a temple in Jerusalem from then until
now. The action of Antiochus foreshadowed
the final abomination of which Daniel and
Christ spoke. That final abomination is de-
scribed by Daniel in 9:26, 27 as caused by
“the prince that shall come,” a man who will
confirm a covenant with the Jews and then
break it. This is the “little horn” of Dan. 7:8,
24-26; 8:9-12, 23-25. He is the Antichrist,
the Man of Sin, and Son of Perdition (Dan.
11:36 with 2 Thess. 2:4). The abomination
of desolation, therefore, is the final and great-
est eruption of idolatry, as the Antichrist sets
up his abominable worship in the Temple in
Jerusalem and proclaims himself to be God.
As in the case of Antiochus, the Antichrist
will be welcomed by some foolish Jews into
their city. They will think they are opening
their doors to a saviour. In fact, he whom
they welcome will be a desolator, pursuing
a course of persecution, terror, and decep-
tion that will be terminated only by the sec-
ond coming* of the Lord Jesus Christ.

ABORTION

From Latin abortio, “miscarriage,” the
term is used in two senses:

1. A spontaneous abortion is the act of mis-
carriage or producing a child before the natu-
ral time, with the loss of its life.

2. A forced abortion is the deliberate expul-
sion of an unborn child from the womb, thus
depriving it of its life.

Despite the fact that forced abortions are
now legal in almost all developed countries,
they are almost always scripturally unlaw-
ful. Historically, this has been the almost
uniform Christian position, based, first, on
the truth that man is created in the image of
God, and second, that there is plain Biblical



evidence that God views the child in the
womb as a full person. In earlier times, some
theologians believed that some time after
conception—usually 60 to 80 days into the
pregnancy—ensoulment occurred; until that
time the foetus was not yet a true person.
There is no evidence for such a belief, ei-
ther in Scripture or in science, and the gen-
eral belief of Bible believing Christians now
reflects the ancient opinion of Tertullian
(Apologia, 9) that to terminate a pregnancy
is as unlawful as the killing of a full-grown
man. The word of God allows for the taking
of life only under very strictly defined cir-
cumstances, such as in a just war, or as pun-
ishment for crimes such as murder. An
unborn child has not done anything worthy
of capital punishment. The sole exception
to this general rule is the case in which to
continue a pregnancy would kill the mother.
Because of her views on baptismal regen-
eration,* the Roman Catholic church usu-
ally places the life of the child above that of
the mother, though church law accepts the
principle of “double effect’—i.e., that if, for
example, a woman with cancer of the uterus
needed surgery to save her life, she may have
that surgery, even though it would certainly
kill her unborn child. Protestantism has al-
ways accepted that in cases in which it is
impossible to save the life of the mother and
that of the child, the life of the mother should
have the first right to be protected; even an
unborn child does not have an innate right
to kill its parent.

To say that forced abortion—whether as
a form of birth control, or for some personal,
social, or economic reason invoked by the
mother—is scripturally unlawful is to say that
according to God’s word, such abortion is
murder. The popular claim that an unborn
child is no more than foetal matter, without
personal dignity or rights, that it may be dis-
posed of according to a woman’s “right to
choose what she does with her own body,”
is as baseless biologically as it is scripturally.
The killing of an unborn child is the deliber-

ABORTION

ate taking of a human life, and that is a crime
which God views with abhorrence. Mark
Allison, a minister of the Free Presbyterian
Church in North America and a theology
professor in the church’s seminary, presented
the case for the protection of the lives of the
unborn as follows:

“The Biblical arguments against abortion
are very straightforward. First, God requires
the same punishment for killing a child in
the womb as He does for killing a man. In
Exodus 21:22-23 we read, ‘If men strive,
and hurt a woman with child, so that her
fruit depart from her, and yet no mischief
follow: he shall be surely punished, accord-
ing as the woman’s husband will lay upon
him; and he shall pay as the judges deter-
mine. And if any mischief follow, then thou
shalt give life for life.” Here is a case in which
a woman with child is struck in such a way
that she gives birth. If the striking results in
the death of the child, then the man who
struck the woman is to forfeit his own life.

“Calvin comments, ‘Wherefore this, in my
opinion, is the meaning of the law, that it
would be a crime punishable with death, not
only when the mother died from the effects
of the abortion, but also if the infant should
be killed; whether it should die from the
wound abortively, or soon after its birth’
Since this punishment is the same as that
for killing a full-grown man (Gen. 9:6; Exod.
21:12; Lev. 24:17), it demonstrates that God
considers the child in the womb as real and
as valuable a person as an adult.

“Second, there are passages throughout
the Scriptures that describe the child in the
womb as a person. For instance, we read
concerning Rebekah that ‘the children
struggled together within her’ (Gen. 25:22).
The word for ‘children’ in this passage is
the normal Old Testament word translated
‘sons’ (Gen. 5:4, 7, 10; Prov. 7:7). This is
even true in the New Testament where we
read concerning Flisabeth that she ‘con-
ceived a son in her old age’ (Luke 1:36;
compare with v. 57). Also, the word for
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ABSOLUTION

‘babe’ that is used in Luke 1:41, 44 in ref-
erence to the child in the womb is also used
for newborn children (Luke 2:12; 2 Tim.
3:15; 1 Pet. 2:2). Hence, God uses the same
words to describe children before and after
birth. Besides these words, there is also
David’s description of himself in Psalm
139:1-16, where he uses first-person pro-
nouns to describe his life as an adult (vv. 6—
12) and as an unborn child (vv. 13-15).
There is a personal identity between the
child in the womb and the full-grown man.

“Finally, the Scriptures also portray the
child in the womb as one who can move
(Gen. 25:22), respond to noises from the
outside (Luke 1:41, 44), and be filled with
the Holy Spirit (Luke 1:15). The weight of
this Scriptural evidence indicates that God
considers the unborn child a person and that
therefore the child’s life should be protected
as other people’s lives are protected. How-
ever, even an unborn child has no inherent
right to kill. ‘Thou shalt not kill’ (Exod. 20:13)
applies to it as to everyone else. Thus, his-
toric Protestant theology recognizes that a
woman may obtain an abortion only if her
unborn child is actually killing her.

“When the humanistic leaders of society
justify the murder of unborn children, Chris-
tians should remember the standard raised in
Isaiah 8:20: “To the law and to the testimony:
if they speak not according to this word, it is
because there is no light in them.’ Believers
must stand against those defending abortion,
for Scripture makes it clear that God hates
‘hands that shed innocent blood’ (Prov. 6:20)”
(American Revivalist, May 1989, pp. 2, 3).

ABSOLUTION

From Latin absolvere, “to set free,” it denotes
the forgiveness of sins. Roman Catholicism uses
it specifically to denote the forgiveness the
church claims to have the power to bestow on
those who make confession.*

ACCEPTANCE
The reception of a believer as well-pleas-
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ing to God, solely in the person, and through
the redeeming merit of, the Lord Jesus Christ.

See Imputation; Justification.

ACCEPTILATION

In Roman commercial law acceptilatiowas
a verbal discharge from obligation, an imagi-
nary payment. “A creditor is an absolute
owner of his own property, and if he pleases
to discharge his debtor from his obligation
to pay the debt which he owes him, he can
do so by a word without any literal payment
being made. He can call the debt paid, and
it is paid. Or he can cancel the entire debt
upon the payment of a part only. This arbi-
trary and optional acceptance of nothing for
something, or of a part for the whole of a
debt, is acceptilation” ( W. G. T. Shedd, His-
tory of Christian Doctrine, 2: 348).

In theology acceptilation was the term
adopted from its place in Roman commer-
cial law by Duns Scotus in his controversy
with the followers of Thomas Aquinas.
Scotus rejected their teaching that Christ’s
atonement® was necessary and that it ren-
dered to God a true and sufficient satisfac-
tion* for sin. He laid down the proposition:
“Every created oblation or offering is worth
what God is pleased to accept it for, and
no more.” From this Scotus argued that God
accepts Christ’s atonement as a satisfaction
for sin, not because of any infinite value
inherent in it, but because He is graciously
willing to accept a satisfaction that is not
strictly infinite in value. Thus Christ’s atone-
ment is sufficient to satisfy the law solely
because God is willing to accept it as such.
He accepted it as sufficient, even though it
was not, just as a man may receive a por-
tion of what is owed to him in full pay-
ment of a debt. In this view, salvation comes
to us by a relaxation, not a satisfaction, of
the law.

The Roman Catholic church is still divided
on this question, and no pope or council has
established the church’s official position. In
contrast, the Lutheran and Reformed



churches have stood for the scriptural truth
that Christ offered a true and sufficient sat-
isfaction to God for sin. They teach that the
merits of Christ’s atonement are real, infi-
nite, and sufficient. Qur salvation comes from
the satisfaction, not the relaxation, of the law
of God.

ACCESS

The entrance a believer enjoys into God’s
presence and grace; he is brought into this
position by the merits of Christ’s substitu-
tionary sufferings (Rom. 5:2; Eph. 2:18;
3:12; 1 Pet. 3:18).

ACCIDENT

A term that the Roman Catholic church
has borrowed from Greek philosophy and
pressed into service in defence of its dogma
of transubstantiation.*

An accident is a property or characteris-
tic of a substance that is not essential to it.
For example, the roundness and redness of
an apple are properties of an apple but not
essential to its being an apple. They are not
essential to its substance. However, when
we note the presence of all the properties
of an apple—form, taste, odour, specific grav-
ity, chemical constituents—we conclude that
we have an apple. These properties cannot
exist apart from it. Properties do not exist
apart from a subject to which they belong.
That would appear to be self-evident.

But that is exactly what the Roman Catho-
lic church denies in its defence of transub-
stantiation. Rome claims that when
consecrated, the Eucharistic* bread and wine
become the actual body and blood of Christ.
They continue to look, taste, and feel like
bread and wine. If subjected to chemical
analysis, they have all the properties of bread
and wine, and none of the properties of flesh
and blood. If consumed, they have all the
nutritive properties of bread and wine. Yet
according to Rome, they are not bread and
wine. They are Christ’s flesh and blood, in-
deed His entire humanity and deity.

ACCIDENT

To deny that the consecrated bread and
wine remain bread and wine is obviously
absurd. Yet Rome defends the absurd by
appealing to the notion that the properties
of the bread and wine are mere accidents;
they are not essential. The essence—the
bread and wine—has been converted into a
completely different essence, but the acci-
dents of that now nonexistent essence re-
main. In the language of Thomas Aquinas,
the accidents continue to “subsist in the sac-
rament without a subject.” They do not be-
come the properties of the new substance
(the body and blood of Christ), for as Rome
admits, the same accidents cannot pass from
one subject to another.

The best arguments Rome’s apologists can
muster to support their theory is that “tran-
substantiation is a real conversion of the
bread and wine into the body and blood of
Jesus Christ. Now, in every conversion there
must be something common to both sub-
stances remaining the same after the change
that it was before, else it would be simply a
substitution of one thing for another”
{(McClintoch and Strong).

This is no answer to Rome’s dilemma. It
involves an inherent contradiction, for the
consecrated bread and wine and the body
and blood of Christ hold no properties in
common. Rome’s admission that none of the
properties of the bread and wine pass over
to the body and blood of Christ, or vice versa,
is fatal to her entire argument from
accidence. At best, that argument states
what it needs to prove and cannot. Why
must the properties of the bread and wine
remain after conversion? Why would there
not be a conversion of the properties as well
as of the substance, if the bread and wine
were converted? Indeed, would that not
make the conversion complete? It would
certainly settle the argument about tran-
substantiation! This notion of the contin-
ued existence of the discernible properties
of a subject without the subject itself is a fal-
lacy fabricated to support the insupportable.

7




ACCOMMODATION

ACCOMMODATION

The adjustment of language by a Biblical
writer to meet the limitations of his readers,
without any compromise of the truth of what
is written. This has some legitimate uses (e.g.,
where God is described as having physical
parts and passions—see Anthropomor-
phism), but it has been illegitimately used
by liberal scholars, who claim (1) that Christ
accommodated Himself to the prejudices and
errors of the Jews of His day; (2) that Scrip-
ture writers adopted pagan ideas and then,
after some polishing, incorporated them into
the Bible; (3) that the early church and the
NT writers placed a meaning on the proph-
ecies of the OT which they cannot properly
have, thus accommodating them to their own
messianic ideas.

ACCOUNTABILITY

The responsibility and liability to judg-
ment by God of moral agents for their affec-
tions and actions. The inbred sense of
accountability is a strong indication that the
just Creator has written His law on the hearts
of all men (Rom. 2:15).

See Arguments for God’s Existence.

ACCUSER
See Satan.

ACOLYTE

From the Greek akolouthos, “follower.”
Cyprian (died A.p. 258) mentions the order
of acolytes, and the Latin church made it
one of the minor orders of the clergy. An
acolyte, then, was a candidate for the priest-
hood with the task of assisting priests or bish-
ops. His duties included such things as the
lighting of candles and the preparation of
the elements for use in the Eucharist.*

The Greek church never recognized the
order of acolytes, and the Scriptures make
no mention of it whatever. The Roman
Catholic church still retains it but since 1972
has allowed lay people to become acolytes.
No longer must an acolyte be a candidate
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for priestly orders. In reforming the order
of acolyte, Pope Paul VI said he was adapt-
ing it “to present-day needs, eliminating
what is obsolete, retaining what is useful
and determining what is necessary”
(Ministeria Quaedam).

In contrast to this claimed authority to
determine the ministerial offices in the
church, the Reformed churches hold that
Scripture sets forth the offices the Lord has
established in His church. These offices never
become obsolete and need no others to be
added to them for the proper functioning of
the church.

ADIAPHORISTS

From the Greek word meaning “indiffer-
ent,” adiaphorists were those Protestants in
Germany at the time of the Reformation,
notably Philip Melanchthon and his follow-
ers, who were willing to accept a compro-
mise confession of faith, strongly leavened
with Roman superstition, on the basis that
certain doctrines are of minor importance
and may be taught or denied without dam-
aging the essentials of the faith.
Melanchthon, opposed by Matthias Flacius,
confessed the error of his policy of deliber-
ately veiling real difficulties by the use of
vague forms of words and treating the con-
cessions made thereby to Rome as matters
of indifference, adiaphora.

ADOPTION

“The act of God'’s free grace whereby be-
lievers are received into the number of, and
have a right to all the privileges of, the Sons
of God” (Shorter Catechism, 34). The
Westminster Confession of Faith (chap. 12)
speaks of “the grace of adoption” by which
the justified have God’s name put upon them
(2 Cor. 6:18; Rev. 3:12); receive the Spirit of
adoption (Rom. 8:15); have access to the
throne of grace with boldness (Rom. 5:2;
Eph. 3:12); are enabled to cry, “Abba, Fa-
ther” (Gal. 4:6); are pitied (Ps. 103:13); pro-
tected (Prov. 14:26); provided for (Matt.



6:30, 32; 1 Pet. 5:7) and chastened by Him
as a Father (Heb. 12:6); are never cast off
(Lam. 3:31, but are sealed to the day of re-
demption (Eph. 4:30); and inherit the prom-
ises (Heb. 6:12) as heirs of everlasting
salvation (1 Pet. 1:3, 4; Heb. 1:14).

Robert Shaw in his exposition of the
Confession’s statement remarks, “Among
men adoption signifies that act by which a
person takes the child of another into the
place, and entitles him to the privileges, of
his own son. Spiritual adoption is that act
by which God receives sinners into His fam-
ily, and gives them a right to all the privi-
leges of His children.”

The statements of Scripture on this sub-
ject show the inestimable depths of God’s
grace to His people. While men usually adopt
to supply a deficiency, God did not, for He
was fully satisfied with “His only begotten
Son.” Men usually adopt one or two, but God
will bring “many sons unto glory” (Heb.
2:10). Men are influenced by some excel-
lence, real or supposed, in the one they
adopt, but God had no such inducement, for
guilty sinners have nothing in them to merit
His favour.

We may note:

1. Adoption is an act, not a process. It is com-
pleted at once and is conferred equally upon
all believers in Christ (Gal. 3:26, 28).

2. It is a gracious act (Eph. 1:4, 5; 1 John
3:1), carried out on the merit of Christ’s re-
demption (Gal. 4:4, 5).

3. It is a forensic act, dealing with the legal
right and status of the justified (John 1:12;
Rom. 8:17). It is not to be confounded with
regeneration, which describes an actual
moral change whereby, being born of the
Spirit (John 3:3, 5), we “are made partakers
of the divine nature” (2 Pet. 1:4).

4. Like justification, it is a direct result of our
union with Christ (see Mystical Union).
5.1t is received by faith (Gal. 3:26) and
exalts to the highest liberty (Gal. 4:7) and
dignity (Isa. 43:4; Heb. 12:23, “firstborn,”
Rom. 8:17).

ADOPTIONISM

6.1t always results in glorification
(Rom.8:16-18). “Adoption ends in coro-
nation” (Thomas Watson).

ADOPTIONISM

An early heresy teaching that Christ
was a man, who by God’s decree was born
of a virgin, was given supernatural pow-
ers at his baptism and, because of his char-
acter and work, was raised from the dead
and adopted into the Godhead.

In 8th-century Spain, Felix, Bishop of
Urgel, popularized another form of
Adoptionism. Felix taught that as to His hu-
man nature, Christ was not the natural but
the adopted Son of God. It appears, how-
ever, that he did not deny that in His divine
nature Christ was the eternal Son of God.
McClintock and Strong sum up the Spanish
adoptionist views:

“By the use of the term adoptio this school
wished to mark the distinction of proper and
improper in reference to the Son. They made
use of the illustration that, as a son cannot
have two fathers, but may have one by birth
and the other by adoption, so in Christ a
distinction must be made between his proper
sonship and his sonship by adoption. Still,
they regarded as the important point the dif-
ferent relation in which Christ is called the
Son of God according to his divine or his
human nature. The former relation marked
something founded in the nature of God, the
second something that was founded not in
his nature, but in a free act of the Divine
will, by which God assumed human nature
into connection with himself. Accordingly
Felix distinguished between how far Christ
was the Son of God and God according to
nature, and how far he was so by virtue of
grace, by an act of the Divine will, by the
Divine choice and good pleasure; and the
name Son of God was given to him only in
consequence of his connection with God.”

Thus in its Spanish form, Adoptionism
may have been only a clumsy attempt at
explaining how the man Christ Jesus is called
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ADORATION

the Son of God. A better solution to that
problem is by a proper understanding of
the communicatio idiomatum.*

See Eternal Sonship.

ADORATION

Generally, an expression of love, admi-
ration, or obeisance toward another; in re-
ligion, the reverence and worship* offered
to God, together with appropriate physical
postures, such as bowing, kneeling, pros-
tration, etc.

“Adoration is perhaps the highest type of
worship, involving the reverent and rapt con-
templation of the Divine perfections and pre-
rogatives, the acknowledgment of them in
words of praise, together with the visible
symbols and postures that express the ador-
ing attitude of the creature in the presence
of his Creator. It is the expression of the soul’s
mystical realization of God’s presence in His
transcendent greatness, holiness, and
lovingkindness. As a form of prayer, adora-
tion is to be distinguished from other forms,
such as petition, thanksgiving, confession,
and intercession....

“In the OT, the literature of adoration
reaches its high-water mark in the Pss (cf.
esp. the group Pss 95-100), where the inef-
fable majesty, power and holiness of God
are set forth in lofty strains. In the NT, ado-
ration of the Deity finds its most rapturous
expression in Rev.,, where the vision of God
calls forth a chorus of praise addressed to
the thrice-holy God (4:8-11; 7:11, 12), with
whom is associated the Redeemer-Lamb”
(ISBE, 1:60, 61).

On the social level, bowing to kings and
superiors is acceptable (e.g, 2 Sam. 14:4;
Ruth 2:10). To bow down to any but God in
religious worship is idolatry, a breach of the
first and/or second commandments. Thus,
Peter refused to allow Cornelius to bow to
him in worship, or homage (Acts 10:25, 26),
as did the angel before whom John fell (Rev.
22:8, 9). In contrast to these reactions, the
Lord Jesus Christ received all expressions of
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worship, a clear testimony of His personal
consciousness of His deity* and dignity.

The Roman Catholic and the Eastern Or-
thodox churches practice adoration and ven-
eration of the host, Mary, the saints, martyrs,
and angels. Canon 898 of Rome’s Code of
Canon Law states that the faithful “should
reverence it [the Mass*] with the greatest
adoration.” The Second Vatican Council
(Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, #50)
notes that Rome “has always venerated [the
martyrs] with special devotion, together with
the Blessed Virgin Mary and the holy an-
gels. The Church too has devoutly implored
the aid of their intercession.”

To the criticism of Protestants who object
that all such adoration, veneration, and in-
vocation is unscriptural and derogatory from
Christ’s right to Christians’ adoration as their
sole mediator with God, Rome replies as
follows: when she “suppliantly invokes” saints
and angels and has “recourse to their prayers,
their power and help in obtaining benefits
from God,” it is “through His Son, Jesus Christ
our Lord, who is our sole Redeemer and
Saviour” (Council of Trent, Session 25). “For
by its very nature every genuine testimony
of love which we show to those in heaven
tends toward and terminates in Christ”
(Vatican II, Dogmatic Constitution, #50).

According to Rome, therefore, adoration
of saints and angels leads Christians to Christ,
though why the angel in Rev. 22:8, 9 seems
to have been unaware of this neither Trent*
nor Vatican II makes clear.

Rome also seeks to evade the force of Prot-
estant criticism of her religious adoration of
mere creatures by artificially distributing ado-
ration, or worship, into three categories: dulia®
is adoration of saints; hyperdulia*is adoration
of Mary; latria* is adoration of God (Council
of Trent, Session 25).

As R. P. Blakeney long ago pointed out
(Manual of Romish Controversy, p. 185), these
distinctions are baseless scripturally and use-
less practically. According to Matt. 6:24, dulia
belongs to God. Blakeney’s contention is con-



firmed by the superstitions of Roman Catho-
lics worldwide: “No one could so nicely bal-
ance his feelings, as to give to God, the Virgin,
and the saints, their exact portion. We may go
even further: in the matter of religious wor-
ship and the power to obtain heaven’s bless-
ings for us, the Virgin and the saints have no
portion at all allotted to them in Scripture.”

ADVENT

1. From the Latin word adventus, “coming”;
it can be used to describe either Christ’s first
or second coming.

2. The season preceding Christmas. The An-
glican, Lutheran, and Roman Catholic
churches observe it for four weeks and the
Eastern Orthodox for six weeks.

ADVERSARY
See Apollyon; Satan.

ADVOCATE

The translation of the Greek word
parakletos, which signifies “one called along-
side to help.” Parakletos is used of the Holy
Spirit* (John 14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), where
it is translated “Comforter,” with the sense
that He is the believer's advocate, helper,
and intercessor (see Rom. 8:26). It is also
used of our Lord Jesus Christ (1 John. 2:1),
and shows Him to be our intercessor, plead-
ing the merits of His own propitiatory sacri-
fice on our behalf.

ADVOCATUS DEIL DIABOLI

Latin, meaning “God’s Advocate” and the
“Devil’'s Advocate” respectively; two people
appointed at Rome in considering the alleged
miracles of a candidate for canonization.*
God’s Advocate sustains the merits of the
candidate while the Devil's Advocate op-
poses them. The entire performance is mere
theatre in the superstitious preservation of a
relic from paganism.

ADVOWSON
In English law, the right of a patron to

AFFECTIONS

appoint a vicar or rector to a vacant parish.
This right is founded in the theory of the
Church of England that whoever built a
church had the perpetual right to choose its
minister—i.e., he became its patron. This right
became part of his estate to be passed on to
his heirs. Soon advowsons became “saleable
commodity, transferred, or sold by auction,
to the highest bidder, like any other real
property, and the patronage of the Church
of England is consequently dispersed wher-
ever wealth has found its way” (the words
of a Church of England apologist, quoted by
McClintock and Strong).

Many advowsons became the property of
the crown; many more the property of bish-
ops, cathedral chapters, the universities, and
city corporations. Evangelicals set up trusts
to purchase advowsons so that they could
place evangelical pastors in parishes that
otherwise might be left without a clear gos-
pel ministry. They thus sought to make the
best of an evil system. Under the patron-
age* system church members have no say
in the most important decision affecting the
life and witness of their church, the election
of its minister.

AFFECTIONS

Theologically, some see the affections as
the inclination or disposition of the will*
which is fundamentally governed by love for
God or love for self. All other affections, or
responses to objects that affect us, are really
expressions of the basic affection or disposi-
tion of our will.

Others hold that affection is different from
disposition, contending that affection can ex-
ist only after there is an opportunity to exert
it on a particular object. Thus, it cannot be
part of the original constitution of the will.
This is very faulty logic, for when God cre-
ated man, He set Himself before man’s will
as the supreme good to be chosen, loved,
and served, and Satan lost no time in tempt-
ing Eve to see herself as the proper object of
her own affections.
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AFFINITY

Affection, therefore, is an original part of
man’s voluntary nature, the expression or
exercise of the governing disposition of his
will. Since the fall,* this fundamental dispo-
sition of man’s will has been selfward and
not Godward, rendering all the volitions of
the unregenerate inherently sinful.

AFFINITY

Relationship by marriage as distinguished
from consanguinity, which is relationship by
blood. The Mosaic law (Lev. 18:7-18) pro-
hibited marriage within certain degrees of
affinity and consanguinity. Though marriage
had previously been permitted in some of
these cases (e.g., Cain had to marry his sis-
ter and Abraham married his half-sister, Sa-
rah), the law forbade all marriage and sexual
relations between
1. Parents and their children;

2. Step-parents and their children;

3. A man and his sister, or half-sister;

4. A man and his daughter-in-law;

5. A man and his aunt;

6. A man and his sister-in-law, except in the
case where his brother had died without is-
sue. In this case under the law of Levirate*
marriage, he was obliged to marry her and
raise up children to his deceased brother;
7. A man and a woman and her daughter
or granddaughter;

8. A man and two sisters.

In these last two cases, many commenta-
tors take the prohibition to be restricted
to polygamous marriages and hold that
the law did not prohibit a man marrying
the daughter, granddaughter, or sister of
a deceased wife.

A good case may be made for this posi-
tion in regard to marrying two sisters, but
there is no good reason to apply it to the
case of marrying a woman and her daugh-
ter. At least the Scripture makes no such
concession in this case as it does in refer-
ence to that of marrying sisters.

Leviticus 18:18 says, “Neither shalt thou
take a wife to her sister, to vex her, to un-
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cover her nakedness, beside the other in her
lifetime.” This is the only case in the entire
list given in this passage in which the reason
for the prohibition is given as avoiding caus-
ing vexation to a wife and in which the pe-
riod of the prohibition is limited to her
lifetime. One would think that if Moses had
intended to attach either or both of these
conditions to the case of a man marrying
the daughter or granddaughter of his wife,
he would have said so. Given the silence of
Scripture, it appears that they take a great
liberty who hold that the death of a wife
clears the way for the husband to marry her
daughter or granddaughter.

How far are these enactments binding
on Christians today? Secular law recognizes
some of the Mosaic code and prohibits mar-
riage in cases of close consanguinity.
Though it holds that OT civil law does
not necessarily apply to all societies, the
Westminster Confession of Faith sets out the
position commonly held by Protestant the-
ology that the Mosaic laws of affinity are
moral enactments of abiding authority:

“Marriage ought not to be within the de-
grees of consanguinity or affinity forbidden
in the Word; nor can such incestuous mar-
riages ever be made lawful by any law of
man, or consent of parties, so as those per-
sons may live together as man and wife.
The man may not marry any of his wife’s
kindred nearer in blood than he may of
his own, nor the woman of her husband’s
kindred nearer in blood than of her own”
(chap. 24, sec. 4).

AFRICAN THEOLOGY

The attempt to marry the theology of tra-
ditional African religions with contemporary
“Christian” faith; “an attempt to synthesize
Christianity with African traditional religions”
(Byang H. Kato, Theological Pitfalls in Africa,
p- 55). African theology is not merely the
interpretation of Christian theology by Afri-
can theologians, using African thought forms.
It is the exploration of what the traditional,



pre-Christian, animistic religions have been
saying on the presupposition that they rep-
resent authentic divine revelation. In the
subsequent synthesis with Christianity the
Bible’s data are accepted only if they sup-
port what has already been established from
the traditional religions. In itself, the Bible is
not the source of truth for proponents of Af-
rican theology.

Though hailed by many both within and
outside Africa, African theology deserves
Kato’s criticism: “It is a funeral march of Bib-
lical Christianity and a heralding of syncre-
tism and universalism. It has for its funeral
directors the undiscerning theologians who
fail to see the spiritual issues at stake be-
cause of their unguided enthusiasm for pro-
jecting African personality” (pp. 55-56).

See Black Theology; Ethiopianist The-
ology; Liberation Theology; Political
Theology.

AGNOSTICISM

A term coined in 1869 by Thomas
Huxley to denote his theory that no one can
know whether God exists, or indeed that
anything exists which cannot be empirically*
investigated.

See Atheism (Sceptical); Empiricism.

AGNUS DEI

Latin expression meaning “Lamb of God”;
a medallion stamped with the figure of a
lamb, blessed by the pope, and worn as a
talisman to protect the wearer from disease
and calamity.

AGRAPHA

Greek, “unwritten things”; sayings of Jesus
not recorded in the canonical gospels, usu-
ally claimed to have been preserved by oral
tradition and recorded in later documents.
Some assert that the NT mentions some
agrapha, unwritten saying of Jesus. They cite
Acts 1:5, 7; 11:16; 20:35; and 1 Cor.
11:24{. which record words of His that are
not found in the Gospels. However, it is in-

ALBIGENSES

accurate to make these part of the agrapha
for the very obvious reason that they have
been recorded in the inspired word, at the
direction of the same Spirit who inspired
the Gospels.

The agrapha are properly sayings attrib-
uted to Jesus in uninspired sources. Some
arose out of variant readings of the text of
the Gospels and appear in the Apocryphal
Gospels, writings of some church fathers, the
Jewish Talmud,* and the Koran. There is no
way that even the most plausible of these
purported sayings of our Lord can be vali-
dated—illustrating the folly of making tradi-
tion* a basis for doctrinal formulations.

Most of the agrapha are valueless. The
difference between the canonical NT and
the extra-canonical books is so clear and so
great that it leaves no doubt as to the divine
origin of the former and the uninspired (and
poverty-stricken) character of the latter.

ALBIGENSES

A widely spread group of dissenters from
the medieval papal church. It flourished in
southern France and northemn Italy in the
12th century and remained, despite papal
persecution, until the 14th century. The
name Albigenses comes from the district of
Albi in southern France where they were
most numerous.

Unfortunately, most of our information
about them comes from their Romish perse-
cutors, and while some of them held
unscriptural views (see below), others were
probably humble believers who repudiated
the errors and corruptions of medieval
Romanism. They were accused of espous-
ing dualism,* Manicheism,* and docetism.*
However, Roman Catholic writers level simi-
lar accusations against the Waldenses* who
were certainly innocent of them. The same
is probably true of the Albigenses.

Their origin has been traced by some
to the Paulicians,* and they have been
given a number of names—e.g., Bulgarians,
Boni Homines (Latin, “Good Men”),
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ALEXANDRIAN MS

Petrobrusians,* Henricians, and Abelardists.
They were also known as Cathars, from
the Greek katharoi, “pure ones.” This
would seem to have been the title they
themselves adopted.

Cathars were divided into two classes of
people: Believers and The Perfect. The lat-
ter became such by spiritual asceticism* and
were held to be the only people who could
approach God directly. Thus they were
deeply venerated by the Believers.

The greatest power of the movement was
smashed by a crusade of intense persecution
set in motion in AD. 1208 by Pope Innocent
III. To accomplish this, the papal authorities
killed many thousands of people. Milman {Latin
Christianity) describes the awful carnage caused
by Innocent’s crusade. The pope’s legates led
a military expedition against the Albigenses in
1209 and slaughtered between 20,000 and
40,000 people at Beziers. Twenty years later,
the Albigenses finally “were handed over to
the proselytizing zeal of the order of Domini-
cans, and the bloody tribunals of the inquisi-
tion; and both used their utmost power to bring
the recusant Albigenses to the stake, and also,
by inflicting severe punishment on the peni-
tent converts, to inspire dread of incurring the
Church’s displeasure” (McClintock and Strong).

ALEXANDRIAN MS

A Greek copy of the Scriptures, usually de-
noted as Codex A or Alexandrinus because
it is supposed to have originated in Alexan-
dria. Written in uncial script, it is on vellum
and dates from the early to mid 5th century.
It contains the whole Bible in Greek, includ-
ing the Septuagint* version of the Old Testa-
ment. It also includes the first part of the
second epistle of Clement to the Corinthians.
Codex A is defective in several places. Some
leaves of the Psalms are missing as are some
New Testament passages: Matt. 1:1-25:5;
John 6:50-8:52; 2 Cor. 4:13-12:6. Codex A
is now in the British Museum.

See Textual Criticism; Textual Criticism
of the New Testament.
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ALEXANDRIAN SCHOOL

The school established in Alexandria in
the late second century by Pantsenus, which
became the centre of one of the two oppos-
ing systems of Bible interpretation in the
church (the other being the Antiochan*) until
they were in effect brought together in the
fourfold understanding of Scripture that gov-
erned most exposition until the Reformation.

Pantaenus was followed as principal of the
school by Clement, who in turn was suc-
ceeded by Origen. To Clement and Origen
the school owed its widespread influence and
success. It was they who effectively united
Christian theology with Greek philosophy.
In earlier times the Christian apologists and
controversialists had used Greek philosophy
to confront their heathen opponents on their
own ground, but it was left to Clement and
Origen to “build a bridge between the Gos-
pel and Gentile wisdom” (G. P. Fisher). They
adopted a mystical approach to Scripture and
interpreted it allegorically (see Allegory).
Philip Schaff, who praised the Alexandrian
school for its “immortal service” to its own
and later times—despite the charges of her-
esy which the orthodox later levelled against
it—admitted its hermeneutical weakness:

“The Alexandrian theology is intellectual,
profound, stirring, and full of fruitful germs
of thought, but rather unduly idealistic and
spiritualistic, and, in exegesis, loses itself in
arbitrary allegorical fancies.”

Without sound Bible exegesis, dogmatic
theology loses its peculiarly Christian char-
acter and strength and descends to the level
of philosophical speculation. While one may
believe that the Alexandrian teachers had
the highest motives in marrying their theol-
ogy to Greek philosophy, the result was far
from satisfactory and was a marked decline
from the methods of the apostles. In the con-
troversies surrounding the doctrine of
Christ’s theanthropic person,* while both
orthodox and heterodox employed the
methodolgy of both the Alexandrian and
Antiochan schools, it would be fair to say



that the mysticism of the Alexandrians led
some in the direction of monophysitism.*

ALEXANDRIAN VERSION
Another name for the Septuagint* ver-
sion of the Old Testament.

ALLEGORY
1. Greek allos, “other,” and agoreuein, “to
speak in the place of assembly”; a figure of
speech in which a description of one thing
is given under the image of another. It is
usually a story to explain or expound a truth,
in which people, things, and events have
another meaning than the obvious or literal.
Both the Old and New Testaments employ
allegory—Psa. 80:8-19; Ecc. 12:3-7; John
10:1-16; Eph. 6:11-17. Many see the entire
book of the Song of Solomon as an allegory,
while others see it as telling an actual his-
torical story that conveys a spiritual message.
2. Whereas allegory is a Scriptural genre,
some employ allegorizing as a method of in-
terpretation. This is the unwarrantable prac-
tice of converting what Scripture records as
history into allegory and drawing all sorts of
dogmatic and moral conclusions from it.
Many evangelicals, while entirely accept-
ing the historicity of the Scripture narratives,
hold that there is also a spiritual sense be-
hind the literal. Perhaps it would be more
accurate to say that they view much of the
history of the Old Testament as typical as
well as historical. Thus their exegesis of the
history will be literal and grammatical, while
their application of it will be spiritual.
There is biblical warrant for this. We have
the example of Christ and His apostles. Jesus
saw in the story of Moses raising up the bra-
zen serpent the truth of His own redeeming
death (John 3:15). Paul saw the story of Sa-
rah and Hagar as an allegory of the church
and its gracious liberty opposed by Judaism
and its legalistic bondage (Gal. 4:24). Paul
also saw the Passover as a type of Christ (1
Cor. 5:7) and treated the historical narra-
tive of Israel’s journey to Canaan as typical
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of Christian experience (see 1 Cor. 10:1-
11). He described the Mosaic ritual as a
“shadow” of which the gospel is the sub-
stance (Col. 2:16-17; Heb. 8:1-5).

While some insist that we may treat as
typical and allegorical only those things the
apostles actually named as such, Paul’s state-
ment in Rom. 15:4 appears to warrant our
making allegorical applications of the histori-
cal narratives of the Old Testament. How-
ever, some cautions are in order.

a. We must never deny or lose sight of

the historicity of the narrative;

b. We must be sober in all allegorical
application and not seek to establish
any doctrine that we cannot estab-
lish by plain Biblical statement. In
other words, allegorical application
is to be illustrative, not dogmatic.

The most serious misuse of allegory is
found in the use of the alleged fourfold sense
of Scripture. The four senses attributed to a
passage are the literal, the allegorical (or
analogical), the moral, and the anagogical.*
The place of each is summed up in the say-
ing, “The literal shows things done; the
allegoric, what you should believe; the moral
(or topical) what you should do; and the
anagogical, what you should hope (referring
to eternal life).”

The first to employ this method were the
Greek philosophers of Alexandria, who ap-
plied it to Greek mythology to find higher
religious conceptions. They were followed
by Philo and other writers of the Jewish
school of philosophy in Alexandria. Then
many sections of the Christian church be-
gan to follow the same method. It became
the chosen mode of treating Scripture in the
Romish church and played a major role in
keeping the Bible a closed book to clergy
and laity throughout the dark ages.

Even when the Reformation* had called
men back to the plain meaning of Scrip-
ture, Rome persisted in her adherence to
the fourfold sense of Scripture. This is in-
teresting because in the classification al-
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ALMIGHTY

ready mentioned, the dogmatic (i.e., doc-
trinal, theological) meaning of Scripture
lies not in its plain sense, but in its alle-
gorical interpretation. This, of course, left
all the room in the world for Rome to cite
“Biblical” authority for dogmas for which
she could never hope to adduce proof
from the plain words of Scripture.

ALMIGHTY
See Names of God.

ALPHA AND OMEGA

The first and last letters of the Greek al-
phabet, used to translate the phrase to A kai
to O (Rev. 1:8, 11; 21:6; 22:13). It is the
title of Christ, clearly identifying Him as the
eternal God who spoke through Isaiah, say-
ing, “I am the first, and I am the last; and
beside me there is no God” (Isa. 44:6).

AMILLENNIALISM

The theory that there will be no
thousand-year period of great spiritual
blessing before the Lord Jesus returns, and
no thousand-year reign of Christ on earth
after His return. Thus in Revelation 20 the
multiple references to the thousand years
are spiritualized to convey the idea of
completeness or perfection: “It expresses
no period of time” (W. W. Milligan).
Amillennialists view the thousand years of
Rev. 20 as a spiritual description of the
entire period between Christ’s ascension
and the end of the age. For example, John
Wilmot has a chapter in his Inspired Prin-
ciples of Prophetic Interpretation entitled,
“The Millennial Administration of the As-
cended Christ”—his description of this in-
ter-adventual period. With this view,
amillennialists tend to idealize not only the
events detailed in the book of Revelation
but most other end-time prophecies, so that
their prophetic content lies more in their
elucidation of spiritual principles than in
any reference to time. However, some
amillennialists modify this position to allow
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a literal fulfilment of some prophetic events
before the second coming of Christ.
See Millennium.

AMYRALDISM

The theory of Moses Amyrald (1596-
1664) and the theological school of
Saumur* regarding the extent of Christ’s
atonement* and the nature of regeneration.*
These views, first introduced into English
theology by Scottish theologian John
Cameron, are described as hypothetical
universalism* and mediate regeneration.*
Amyrald and Cameron professed allegiance
to the statements of the Synod of Dort and
a desire to return to the Calvinism of Calvin
instead of what they saw as a sort of re-
formed scholasticism. They are not to be
associated with the doctrine of mediate im-
putation* advocated by Saumur professor
Joshua Placaeus, which is at times identi-
fied as the Saumur doctrine.

ANABAPTISTS
Meaning of the Term

Anabaptist means “Re-baptizer.” In the
early centuries of church history, the
Donatists,* and later groups such as the
Novatians* and Paulicians* rebaptized some
who had previously been baptized in the
Catholic church.* Their reason for rebaptiz-
ing usually was their rejection of the fitness
or authority of the bishop or priest who had
administered the first baptism.*

The Code of Justinian* (A.0. 529) made
rebaptism an offence punishable by death—
a fact that produced tragic consequences in
the period of the Reformation* when it was
applied to those groups that repudiated in-
fant baptism and therefore rebaptized (or,
in their view, scripturally baptized) their
Roman Catholic and Protestant converts.
The term Anabaptists is usually restricted
to these groups, and it is to them we give
attention in this article. In investigating them
and their beliefs, we will gratefully avail
ourselves of the research done by the Rev.



Myron Mooney in the unpublished thesis
he completed as part of his M.Div. degree
in the Whitefield College of the Bible,
Greenville, SC.

The Origin of the Anabaptists

There are three distinct claims made re-
garding their origin.

The Trail of Blood Theory. This is the idea
that there has been a more or less continu-
ous Baptist* witness from the days of the
apostles. The Anabaptists, in this view, are
one of the links in this great historical chain
of a pure-church witness. J. M. Carroll
claimed that “the name Anabaptists is the
oldest denominational name in history” ( Trail
of Blood, p. 54). There is, however, no dis-
cernible historical link between the 16th-
century Anabaptists and the groups Carroll
claims as their spiritual forebears.

Carroll’s views of church successionism
lack all historical evidence and credibility.
Anabaptist historians state as much. K. R.
Davis (Anabaptism and Asceticism, pp. 295,
296) holds that there is no proven connec-
tion between the Anabaptists and medieval
groups such as the Albigenses.* Indeed,
Ammold Snyder, writing in the Mennonite
Quarterly Review (July 1986), traced the ori-
gin of the Anabaptists to medieval mysticism.
Whatever merit Snyder’s argument may
have, it can trace only a community of ideas
between the Anabaptists and the Roman
Catholic mystics. The uniform testimony of
history is that the Anabaptists were Roman
Catholics who left the Church of Rome at
the time of the Reformation. They were ini-
tially a part of the Reformers’ movement.
The fact that they later broke away from
the Reformers emphasizes that historically
they are an offshoot of the Protestant Refor-
mation. To postulate a pre-Reformation ori-
gin for them is to mistake opinion for history.

The Theory of a German Origin. Until re-
cent times, the received view among church
historians was that the Anabaptists arose in
Zwickau, Saxony, with the Zwickau Proph-

ANABAPTISTS

ets,” wild enthusiasts who mistook their fa-
natical dreams for divine revelation and cor-
respondingly devalued Scripture.* Their
leader was a weaver named Nicolas Storch,
who was a disciple of Thomas Miintzer. Ex-
pelled from Zwickau, the prophets went to
Wittenberg and, during Luther’s incarcera-
tion in the Wartburg, almost wrecked the
work of reform. They found an ally in the
volatile Carlstadt, and their madness was re-
pulsed only by Luther’s timely reappearance
to resume leadership of the work.

Thomas Miintzer left Wittenberg and ul-
timately settled in Muhlhausen, Thuringia.
Here his views of reform became more radi-
cal than ever, and he advocated violent
measures to further his cause: “We must
exterminate with the sword, like Joshua, the
Canaanitish nations.” In Luther’s words,
“Miintzer is king and emperor of the
Muhlhausen, and no longer is pastor.”

Anarchy prevailed. The peasants of Ger-
many were ready to rise in rebellion against
their cruel masters. Miintzer fanned the
flames of their discontent. When he heard
that 40,000 peasants in Franconia were arm-
ing themselves, he exhorted those of
Thuringia to do the same. His letter to them
was a call to war. The peasants obeyed his
call, and he led them on a march of mad
excess and plunder. Melancthon said,
“Miintzer’s progress is marked by more than
Scythian cruelty.” Finally in May 1525,
Miintzer led 8,000 insurgents against the
infantry and cavalry of the princes, with fa-
tal results. Between 5,000 and 7,000 peas-
ants were killed. Miintzer himself was taken
and executed.

Miintzer did not unilaterally cause the
Peasants’ War. The peasants’ lot was so un-
justly severe that an uprising was inevitable.
The folly of the princes in failing to heed
Luther’s calls for justice was more to blame
than Miintzer’s actions. But he did call for
war. He did lead the peasants to destruc-
tion. And in so doing he brought shame on
generations of Anabaptists, for as noted, until
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recently church historians labelled his fol-
lowers with that name—with how much jus-
tice we will consider below.

Along with Miintzer and the Zwickau
Prophets, another group of admitted
Anabaptists displayed similar fanaticism.
These were the followers of John of Leyden,
who set up the Kingdom of New Zion in
Miinster, Westphalia. McClintock and Strong
outlined the character and history of this
movement: “Its leaders, by their lawless
fanaticism, completely separated them-
selves from the cause of the reformers,
and with the subject of adult baptism con-
nected principles subversive to all reli-
gious and civil order.”

Despite horrible persecution, the move-
ment gained ground and spread beyond
Germany to Holland and Switzerland. John
Bochhold, or Bochel, and John Matthiesen,
or Matthias, subverted the work of the Ref-
ormation in Miinster. Matthieson came for-
ward as their prophet, and at his instruction
the people burned all their books except the
Bible and gave over all their wealth and
movable property for the common cause.
Matthieson was killed in an attack on the
forces of the Roman Catholic Bishop of
Miinster that were then besieging the city.
Bochhold took over the prophet’s office
and adopted the name John of Leyden.
Since the Anabaptists called Miinster New
Zion, he styled himself the King of New
Zion and caused himself to be formally
crowned as such.

“From this period (1534) Miinster was a
theatre of all the excesses of fanaticism, lust
and cruelty. The introduction of polygamy,
and the neglect of civil order, concealed from
the infatuated people the avarice and mad-
ness of their young tyrant [he was about 27
years old] and the daily increase of danger
from abroad. Bochhold lived in princely
luxury and magnificence, he sent out sedi-
tious proclamations against neighbouring
rulers—against the Pope and Luther; he
threatened to destroy with his mob all who
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differed from him; made himself an object
of terror to his subjects by frequent execu-
tions” (McClintock and Strong).

In 1535, after a brave defence, Miinster
was taken and the kingdom of New Zion
was destroyed by the execution of the
Anabaptist leaders. John of Leyden, their
king, and two of his chief aides, were bru-
tally tortured and slain. John of Leyden sent
out twenty-six apostles to carry the message
of the Anabaptists abroad, and they met with
considerable success. The societies they
founded repudiated the worst excesses of
the Miinsterists, such as polygamy and fa-
natical intolerance of those opinions differ-
ent from theirs. They did not, however,
escape some serious doctrinal deviations
which found wide acceptance among
Anabaptists (see below).

Modern Anabaptist apologists deny the
German origin of their movement. They hold
that neither the Zwickau Prophets nor Tho-
mas Miintzer can accurately be described
as Anabaptists and that the New Zionists of
Miinster were a temporary aberration from
Anabaptist principles and practice. At any
rate, they did not originate the movement
and must not be considered normative.

However, this position is not easy to
maintain in the light of all the facts. The
respected leaders of Swiss Anabaptism,
Conrad Grebel and Felix Manz, looked on
Thomas Miintzer as a “true and beloved
brother,” a “true proclaimer of the gospel,”
and “the purest proclaimer and preacher of
the purest word of God” (George H. Will-
iams, The Radical Reformation, pp. 73-78).
Even the spiritualistic ravings of the
Zwickau Prophets cannot be shrugged off
as atypical of Anabaptists, for they were
clearly repeated among Swiss and Dutch
Anabaptists. It would appear, therefore,
that Anabaptism first arose in Germany
with the Lutheran Reformation.

The Theory of a Swiss Origin. Anabaptist
scholars, dismissing the claim that the
Zwickau Prophets or the followers of Tho-



mas Miintzer were Anabaptists, trace the
origin of their movement to Zurich, 1524-
25. There it sprang up among the followers
of Ulrich Zwingli. Its leaders were Conrad
Grebel (died 1526), Felix Manz (executed
in 1527, the first Anabaptist martyr in Swit-
zerland), and George Blaurock (exiled from
Zurich in 1527 and martyred in Tyrol in
1529). There is no doubt that Anabaptism
arose in Zurich as claimed. What is not es-
tablished is that the Zurich movement pre-
ceded an Anabaptist movement in Germany.
It would appear that Anabaptism followed
in the train of the Lutheran and Zwinglian
Reformations and that neither its German
nor its Swiss expression derived its existence
from the other, anymore than did the
Lutheran Reformation spring from the
Zwinglian, or vice versa.

The Beliefs of the Anabaptists

According to Harold S. Bender (Twen-
tieth Century Encyclopedia of Religious
Knowledge), the Anabaptists formed a radi-
cal but Biblical branch of the Reforma-
tion. Anabaptism “conceived of itself as
carrying through in a more complete and
consistent fashion the original goals of the
Reformation which had been abandoned
by Luther and Zwingli; namely the resto-
ration of original, unadulterated New Tes-
tament Christianity.”

Bender goes on to set out the distinctive
doctrines of Anabaptism:

“The distinctive Anabaptist tenets were:
a voluntary church of believers only, with
baptism of adults on confession of faith and
commitment to discipleship; separation of
church and state; full liberty of conscience;
holiness of life in full obedience to Christ;
nonconformity to the world; a love-ethic in-
cluding nonresistance and total rejection of
warfare and the use of force; a brotherhood
type of church with mutual aid; non-swear-
ing of oaths; literal obedience to the Sermon
on the Mount and the other teachings of
Jesus; and simplicity of life and dress. The
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doctrines of the historic early Christian
creeds, as well as the Protestant doctrines of
justification by faith, the sole authorty of
Scripture, and the priesthood of all believ-
ers, were fully held, though not theologically
developed. The Anabaptists emphasized an
existential more than a theological Christian-
ity. Their major break with Protestantism
was on the central concept of the gathered
church rather than the folk-church, and the
nature of Christianity as discipleship or
transformation of life rather than primarily
as the enjoyment of forgiveness and salva-
tion as status. Their rejection of war and
msistence on religious liberty in an age when
even the church (both Roman Catholic and
Protestant) used war and force as an instru-
ment of promotion and protection of the
faith, is remarkable. They have been the
almost forgotten forerunners of much that
is today commonly accepted by Protestant
Christendom, particularly in England and
the United States.”

This statement is typical of the claims
made nowadays for Anabaptism, but it ob-
scures the serious deficiencies of Anabaptist
theology. To say that among Anabaptists
“the Protestant doctrine of justification by
faith, and the priesthood of all believers,
were fully held, though not theologically de-
veloped” conceals the fact that in vital ways
the Anabaptist position on justification was
closer to the Council of Trent than it was to
the Reformers. Bender’s statements that “the
Anabaptists emphasized an existential more
than a theological Christianity” and that they
broke with Protestantism on “the nature of
Christianity as discipleship or transforma-
tion of life rather than primarily as the en-
joyment of forgiveness and salvation as
status,” are an admission of this affinity to
Rome’s doctrine of justification. An “exis-
tential Christianity” in contrast to a theo-
fogical Christianity is primarily subjective,
with the ever-present danger of exalting
personal feelings and ideas to a place of
authority that is equal or superior to God’s
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written word. And it also runs the very real
risk of attributing to sanctification what be-
longs to justification in the plan of salva-
tion, resulting in a species of the notion of
salvation by works.

Anabaptist apologists vigorously deny
these charges. However, the history and
writings of the early Anabaptists supply
ample testimony that they did fall into
these heresies.

Not only did Thomas Miintzer and the
Zwickau Prophets claim direct revelation that
often relegated the Bible to the position of
“a dead letter,” as Nicholas Storch called it,
but the same idea found acceptance among
some Swiss and Dutch Anabaptists. Some
of them, like Jacob Storger, set up “the inner
word” as the standard for judging doctrinal
truth, while others, like David Joris (who later
recanted and died a Calvinist), believed they
enjoyed clearer revelation than Biblical writ-
ers such as David and Paul

On the subject of salvation, the affinity
of leading Anabaptists with the Roman
Catholic position may be seen from the
following:

Jacob Kautz taught that walking the way
which Christ blazed for us is the only pay-
ment for our sins.

Peter Walpot taught that following Christ’s
words and commands is alone what saves us.

Michael Saitler rejected all idea of uncon-
ditional election.

Balthasar Hubmaier denied man’s total
depravity because of the fall* and cham-
pioned the idea of man’s freedom of will*
(paradoxically he claimed that in Eden
man had been “forced against his will” to
sin, yet somehow now enjoys a “free” will!).

These were not merely aberrant views
by an Anabaptist lunatic fringe. Anabaptist
theology reflected the Roman Catholic idea
of synergism.* It also reflected Rome’s no-
tion of children being innocent of original
sin. In Rome’s case original sin is removed
by baptism, while the Anabaptists went one
better (or worse)—rejecting infant baptism,
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they taught that children were born in a
state somewhat like Adam’s before the fall.
This is pure Pelagianism.*

These anthropological and soteriological
departures from the Biblical faith of the Re-
formers had serious consequences, chief of
which was, contrary to Bender’s claim, a re-
pudiation of the Protestant doctrine of sola
fide,* justification by faith alone.

Anabaptists laid great stress on the re-
demptive value of personal suffering.
Leonard Schiemer said, “Without my suf-
fering God cannot save me in spite of all
His power.” Hans Hut taught that we can
be justified only through our personal suf-
fering. Hubmaier taught that God expects a
sinner “through remorse, regret, and con-
trition” to “make a payment to His godly
and offended righteousness.”

All this is directly in line with the theol-
ogy of Trent and affords faith no greater
place in the scheme of salvation than
Rome’s soteriology* does. Anabaptists fur-
ther betrayed their theological affinity with
Rome by adopting the doctrine of the pos-
sibility of justified souls falling away and be-
ing eternally lost. Hans Denck taught that
God may reject in damnation some whom
He had received in faith, while Hubmaier
taught that through perverseness, truly re-
generate souls could bring themselves again
under condemnation.

These are serious departures from the
Biblical faith of the Reformers and explain
the fervency with which the Protestant lead-
ers opposed the Anabaptists. Many of the
Anabaptist characteristics enumerated by
Bender evoke support from most modemn
Christians. Separation of church and state
has become accepted dogma for most
churches, and in this Anabaptists blazed the
way. Or did they?

According to Arnold Snyder, Swiss
Anabaptists made a “serious attempt.. .to es-
tablish itself as a territorial church” (Menno-
nite Quarterly Review, January 1983, “The
Monastic Origins of Swiss Anabaptist Sec-



tarianism,” p. 7). He points out that they tem-
porarily succeeded in doing so in Waldshut
and Hallau, while they made vigorous at-
tempts to do the same in Schafthausen, St.
Gall, and Griinigen. According to Zwingli,
Grebel and Manz wished to reform the
church in Zurich by electing a new “God-
fearing” city council. And, of course, Tho-
mas Miintzer’s Peasants’ War and the
Miinster rebellion were overt attempts to in-
tegrate church and state.

While not all Anabaptists would have
agreed with these attempts, the question still
remains: Were the Anabaptists proponents
of separation between church and state be-
cause they failed to obtain the kind of state
church they preferred? Would their doctrine
have followed the same course if their
claimed founders, Grebel and Manz, had
been able to work through the city council
to produce a church to their liking?

We cannot be sure, but we can be sure
that the notion that the Anabaptist leaders
saw the issue of church and state much more
clearly than the Protestant Reformers and
tried to take the Reformers’ work to its logi-
cal and Biblical conclusion is not justified
by the facts.

Many of the Anabaptists’ most serious de-
partures from the faith are entirely ignored in
Bender's statement of their beliefs. Their
Pelagian tendency, already noted, is emphasized
by their doctrine of free will* of original sin,*
and of the relation of faith to regeneration.*

They tended also to asceticism,* Felix
Manz going so far as to say that those who
join themselves to the church should know
themselves to be without sin (Davis, p. 70).
Davis summarizes Anabaptist asceticism:
“Luther’s and Calvin’s Reformation may
be considered a Protestantization of Au-
gustine of Hippo, so Anabaptism is a
Protestantization of Francis of Assisi,
Gerhard Groote, and, perhaps even more,
a Protestantization of Erasmus” (p. 297).

Among serious Anabaptist doctrinal de-
partures, perhaps none is more important
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than their Docetic* views of the person of
Christ. Even some of the most celebrated of
Anabaptist leaders held defective views of
the humanity of Christ. Menno Simons de-
nied that Christ’s flesh was derived from
Mary. This was the generally received
Anabaptist position. Bernard Rothmann,
Melchior Hoffman, Obbe Philips, and Adam
Pastor all echoed Simons’ belief. John S. Oyer,
an Anabaptist, says that docetism was “the
usual deviation from orthodox Christology
in Central German Anabaptism” (Lutheran
Reformers Against Anabaptists, pp. 98, 192).

Antitrinitarianism was also rife among
16th-century Anabaptists. Baptist historian
W. ]J. McGlothlin wrote, “Most of the forms
of Unitarianism were represented among
Anabaptists” (A Guide to the Study of Church
History, p. 231). The Italian Anabaptists and
the Polish Brethren were Unitarian. Modern
Anabaptists deny that these groups may
properly be described as Anabaptists. But
even excluding them, the stigma of Unitari-
anism lingers with recognized Anabaptists.
Han Denck, John Companus, David Joris,
Adam Pastor, Mechior Hoffman, Louis
Haetzer, and Claas Epp undermined the
doctrine of the Trinity.*

It would be wrong to saddle all 16th-cen-
tury Anabaptists with all these heresies. But
it is equally unhistorical to speak of the
Anabaptist “radical Reformation” or to give
the impression that the Anabaptists repre-
sented a nearer and purer return to New
Testament Christianity than did the churches
of the Reformation. Anabaptism at its best
was doctrinally flawed on the crucial mat-
ters of the person of Christ and justification.
It presented a wide spectrum of belief and
practice with baptism upon profession of faith
(usually by pouring or sprinkling, not by
immersion) as the common doctrinal bond.

The Spread and Suffering of the
Anabaptists
The Anabaptists presented a series of
beliefs and practices that appeared to
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threaten all good government in both church
and state. No doubt Roman Catholics and
Protestants in both overreacted, though that
is easier to see with the benefit of hindsight
than it would have been amid the upheav-
als of the 16th century. As a result,
Anabaptists suffered persecution, often unto
death. As we have noted, Felix Manz was
executed in Zurich, a stain on the Zwinglian
Reformation that time has not removed. He
was followed by many more martyrs, espe-
cially in regions ruled by Roman Catholi-
cism,* though the Protestants were not free
from Anabaptist blood.

Despite all their sufferings, the Anabaptists
spread quickly. They were all but eradicated
in Switzerland but spread through Germany,
Austria, Poland, Moravia, Holland, and En-
gland. Starting in the 18th century, they even
penetrated into the Ukraine, Southern Rus-
sia, and Siberia. The most influential
branches of the movement were the follow-
ers of Jacob Hutter (the Hutterite Brother-
hood), of Balthasar Hubmaier, and of Menno
Simons (the Mennonites). Simons (1496-
1561) led the Dutch Anabaptists in a vigor-
ous and extensive movement that was for
some time the strongest Protestant group in
Holland. From Europe the Anabaptists emi-
grated to North America, where their influ-
ence is still strong in the Mennonite churches
and among the Amish people.

In retrospect, perhaps the fairest sum-
mary we can make of the turbulent and
tragic confrontations between the
Anabaptists and the mainstream Reform-
ers is that the Anabaptists as a whole were
neither as pernicious as the Reformers
imagined, nor as pure as their modern
apologists insist—though in the ferment of
the 16th-century Reformation it is under-
standable that the Reformers did not dis-
criminate between the better Anabaptists
and their less worthy colleagues.

ANAGOGICAL
From the Greek anago “to lead,” or “bring
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up.” It is one of the four senses in which
Scripture was interpreted by the Alexandrian
school* of Origen and by the Roman Catho-
lic church. “The anagogical sense is when
the sacred text is explained with regard to
eternal life; for example, the rest of the Sab-
bath, in the anagogical sense, signifies the
repose of everlasting happiness” (McClintock
and Strong, 1:212). This example uses an
interpretation which the New Testament it-
self appears to use. In the view of many,
Hebrews 4 attaches such an eschatological
significance to the sabbath. However, the
anagogical meanings claimed by Romish in-
terpreters were usually very much more
imaginary. Coming from a distaste for and
distrust of the literal sense of Scripture,
anagogical interpretation did more to ob-
scure God’s word than to elucidate it.
See Allegory.

ANALOGY

1. A form of scholastic* reasoning based on
the inference that an object which resembles
another in a number of points will probably
resembile it in others. On this basis scholasti-
cism developed an intricate system of natu-
ral theology,* arguing from the finite to the
infinite. The basic fallacy in this approach,
as in so many others, is in making man’s
reason the starting point and ultimate refer-
ence point of knowledge, which in reality
means that man is the judge of God and the
determiner of what God is.

2. In the study of Christian evidences* and
epistemology,* analogy has a varied mean-
ing and usage. Bishop Butler titled his fa-
mous book of Christian evidences the
Analogy of Religion Natural and Revealed to
the Constitution and Courses of Nature. But-
ler argued in favour of the probability of
Christianity by means of analogical reason-
ing. That is, starting with the known “consti-
tution and courses of nature,” he proceeded
to reason about unknown possibilities. The
analogy (or likeness) between the natural
realm and that of Scripture argues strongly



for the probability that nature and Scripture
have the same Author, God.

For example, on the subject of a future
life, Butler argues (to quote Cornelius Van
Til's summary), “Although we have in our
lifetime undergone much change, we have
still survived. Therefore, it is likely that we
shall survive death also” (Van Til, Christian-
Theistic Evidences, class syllabus, p. 5). But-
ler believed what the Bible taught about the
certainty that death was not the end of man’s
existence. His argument from analogy was
that such a revelation is not unreasonable.
Van Til regarded this use of analogy as de-
fective and ultimately unchristian and inef-
fective for its professed purpose, the defence
of Christianity from scepticism.

Butler argued as an inconsistent empiri-
cist.* one who believed that reason could
accept only what came to it via the experi-
ence of the senses. Later empiricists, such
as David Hume, rejected his use of analogy.
For example, Hume rejected Butler’s argu-
ment for a future life by saying that such a
belief has no real point of resemblance to
the changes from embryo to infant to ma-
ture age—a resemblance on which Butler had
rested his case. Hume argued that human
experience cannot predict the future. “Anal-
ogy cannot carry us into the unknown” (Van
Til, p. 30).

Despite this, it is the usual method of
apologetics* to depend to some degree on a
false view of analogy. “If we seek to defend
the Christian religion by an ‘appeal to the
facts of experience’ in accord with the cur-
rent scientific method, we shall have to adul-
terate Christianity beyond recognition. The
Christianity defended by Bishop Butler was
not full fledged Christianity. It was Christian-
ity neatly trimmed down to the needs of a
method that was based upon non-Christian
assumptions. And what was true of Butler is
largely true of English-American evidences
and apologetics in general” (Van Til, p. 51).

Van Til replaces Butler’s notion of anal-
ogy with one that is squarely based upon
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the presupposition of the ontological
Trinity,* self-revealed in the self-
authenticating Scriptures,* and fully declared
in the incarnate Son, the Lord Jesus Christ.
He is the Creator and upholder of all things,
the One by whom all created things exist
and have their meaning. Without Him noth-
ing has any meaning.

“As Christians we hold that it is impossible
to interpret any fact without a basic falsifica-
tion unless it be regarded in its relation to
God the Creator and Christ the Redeemer.
... That this implies a reversal of the method
employed by Butler and the others is appar-
ent. We do not offer Christianity to men apolo-
getically, admitting that their interpretation of
life is right as far as it goes. In particular we
do not accept the ‘appeal to facts’ as a com-
mon meeting place between believers and
unbelievers. Christianity does not thus need
to take shelter under the roof of ‘known facts.’
It rather offers itself as a roof to facts if they
would be known. Christianity does not need
to take shelter under the roof of a scientific
method independent of itself. It rather offers
itself as a roof to methods that would be sci-
entific” (Van Til, p. 54).

In other words, God is the “constitutive Cre-
ator and interpreter of the facts of the uni-
verse.” Man can be only a re-interpreter. His
highest achievement is to think God’s thoughts
after Him. That is the true use of analogy—to
think of things as God does. As Van Til put it
in his Survey of Christian Epistemology:

“The necessity of reasoning analogically
is always implied in the theistic conception
of God. If God is to be thought of at all as
necessary for man’s interpretation of the facts
or objects of knowledge, he must be thought
of as being determinative of the objects of
knowledge. In other words, he must then be
thought of as the only ultimate interpreter,
and man must be thought of as a finite
reinterpreter. Since, then, the absolute self-
consciousness of God is the final interpreter
of all facts, man’s knowledge is analogical of
God’s knowledge. Since all finite facts exist
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by virtue of the interpretation of God, man’s
interpretation of the finite facts is ultimately
dependent upon God’s interpretation of the
facts. Man cannot, except to his own hurt,
look at the facts without looking at God’s
interpretation of the facts. Man’s knowledge
of the facts is then a reinterpretation of God’s
interpretation. It is this that is meant by say-
ing that man’s knowledge is analogical of
God’s knowledge” (pp. 203, 204).
See Presuppositionalism; Univocality.

ANAMNESIS

The Greek noun used in Luke 22:19 and
1 Cor. 11:24, 25 in the phrase eis ten emen
anamnesin, translated “in remembrance of
me,” lit., “for my remembrance (or, memo-
rial),” in reference to the Lord’s Supper.*

The Roman Catholic church makes a lot
of this term in defence of its dogma of the
mass* as a sacrifice of expiation* made to
God for the sins of the living and the dead:

“In all the Eucharist* prayers we find af-
ter the words of institution a prayer called
the anamnesis or memorial. In the sense of
sacred Scripture the memorial is not merely
the recollection of past events but the proc-
lamation of the mighty works wrought by
God for men. In the liturgical celebration of
these events, they become in a certain way
present and real....In the New Testament,
the memorial takes on a new meaning.
When the Church celebrates the Eucharist,
she commemorates Christ’s Passover, and it
is made present: the sacrifice Christ offered
once for all on the cross remains ever
present. ‘As often as the sacrifice of the cross
by which Christ our Pasch has been sacri-
ficed is celebrated on the altar, the work of
our redemption is carried out.” Because it is
the memorial of Christ’s Passover, the Eu-
charist is also a sacrifice” (Catechism of the
Catholic Church, 11362-1365).

In this use of anamnesis it is God who is
reminded Christ’'s death, otherwise there
would be a complete lack of logic in the state-
ment, “Because it is the memorial of Christ’s

24

Passover, the Eucharist is also a sacrifice.” If
the bread and wine in the communion feast
are designed to remind us of Christ’s sacri-
fice at Calvary, there is no logical presump-
tion that the reminder of the sacrifice is itself
a sacrifice. In fact, the opposite is true. That
which is to us a reminder of Christ’s sacri-
fice is presumably not the very sacrifice it is
designed to remind us of. If, however, the pri-
mary design of the communion service is to
offer to God a reminder of Christ’s sacrifice, it
may be logical to look on that reminder as a
sacrifice, or the same sacrifice re-presented to
God, as Rome’s standards like to put it (Cat-
echism of the Catholic Church, 1 1366; Council
of Trent, Session 22, chap. 1).

However, it is quite clear that Rome’s Ii-
turgical use of anamnesis does not corre-
spond with Christ’s simple use of the term
in instituting the Lord’s Supper. There He
clearly intended the bread and wine to be a
constant reminder to His people of His sac-
rifice at Calvary. There is no suggestion ei-
ther of reminding God of Calvary (could He
forget?) or of making physically present that
which is past. Yet it is on this nonexistent
usage and meaning of anamnesis that mod-
ern day ecumenists* largely depend to pro-
duce an accommodation between Protestant
theology and the Roman dogma of the mass.

The Oxford Conference’'s Agreement in
Faith is a series of papers on the question of
the unity of the Anglican Communion with
the Roman Catholic Church. It pays particu-
lar attention to the work and the documents
produced by the Anglican/Roman Catholic
International Commission (ARCIC). ARCIC
used the idea of anamnesis as a bridge be-
tween the Roman Catholic and Anglican
views of the eucharist. Rome views it as a
true propitiatory sacrifice for sins. Anglicans
believe that the only sacrifice that takes place
in it is the spiritual sacrifice of praise that
the people of God offer in thanks for His
grace that redeemed them by the once for
all atoning sacrifice of Christ—which can in
no way be offered by us. ARCIC empha-



sized the memorial aspect of the eucharist:
“The notion of memorial as understood in
the passover celebration in the time of Christ,
ie the making effective in the present of an
event in the past, has opened the way to a
clearer understanding of the relationship
between Christ’s sacrifice and the eucharist’s.
The eucharistic memorial is no mere calling
to mind of a past event or of its significance,
but the church’s effectual proclamation of
God’s mighty acts. Christ instituted the
eucharist as a memorial (anamnesis) of the
totality of God’s reconciling action in Him”
(Agreement in Faith, p. 74).

According to this ARCIC statement, an-
amnesis means the “making effective in the
present of an event in the past.” It further
defines the term as “the effectual proclama-
tion of God’s mighty acts” (thid, p. 47). It
bases this interpretation on an appeal to the
understanding of the passover by the Jews
at the time of Christ. This appeal to Hebraic
thought was effectively rebutted by another
participant in the Oxford Conference, who
was, as he said, “in a small way a student of
Rabbinics.” He pronounced the passover
reference as “absolute nonsense” (ibid,, p.
75). It is not the only nonsense in the ecu-
menical misuse of anamnesis.

In the light of ARCIC's “realist language”
to describe the eucharist, with the implica-
tion that communicants feed upon the ac-
tual body and blood of Christ, the use of
anamnesis to mean “the effectual proclama-
tion” of Christ’s sacrifice is significant. It is
used as a Protestant escape route, a way to
appear to retain the old biblical position of
the Genevan and English reformers (both
were invoked at the Oxford Conference),
while receiving that in some sense the Eu-
charist is an actual sacrifice and that in its
celebration the faithful participate as if they
were really there—i.e., as if they were actu-
ally, historically present at the cross.

The entire basis of this construction is a
fallacy. The “realist language” of the NT,
“This is my body; this is my blood,” is de-
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monstrably figurative. Two things make this
clear. First, Christ spoke these words and
celebrated the Lord’s Supper before He died
His sacrificial death. This is an insurmount-
able objection to every notion of His giving
His actual body and blood to the disciples
to consume, or that He was offering the Sup-
per as an actual sacrifice for sins. Second,
Paul used realistic language about the Lord’s
Supper in 1 Cor. 11:25, where he quoted
Christ and certainly gave the inspired inter-
pretation of His words: “This cup is the new
testament [covenant] in my blood.” This gives
the full meaning of Christ’'s words, “This is
my blood.” The communion wine is not the
actual blood of Christ but “is the new cov-
enant in [or, by] my blood"—i.e., “the cov-
enant sealed or put into operation by virtue
of my blood.” Paul’s statement also makes it
clear that the verb “is” means “represents,”
“expresses,” or “declares.” This is obvious
from the fact that for blood he uses cup, and
a literal cup cannot be the new covenant.
The cup represents and declares the cov-
enant. In addition to all this, it should be
noted that even if we were to accept the
presence of the actual body and blood of
Christ in the communion feast, that still
would not make the Lord’s Supper a sacri-
fice for sins, but the reception of what Christ
sacrificed once for all.

The meaning of anamnesis prectudes all
“realist” interpretations of the Lord’s Supper.
It is a feast to remind us of Christ’s finished
work, in which we personally remember that
work and by faith spiritually feast upon, or
participate in, its benefits. But if the actual
body and blood of Christ were present and a
sacrifice were being offered, we would not be
remembering, but participating. We do not re-
member things that we are currently doing!

The ecumenical use of anamnesis is a
misuse. It is the destruction of an important
biblical term and its reconstruction—by giv-
ing it a meaning it never had—to bolster a
sacrificial theory of the Lord’s Supper that is
repugnant to Scripture.
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ANATHEMA

From the Greek verb anatithemi, “to lay
up”; anathema is found in the Greek NT in
two forms, one with eta (long e) and the other
with epsilon (short ) in the penult syllable.
Originally the word denoted anything laid
up, or set apart, for divine service. This mean-
ing is reflected in Luke 21:5 where it is trans-
lated “gifts.” The LXX used anathema to
translate the Hebrew cherem, which the AV
translates as “accursed” (Josh. 6:17, 18; 7:1,
11, 12, 13, 15; 1 Chron. 2:7); “cursed thing”
(Deut. 7:26; 13:17); “curse” (Josh. 6:18; Isa.
34:5; 43:28); “utter destruction” (Zech.
14:11); “devoted” (Lev. 27:21, 28, 29; Num.
18:14) and “dedicated thing” (Ezek. 44:29).

While there appears to be a great breadth
of meaning in cherem, all the way from “dedi-
cated” to “accursed,” the fact is that what
was dedicated or devoted to holy use was
off-limits for secular use. Thus it was banned.
Anyone failing to observe the ban would
come under appropriate condemnation: he
would be accursed. That was the meaning
that attached to anathema when the LXX
translators used it to translate cherem.

The NT carries on this meaning. 1
Corinthians 16:22 pronounces the curse on
any who love not our Lord Jesus Christ,
anathema maranatha. Elsewhere the AV
translates anathema “accursed” (Rom. 9:3;
1 Cor. 12:3; Gal. 1:8) and once “curse” (Acts
23:12). Thus anathemasignifies the utter ruin
of one devoted to destruction. It is signifi-
cant that this is the word Paul used in Gal.
1:8, 9 to condemn anyone who would
“preach any other gospel” than the gospel of
free, redeeming, justifying grace received by
faith without the works of the law.

ANCHORITE

An ascetic whose title indicates that he
has retired from human society; from the
Greek ana, “back,” and chorein, “to retire.”
Ascetics used different appellations to ex-
press their solitary lifestyle: monk, from
monos, “alone,” signified one who dwelt
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alone; eremite, from eremos, “desert,” (An-
glicized as “hermit”) signified a desert
dweller.

In time these distinctions came to indi-
cate the degree of austerity by which a re-
cluse lived. The anchorites practised
excessive austerity, choosing the wildest lo-
calities for their retreats. Many of them “vol-
untarily subjected themselves to the
vicissitudes of the weather, without habita-
tion or clothing, restricted themselves to
coarse and scanty fare, wore chains and iron
rings, and even throughout many years main-
tained painful postures, such as standing on
top of a pillar” (McClintock and Strong).
Those pillar-dwellers were called stylites.

Anchorites abounded in the ancient East-
ern church and were admired as men of su-
perior holiness whose blessing or opinions
were often sought. When they left their re-
treats to re-enter society with a message of
warning, instruction, or encouragement, they
were received as if they were inspired proph-
ets of God.

ANGEL

The Hebrew mal’ak, and the Greek
angelos carry the idea of “agent” or “mes-
senger” and are used in the following ways:
1. To describe intelligent, moral, immortal,
and spiritual creatures of God, higher in rank
than man (Ps. 8:5).
2. As the title given in Rev. 1-3 to the mes-
senger or ministering elder of a local church.
3. As a title of Christ as mediator, “messenger
(angel) of the covenant” (Mal. 3:1; cf. Gen. 48:16,
etc). This title in no way lessens the Scripture
testimony to Christ’s deity, for Mal. 3:1 identifies
the angel with ha'adon, “the Lord.” The definite
article in ha'‘adon always refers to God. Thus the
use of angel to describe Christ does not compro-
mise His deity but emphasizes that the Father
sent Him as the only Redeemer of His elect (see

Considering the normal use of the word
in Scripture we may note the following data
about angels.



1. Their creation (Ps. 148:2, 5; Col. 1:16;
cf. 1 Kings 22:19; Ps. 103:20, 21). That this
took place within the creation week of Gen.
1 is clear from Exod. 20:11.

2. They are spiritual and incorporeal (Matt.
8:16; 12:45; Luke. 7:21; 8:2, 30; 11:26;
24:39; Col. 1:16; Heb. 1:7, 14), though they
may assume a bodily form for a specific ser-
vice for the Lord (e.g, Gen. 19:1, etc.).

3. They are rational, moral, and immortal
beings, endowed with intelligence and will
(2 Sam. 14:20; Matt. 24:36; Eph. 3:10; 1
Pet. 1:12; 2 Pet. 2:11). As responsible moral
agents, they are rewarded for obedience and
punished for disobedience.

4. Some are good and some evil. Holy angels
(Matt. 25:31; Mark 8:38) are “elect” and there-
fore loyal (1 Tim. 5:21). Others are called the
devil’s angels (Matt. 25:41), those who sinned
(2 Pet. 2:4) and “kept not their first estate”
and are under condemnation (Jude 6, 7).

5. They have great power but are under
divine control (Ps. 103:20; Col. 1:16; Eph.
1:21; 3:10; Heb. 1:14; cf. Luke 11:20-22;
2 Thess. 2:9; 1 Pet. 5:8.)

6. They are very numerous (Deut. 33:2; Psa.
68:17; Mark 5:9, 15; Matt. 26:53; Rev. 5:11).
7. They are organized in ranks of dignity and
function. Cherubim (Gen. 3:24; Exod. 25:18;
2 Sam. 22:11; Ezek. 1; Rev. 4) more than any
other creatures reveal the power and majesty
of God. Seraphim (Isa. 6:2, 6) are clearly pre-
pared for the immediate execution of the
Lord’s commands. Principalities, powers,
thrones, and dominions (Eph. 3:10; Col. 1:16;
2:10; Eph. 1:21; 1 Pet. 3:22) indicate God-
ordained differences in rank or dignity.

8. Only two are actually named in Scripture.
Michael (Dan. 10:13, 21; Jude 9; Rev. 12:7)
is called the archangel, which would seem
to place him first in rank among, or at least
in the first rank of, the angels. Gabriel is the
only other angel named (Dan. 8:16; 9:21;
Luke 1:19, 26).

9. Their ordinary service is praising God (Job
38:7; Isa. 6:3; Rev. 5:11) and since the fall,*
ministering to the heirs of salvation (Heb.
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1:14; note Luke 15:10; Ps. 34:7; 91:11; Matt.
18:10; 1 Cor. 11:10; 1 Tim. 5:21; Luke.
16:22).

10. They also perform extraordinary service.
Because of the fall, they have an important
part in God’s special revelation.* Berkhof re-
marks, “They often mediate the special rev-
elations of God, communicate blessings to
His people, and execute judgment upon His
enemies. Their activity is most prominent in
the great turning points of the economy of
salvation.”

See Satan.

ANGELUS

The thrice daily recitation of prayers and
Hail Marys* to the Virgin Mary by Roman
Catholics. The hours for these prayers are
marked by sounding a bell three times,
three strokes each time. The Angelus was
instituted by Pope John XXII in 1316.
Since then several popes have granted in-
dulgences to those who say the Angelus
prayers on their knees.

The introduction of the Angelus occurred
during a period of increasing devotion to
Mary and the popular acceptance of such
notions as her assumption,* her immaculate
conception,* and her participation in pro-
curing redemption, as co-redempirix, and co-
mediatrix with her Son.

See Maryolatry.

ANGLICANISM
The system of doctrine and government
of the Church of England. Historically,
Anglicanism embraced a variety of theologi-
cal positions. The Church of England does
not hold to a definite theological system but
has long been divided into parties that have
very little in common beyond their adher-
ence to the church. These parties are gener-
ally known as high church (see
Anglo-Catholicism), and low church (evan-
gelical), and broad church (liberal; see
Latitudinarianism).
At first, however, Anglicanism, despite its
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adherence to episcopacy, was clearly Prot-
estant. For the most part, Anglicanism repu-
diated Rome’s views on papal supremacy
and sacramentalism* and strongly defended
justification* by faith alone. However, the
Church of England repudiated Puritanism
as surely as it did Romanism. Thus, in time
it came to see itself as a middle way between
Geneva and Rome, while remaining avow-
edly Protestant. Later, it declined further by
presenting itself as a middle way between
Protestantism and Roman Catholicism,
gradually losing its Protestant distinctives and
leaning more openly toward Rome. This
decline has accelerated as Anglican leaders
have assumed a prominent role in the effort
to effect union with Rome under the
headship of the pope.

For a couple of centuries after the time
of Elizabeth I, Anglicanism comprehended
only the Church of England and Wales and
the Church of Ireland. It expanded with the
consecration of bishops in America and
other colonies and with the absorption of
the Episcopal Church of Scotland. Today it
is a worldwide communion loosely held to-
gether by the Lambeth Conference, which
meets every ten years.

ANGLO-CATHOLICISM

Also known as Tractarianism* (because
it was launched through a series of Tracts
for the Times in 1833) and the Oxford Move-
ment (because these tracts were produced
by a group of Anglican clergymen at Oxford
University). The movement wanted a return
to pre-Reformation beliefs and practices in
the Church of England, with all its formular-
ies interpreted in a Roman Catholic sense.

The first leader of the movement was John
Henry Newman, who joined the Church of
Rome in 1845 and was made a cardinal in
1879. Another prominent figure was E. B.
Pusey, whose name gave rise to the popular
name by which the Anglo-Catholics were,
and are, known: Puseyites.*

This movement is still very active in the
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Church of England and has prompted the
use of such Romish inventions as monasti-
cism, the mass,* and auricular confession.*

ANIMISM

The belief that inanimate objects possess
a soul or spirit or that they are indwelt by
spirits. Often the indwelling spirit is thought
to be that of the departed, resulting in an-
cestor worship. Animistic religion is a reli-
gion of fear. Some New Age* advocates view
animism as a way of deifying the earth.

See African Theology.

ANNIHILATION

From the Latin nihil, “nothing,” the be-
lief that
1. All men pass out of existence at death; or
2. While God confers the gift of immortal-
ity upon His redeemed people, He allows
the rest of humanity to sink into nothing-
ness (this is the theory of conditional im-
mortality*); or
3. All men are created immortal, but rep-
robates are by the direct act of God, or
through the natural effects of their sin, put
out of existence.

These last two notions are usually re-
garded as one.

ANNUNCIATION

1. The announcement of the coming birth
of Christ. While such an announcement was
made both to Joseph (Matt. 1:20) and Mary
(Luke 1:26-35), the usage of the word is
frequently limited to the latter event.

2. The festival observed in honour of that
announcement, usually March 25. Obser-
vances of the Feast of the Annunciation may
be traced back to the 4th or 5th century in
both the Eastern and Western church.

ANTEDELUVIAN

Descriptive of the period before the del-
uge, or flood, in the days of Noah (Gen. 2:6—
8). The Biblical description of the period
contradicts many popular opinions about



early man and society. Man was not a sav-
age a step or two away from the apes. In-
deed he was not evolving biologically,
morally, or socially, but was devolving. From
his initial created purity man was declining
to such an extent that he provoked the wrath
of God upon the world. Antedeluvian man
had a knowledge of God, which he cor-
rupted. He was endowed with great intel-
lectual powers and artistic gifts. He was
acquainted with music (Gen. 4:21) and with
various branches of science (e.g,, zoology,
biology, botany, astronomy, mineralogy).

The most noticeable characteristics of
antedeluvian man were his enjoyment of a
uniform language, his longevity, and his ter-
rible apostasy from revealed truth, the re-
sults of which were widespread moral
turpitude, utter carelessness about the
things of God (Matt. 24:38,39), and a ripe-
ness for judgment that called forth the great
flood.

Our knowledge of the antedeluvian
earth is limited, but some have concluded
that it enjoyed a uniform temperate climate,
that it was enclosed in a great vapour en-
velope (the source of most of the enormous
amounts of water that fell during the first
forty days of the flood), that its geographi-
cal and topographical features were very
different from the post-deluvian world (es-
pecially with regard to the great ice caps,
the continents, the depths of the oceans,
and the heights of the mountains), and that
it supported a population of about one bil-
lion people. {J. C. Whitcomb and Henry
Morris present the evidence for these views
in their work The Genesis Flood).

ANTHROPOCENTRIC

“Man-centred,” a term often used of
most schemes of modern theology and
philosophy. (See Consciousness Theol-
ogy.)

Unfortunately, man-centredness has
come more and more to the fore in much
of evangelical preaching. Whereas the
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emphasis in evangelism used to be where
the Bible places it—on God, His law,* His
gospel, His grace, and His glory, all con-
sidered in the light of the centrality and
all-sufficiency of Christ—today it has
come to be on man’s feelings and com-
fort. The old type of evangelism actually
met the needs of human feelings and pro-
vided a secure basis of comfort for the
soul within the framework provided by
the gospel. The man-centred methods of
modern preaching rob God of His glory
and man of the comfort he should have
from the gospel.

A particular form of man-centredness
in modern evangelical preaching is seen
in the methods of preachers who preach
grace as the sole basis of salvation, to be
received by faith alone, and who then
proceed to preach that Christian living
should then proceed on the basis of imag-
ined character-building principles. Not
only are many of these so-called prin-
ciples no more than axioms taken from
secular psychologists, with a Bible text
added (out of context!), but there is usu-
ally little or no relation of the great ob-
jective truths of the gospel to the
problems and duties of Christian living.
According to the apostle Paul, Christians
are to live by the faith of the gospel (Gal.
2:20). That is, what they believe is to
govern how they act in every situation
(see Ethics). Not only so, but the way to
gain the needed power to live as we ought
comes from an apprehension of our
standing in Christ, His love for us, our
union with Him, and our perfect justifi-
cation and acceptance with God on the
ground of His imputed* righteousness. To
the extent that Christianity fails to base
subjective experience on the objective
truths of the gospel it becomes anthro-
pocentric. Having done so, it becomes
more and more vulnerable to all sorts of
“feel good” techniques. In the end, man-
centredness reduces God to serving the
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ends of man. True Christianity leads us
rather to look at every situation, both in
the initial experience of saving grace and
in every subsequent experience of the
Christian life, with the question, “How
can | bring the maximum glory to the
Lord in this situation?” Anything less is
anthropocentric, and unworthy of a Chris-
tian, to say nothing of being unworthy of
our God and His Christ.

ANTHROPOLOGY

The science, or study, of man. As a sec-
tion of systematic theology,* it deals with
man’s creation, his original state, his proba-
tion and fall* into sin,* original sin* (includ-
ing the nature, transmission* and effects of
sin), and actual transgressions.

ANTHROPOMORPHISM

1. The representation of God under a hu-
man form.

2. The figure of speech by which Scripture
attributes human parts, actions, affections,
and emotions to God. Thus while God as a
pure spirit has no bodily parts or passions
the Bible speaks of His eyes, His ears, His
hands, etc. God does not actually have any
bodily parts (though it should be remem-
bered that the Son of God did take an ac-
tual human body and soul into personal
union with Himself. Thus any references to
the incarnate Son’s physical presence and
properties must be taken literally; they are
not anthropomorphic).

When the Bible attributes human char-
acteristics to God, it speaks metaphorically
to enable us to understand an otherwise
abstract truth. Thus God’s eye speaks of His
knowledge; His hand speaks of His action;
His heart speaks of His love; His face speaks
of His presence. Failing to understand this
figurative usage, some heretics in the early
church interpreted literally those Scriptures
which metaphorically attributed some
physical characteristic to God. They espe-
cially emphasized Gen. 1:26, 27, which
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they understood to teach that God had an
actual physical form upon which He mod-
elled man!

Anthropomorphists have reappeared from
time to time in church history. Mormons*
are anthropomorphists.

See Anthropopathy.

ANTHROPOPATHY

A form of anthropomorphism.* Anthro-
pomorphism covers the attribution to God
of anything that may properly be attributed
only to man. Anthropopathy attributes hu-
man feelings or passions to God. If the Bible
attributes any human passion or feeling to
God that, strictly understood, conflicts with
His absolute perfection, it is speaking
anthropopathetically. We should see the use
of this figure as a divine condescension that
explains God’s motives and actions in terms
we can understand.

As rational, sentient, physical, and psy-
chical beings, we are limited by our own
physical, intellectual, and emotional abili-
ties to comprehend God’s self-revelation.
We need the anthropomorphic and
anthropopathetic language of the Bible to
enable us to grasp truth that would other-
wise be beyond us. However, we must be
careful to remember that the Biblical us-
age of these figures is part of God’s self-
revelation. We should seek to understand
from Scripture what He means to convey
by using the figures, but we are not free to
proceed to invent new anthropomorphic or
anthropopathetic images of Him. We have
no authority to do so. It would be idolatry.

ANTIBAPTISTS

1. Those, for example the Quakers,* who
deny the propriety of water baptism in the
Christian church. Such people hold that wa-
ter baptism has been replaced by Spirit bap-
tism. It is interesting that early extreme
dispensationalists* approximated this view,
holding that water baptism belonged to the
gospel of the kingdom, but Spirit baptism to



the gospel of the grace of God. Thus in the
“church age,” water baptism is not an ordi-
nance; it will be reintroduced only after the
rapture* of the church when the gospel of
the kingdom is again preached.

2. Those who believe that baptism should be
administered to new converts from other re-
ligions, but not to their descendants, infant
or adult, who are born in Christianity. The
claimed basis for this idea is twofold—the
Saviour’s words of commission and the prac-
tice of the apostles. Needless to say, neither
provides any real foundation for the theory.

ANTIBURGHERS
See Burghers.

ANTICHRIST

The Greek preposition ant: signifies “in
place of,” rather than merely “against.” The
word antichrist, then, speaks of one who
opposes Christ by posing as Him or usurp-
ing His place. He opposes and exalts him-
self above all that is called God; thus, he is
called “the man of sin,” “the lawless one,”
“that wicked one,” and “the son of perdi-
tion” in 2 Thess. 2. The same evil person is
called “the little horn” in Dan. 7:8 and the
beast out of the sea in Rev. 13. 1 John 2:18
shows that while there are many antichrists,
there will come one to whom the title pre-
eminently belongs. He will be aided by the
beast out of the land, the false prophet (Rev.
13:11; 16:13), and will finally be destroyed
by the spirit of the Lord’s mouth and the
brightness of His coming (2 Thess. 2:8), be-
ing cast alive into the lake of fire (Rev. 19:20).

Many Protestants have identified the pa-
pacy as the antichrist. The Westminster Con-
fession of Faith (chap. 25, sec. 5) agrees in
that identification, noting his sphere of de-
ception as being “in the church.” The fact
that it describes the entire papal system of
Rome as anti-Christian does not necessarily
preclude the idea of a future revelation of
one who will merit the name antichrist in a
preeminent degree.

ANTINOMIANISM

ANTILEGOMENA

A term first used by Origen to denote
disputed books that claimed a place in the
New Testament canon. The NT books
about which questions were raised were
Hebrews, James, 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John,
Jude, and Revelation.

See Homolegoumena.

ANTINOMIANISM
Meaning of the Term

Greek, anti, “against,” nomos, “law”; a term
that literally means “against the law,” it is
the title given to those who hold that
1. When Scripture says that believers are
not under law but under grace, it means that
the moral law is not binding upon believers
in any sense, even in the sense of a rule of
life; and/or
2. A believer may sin with impunity because
the grace of God superabounds over his sin.

In the first sense, antinomianism has at-
tracted many Calvinistic supporters who
have seen it as a bulwark of the doctrine of
free grace. Many dispensationalists have also
adopted it, ostensibly for the same reasons,
but much more on account of their peculiar
views on the relationship of the OT and NT
in God’s plan of salvation.

Whereas Protestant theology has been
careful to note the difference between the
law as a covenant and the law as a com-
mandment or rule of life, antinomians re-
ject such a distinction. To them there is “no
Moses now,” to use the words of 17th cen-
tury antinomian John Saltmarsh. Saltmarsh
stated his own view: “The gospel is...a per-
fect law of life and righteousness...and
therefore 1 wonder at any that should con-
tend for the ministry of the law or Ten Com-
mandments under Moses” (Free Grace, p.
146, quoted, Ernest Kevan, The Grace of
Law, p. 169). Restricted to the idea of the
law as covenant, this would be a perfectly
orthodox Puritan sentiment. However,
Saltmarsh included every suggestion of the
law as a rule or standard of obedience. This
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rejection of the law as a rule of life is the
essence of antinomianism.

Alleged Scripture Support for
Antinomianism

Antinomians claim the support of vari-
ous NT texts:

Gal. 2:19, “I through the law am dead to
the law, that I might live unto God™;

Rom. 6:14, “Sin shall not have dominion
over you: for ye are not under the law but
under grace”;

Rom. 7:4-6, particularly v. 6, “Now we
are delivered from the law, that being dead
wherein we were held; that we should serve
in newness of spirit, and not in the oldness
of the letter”;

1 Tim. 1:9, “The law is not made for
a righteous man, but for the lawless and
disobedient.”

Scripture Proofs Against
Antinomianism

All these Scripture texts mean nothing
more than that the law is no longer a cov-
enant of life for believers. We are not under
the law of works-righteousness but under
grace with its provision of the imputation of
the perfect righteousness of Christ through
faith without works. But that is a long way
from denying that God’s law, reflecting His
essential holiness, is a commandment to be
obeyed by believers out love for Him. A
careful reading of the very texts antinomians
cite will show that they impose a meaning
on the words of Scripture that the writers of
Scripture never intended.

Gal. 2:19 and Rom. 7:4-6 teach that in
Christ believers are legally free from the law’s
condemnation. In the latter passage, Paul
shows that the law is not dead but satisfied.

Rom. 6:14 cannot have an antinomian
meaning. It cannot mean that Christians
have no obligation to obey God’s law, for
the very next verse says, “What then, shall
we sin, because we are not under the law,
but under grace? God forbid.” Sin is the
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breach of the law (1 John 3:4). On anti-
nomian principles, since the law has noth-
ing to say to believers, they cannot sin
whatever they do in any matter covered by
it. However, Rom. 6:15 is clearly an argu-
ment for obeying the law. Its meaning is
beyond dispute: “Since we are not under
the law as a covenant of life but are saved
by free grace, let us keep the righteous stan-
dard of the law as our rule of life.”

When Paul told Timothy, “The law is not
made for a righteous man, but for the law-
less and disobedient” (1 Tim. 1:9), he used
an interesting verb. The expression is not made
for translates the Greek verb keimai, which
has the force of to lie upon. What Paul said
was that the law lies upon sinners, not justi-
fied people. The Puritan interpretation of this
verse is to the point: the law was not given to
condemn the righteous but sinners. There-
fore to use it to bring justified people under
condemnation is an unlawful use of the law.

Positive arguments in favour of the
classic Protestant position are plain and
persuasive.

1. According to Exod. 20:1-3, the Lord ad-
dressed the law to the Israelites as His re-
deemed. Redemption was all the more
reason for obeying it.

2. The NT goes further and makes obedi-
ence to the rule of God’s law the mark of
true believers: “Hereby we do know that we
know him, if we keep his commandments.
He that saith, I know him, and keepeth not
his commandments, is a liar, and the truth is
not in him” (1 John 2:3, 4).

3. Paul gave the testimony of a justified man:
“I delight in the law of God after the inward
man” (Rom. 7:22).

4. In a statement that is the very opposite of
both antinomianism and legalism,* Paul de-
fined the essence of the covenant of grace
in such a way as to prove that it neither
makes the law the way of salvation nor eradi-
cates it as the rule of Christian living: “I will
make a new covenant with the house of Is-
rael and with the house of Judah:... this is



the covenant that I will make with the house
of Israel after those days, saith the Lord; I
will put my laws into their mind, and write
them in their hearts” (Heb. 8:8, 10).
5. According to Rom. 3:31, grace does not
lessen but increase a believer’s obligation to
keep God’s law: “Do we then make void [or,
abolish, do away with] the law through faith?
God forbid: yea we establish the law.”
6. Perhaps 1 Cor. 9:21 sums up the
believer’s relation to the law as simply as
any text of Scripture: “[We are] not without
law to God, but under the law to Christ.”
The Greek for “under the law to Christ” is
ennomos Christo, “in law to Christ.” Thus, be-
lievers are not without law. Neither are they
under law so that it condemns them. Rather,
they are in (not outside) law to Christ, that is
under its direction as a rule of life. As Puri-
tan Thomas Taylor put it, “The liberty of a
Christian man is not liberty from obedience
to the law but from disobedience to it.”

See Decalogue; Law of God.

ANTIOCHAN SCHOOL

1. A system of Bible interpretation, centred
in Antioch, which opposed the Alexandrian
school.* Whereas the Alexandrians depended
on Plato’s philosophy, the Antiochans em-
braced Aristotle’s. Their method was more
historical and literal and therefore avoided the
wild allegorizing that the Alexandrian mysti-
cism™* foisted upon Scripture. While this was
atrue advance, the dependence on Greek phi-
losophy remained a weakness. (See
Aristotelianism; Platonism.)

2. The term used to describe the peculiar
theological speculations of the Syrian church
in the controversies surrounding the
theanthropic person* of Christ. In this sense,
the Antiochan school means Nestorianism,*
or views tending toward it.

ANTIPOPE

A pope elected, usually by the will of a
powerful sovereign, as a rival of the pope
“canonically” elected. During the Middle

APOCALYPSE

Ages, there were at times three or four com-
peting popes. “The thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries swarm with antipopes” (McClintock
and Strong). For half a century from 1378,
the European church was divided by the
Great Schism of the West. The world was
treated to the spectacle of two popes, Clem-
ent VII and Urban VI, excommunicating
each other. After them, there were three
competing popes until, in 1415, the Council
of Constance deposed all three. The last
antipope was Clement VIII, who in 1429
finally recognized the decision of the Coun-
cil of Constance and resigned in favour of
their nominee, Martin V.

ANTITRINITARIANS

Unitarians;* the name given to the vari-
ous groups who opposed the doctrine of the
Trinity,* especially in the first three centu-
ries of the church and in the period during
and after the Protestant Reformation.* In the
ancient church, antitrinitarians included
Monarchians,* Patripassians,* Sabellians,*
and Arians.* In the 16th century, rationalis-
tic or dynamic Monarchians came to be
known as Socinians.* Socinianism and
Sabellianism broke out in various parts of
the Anabaptist* movement, and even
Tritheism* found some supporters.

ANTITYPE

From the Greek antitupos, which oc-
curs in Heb. 9:24 and 1 Pet. 3:21, where
the AV translates it “figure.” An antitype
is the substance of which a type* is the
shadow, or the fulfilment of that which
the type foreshadowed.

APOCALYPSE

From the Greek word used in Rev. 1:1,
it means the Revelation, while the adjec-
tive apocalyptic is loosely used to describe
(1) anything pertaining to the end time,
and (2) those cataclysmic events which
precede the end.

See Second Coming.
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APOCALYPTICISM

The style of writing in the book of the
Revelation (Greek, apokalupsis). Scripturally,
apocalypticism is the revelation or unveiling
of Christ, especially in relation to His sec-
ond coming,* by means of visions and sym-
bols that demonstrate the following:

1. The power of God over heaven, earth,
and hell;

2. His sovereign outworking of His purposes
in the history of the world, especially in the
climactic scenes of the end time; and

3. The ultimate victory of redemptive grace
in and through the Lord Jesus Christ.

More generally, apocalypticism is applied
to portions of Daniel and even to uninspired
Jewish writings of the inter-testamental pe-
riod. In the popular mind, it signifies refer-
ence to any great cataclysmic events or forces
that portend or threaten the destruction of
the world. Christians must not allow this de-
fective notion of apocalypticism. They re-
member that everything that really portends
the end of the age is the outworking of the
sovereign purpose of their God and leads to
the revelation of their Saviour. There can
be no apocalypse without Him.

APOCRYPHA

A collection of uninspired, uncanonicat lit-
erature from OT and inter-testamental times,
for whose inclusion in the canon arguments
have been made. The Roman Catholic church
calls ten of these deuterocanonical®* and ac-
cepts them as part of the Biblical canon. These
books were never accepted in the Hebrew
canon and were never endorsed or quoted
by our Lord or His apostles.

See Canon.

APOGRAPHA

Manuscript copies of the original MSS*
of Seripture.*

See Textual Criticism.

APOKATASTASIS
Universalism;* the belief, especially as for-
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mulated by Origen, that all human souls will
finally be saved—indeed that even sin and
Satan would be reconciled to God through
Christ. The theory as Origen formulated it
was based on a misinterpretation of Peter’s
words in Acts 3:21.

APOLLINARIANISM

An early heresy which taught that Christ
had a true body and an animal soul, but
that in Him the eternal Son, or Logos, took
the place of a rational spirit.

APOLOGETICS

The branch of theological science which
sets out to vindicate “Christian theism against
any form of non-theistic or non-Christian
thought” (Cornelius Van Til, Christian Theis-
tic Evidences, 1951 Class Syllabus, p. 1). It is
a broader term than Christian evidences.
Apologetics is usually said to deal with phi-
losophy, while Christian evidences deals with
facts. They are not really divisible, since the
facts which Christian evidences produces in
support of the claims of Christianity can have
no significance apart from a system of inter-
pretation. However, the peculiar emphasis
of each is pointed up by making apologetics
refer to the system of interpretation, and
Christian evidences to the facts adduced in
that system to demonstrate the uniqueness
of Christianity. Thus while apologetics de-
fends Christianity from non-Christian phi-
losophy, Christian evidences defends it from
non-Christian science.

Basically there are two methods employed
by apologists. The first, adopted by both Ro-
man Catholic and evangelical Protestant apolo-
gists, approaches an unbeliever on the ground
that we all possess a common pool of facts
and that, on the basis of these facts, a reason-
able use of reason will lead to the acceptance
of Christianity. This, for example, is Bishop
Butler’s method in his famous Analogy.

The second method is that of consistent
Calvinism,* which denies that fallen man can
employ reason rightly, or that as a creature



he has the right to sit in judgment upon the
facts of God’s revelation, or that he can
rightly know any fact apart from God, since
all of God’s creation reveals Him.

The first approach is possible only on the
basis of deficient views of revelation,* cre-
ation,* and the fall.* It accepts that man has
the ability to see the truth if only he is made
to look in the right direction. All he needs is
a sufficient amount of information and the
reasonable use of reason.

But this is false and leads to apologetic
failure. “The revelation of a self-sufficient
God can have no meaning for a mind that
thinks of itself as ultimately autonomous”
(Van Til). The best that can be expected from
such an approach is a God who is most em-
phatically less than the God of the Scriptures.

This is vividly demonstrated by Josh
McDowell’s popular book Evidence That De-
mands a Verdict. McDowell sets out to show
that Christianity is a factual religion solidly
based on historically provable events. But
his “facts” lead to a mere “historical prob-
ability.” He sets out to weigh the evidence
for and against the claim of Christ to be the
Son of God. He reaches the conclusion that
the historical probability is that Christ was
the Son of God. He deliberately discounts
any idea of looking for absolute truth and
holds that in dealing with facts we can never
ascend higher than mere probability.

With this approach, there is evidence
against Christ as well as for Him. This is a
retreat from real Christianity. It is a denial
of any knowledge of absolute truth.

This retreat from reality is because of
McDowell’s basic deviation from the Bible
docirine of man and his fall. He insists on
the notion of man’s inherent ability to inter-
pret the facts aright. But a man who starts
by denying or questioning the self-sufficiency
and ultimacy of God cannot properly un-
derstand any fact of creation, for the stamp
of God is on it all. This denial renders him
incapable of seeing straight and dealing hon-
estly with the facts. The light that is in him
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is darkness. Any system of apologetics or
evangelism that suggests that such innate
darkness is sufficient to judge the facts is
unfaithful to God and His revelation.

The second, or Calvinistic, method pro-
ceeds upon the teaching of Romans 1 that
God has so stamped His signature on the
entire creation that every man ought to rec-
ognize Him in His creation. Furthermore, on
every man’s heart God has stamped the rev-
elation of Himself. If men cannot see it, it is
because of wilful ignorance, a sinful suppres-
sion of the truth. The following quotations
from Van Til clearly expound this Calvinis-
tic approach. (All our quotations from him
in this article are from Apologetics, his class
syllabus of 1951).

“No man can escape knowing God. It is
indelibly involved in his awareness of any-
thing whatsoever. Man ought, therefore, as
Calvin puts it, to recognize God. There is no
excuse from him if he does not. The reason
for his failure to recognize God lies exclu-
sively in him. It is due to his wilful transgres-
sion of the very law of his being” (p. 57).

“The natural man at bottom knows that
he is the creature of God. He knows also
that he is responsible to God. He knows that
he should live to the glory of God. He knows
that in all that he does he should stress that
the field of reality which he investigates has
the stamp of God’s ownership upon it. But
he suppresses his knowledge of himself as
he truly is. He is the man with the iron mask.
A true method of Apologetics must seek to
tear off that iron mask” (p. 64).

This Calvinistic method refuses “to
grant that any area or aspect of reality,
any fact or any law of nature or of history,
can be correctly interpreted except it be
seen in the light of the main doctrines of
Christianity” (p. 60).

‘This method recognizes something very im-
portant: that all the reasoning of finite men must
be by presupposition* (sec Analogy). The other
method effectively presupposes that the ultimacy
of God and the consequent dependence of man
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are false. Every method except the consistently
Calvinistic one fails here, and yet such methods
are presented as true inductive reasoning, free
from restricting presuppositions.

A true apologetic cannot be established
by a mere direct discussion of “the facts.”
There must be a recognition that the sig-
nificance of those facts, what interprets them
and gives them meaning, is their place in
the creation of the self-contained God. To
this fact men are wilfully blind, and thus they
misinterpret all other facts. The Christian
apologist is called upon to witness to the
truth and so must witness clearly against
man’s sinful suppression of God’s truth, re-
membering that God is not “discovered” by
man, or found at the end of a syllogism, or
received in any merely natural way, but that
He supernaturally regenerates souls unto
knowledge, righteousness, and holiness
(Eph. 4:24, where “in” is eis, meaning “in
order to”; Col. 3:10).

Thus, true knowledge, righteousness, and
holiness are the result, not of some natural-
istic investigation by man, but of a super-
natural gracious movement of the Spirit of
God. In apologetics as much as in every other
branch of theology, the Calvinist recognizes
the supernaturalness of the work of God in
enlightening the mind, renewing the will, and
producing a new creation.

See Epistemology.

APOLOGISTS, APOLOGY

The Greek term apologia, translated “an-
swer” in Acts 25:16; 1 Cor. 9:3; 2 Tim. 4:16,
and 1 Pet. 3:15, means “a verbal defence”
(see Acts 22:1; Phil. 1:7,17). An apology for
Christianity, therefore, is a defence of it
against the various arguments that have been
employed to attack it (see Apologetics).

The apologists is a title usually reserved
for those who in the early centuries of the
church defended Christianity from the at-
tacks mounted against it by Jewish objec-
tions or Greek philosophy. While some
writers speak of the period of the apologists
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as lying between the apostolic fathers and
the Alexandrian and anti-Gnostic fathers,
there seems to be no sufficient reason for
such a cut-and-dried partition of church his-
tory. Justin Martyr, Tatian, Athenagoras,
Theophilus of Antioch, and Hermas fall
within the narrower definition of the term
apologists, but we would probably be better
to include Origen, Tertullian, and Arnobius
in their number.

Perhaps the main distinction to be ob-
served in the writings of the apologists is
that between the Greek and Latin approach.
“The Greek apologies are more learned and
philosophical; the Latin more practical and
juridical in their matter and style. The
former labour to prove the truth of Chris-
tianity, and its adaptedness to the intellec-
tual wants of man; the latter plead for its
legal right to exist, and exhibit mainly its
moral excellency and salutary effect upon
society. The Latins are, in general, more rig-
orously opposed to heathenism, while the
Greeks recognize in the Grecian philosophy
a certain affinity to the Christian religion”
(McClintock and Strong).

APOSTASY

Greek apostasia, “a falling away,” a revolt
or defection from the truth of God.
2 Thessalonians 2:3 indicates that apostates
will welcome the Antichrist* when he is re-
vealed. The use of the word in Acts 21:21
shows that it properly describes a forsaking
of the great truths of the written word.

Historically, the first great area of apostasy
was in Christology.* Apostasy's first attack was
on the incarnate Word of God (see Gnosticism,
Marcion). The next was on the written word
(see Textual Criticism of the New Testament).
Textual corruption was often introduced into
the canonical Scriptures to manufacture sup-
port for some aberrant view of a point of doc-
trine. At a very early stage, the scene was set
for sacerdotalism* and sacramentalism.* The
identification of the church with the Roman
Empire was a major factor in her drift into apos-



tasy, but undoubtedly the falling away from
Biblical purity was mostly due to the erection
of the monstrous system of papal tyranny that
finally overran the Western church.

In modern times, rationalistic criticism of
Scripture, the poisoning of the seminaries of
the historic Protestant denominations with
infidelity, the arrival of the ecumenical move-
ment with its agenda for a one-world
church—not on the basis of Biblical truth but
on the acceptance of the fundamental claims
of Rome—and finally the adoption of all kinds
of political theology,* have spread apostasy
across the world.

According to 2 Thess. 2, the day of the
Lord will follow a great apostasy. Thus, the
darkness of apostasy, while a cause for grief
to every believer, is not a reason for defeat
or despair. It reminds us that our Lord is
coming again and leads us to pray with John,
“Even so, come, Lord Jesus.” And it stirs our
souls to remain faithful until He does.

APOSTLES’ CREED

A statement of faith put in its final form
probably around the end of the second cen-
tury. It was not written by the apostles, but
is a summary of Christian doctrine. A. A.
Hodge says it was “gradually formed, by
common consent, out of the Confessions
adopted severally by particular churches, and
used in the reception of their members.”

In Puritan England, the creed was ap-
pended to the Shorter Catechism, with the
Lord’s Prayer and the Ten Commandments
by order of Parliament, “because it is a brief
sum of Christian faith, agreeable to the Word
of God, and anciently received in the
Churches of Christ.”

The text of the Apostles’ Creed is:

“I believe in God the Father Almighty,
Maker of heaven and earth, and in Jesus
Christ his only Son our Lord, who was con-
ceived by the Holy Ghost; born of the Vir-
gin Mary; suffered under Pontius Pilate, was
crucified, dead, and buried; he descended
into hell; the third day he rose from the
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dead; he ascended into heaven, and sitteth
on the right hand of God the Father Al-
mighty; from thence he shall come to judge
the quick and the dead. I believe in the Holy
Ghost; the holy Catholic Church, the com-
munion of saints; the forgiveness of sins;
the resurrection of the body; and the life
everlasting. Amen.”
See Descent into Hell

APOSTOLIC CONSTITUTIONS
AND CANONS

A body of ecclesiastical law, rightly
identified as not being apostolic, but which
nonetheless exercised a profound influ-
ence on the Canon Law* of the medieval
Western church.

APOSTOLIC FATHERS

The Christian writers who were contem-
porary with an apostle; those who lived and
wrote before Ap. 120. Six names are usu-
ally included in the list of the apostolic fa-
thers: Barnabas, Clement of Rome, Ignatius,
Polycarp, Hermas, and Papias. Barnabas was
accepted as the writer of the Epistle of
Barnabas by many in the ancient and mod-
ern church, but it seems certain from inter-
nal evidence that the first missionary
companion of the apostle Paul was not the
author. However, the epistle is of an early
date and justifies the pseudo-Barnabas’s
place among the apostolic fathers.

APOSTOLIC SUCCESSION
The notion that an unbroken line of suc-
cession extends from the twelve apostles
through the bishops they ordained right up
to the present day, thus giving apostolic va-
lidity to the ministry of those bishops and
to the ministry of those on whom they lay
hands in ordination.* The theory is histori-
cally unprovable. Also, it proceeds on the
assumption that the unique power of the
apostles to lay hands on men that they might
receive the gift of the Holy Spirit was passed
on to their successors. It was not. There is
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no evidence that the Lord ever intended it
for continual use in the church. The usual
way of ordination, even in NT times, was
by the laying on of hands of the presbytery,
or the eldership (1 Tim. 4:14; 2 Tim. 1:6).
The NT knows nothing of bishops in the
sense in which proponents of apostolic suc-
cession understand them, thus destroying
the very foundation of the theory of episco-
pal succession.

APOSTOLICITY

One of the notes or marks of the church*
claimed by the Roman Catholic church as a
proof of her claim to be the one true church
of Christ. Rome’s claim is that in both a chro-
nological and a dynamic sense (ie., in the
sense of unbroken succession and of unfail-
ing fidelity to apostolic teaching) she is di-
rectly descended from Christ and His
apostles. Protestants agree that apostolicity
is a necessary mark of a true church, but
they define it as essential acceptance of and
obedience to New Testament doctrine and
instruction. William Cunningham, noting
Rome’s serious departure from the doctrine
and practice of the apostles as set down in
the New Testament, stated the essence of

the Protestant position:
“No professing church. . .can have any claim
to be regarded as possessed of sanctity or apos-

tolicity, unless its system of doctrine be in ac-
cordance with the Word of God; and a church
is apostolical just in proportion as in all its ar-
rangements it is framed after the model, so far
as the Scripture makes it known to us, of the
church which the apostles established. The
churches which have been most forward to
assume the designation and the character of
apostolical are just those which have departed
furthest from what a faithful adherence to the
practice of the apostles would have led them
to adopt. ...It is certainly marvellous that any
man having access to the Scriptures should
believe that the Church of Rome bears any
resemblance to the church of the New Testa-
ment” (Historical Theology, 1:25, 26).
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APOTHEOSIS

Deification; exalting a creature to the
honours of deity. In the Greek church, there
has always been a strong taint of this in their
view of salvation. For many of their theolo-
gians, salvation means ultimate deification
(see Theosis). This is also the folly of Mor-
monism* and many New Age* cults.

The Roman Catholic church denies that
she deifies the Virgin Mary, but that is the
practical result of her teaching. Whatever
semantic distinctions her documents may
employ, by commanding belief in Mary’s
immaculate conception, bodily assumption
into heaven, cooperation with Christ in the
work of redemption so that she is co-
redemptrix and co-mediatrix, and by calling
for prayers and worship to be directed to
her, Rome effectively exalts Mary to deity
(see Adoration).

ARCHANGEL

Chief angel* (1 Thes. 4:16; Jude 9).

“Those angels are so styled who occupy
the highest rank in the celestial order of hi-
erarchy, which consists according to the
apostles, of ‘thrones, dominions, principali-
ties, and powers’ (Eph. 1:21; Col 1:16; 1
Pet. 3:22). Of these there are said [i.e., by
tradition] to be seven, who stand immedi-
ately before the throne of God (Luke 1:19;
Rev. 8:2), who have authority over other
angels, and are the patrons of particular na-
tions (Rev. 7:7; Dan. 10:13). In Matt. 26:53;
2 Thess. 1:7, hosts of angels are spoken of
in the same manner as human armies. These
the Almighty is said to employ in executing
his commands, or in displaying his dignity
and majesty, in the manner of human
princes. These armies of angels are also rep-
resented as divided into orders and classes,
having each its leader, and all these are sub-
ject to one chief or archangel. The names
of two only are found in the Scripture—
Michael, the patron of the Jewish nation
(Dan. 10:13, 21; 12:1; Jude 9; Rev. 12:7);
and Gabriel (Dan. 8:16; 9:21; Luke 1:19,



26). The apocryphal book of Tobit (3:17;
5:4) mentions one, Raphael; and 2 Esdras
(4:34) another, Uriel; while the book of
Enoch names the whole seven (20:1-7)"
(McClintock and Strong).

ARCHBISHOP

In churches which adhere to episcopacy,*
the chief bishop of a province or archdio-
cese. In Roman Catholicism, an archbishop
ranks under a cardinal and patriarch, but
above a bishop, and must receive the pal-
lium (or pall, a scarf-like vestment to be worn
only on special occasions) as a badge of his
authority. Archbishops are “enthroned” and
take such grandiose titles as “Your Grace”
and “Most Reverend Father in God.” While
the title and the office were introduced early
in church history (fourth century), there is
absolutely no foundation for them in the NT
Scriptures.

ARCHIMANDRITE

In Eastern Orthodoxy the name given to
the head of a monastery; the equivalent of
an abbot* in the Roman Catholic church.

ARGUMENTS FOR GOD’S EXISTENCE

The evidences produced, by the use of
logic, in favour of God’s existence. Some have
held that by one or other of these arguments
the existence of God can be demonstrated
or proved. Others hold that a demonstra-
tion is not possible, but that the accumulated
weight of the evidence from all the argu-
ments confirms belief in God’s existence. Still
others give even less credibility to all logical
arguments on the subject and hold that God’s
existence is a truth revealed to, and received
by, faith alone.

The arguments most often used in favour
of God’s existence are as follows:
1. The a priori* argument argues from cause
to effect and is based on “self-evident truths,”
or upon essential laws of human intelligence.
From these principles it labours to show that
belief in God is a logical necessity.

ARGUMENTS FOR GOD’S EXISTENCE

2. The ontological argument of Anselm—i.e.,
Anselm’s argument from the nature of be-
ing or existence. Recognizing the difference
between absolute, perfect being, and rela-
tive, imperfect being, he argued in the form
of a syllogism.
Major premise: The human mind possesses
the idea of an absolutely perfect being.
Minor premise: Absolute perfection of being
implies necessity of existence (for that which
must exist is of a higher order than that which
may exist).
Conclusion: An absolutely perfect being does
exist—for that which must exist, does exist.
3. The cosmological, or a posteriori* argu-
ment argues from effect to cause. It pro-
ceeds: Every effect must have a cause
adequate to produce it. The world, or the
universe, is an effect and, therefore, must
have an adequate cause. The only cause
capable of producing such an effect is an
all-powerful, eternal Creator, God.
4. The teleological argument is the argument
from design. The universe bears evident
marks of design or purpose; everywhere
there is a wise and skilful adaptation of
means to end. But design presupposes an
intelligent designer, God.
5. The moral argument considers the phe-
nomena of conscience in the human soul
and the universal feeling of accountability
and dependence in men (the religious sen-
timent). It is argued that this sentiment is
common to the moral constitution of all
men, and if God does not exist, this univer-
sal conscience is a lie. Thus, the primary
sources of our belief in God are built into
our moral constitution.
6. The historical argument shows three
things: (a) that the human race is not eter-
nal—that it had a beginning, or was created,;
(b) that the providential presence of God is
evident in human history; (c) that it has been
the universal consent of all men of all races
throughout all history that God exists.
7. The Scriptural argument uses the evident
supernatural origin of the Bible, its miracles,
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its prophecies, and the beneficial effects it
always produces wherever it is introduced
as proofs that the God of the Bible does
indeed exist.

In all such arguments, the danger to be
avoided is that of assuming man’s ability to
be a competent judge and interpreter of the
facts. All argument starts with some presup-
position. To presuppose the ultimacy of hu-
man reason and interpretation is to deny the
ultimacy of God and the fallen state of man.
On the presupposition of the ontological
Trinity,* each form of argument has merit
and appears in Scripture. But on any other
presupposition, no argument can demon-
strate the truth of God’s existence, for truth
cannot be established by presupposing a lie.

A consistently Christian way of arguing
for God’s existence rests on the implications
of God'’s revelation of Himself as the / AM.
God is. He is not one fact among others, to
be proved as a mathematical formula or logi-
cal proposition may be proved. He is not
the most probable way of explaining the
observable data of the universe that may be
satisfactorily interpreted without reference
to Him at all. He is the necessarty ground of
all facts and all predication. The only rea-
son there is anything to know, and the only
reason anything has any meaning so as to
be knowable, is the reality that God is. He is
back of all the facts of the universe, giving
them reality and meaning (John 1:1-3; Col.
1:17). Nothing can exist apart from Him. We
do not think of any fact rightly unless we
see it as a God-created fact. Thus David, in
considering the heavens, spoke to the Lord
of “thyheavens, the work of thy fingers” (Psa.
8:3). Those who study God-created facts
apart from the God who created them sim-
ply take what Cornelius Van Til calls God’s
capital and invest or use it in illicit ways.

Because of the truth of this line of argu-
ment we may say that it is only the presup-
position of the great ] AM that the facts of
the universe “fit.” If they find their true mean-
ing in God their Creator they cannot be con-
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sistently interpreted on any other basis than
the acceptance of God’s existence. Without
God, they become a meaningless jumble (see
Atheism). Thus, one of the uses of rational
argument is to shew that any other presup-
position than that of the ontological Trinity
of Scripture is incapable of making sense of
the facts of the universe. It is only because
God is that anything is (Psa. 19:1-3; Rom.
1:19-20).

See Analogy; Epistemology; Presup-
positionalism.

ARIANISM

Named after Arius, this heresy main-
tained that God the Father alone is eternal
and made His Son to be the first creature
He created ex nihilo. Some Arians went on
to teach that the Holy Spirit was the first
and greatest creature produced by the Son.
The Council of Nicea met in AD. 325 to
deal with the subject, and it firmly re-
jected Arianism. It held that the Son was
of the same substance with the Father
(homoousion), not merely of similar sub-
stance (homotousion), pronouncing its Scrip-
tural faith that the Son was “Son of God,
light of light, very God of very God, being
of one substance with the Father.” The
Nicene decision was upheld in A.D. 381 by
the Council of Constantinople.

See Deity of Christ; Eternal Sonship;
Trinity.

ARISTOTELIANISM

The philosophy of Aristotle (384-322
B.C.), a pupil of Plato. Whereas Plato con-
centrated on absolutes, Aristotle concen-
trated on the effects we discern around us
and may examine. Whereas Plato had sought
for the one God in the realm of ethics,
Aristotle sought him in physics and meta-
physics.* He accepted that all nature had a
purpose and moved toward a goal. This is the
first statement in philosophy of the “proof of
the first cause” (see The Five Ways) that gained
such popularity among Christian apologists.



Aristotle was preeminently a logician and
classifier. His a posteriori* reasoning was to
have a profound effect on Christian theol-
ogy. After centuries of the dominance of the
mysticism of Neoplatonism (see Platonism),
the philosophy of Aristotle was reintroduced
by a Spanish Muslim scholar. The papal
church at first banned his works but finally
admitted them for study.

Thomas Aquinas adopted the method and
ideas of Aristotle to produce his monumen-
tal work on natural theology and the role of
reason and its relationship to faith. This be-
came the accepted dogma of the church of
Rome and remains so to this day. Aquinas
even employed Aristotle’s physics as well as
his metaphysics,* including the idea that the
sun revolved around the earth—a theory
never set forth in Scripture but one which
came to be looked on as the essence of Chris-
tian orthodoxy, as Galileo found out almost
at the cost of his life.

In the scholastic debate between nomi-
nalism* and realism* the nominalists largely
followed the method of Aristotle while the
Realists found their support in Platonism.
Cornelius Van Til's judgment reminds us that
the overall effect of Greek philosophy on
theology was not healthy: “The God of Greek
philosophy is either exclusively deistic or
exclusively pantheistic” (A Survey of Chris-
tian Epistemology, p. 16).

ARMINIANISM

A system of doctrine, named after a
Dutch theologian Jacob Hermann Arminius,
which rejects the Reformed view of God’s
sovereignty. It is worth noting that the po-
sition of Arminius himself was less objec-
tionable than that of his later followers—and
he certainly evidenced no animosity toward
Calvin, whose writings he esteemed second
only to Scripture itself. His theological po-
sition was almost the same as fohn Wesley’s.
He held proper views of man’s depravity
and inability, and because of this, of the
need for supernatural grace to effect salva-

ARMINIANISM

tion. This contrasts with the position
adopted by later Arminians (see below,
points 4, 5, 6; also The Five Points of Con-
froversy).

It is usual, but wrong, to think of
Arminianism as merely the doctrine that Christ
died for all men, without distinction, or that it
is possible to lose justifying grace. These are
tenets of Arminianism, but there are others
of great significance, as for example:

1. God’s knowledge of the future acts of free
agents is mediate (see Scientia Media).
2. The decrees of God are conditional on
some thing or things not themselves abso-
lutely decreed. Particularly it is held that elec-
tion is on account of foreseen faith (see
Conditional Decrees).
3. God created Adam merely innocent, not
in holiness—i.e., his will* was in a state of
balance between good and evil, not positively
inclined toward good.
4. Sin consists in acts of the will (see
Pelagianism).
5. Only the pollution, not the guilt, of Adam’s
sin is imputed to his descendants.
6. Man’s depravity is not total. He is able
to incline his will toward God and good.
7. The atonement,* which was not neces-
sary but merely one way which God chose
to show His love without prejudice to His
righteousness, was offered equally for each
and every man.
8. The atonement does not actually ef-
fect the salvation of those for whom Christ
offered it, but merely makes their salva-
tion possible.
9. Salvation becomes effectual only when
accepted by the penitent sinner, whose re-
pentance and faith precede his regeneration.*
10. The human will is one of the causes of
regeneration (see Synergism).
11. Faith is a good work and a ground of
acceptance with God.
12. There is no such thing as common grace*
as distinct from special grace. The external
call of the gospel is accompanied by a uni-
versal sufficient grace which may enable the
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sinner to repent and believe, but which may
be resisted.

13. The righteousness of Christ is not im-
puted to the believer.

14. A believer is able to attain to perfect con-
formity to the divine will in this life; he may
also fall from grace and be lost eternally.

Some Arminians went even further and
became very rationalistic. Arminius’s origi-
nal views were adopted by the Dutch Re-
monstrants whose position was condemned
by the Synod of Dort.* The Remonstrants
still hold to Pelagian notions and have lax
views of the doctrine of inspiration* and
the Trinity.*

Wesleyan Methodism adopted Armin-
ianism in a revised form known as Evan-
gelical Arminianism, in which points (5)
and (6) above are restated so as not to be
so openly in conflict with the Reformed
position.

ARTICLE OF FAITH

A dogmatic statement of a fundamental
truth of the faith set forth by church author-
ity and incumbent upon all under that au-
thority. In Protestant churches and
confessions, the sole ground for promulgat-
ing articles of faith is the authority of the
statements of Scripture on the subject.

ASCETICISM

The complete renunciation of the flesh.
There is a good Biblical base for the prac-
tice of mortification (1 Cor. 9:27; Rom. 8:13),
but the practice of asceticism in the church
degenerated into making men hermits or re-
cluses, with the idea of meriting God'’s favour
by suffering.

See Anchorite.

ASEITY

The absolute self-existence of God. He
has life in Himself (John. 5:26), or to use
the Latin phrase, life a se, hence the word
a-se-ity.

See Autotheos.
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ASHERAH, ASHEROTH

Translated “grove” or “groves.” Asherah
was the name of the heathen goddess of Tyre,
whose worship found its way into Israel
(1 Kings 15:13; 2 Kings 21:7).

ASSOCIATE SYNOD

The Secession church that separated from
the established church of Scotland in 1733,
under the leadership of Ebenezer Erskine.
The 1731 General Assembly approved an
overture to give elders and heritors (land-
owners in a parish who had the responsibil-
ity to provide and maintain the church
building, manse, and churchyard) the right
to place a minister in their parish without
the call of the congregation.

The next year the Assembly moved to
pass this as an act, despite the opposition of
the majority of presbyteries. Erskine vehe-
mently opposed the Assembly’s action and
was formally rebuked by the 1733 Assem-
bly. He submitted a protest, in which he was
joined by Alexander Moncrieff, James Fisher,
and William Wilson. These men were sus-
pended and removed from their charges.
Refusing to accept such a sentence, they se-
ceded and on December 5, 1733, they
formed the Associate Presbytery. In 1740
they were deposed by the General Assem-
bly, and so the secession was made final. In
1745, in the light of considerable growth,
the Associate Presbytery constituted itself
into the Associate Synod, with three
presbyteries. Two years later the Associate
Synod split on the matter of the Burgess Oath
(see Burghers).

ASSUMPTION OF THE VIRGIN MARY

The Romish dogma, promulgated on
November 1, 1950, by Pope Pius XII, that
the ever-virgin Mary was assumed, body
and soul, into heaven. Romanists argue
that the Lord Jesus would not allow the
body in which He had dwelt to fall into
corruption. Rome terms this dogma an
apostolic tradition, but there is not the



slightest trace of it in any statement or
doctrinal position of an apostle.

ASSURANCE

The certainty of being “in the state of
grace,” is “the full assurance of faith founded
upon the divine truth of the promises of sal-
vation, the inward evidences of those
graces...and the testimony of the Spirit of
adoption, witnessing with our spirits that we
are the children of God” (Westminster Con-
fession of Faith, chap. 18, sec. 1, 2). The Con-
fession goes on to teach that this assurance
is not of the essence of faith (i.e., not neces-
sary to salvation; true believers may lack it,
though all should labour to obtain it) and
that believers may find variations in their
level of enjoyment of it, though they are
never left totally “destitute of that seed of
God, and life of faith...by which they are
supported from utter despair” (sects. 3, 4).

The Greek word for assurance means “full
conviction” (see Rom. 4:21; 14:5; 1 Thess.
1:5; Col. 2:2; Heb. 6:11; 10:22), indicating
that assurance is not merely a subjective feel-
ing, but has a solid objective base in the evi-
dence of the word and work of God.

ATHANASIAN CREED

A statement of basic Christian belief, in
forty-four brief sections, which concentrate
on the orthodox doctrines of the Trinity* in
unity and of the unipersonality of Christ. It
was thought to have been the production
of Athanasius, bishop of Alexandria (circa
AD. 328-373), who was the leader of the
orthodox Trinitarian party in opposition to
the heresy of Arius. However, it is now
thought that the creed came much after
Athanasius’ time, probably around the end
of the fifth century.

The text of the Athanasian Creed is:

“Whoever will be saved, before all things
it is necessary that he hold the catholic faith.
Which faith, except every one do keep whole
and undefiled, without doubt he shall per-
ish everlastingly. And the catholic faith is this:
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that we worship one God in Trinity, and
Trinity in Unity; neither confounding the
persons, nor dividing the substance. For there
is one person of the Father, another of the
Son, and another of the Holy Ghost. But the
Godhead of the Father, of the Son, and of
the Holy Ghost is all one: the glory equal,
the majesty coeternal. Such as the Father is,
such is the Son, and such is the Holy Ghost.
The Father uncreate[d], the Son uncreate[d],
and the Holy Ghost uncreate[d]. The Father
incomprehensible, the Son incomprehen-
sible, and the Holy Ghost incomprehensible.
The Father eternal, the Son eternal, and the
Holy Ghost eternal. And yet they are not
three eternals, but one eternal. As also there
are not three incomprehensibles, nor three
uncreated, but one uncreated, and one in-
comprehensible. So likewise the Father is
almighty, the Son almighty, and the Holy
Ghost almighty. And yet there are not three
almightys, but one almighty. So the Father
is God, the Son is God, and the Holy Ghost
is God. And yet there are not three Gods,
but one God. So likewise the Father is Lord,
the Son Lord, and the Holy Ghost Lord. And
yet not three Lords, but one Lord. For like
as we are compelled by the Christian verity
to acknowledge every person by himself to
be God and Lord, so are we forbidden by
the catholic religion to say there be three
Gods and three Lords. The Father is made
of none, neither created nor begotten. The
Son is of the Father alone; not made, nor
created, but begotten. The Holy Ghost is of
the Father and of the Son; neither made,
nor created, nor begotten, but proceeding.
So there is one Father, not three Fathers;
one Son, not three Sons; one Holy Ghost,
not three Holy Ghosts. And in this Trinity
none is afore or after other; none is greater
or less than another. But the whole three
persons are coeternal together, and coequal.
So that in all things, as is aforesaid, the Unity
in Trinity and the Trinity in Unity is to be
worshipped. He therefore that will be saved
must thus think of the Trinity. Furthermore,
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it is necessary to everlasting salvation that
he also believe rightly the incarnation of our
Lord Jesus Christ. For the right faith is that
we believe and confess that our Lord Jesus
Christ, the Son of God, is God and man. God
of the substance of the Father, begotten be-
fore the worlds; and man of the substance
of his mother, born in the world. Perfect God
and perfect man, of a reasonable soul and
human flesh subsisting. Equal to the Father
as touching his Godhead, and inferior to the
Father as touching his manhood. Who, al-
though he be God and man, yet he is not
two, but one Christ. One, not by conversion
of the Godhead into flesh, but by taking of
the manhood into God. One altogether, not
by confusion of substance, but by unity of
person. For as the reasonable soul and flesh
is one man, so God and man is one Christ.
Who suffered for our salvation, descended
into hell, rose again the third day from the
dead. He ascended into heaven, he sitteth
on the right hand of the Father, God Al-
mighty. From whence he shall come to judge
the quick and the dead. At whose coming
all men shall rise again with their bodies,
and shall give account for their own works.
And they that have done good shall go into
life everlasting, and they that have done evil
into everlasting fire. This is the catholic faith
which, except a man believe faithfully, he
cannot be saved. Glory be to the Father, and
to the Son, and to the Holy Ghost. As it was
in the beginning, is now, and ever shall be,
world without end. Amen.”

ATHEISM

Scripturally, a term which designates
those “without God” (Eph. 2:12, where the
Greek is atheos). Broadly, however, atheism
is the denial of God.

Practical atheists are simply godless per-
sons who, whatever their theoretical be-
liefs, live as if there were no God, and
who do not therefore reckon with Him in
their manner of life.

Theoretical atheists are those who seek by
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rational argument to justify their assertion
that there is no God. They are subdivided
into three groups:

1. Dogmatic atheists, who flatly deny the
existence of God.

2. Sceptical atheists, who doubt the ability
of the human mind to determine whether
or not there is a God (see Agnosticism).

3. Critical atheists, who hold that there is no
valid proof of the existence of God.

Such distinctions, while useful, should not
becloud the basic fact: all these classes of
theoretical atheists wilfully delude them-
selves that Rom. 1:20 and 2:15 are false.

All atheism founders on the rock of pur-
poseless existence. A universe produced as
the result of mindless randomness has no
meaning, no destiny, and ultimately no real
worth. And it furnishes no basis for moral
behaviour. Atheistic moral codes are at best
the norms that a society evolves for the ease
of most of its members. Nothing is intrinsi-
cally moral or immoral.

This is a dilemma every Western society
is grappling with. Having accepted the athe-
istic dogma of evolution* and espoused the
atheistic religion of secular humanism,* men
are hard put to find a basis for ethical*
behaviour. Without any recognized basis for
moral authority, Western societies are being
forced to accept more and more wickedness
as “normal.” Atheism, seeking to remove God
from the throne of human hearts, has suc-
ceeded only in reducing man to the level of
brute beasts (Psa. 49:20; 2 Pet. 2:12).

The failure of atheism is guaranteed by
the fact that our Creator has written His law
on men’s hearts (Rom. 2:14, 15). Man can-
not escape his Creator, whom he will inevi-
tably face as his judge (Rom. 2:12, 16).

ATONEMENT

The satisfaction* of divine justice by the
Lord Jesus Christ in His active and pas-
sive obedience (i.e., His life and death),
which procures for His people a perfect
salvation.



The Bible Terms

The OT verb kaphar, which is translated
“to make atonement,” means “to cover
over”—so as not to be seen. The word salach,
translated “to forgive,” has the meaning of
“lightness,” “lifting up,” “to be at rest or
peace” (Gesenius), or “to be sent away,” “to
let go” (Young). Shedd says: “The connec-
tion of ideas then in the Hebrew text ap-
pears to be this: the suffering of the substitute
bullock or ram has the effect to cover over
the guilt of the real criminal and to make it
invisible to the eyes of God... When this is
done the transgressor is at rest.”

In the Septuagint translation of the He-
brew Scriptures, kaphar was rendered by the
Greek exilaskomai, and salach by aphiemi.
The NT also makes use of these words and
so stamps the added shades of meaning in
them with divine authority. The NT word
hilaskomai means “to propitiate” or “to ap-
pease.” Aphiemi means “to release,” or “to
let go.” Again Shedd notes: “By the suffer-
ing of the sinner’s atoning substitute, the di-
vine wrath on sin is propitiated, and as a
consequence of this propitiation, the pun-
ishment due to sin is released and not in-
flicted upon the transgressor. This release,
or non-infliction of penalty, is forgiveness in
the Biblical representation.”

Thus in the word of God, forgiveness is
always connected with the atonement and
remission or release with the propitiation,
as a matter of effect to cause. The word
atonement appears only once in our AV, in
Rom. 5:11. Here the Greek katallage more
properly signifies “reconciliation,” but the
thought is of reconciliation on the ground of
a satisfaction having been made.

The Characteristics of the
Atonement
1. Ttis vicarious or substitutionary. It was ren-
dered by the Lord Jesus Christ for His people,
i.e., not merely for their benefit, but “in their
place” (Matt. 20:28). (See Substitution.)
2. Suffering is an essential element in the
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atonement (Luke 9:22; 24:26; Matt. 16:21).
In Matt. 27:34, Christ on the cross refused
to have His pain deadened. His sufferings
were penal on account of His bearing our
sin (1 Pet. 2:24). (See Sufferings of Christ)
3. Itis objective—i.e., it makes its primary im-
pression on God, to whom it is offered.

4. It is necessary. God has decreed it as the
only way whereby He could be just and yet
save sinners. Thus the necessity of the atone-
ment is based on God’s nature and God’s
will. By nature He is holy and must punish
sin; by His gracious will He has decreed the
salvation of His elect. Christ’s work of atone-
ment is the only way to execute that gra-
cious purpose. “The Son of man must be
lifted up” (John 3:14).

5. It is definite —i.e., Christ made atonement
with a definite purpose in view. That pur-
pose was to save sinners. This view is in sharp
contrast with the Arminian view that Christ’s
death merely made salvation possible. Defi-
nite atonement emphasizes that in His death
Christ was actually the substitute and surety
for all for whom He died.

6. It was particular: it was made specifically
for God’s elect. Calvinists hold that Christ
gave Himself for His church (Eph. 5:25) and
laid down His life for His sheep (John 10:15).
Arminians and universalists hold that He of-
fered up a sacrifice equally for each and
every man. The Calvinist asks, “Why then
are not all men saved?” Arminians answer,
“Because of the unbelief of some.” To this
the Calvinist replies, “Is not unbelief a sin?
Is it not therefore covered by the death of
Christ? Or, did He die for all our sin, except
our unbelief?”

The Calvinist position is that the blood of
Christ is sufficient to save each and every
man who ever lived, but is efficient to save
only God’s elect. John Owen’s famous sum-
mary of the situation put it like this:

a. Either, Christ died for all the sins of
all men—in which case all men must
be saved;

b. Or, He died for some of the sins of
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all men, in which case none will be
saved;

¢. Or, He died for all the sins of some

men—in which case, while some are
lost, some will be saved.

We know that conclusions (a) and (b) are

unscriptural, and that (c) is an accurate state-
ment of scriptural fact. Clearly, Christ died to
make atonement for all the sins of His elect,
His Church, His sheep, those given to Him by
His Father (John 6:37; 17:2, 6, 9, 19).
7. It is successful. What God aimed at in the
atonement is exactly what He accomplished,
and what He accomplished is exactly what
He aimed at. Isaiah 53:11 tells us of the
Lord’s entire satisfaction with His sacrificial
work. The great anthem of Rev. 5 allows no
room for the thought that Jesus tried to ac-
complish a lot more than He actually did.

Also, the entire doctrine of gospel assur-
ance depends on the fact that Christ’s atone-
ment cannot fail to accomplish its end.
Christ did not merely attempt to bear away
our sin; He did it. He did not seek to re-
deem us; He did it. The cause and effect
inherent in the message of the Cross is clear
in such texts as 2 Cor. 5:21: “He [God] hath
made him to be sin for us, who knew no
sin, that we might be made the righteous-
ness of God in him.” All for whom Christ
was made sin must of necessity be made
the righteousness of God in Him. His suf-
fering cannot be in vain.

See Universal Terms; various theories of
the atonement are dealt with in their alpha-
betical order: see Example Theory; Govern-
mental Theory; Hypothetical Universalism;
Moral Influence Theory; Mystical Theory;
Ransom to Satan Theory; Recapitulation
Theory; Satisfaction Theory; Vicarious Re-
pentance Theory.

ATTRIBUTES OF GOD

The divine perfections; the characteris-
tics of the Divine Being. The Shorter Cat-
echism sets them out as follows: “God is a
spirit infinite, eternal, and unchangeable, in
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His being, wisdom, power, holiness, justice,
goodness and truth.”

Theologians have suggested certain divi-
sions in the classification of God’s attributes:
1. Natural and Moral Attributes i.e., the at-
tributes which belong to His essence (as
distinct from His will) are called natural,
while those like truth, holiness, goodness,
justice, etc., are called moral. The basic ob-
jection to this classification, or at least to
the terms used to describe it, is that the
“moral” attributes are just as essential to
God, and therefore “natural,” as those called
“natural” attributes.

2. Absolute and Relative Attributes. The ab-
solute attributes are those which belong to
the essence of God considered in itself, while
the relative attributes belong to His creation.
Again, the objection may be raised that at-
tributes like wisdom, power, holiness, and
truth belong just as absolutely to the divine
essence as, say, eternity.

3. Immanent or Intransitive, and Emanent or
Transitive Attributes. This classification dis-
tinguishes between those attributes which
do not go forth and operate outside of the
divine essence (immanent), and those which
do issue forth and produce effects external
to God (emanent). This is a better classifica-
tion than the one above, but it has been
objected to on the ground that if some at-
tributes are purely immanent, we could have
no knowledge of them. This is not a weighty
objection: the power and wisdom of God,
which under this classification are emanent
attributes, could well impart the knowledge
that God has immanent attributes like sim-
plicity, infinity, eternity, and immutability.
4. Incommunicable and Communicable At-
tributes. This is the most common classifica-
tion. The incommunicable attributes are
those of which there is nothing analogous in
the creature (e.g., aseity®); the communicable
attributes are those to which the properties
of the human spirit bear some analogy (e.g.,
power, knowledge). This classification also
labours under a difficult objection that since



in all His perfections God is infinite, He does
not communicate any of them to the crea-
ture. Man’s life is derived from God by cre-
ation, and therefore we say that God’s aseity,
His self-existence, is incommunicable. But
man’s power, knowledge, etc., are equally
derived from God by creation and cannot
be thought of in any way as being a com-
munication of God’s infinite power and
knowledge. Such difficulties of classification
are to be expected in any finite description
of the infinite God.

ATTRITION

Imperfect contrition. The term was intro-
duced by the schoolmen (see Scholasticism)
in the 12th century after they had made
penance a sacrament.* Contrition meant
complete repentance, with a crushing sense
of sin; attrition meant an incomplete repen-
tance, with a lesser degree of sorrow arising
chiefly from a servile fear of hell. The Council
of Trent confirmed the distinction as official
Roman Catholic dogma.

While it does not in itself lead to justification,
according to Rome, atirition will achieve that end
by means of penance and priestly absolution.

AUCHTERARDER CREED

A statement of belief framed by the
Presbytery of Auchterarder, Perthshire, Scot-
land, to be put to all candidates for the min-
istry, in addition to the questions already
prescribed. Its aim was to erect safeguards
for the preaching of the gospel of free grace
against the prevailing ideas of the necessity
of special preparation for grace. One of its
propositions was, “I believe that it is not
sound and orthodox to teach that we must
forsake sin in order to our coming to Christ,
and instating us in covenant with God.”

When a student, William Craig, com-
plained to the General Assembly of 1717,
the Assembly condemned the Presbytery’s
proposition as “unsound and most detest-
able.” The next year a Commission of the
Assembly reported that the Presbytery was

AUGUSTINIANISM

“sound and orthodox,” though it had ex-
pressed its meaning in “words very unwar-
rantable and exceptionable.”

Though it sounds strange to modern defend-
ers of Reformed orthodoxy, the Auchterarder
proposition was the production of the truly evan-
gelical section of the Church of Scotland. The
wording was clumsy and harsh and lent itself
to grave misrepresentation. The framers in-
tended to avoid the dead religion of those who
made repentance a precondition of faith and
thereby produced a dry, moralistic religion of
works. The way they expressed themselves gave
rise to the charge that they were antinomians
who were enemies of all gospel holiness.

On learning of the Assembly’s stand
against the Auchterarder brethren, Thomas
Boston introduced a friend to a little book
he had discovered and which in his estima-
tion was the best scriptural statement of the
issues involved. That book, The Marrow of
Modern Divinity, was soon republished. Its
appearance and popularity led to the famous
Marrow* controversy, which shook the
Church of Scotland much more deeply than
the Auchterarder Creed dispute had done.
The Marrow and its supporters, the
Marrowmen, defended the positions the
Presbytery of Auchterarder had sought to
establish and, in the course of their defence,
produced one of the most powerful state-
ments of evangelical Calvinism ever written.

AUGSBURG CONFESSION

The statement of belief drawn up by Martin
Luther and Philip Melanchthon and presented
to the Emperor and Imperial Diet in Augsburg
on June 25, 1530. It is in two parts: the first
contains twenty-one articles of faith; the sec-
ond lists the leading abuses that needed reform.

AUGUSTINIANISM
The philosophical and theological system
of Augustine (A.D. 354-430), Bishop of
Hippo. Though deficient in his understand-
ing of such doctrines as baptism* (he held
to baptismal regeneration*) and the church*
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(in these particulars his teachings were taken
up by others and developed into the Roman
Catholic views of the church and sacra-
ments*), Augustine taught salvation by grace
alone. What is usually called Calvinism* is
in the main Augustinianism.

AUTHENTICITY
A word used of a Bible book to indicate
that it was written by its professed (human)
author at the time and under the circum-
stances claimed or implied in Scripture.
See Genuineness.

AUTHORITY

The right to bind the conscience in mat-
ters of faith and to command the will in
matters of practice. This right belongs prop-
erly to God alone. However, He has given
us the declaration of His mind and will on
matters of faith and practice in His word and
has made that written word our sole rule of
belief and behaviour. He has vested this
authority in the church,* its confessions, its
ministers, and its courts only so far as what
they teach and command is scriptural.

“The whole counsel of God, concerning
all things necessary for his own glory, man’s
salvation, faith, and life, is either expressly
set down in Scripture, or by good and nec-
essary consequence may be deduced from
Scripture: unto which nothing at anytime is
to be added whether by new revelations of
the Spirit, or traditions of men” (Westminster
Confession of Faith, chap. 1, sec. 6).

So in the two areas of faith and practice,
authority belongs alone to God and is vested
in the Scriptures. As to matters of faith, the
Confession says:

“God alone is Lord of the conscience, and
hath left it free from the doctrines and com-
mandments of men which are in anything
contrary to his Word, or beside it, in matters
of faith or worship. So that to believe such
doctrines, or to obey such commandments
out of conscience, is to betray true liberty of
conscience: and the requiring of an implicit
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faith, and an absolute and blind obedience,
is to destroy liberty of conscience, and rea-
son also” (chap. 30, sec. 2).

As to practice, it goes on to state the scrip-
tural limits of the authority of church offic-
ers to impose censures (church discipline) on
members whose behaviour they condemn:

“To these officers the keys of the king-
dom of heaven are committed, by virtue
whereof they have power respectively to
retain and remit sins, to shut the kingdom
against the impenitent, both by the Word
and censures; and to open it unto penitent
sinners, by the ministry of the gospel and by
absolution from censures, as occasion shall
require” (chap. 30, sec. 2).

This power is ministerial, not priestly. That
is, it lies in the application of the Scriptures
to the offender and his offence. It does not
lie in any authority inherent in the office of
those administering the censure. The Con-
Jfession makes this point very plainly in deal-
ing with the proper exercise of authority by
church courts. In chapter 30, sections 2 and
3 (quoting Acts 15; 16:4; Matt. 18:17-20
for section 2, and Eph. 2:20; Acts 17:11;
1 Cor. 2:5; 2 Cor. 1:24 for section 3) it states:

“It belongeth to synods and councils min-
isterially to determine controversies of faith
and cases of conscience; to set down rules
and directions for the better ordering of the
public worship of God and government of
his Church; to receive complaints in cases of
maladministration, and authoritatively to de-
termine the same: which decrees and deter-
minations, if consonant to the Word of God,
are to be received with reverence and sub-
mission not only for their agreement with
the Word, but also for the power whereby
they are made, as being an ordinance of God,
appointed thereunto in his Word. All syn-
ods and councils since the apostles’ times,
whether general or particular, may err, and
many have erred, therefore they are not to
be made the rule of faith or practice, but to
be used as an help in both.”

This is a vital principle. It guarantees the



liberty of God’s people. Any attempt to
usurp God'’s authority and vest it in any man,
council of men, or office is both unscriptural
and tyrannical.

Over against all this, the Church of Rome
has developed a theory of authority that is
vested in men because of the offices they
occupy. To Rome a teaching is authentic
because it is taught by the authority of one
who holds a canonically recognized office
in the church. While the First Vatican Coun-
cil (Dogmatic Constitution of the Catholic Faith)
stated, “We believe that what God has re-
vealed is true. .. because of the authority of
God who reveals it,” Rome has assumed a
magisterial authority for her bishops, who
in turn depend on the pope “for the actual-
ization of their authority” (John A. Hardon,
SJ., The Catholic Catechism, p. 223).

According to Rome, the right to teach
and govern authoritatively resides in the
episcopacy. They have the right to “direct
the people of God according to norms of
worship and conduct that are binding on
the consciences of the faithful” (Hardon,
p- 222). However, this right is strictly lim-
ited to their continued union with the
pope, which “determines whether and
how much authority the bishops actually
exercise” (Hardon, p. 223).

For his part, the pope is dependent on no
bishop or college of bishops: “In virtue of
his office, that is, as vicar of Christ and pas-
tor of the whole church, the Roman Pontiff
has full, supreme, and universal power over
the church. He is always free to exercise this
power” (Vatican II, Dogmatic Constitution on
the Church, 3.22).

Rome derives all this authority from the
imagined primacy of Peter and the invest-
ment of the bishops of Rome with his pon-
tifical position and authority. It is a baseless
invention. In the NT Peter never exercised
any such pontifical office, and certainly the
other inspired apostles did not depend on
him for their authority, which they had di-
rectly from Christ. In Acts 15, at the council

AVE MARIA

of Jerusalem, it would appear that James, not
Peter, was in the chair. But even if it could
be shown that Peter did exercise a greater
authority than the rest of the apostles, there
is not the slightest suggestion that such au-
thority was to be passed on to the bishops
of Rome in all succeeding generations.

The exercise of authority outside the strict
limits of Scripture is antagonistic to the lib-
erty of Christians. It makes men the judges
of Scripture, and it lends the colour of di-
vine favour to the indefensible campaigns
of persecution that have long been the
favourite weapons of authoritarian church-
men to subjugate people whose only crime
has been to allow no man to come between
them and Christ.

AUTOGRAPHA
The original manuscripts of the Scriptures.*

AUTOSOTERISM

The doctrine that man is the author of
his own salvation, or that he is saved
chiefly on the ground of his own merit
and obedience.

AUTOTHEOS, AUTOTHEOTES

The self-existence and non-derived deity
possessed by each of the persons in the Trin-
ity.* It is therefore the antithesis of all no-
tions of subordination* within the triune
essence of God. While many orthodox writ-
ers from very early times have not scrupled
to speak of the Father as the fountain, root,
or origin of the deity of the Son and of the
Holy Spirit and of the Father eternally com-
municating His deity with all its attributes
to them (see Eternal Generation; Proces-
sion of the Spirif), this is in at least verbal
contradiction to their assertions that all the
persons in the Trinity are consubstantial* and
possess all the attributes of the undivided
divine essence, including self-existence.

AVE MARIA
Latin for “Hail Mary,” the angel Gabriel’s
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AWAKENING

salutation to the virgin Mary when he vis-
ited her to tell her that she would miracu-
lously conceive a Son (Luke 1:28). The
Roman Catholic church has turned an an-
gelic salutation into an idolatrous supplica-
tion. The Hail Mary is:

“Hail Mary, full of grace! The Lord is with
thee; blessed art thou among women, and
blessed is the fruit of thy womb, Jesus. Holy
Mary, Mother of God, pray for us sinners,
now at the hour of our death. Amen.”

The use of this prayer can be traced to
the 11th century. There is no scriptural war-
rant for it. Indeed, its use is a violation of all
the word of God teaches about true prayer.

AWAKENING

This has been used in two senses in theo-
logical literature:
1. An arousal to a sense of sin and need
of Christ—i.e., conviction which precedes
conversion.
2. A general revival of religion.

AZAZEL

The Hebrew word azazel appears four
times in Scripture, all in Lev. 16 (vv. 8, 10,
26). The AV rightly translates it “scapegoat.”
On the Day of Atonement, the high priest
had to take two goats, which together made
one sin offering unto the Lord (Lev. 16:5),
and cast lots over them.

In this way, one goat was appointed to
be slain and later wholly burned. The sec-
ond goat was left alive and, after the high
priest had laid his hands on it to confess
the iniquity of Israel over it, was sent away
into the wilderness.

Typically, both goats, constituting one sin
offering, prefigure Christ. The first prefig-
ures Him bearing the penalty due to the
sins of His people; the second prefigures
Him clearing the record of His people and
removing from them forever the obligation
to suffer the penalty of their sin.

It is this second goat that is called azazel.
The word is a compound of ez, “goat,” and
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azal, “to go away, depart.” It can signify noth-
ing other than the scapegoat, or the goat that
“went away” into the wilderness.

However, strange opinions have been
voiced about this word, and the RV lends
colour to these ideas by making it a proper
name, rendering it Azazel. Some scholars’
interpretation, avidly seized by Seventh Day
Adventism,* makes Azazel a name for Sa-
tan. Seventh Day Adventist teaching goes
on to say that the sins of God’s people will
be removed by being laid on Satan—so Sa-
tan actually bears away sin and is part of
the great sin offering of Christ to His Father
(for in Lev. 16 only one offering is typified
by the two goats, v. 5).

The simple fact is that azazel is not a
proper name. It does not mean Satan. There
is nothing in the etymology or usage of the
word to allow such an interpretation. It is
part of the OT picture of Christ as the one
who vicariously bore our sins.

See Textual Criticism of the Old Testa-
ment for further discussion of the Hebrew
term.



BABYLONIAN CAPTIVITY OF THE
CHURCH

1. The name given by the Roman Catho-
lic church to the period 1309-1378 when,
under the controlling influence of France,
the papacy was removed from the Vatican
to Avignon.

2. The title of Martin Luther’s strong po-
lemic (published 1520) against the Roman
Catholic sacramentalism,* especially the
dogma that the mass* is an expiatory sacri-
fice. Luther believed that such unscriptural
impositions brought the people of God un-
der bondage.

BAHAISM

A syncretistic religion of Persian Moham-
medan origin, with its world headquarters
in Haifa, Israel. It was founded by Mirza
Husayn Ali (1818-92), who took the title
Baha-ullah, “glory of God.” The myth is that
the last true successor of Mohammed, who
disappeared in the tenth century, never died
but lived on to reappear later to fill the earth
with justice. Baha-ullah is the fulfilment of
this purpose, the last in the line of proph-
ets—Abraham, Moses, Christ, and Moham-
med. Baha'ism takes a little from various
religions, aiming at the unity of all, the elimi-
nation of war, and the evolution of man to
perfect love. Love is the most frequently used
word in the Baha'i vocabulary. Unity based
on the adoption of Hinduism, Islam, Juda-
ism, and Christianity is its aim. Doctrine is
not important. Only unity and brotherhood
matter. That is its basic “theology.”

As a religion, it is far removed from Bibli-
cal truth, but has much in common with Spir-
itism* and Theosophy.* Its prophet claimed
to be God (Star of the West, official Baha'i

organ, Feb. 7, 1914) and stands condemned
by the plain statements of the Scriptures, e.g,,
Matt. 24:24, 26; Col. 1:19; 2:3, 9.

BAPTISM
The Institution of Baptism

Christian baptism was instituted by the
Lord Jesus Christ after He had finished the
work of atonement* and had risen from the
dead. Berkhof draws attention to the fact
that the Lord Jesus prefaced the great com-
mission, with its reference to baptism, with
the words, “all power [authority] is given unto
me in heaven and in earth.” He remarks,
“Clothed with that mediatorial authority, He
instituted Christian baptism and thus made
it binding for all generations” (Systematic
Theology, p. 624). Almost all Christians agree
that Christ's command is binding on all suc-
ceeding generations, though some extreme
dispensationalists maintain that water baptism
belongs to the Kingdom Age and that only the
baptism of the Spirit has any place in the church.

The Baptismal Formula

In Matt. 28:19, the Lord Jesus Christ com-
manded His disciples to baptize “in the name
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy
Ghost.” The phrase denotes more than “on
the authority of,” and carries in it the thought
of “in relation to” or “with regard to,” em-
phasizing that baptism signifies a new rela-
tionship, a new faith, and a new obedience.

While Matt. 28:19 is usually called the
baptismal formula, it is not commanded to
be used as such. The verse states as a fact
that Christian baptism signifies a new rela-
tionship with the Triune God. It does not
stipulate a necessary form of words, as can
be seen from the apostolic emphasis on bap-
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tism “in the name of Jesus Christ.” It is sig-
nificant that water baptism is in the name of
Christ; spiritual baptism (1 Cor. 12:13; see
Regeneration) is “into Jesus Christ” (Rom.
6:3). This reminds us that water baptism sig-
nifies a profession of faith and does not in
itself bring one into the reality of union with
Christ. Only the Holy Spirit can do that, and
water baptism is not necessary to His work.
Various prepositions are used in the
phrase “in the name of.” In Acts 2:38, the
preposition epi is used and “probably refers
to a baptism on the confession of Jesus as
the Messiah” (Berkhof, Systematic Theology,
p. 625). In Acts 10:48, en is used with the
thought “on the authority of Jesus Christ.”
In all other references, eis is used, with the
thought “in relation to Jesus Christ.”

The Meaning of Baptism

The Westminster Confession of Faith
teaches that baptism is more than the sol-
emn admission of a person into the visible
church. It is also “a sign and seal of the cov-
enant of grace, of his ingrafting into Christ,
of regeneration, of remission of sins, and of
his giving up unto God through Jesus Christ,
to walk in newness of life” (Rom. 4:11; Col.
2:11, 12; Gal. 3:27; Rom. 6:5; Titus 3:5;
Acts 2:38; 22:16; Rom. 6:3, 4). The Con-
fession holds that baptism is a sign and seal
of our union with Christ, “seal” being used
in the sense of a token, pledge, confirma-
tion, or assurance.

The Heidelberg Catechism, Q. 69, states:
“Christ has appointed the outward washing
with water and added the promise that I
am washed with His Blood and Spirit from
the pollution of my soul, that is, from all my
sins, as certainly as I am washed outwardly
with water, by which the filthiness of the
body is commonly washed away.”

Thus, purification is essential to the sym-
bolism of baptism (Acts 2:38; 22:16), and
union with Christ is its basic significance.

The Efficacy of Baptism
Protestantism rejects all shades of bap-
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tismal regeneration and the popish notion
that the sacrament operates opus operatum.*
Baptism is not essential to salvation. In Rom.
4:9-11, Paul carefully distinguishes three
things: (1) the righteousness upon which we
are accepted by God; (2) faith, by which we
appropriate that righteousness; and (3) the
seal, which is an after-deed. “It assumes or
takes for granted, the validity of the previ-
ous transaction. It proceeds upon the sup-
position, first, of the covenant being itself
made and ratified, exclusively on the foot-
ing of the perfect righteousness of God; and,
secondly, of its being made over to me, and
made practically and personally mine, ex-
clusively through faith” (R. S. Candlish, Ex-
position of Genesis, p. 176). Thus, baptism
is neither the meritorious cause of our sal-
vation, nor the instrument by which it is
appropriated.

Against this view, some sects quote Acts
2:38; 22:16; and 1 Pet. 3:21. Acts 2:38
and 1 Pet. 3:21 are fully discussed under
Baptismal Regeneration.*

Acts 22:16 must be understood in a sac-
ramental or symbolic way. Paul was saved
on the Damascus road, for there he acknowl-
edged Jesus as Lord (Acts 9:5, 6), and this
is proof of the regenerating grace of the Holy
Spirit (1 Cor. 12:3). Thus, the baptismal
washing was symbolic of the spiritual cleans-
ing he had already received.

Were baptism necessary to salvation,
what would become of all the OT saints?
Or the penitent thief? Or infants who die
unbaptized? It is of fundamental importance
to recognize that salvation is by free grace,
on the ground of Christ’s righteousness, re-
ceived by faith alone. However the sacra-
ments may express and strengthen that faith,
they are not the instrument of salvation.

The Modes of Baptism
Most Christians, with the notable excep-
tion of Baptists,* hold that baptism may be
validly administered by immersion, pour-
ing, or sprinkling. Baptists insist that the



symbolism of burial demands immersion
and furthermore that the verb baptizo “al-
ways signifies to dip; never expressing any-
thing but mode” (Carson, Baptism in its
Mode and Subjects).

NT usage does not justify such an asser-
tion. In Mark 7:4, we read of the Pharisees
washing before meals and of their ceremo-
nial washing of various household items, the
last of which is “tables” or “couches,” the
beds on which they reclined at meals. In both
cases baptizo is used, and it is clear that im-
mersion is out of the question. Furthermore,
how can immersion be read into baptizo in
Matt. 3:11; Luke 11:37, 38; 12:50; 1 Cor.
10:2; 12:13? In the OT many of the washings
(“baptizings”) were by sprinkling (Num. 8:7;
19:13, 20; Ezek. 36:25; Heb. 9:10), and
there is nothing to suggest that such a mode
is no longer valid. Indeed, the evidence of
the Didache* is that multiple modes of bap-
tism were observed in the early church.

The Subjects of Baptism

Terms of the Dispute. This is the most vexed
area of the baptismal controversy. Baptists,
often making baptism merely a badge of pro-
fession and testimony and the door to join-
ing the church, hold that only believers may
be scripturally baptized. The Reformed
churches generally—holding it to be the sign
and seal of the covenant—believe that it
should also be administered to the children
of believers. They do not oppose adult bap-
tism and recognize that it must be preceded
by a profession of faith (Mark 16:16; Acts
2:41; 16:31-33), but they insist that the chil-
dren of baptized believers should be bap-
tized because God has included them in the
covenant (Acts 2:39).

Baptists argue that the NT nowhere com-
mands infant baptism, nor does it afford any
examples of it. Both these points are admit-
ted by paedobaptists, though they point out
that in the NT we read of whole households
being baptized and hold, especially in the
light of the OT and of the example of pros-
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elyte baptisms among the Jews, that there is
little doubt that the children of the house
were included.

Paedobaptists hold that in the missionary
situation of the early church, the emphasis
naturally would fall on adult baptism. But
Berkhof remarks, “At the same time, the lan-
guage of the NT is perfectly consistent with
a continuation of the organic administration
of the covenant, which required the circum-
cision of children, Matt. 19:14; Mark 10:13—
16; Acts 2:39; 1 Cor. 7:14.

Baptism and Circumcision. The allusion to
circumcision holds the key to the controversy.
Baptists hold that the parallelism is invalid:
“Nor does it serve to introduce the OT sign
of circumcision. There is certainly a kinship
between the signs. But there are also great
differences. The fact that one was given to
infant boys on a fixed day is no argument
for giving the other to all children some time
in infancy. They belong, if not to different
covenants, at least to different dispensations
of the one covenant: the one to a prepara-
tory stage, when a national people was
singled out and its sons belonged naturally
to the people of God; the other to the
fulfilment, when the Israel of God is spiri-
tual and children are added by spiritual
rather than natural regeneration. In any case,
God Himself gave a clear command to cir-
cumcise the male descendants of Abraham;
he has given no similar command to baptize
the male and female descendants of Chris-
tians” (Baker’s Dictionary of Theology).

Paedobaptists, however, hold that the cov-
enant made with Abraham was essentially
spiritual and that circumcision was its sign and
seal. NT quotations indicate the spiritual na-
ture of the covenant (Rom. 4:16-18; Gal. 3:8,
9, 14, 16; Heb. 8:10; 11:9, 10, 13). Also, cir-
cumcision had a spiritual significance (Deut.
10:16; 30:6; Jer. 4:4; 9:25, 26; Rom. 2:26-
29; 4:11). That all this cannot be divorced
from the gospel is clear from Gal. 3:8, where
the promise of the Abrahamic covenant is
specifically termed “the gospel.” Thus, the
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covenant made with Abraham is the same
covenant which is called “the new covenant”
and which Christians enjoy. We are justified
on the same ground as Abraham. We are
said to be “blessed with faithful Abraham”
(Gal. 3:9). Justification by faith in Christ is
said to be “the blessing of Abraham,” which
“comes on the Gentiles through Jesus Christ”
(Gal. 3:14).

All this points to unity and continuity.
Colossians 2:11-13 shows circumcision and
baptism to have the same spiritual signifi-
cance, and since circumcision was applicable
to children, then “without an express inti-
mation to the contrary, the practice of ad-
ministering the initiatory seal of the
covenant to infants would be kept up, as a
matter of course, under the gospel. It re-
quired no formal injunction to warrant its
continuance, but very explicit authority must
be produced to enable the church to set it
aside” (Candlish, p. 180).

Ursinus, the coauthor of the Heidelberg
Catechism, reduced this argument to a simple
syllogism: “Under the Old Testament, infants
were circumcised as well as adults. Baptism
occupies the place of circumcision in the New

Testament and has the same use circumci-’

sion had in the Old Testament. Therefore
infants are to be baptized as well as adults”
(Commentary of Ursinus, p. 367).

Peter Edwards on Baptism. Peter Edwards,
a Baptist pastor who set out to write a work
to establish the Baptist position and who was
convinced of paedobaptism by his research
for that projected work, sums up the Baptist
and paedobaptist position to support the
scripturalness of the latter:

Baptist arguments are basically two:
1. Only those who are expressly given a right
to the ordinance by Scripture may receive
baptism. Children are not so mentioned and
therefore may not be baptized. Peter
Edwards replies that by the same token
women would have to be debarred from the
Lord’s table, but Baptists admit them, rightly
but inconsistently. Clearly the NT does not
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set out to give express rights to all who may
receive a sacrament.

2. Faith and repentance are required in or-
der to baptism. Infants cannot exercise these;
therefore, infants may not be baptized.

Edwards replies that all such require-
ments were made of adults. Thus the argu-
ment really is this: faith and repentance are
required of adults in order to be baptized,
but infants cannot exercise these; therefore,
infants may not be baptized. Logically, such
an argument is useless, for the premise does
not lead to the conclusion.

Furthermore, Edwards argues, the same
logic would prove that

a. Infants may not be circumcised (Rom.
2:25; Gal. 5:3—they could not keep
the law);

b. Infants cannot be saved (Mk. 16:16—if
infants are imported at all into this text,
it proves that an infant dying is lost);

¢. Christ should not have been baptized,
for He could not repent.

Edwards’ case is that each conclusion is
wrong because the argument which pro-
duced it is wrong.

Paedobaptist arguments are basically three:
1. Infants of believers were in the OT ad-
mitted to membership in God’s visible
church, and that by a religious rite.

2. Such membership has never been set
aside in Scripture—Rom. 11:17, 18, 23, 24,
Eph. 2:14; Mark 10:14; Luke 9:47, 48 (cf.
Rom. 14:1; Matt. 10:40); Acts 2:39. All in-
dicate the opposite.

3. Since infants must be received into the
visible church (Luke 9:47, 48), it must be
with or without baptism. Since Scripture
warrants no reception into the visible church
without baptism, the admission of infants
must be with baptism.

A Baptist Covenant Theologian on Paedo-
baptism. Paul K. Jewett, while affirming his
acceptance of covenant theology,* rejected
such arguments, especially the analogy of
baptism to circumcision. Unlike some Bap-
tist controversialists who reduce circumci-



sion to being the mark of citizenship in the
Jewish nation, Jewett admits, “There is a fun-
damental affinity of meaning between cir-
cumcision in the Old Testament and baptism
in the New” (Infant Baptism and the Covenant
of Grace, p. 87). However, in dealing with
the covenant, he argues that the “affinity of
the old with the new must be counterbal-
anced by a proper emphasis on the diver-
sity between the two” (Jewett, p. 90). Jewett
pressed the argument as follows:

“With the advent of Messiah—the prom-
ised seed par excellence—and the Pentecos-
tal effusion of the Spirit, the salvation
contained in the promise to Israel was
brought nigh. No longer was it a hope on
the distant horizon but rather an accom-
plished fact in history. Then—and for our
discussion, this THEN is of capital signifi-
cance—the temporal, earthly, typical ele-
ments of the old dispensation were dropped
from the great house of salvation as scaf-
folding from the finished edifice. It is our
contention that the Paedobaptists, in fram-
ing their argument from circumcision, have
failed to keep this significant historical de-
velopment in clear focus. Proceeding from
the basically correct postulate that baptism
stands in the place of circumcision, they have
urged this analogy to a distortion. They have
so far pressed the unity of the covenant as
to suppress the diversity of its administra-
tion. They have, to be specific, Christianized
the Old Testament and Judaized the New.

“It is this double movement within the
argument from circumcision—reading the
New Testament as though it were the Old
and the Old Testament as though it were
the New—which makes the argument so
easy to use and so difficult to criticize....It
is this compounded error that makes the
Reformed argument for infant baptism, ap-
parently so plausible on a superficial level,
seem utterly confused when one probes it
in depth” (pp. 91-92).

Jewett argued that while it is right for
Christians to read the OT in the light of the

BAPTISM

New, it is unwarrantable to read it as if it
were the New, ignoring the theological sig-
nificance of the terms “Old” and “New.” This,
he claims, is the error paedobaptists make.
He charges that they practically submerge
all the ethnic and national significance of cir-
cumcision under its religious and spiritual
meaning. Jewett goes on to state that there
are two vital considerations that undermine
the evangelical paedobaptists’ contention.
1. In the OT, circumcision had two aspects:
one temporal and earthly, the other eternal
and heavenly.
2. Participation in the earthly aspect (i.e., be-
ing of the physical line of Abraham) was suf-
ficient to establish a person’s right to
circumcision. This is where circumcision and
baptism differ. Baptism has only a single sig-
nificance, one that is spiritual and heavenly.
“No-one in the New Testament times is born
with a right to baptism apart from faith” (p.
97). Evangelical paedobaptists admit that
there is no right to baptism through mere
physical lineage. They admit that the only
right is that of faith. But this admission high-
lights the clear difference between circum-
cision and baptism and invalidates the
paedobaptist argument from the affinity of
baptism with circumcision. The dilemma is
not resolved by the substitution of the faith
of a parent or sponsor in place of the per-
sonal faith of the child. This idea of vicari-
ous faith “is wholly without warrant in the
Scripture and repugnant to the fundamen-
tal truth that no one can receive and rest
upon Christ for salvation by proxy” (p. 184).
Covenant Theology and Believer's Baptism.
Jewett concludes his case against paedobap-
tism by arguing that covenant theology im-
plies “believer baptism” (Jewett prefers this
to the more usual “believer’s baptism”):
“The troubled water of Paedobaptism
can be rendered a clear and flowing stream
if one recognizes that the promise of the
seed made to Abraham had a twofold ref-
erence. In the age of type and anticipation,
it embraced not only those who shared
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Abraham’s faith but also the whole nation
of Israel, which descended from his loins
according to the flesh. In the age of fulfill-
ment the promise embraces the true seed
according to the Spirit, typified by the lit-
eral seed according to the flesh. This true
seed of Abraham is ‘born, not of blood, nor
of the will of the flesh nor of the will of
man, but of God’ (John 1:13). If in the typi-
cal age of the Old Testament all the literal
seed of Abraham are to be circumcised, then
in the age of fulfillment all those who an-
swer to the type as the true seed of Abraham
are to be baptized. And who are they? The
New Testament gives an unequivocal an-
swer: those who are of faith are the sons of
Abraham (Gal. 3:7). Therefore, those who
are of faith are to be baptized—which is pre-
cisely believer baptism” (p. 236).

Significance of Baptism as
Initiatory Rite

After all the disagreement on the subject
of circumcision and its significance for bap-
tism, it is good to be able to quote a
paedobaptist on the two rites as he speaks
on an aspect of the subject on which both
paedobaptists and baptists entirely agree.
Commenting on Gen. 17, Robert Candlish
discussed the propriety of circumcision and
baptism as initiatory symbolic rites:

“It [circumcision] has obvious reference
to Abraham’s approaching paternity, his
having a son, not after the flesh but by prom-
ise; and it is the sign and symbol of some-
thing peculiar and remarkable in the manner
of the birth, as well as of some special purity
and holiness in what was to be born. It has
respect to the seed about to be begotten. It
points to the Messiah, the Saviour about to
be manifested as the righteousness of
God....1t prefigures His assumption of hu-
manity, in a way securing His exemption
from the sinfulness of humanity;... hence,
perhaps, one reason for circumcision, as the
initial or introductory seal for the covenant,
being superseded and another sacrament
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coming in its place. Circumcision pointed to
the future birth of Christ—His assumption
of our nature, pure and perfect. That birth
being accomplished, the propriety of circum-
cision as a sacrament ceases. Any corre-
sponding rite now must be not prospective,
but retrospective....Such a rite accordingly
is baptism....Our baptism signifies our
ingrafting into Christ, as not merely born,
but buried and risen again.... Abraham and
the faithful of old were circumcised into His
birth, the redemption being yet future; we
are baptized into His death, the redemption
being now past” (p. 178).

Toleration of Different Views
on Baptism

The discussion of baptism is all too fre-
quently acrimonious and has led to division
among the people of God. Is there not clearly
a case for holding our views in love for dif-
fering brethren, ensuring that neither adult
nor paedobaptism is so exalted as to become
essential to the gospel and salvation?

‘We must never forget the importance of
baptism. As Calvin taught, the faithful
preaching of the Word and the valid ad-
ministration of the sacraments are essential
marks of a true church. However, Paul’s
words, “Christ sent me not to baptize, but
to preach the gospel” (1 Cor. 1:17), should
teach us to temper our zeal for an exclusive
position on the subject. We ought not to
make our own particular view of baptism
an integral part of the gospel and a ground
for fellowship or separation.

In this spirit, the Free Presbyterian Church
of Ulster has, since its inception, practised
acceptance of both baptist and paedobaptist
believers in its communicant membership
and ministry. Separated unto the Gospel: The
Mission and Work of the Free Presbyterian
Church quotes Article 6a of the church’s Ar-
ticles of Faith: “The Free Presbyterian
Church of Ulster, under Christ the great King
and Head of the Church, realizes that bitter
controversy raging around the mode and



proper subjects of the ordinance of Chris-
tian Baptism has divided the Body of Christ
when that Body should have been united
in Christian love and Holy Ghost power to
stem the onslaughts and hell-inspired as-
saults of modernism, hereby affirms that
each member of the Free Presbyterian
Church shall have liberty to decide for him-
self which courses to adopt on these con-
troversial issues, each member giving due
honour in love to the views held by differ-
ing brethren, but none espousing the error
of baptismal regeneration.”

BAPTISM FOR THE DEAD

Vicarious baptism practised by Mormons
for those who died unbaptized, based on a
perversion of Paul's words in 1 Cor. 15:29.
The Mormon dogma is best understood in
the words of a Mormon apologist:

“Millions of earth’s sons and daughters
have passed out of the body without obey-
ing the law of baptism. Many of them will
gladly accept the word and law of the Lord
when it is proclaimed to them in the spirit
world. But they cannot there attend to ordi-
nances that belong to the sphere which they
have left. Can nothing be done in their case?
Must they forever be shut out of the king-
dom of heaven? Both justice and mercy join
in answering ‘yes’ to the first ‘no’ to the last
question. What, then, is the way of their
deliverance? The living may be baptized for
the dead. Other essential ordinances may
be attended to vicariously. This glorious
truth, hid from human knowledge for cen-
turies, has been made known in this great-
est of all divine dispensations....It gives men
and women the power to become ‘Saviours
on Mount Zion,” Jesus being the great Cap-
tain in the army of redeemers” (C. Penrose,
Mormon Doctrine, p. 48, quoted by J. K. Van
Baalen, Chaos of the Cults, p. 180).

The practice of vicarious baptism for the
dead was prevalent in some second-century
heretical groups. Some trace the practice
back to heathenism. It is possible that it had
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found its way into Corinth as early as the
writing of Paul’s first epistle.

Paul does not endorse or support the prac-
tice. Indeed his language indicates that he
dissociates himself and orthodox believers
from it. He asks, “What shall they do which
are baptized for the dead?” Not “what shall
wedo.” Yet he does use we in the next verse:
“And why stand we in jeopardy every hour?”
If he is referring to vicarious baptism at all,
Paul appears to draw a clear line of demar-
cation between they and we.

His argument is, “The behaviour of those
who are baptized in the place of their un-
baptized friends proves that they believe in
the resurrection of the dead.” Paul is quite
capable of noting beliefs and practices with
which his readers are familiar to support his
own argument.

Some maintain that he could not have re-
ferred to a practice like vicarious baptism
without condemning it. However, a compari-
son between 1 Cor. 8 and 10 will show that
he did at times uncritically refer to things
which he actually condemned. In 1 Cor. 8
he refers to Christians sitting down to eat in
a heathen temple, but he does not stop to
condemn them (though he later does so, 1
Cor. 10). So his lack of condemnation may
mean no more than that this subject is one
of those he “will set in order when I come”
(11:34). The entire disappearance of vicari-
ous baptism from Corinth is taken by many
to support this view.

Many good commentators deny that there
is any reference at all to vicarious baptism
in 1 Cor. 15:29. Some see in it a reference
to newly baptized people taking the place in
the church of those who had died. Others
see it as a reference to those who had been
inspired by the martyrdom of saints to re-
ceive Christ and profess Him in baptism, thus
filling up their vacant places in the church.

From all this it is clear how notoriously
difficult a text 1 Cor. 15:29 is. For the Mor-
mons to construct on it a doctrine of a sec-
ond chance to be saved for those who die in
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their sin is plainly ludicrous. It also betrays
an utterly unscriptural idea of baptism and
its place in the economy of grace, to say
nothing of the heresy it promotes in giving
“men and women the power to become ‘Sav-
iours on Mount Zion.”

BAPTISM OF BLOOD

The doctrine of the Church of Rome that
those who die for the faith being yet un-
baptized are baptized by their death for
and with Christ (Catechism of the Catholic
Church, 111258).

BAPTISM OF DESIRE

The process by which, according to the Ro-
man Catholic church, unbaptized people may
merit eternal life. Rome’s dogmas that bap-
tism Is essential to salvation and that outside
the (Roman) church there is no salvation, raised
questions about the destiny of people in OT
times and of those since the time of Christ who
have never heard the gospel. It would appear
that Rome’s dogmas condemn all who are not
baptized into her communion.

Thomas Aquinas held that prior to Christ
it was sufficient for salvation to believe in
God and in providence. Such belief was
equal to implicit faith in Christ. Others went
further and extended this idea to those
after the time of Christ who live and die
without hearing and responding in bap-
tism to the gospel. They also may be saved
by implicit faith.

Vatican II (Dogmatic Constitution on the Church,
chap. 2, 1116) confirms this as official dogma.

BAPTISMAL REGENERATION

The theory that regeneration is effected by
the means of baptism,* or that it cannot be ef
fected without baptism. Some modify these posi-
tions to allow for exceptions in extreme cases.

Advocates of Baptismal
Regeneration
Baptismal regeneration is the teaching of
very diverse groups.
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Roman Catholics. The Roman Catholic
church teaches it, describing baptism as “the
laver of regeneration” (Council of Trent, Sess.
6, chap. 4). It anathematizes any who dis-
agree: “If any one saith, that baptism is free,
that is, not necessary unto salvation: let him
be anathema” (Canon V). In Rome’s view
baptism signifies, celebrates, and effects the
new birth of the baptized, opus operatum.*

Eastern Orthodox. The Orthodox Confes-
sion of the Eastern Church takes a similar po-
sition: baptism is a regeneration by water
and the Spirit which cleanses and removes
original sin, and without which there is no
entrance to the kingdom of God (Q. 102).
“Baptism is a sacrament, in which a man who
believes, having his body thrice plunged in
water in the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Ghost, dies to the carnal life of
sin, and is born again of the Holy Ghost to a
life spiritual and holy” (Larger Catechism of
the Eastern Church, Q. 288).

Lutherans. Lutheranism also teaches that
baptism is necessary to salvation. Article 9
of the Augsburg Confession (1530) states:
“By Baptism the grace of God is offered,
and...children are to be baptized, who by
Baptism, being offered to God, are received
into God’s favour.” Luther in his Small Cat-
echism says, “Baptism is not simply
common water, but it is the water compre-
hended in God’s command, and connected
with God’s Word....It worketh forgiveness
of sins, delivers from death and the devil,
and gives everlasting salvation to all who
believe, as the Word and promise of God
declare” (Part 4, 1 and 2).

Anglicans. Anglicanism also holds to a
kind of baptismal regeneration, though its
articles are variously interpreted by Low
and High churchmen. The Thirty-nine Ar-
ticles of the Church of England (1571) state
that baptism is “a sign of Regeneration or
New Birth, whereby, as by an instrument,
they that receive Baptism rightly are grafted
into the church; the promises of our adop-
tion to be the sons of God by the Holy



Ghost, are visibly signed and sealed; Faith
is confirmed, and grace increased by vir-
tue of prayer unto God” (Art. 27). The An-
glican Catechism teaches that the “inward
spiritual grace” of which baptism in water
is the outward sign and form is “a death
unto sin, and a new birth unto righteous-
ness: for, being by nature born in sin, and
children of wrath, we are hereby made chil-
dren of grace.” The Prayer Book uses even
stronger language, teaching that the bap-
tized are thereby born again and made in-
heritors of the kingdom of God.

Moravians. The Moravian church’s Eas-
ter Litany (1749) says, “I believe that by
holy baptism I am embodied a member
of the church of Christ, which he hath
loved, and for which he gave himself that
he might sanctify and cleanse it with the
washing of water by the word.”

It should be noted that all these Protes-
tant churches entirely reject Rome’s notion
that baptism works opus operatum.*

The Reformed View

The Reformed view is succinctly put by
the Westminster Confession of Faith:

“Baptism is a sacrament of the New Testa-
ment, ordained by Jesus Christ, not only for
the solemn admission of the party baptized
into the visible Church, but also to be unto
him a sign and seal of the covenant of grace,
of his ingrafting into Christ, of regeneration,
of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto
God, through Jesus Christ, to walk in new-
ness of life: which sacrament is, by Christ’s
own appointment, to be continued in his
Church until the end of the world.... Although
it be a great sin to condemn or neglect this
ordinance, yet grace and salvation are not so
inseparably annexed unto it, as that no per-
son can be regenerated or saved without it,
or that all that are baptized are undoubtedly
regenerated” (chap. 28, sec. 1, 4).

Antipaedobaptist Views
Antipaedobaptists have often set forth
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their own version of the concept. Allowing
baptism only upon profession of faith the
Campbellites* (the self-styled Disciples of
Christ and Churches of Christ) have taken a
strong stand for baptismal regeneration.

The Baptist Confession (1689) and the
New Hampshire Confession (1833) both
clearly make baptism a sign of the believer’s
fellowship with Christ in His death and res-
urrection, and of his ingrafting into Him.
They say nothing of the necessity of baptism
for salvation, though they recognize it as a sov-
ereign institution of Christ that should be con-
tinued in the Church to the end of the age.

However, those who hold the Baptist
successionist view of the church (see Bap-
tist) come very near to a form of baptismal
regeneration in that, logically, their position
is that without valid baptism (by which they
usually mean baptism by a Baptist or even a
Baptist successionist) no one has a place in
the church. Can a person outside the church
of Christ be saved?

Connection Between Baptism and
Regeneration

G. W. Bromiley (ISBE, Revised) holds that
there is a scriptural and an unscriptural way of
stating the connection between baptism and
salvation. The scriptural way is to see baptism
as the sign of regeneration and regeneration as
true baptism—the reality of the thing signified
in baptism. No one could take issue with such
statements, but they do not justify the language
of baptismal regeneration. To speak as Bromiley
does of all who receive baptism as being “re-
generate in sign, Le., baptismally” is dangerous
and unwarranted, especially in a paedobaptist
setting. Bromiley rightly points out that any in-
troduction of cause and effect into the connec-
tion between baptism and regeneration is
illegitimate. That, of course, is the very sense in
which Rome employs the terms: baptism is the
instrument of regeneration.

Claimed Biblical Support
The Biblical evidence for baptismal re-
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generation is scanty. Indeed, properly under-
stood it is nonexistent. John 3:5; Mark 16:16;
Acts 2:38: Rom. 6:4-6; Titus 3:5; and 1
Pet. 3:21 are the texts chiefly relied upon.

Examination of Texts

John 3:5: “Except a man be born of wa-
ter and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into
the kingdom of God.”

Calvin rejected a reference to baptism
here, and proponents of baptismal regenera-
tion are hard put to explain a reference to
Christian baptism by Christ to Nicodemus
long before Pentecost and the institution of
the NT church. We may understand the ex-
pression “born of water and of the spirit” as
a hendiadys. There is no article in the Greek
text which reads simply “water and spirit.”
Hendiadys is a figure of speech in which two
nouns connected by and are used instead of
one noun and an adjective. The second noun
has the force of a superlative or emphatic
adjective. In John 3:5 the meaning is, there-
fore, “spiritual water.” This is essentially the
same conclusion Calvin reached. He saw
water and spirit as signifying the same thing.

Would “spiritual water” have conveyed
anything to Nicodemus? Assuredly it would.
He was well aware of the waters of separa-
tion (Num. 19) and the cleansing waters spe-
cifically associated with obtaining “a new
heart” and receiving God’s Spirit (Ezek.
36:25-27). The Lord Jesus was showing him
that these had to be understood as refer-
ences, not to sacramental ablutions, but to
the activity of the Holy Spirit. Paul follows
the same line of thought in Eph. 5:26, “the
washing of water by the word.”

Mark 16:16: “He that believeth and is bap-
tized shall be saved; but he that believeth
not shall be damned.”

While the importance of baptism as the
expected public acknowledgment of Christ
as Saviour is clear here, it is obvious that
the thing that is so essential to salvation that
its absence invariably damns a man is faith.
Those who trust Christ should not fail to be
baptized and those who are baptized must
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ensure that they do indeed have saving faith.
Without it their baptism can do nothing to
save them.

Rom. 6:4-6: “Therefore we are buried with
him by baptism into death: that like as Christ
was raised up from the dead by the giory of
the Father, even so we also should walk in
newness of life. For if we have been planted
together in the likeness of his death, we shall
be also in the likeness of his resurrection: know-
ing this, that our old man is crucified with him,
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that
henceforth we should not serve sin.”

There is no reference to water baptism
here. The reference is to real, not professed
or sacramental, incorporation into Christ.
The baptism is spiritual, as in 1 Cor. 12:13.
It is the action of the Holy Spirit actually
putting us into saving union with Christ.

Titus 3:5: “Not by works of righteousness
which we have done, but according to his
mercy he saved us, by the washing of regen-
eration, and renewing of the Holy Ghost.”

The washing of regeneration is literally “the
laver of regeneration” which is explained by
the following phrase, the “renewing of the
Holy Ghost.” There is no mention of bap-
tism. The laver is to be spiritually under-
stood. The OT tabernacle and temple had
their lavers. Here we learn that their true
import was that they pointed to the renew-
ing work of the Holy Spirit. That is the laver
of regeneration, not water baptism.

Acts 2:38: “Then Peter said unto them,
Repent, and be baptized every one of you
in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission
of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the
Holy Ghost.”

Campbellites are so confident that this text
teaches their baptismal regeneration dogma
that they at times style their gospel The Acts
2:38 Gospel. The entire argument hinges
on the force of the preposition for. The
Greek word is eis and it usually means “to,
unto.” Therefore, we are told, baptism is
“unto the remission of sins.” Remission fol-
lows baptism; it does not precede it.



That is the claim. But is it true? It is not. The
Greek preposition eis has a much wider mean-
ing than “unto” in the sense of “with a view to.”

Matthew 3:11 is clearly a parallel pas-
sage. John the Baptist said, “I indeed bap-
tize you with water unto repentance.” Here
again unto is eis. On the Campbellite inter-
pretation of Acts 2:38 the repentance would
have to follow the baptism. But did not those
who came to be baptized by John receive
baptism because they had already repented?
The preposition eis here does not indicate
the order the Campbellites infer in Acts
2:38, but the opposite.

Take another example. In Matt. 12:41 we
read, “The men of Nineveh. . .repented at [ets]
the preaching of Jonas.” If the Campbellite
interpretation of Acts 2:38 here, Matt. 12:41
would be saying that the Ninevites repented
in order to obtain the preaching of Jonah.
Clearly that was not the case. They repented
because they had already received it.

And that is the force of eis in Acts 2:38.
Baptism for (eis) the remission of sins is bap-
tism at, or in connection with the remission
received through repentance and faith.

1 Peter 3:21: “The like figure whereunto
even baptism doth now save us (not the
putting away of the filth of the flesh, but the
answer of a good conscience toward God,)
by the resurrection of Jesus Christ.”

It is almost universally asserted that this
text plainly attributes some saving action to
baptism (even if it is only symbolic or de-
clarative). However there are serious objec-
tions to this view.

First, the Greek text has nothing corre-
sponding to “the like figure whereunto even
baptism doth now save us.”

Second, as the text now reads, baptism is
the antitype of the waters of the flood. But
Noah was not saved by water but from wa-
ter. In what way then is his salvation from
the flood typical of our salvation by Christ
in baptism?

Let us consider these points.

The Greek of v. 21 reads, ho kai hemas
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antitupon nun sozei. The first question is,
What is the antecedent of ko, “which”? Our
translation practically ignores it, but really
refers it to the hudatos, “water,” of v. 20. On
this basis the literal rendering would be:
“Which (water) even (or also) us the antitype
now saves.”

Robert Nevin in Misunderstood Scriptures
suggests that a better answer to the ques-
tion of an antecedent to which would be “the
Spirit,” v. 18, by which Christ preached to
the sinners of Noah'’s day (v. 19). That would
yield the translation, “Which (or who, the
Holy Spirit) now saves us, the antitype (of
Noah and his family) by the resurrection of
Jesus Christ.”

This is the natural force of the word or-
der of the Greek text and so far makes per-
fect sense. If this is the correct translation
then we must start a new sentence with,
“Baptism is not the putting away of the filth
of the flesh (i.e., of sin’s defilement) but the
seeking or appeal of a good conscience to-
ward God.”

It is clear, whether we follow the com-
mon English version or this suggested trans-
lation, that baptism cannot cleanse away sin.
It is a testimony or an appeal of a purified
conscience to God on the merits of the work
of Christ. In other words, baptism declares
that our trust for salvation is not in baptism
but in Christ who died and rose again.

Another possible view of 1 Pet. 3:21
makes water the antecedent of the relative
which. In this view baptism is a reference to
the death and judgment-bearing of Christ
so that vv. 20-22 would then mean:

“The longsuffering of God waited, the ark
having been prepared, in which few, that is
eight souls were saved through and out of
water (the instrument of God’s judgment).
Which (water shows us how) baptism (an-
other emblem of the judgment of God on
sin) now saves us the antitype (of those saved
in the ark): it is not the putting away of the
filth of the flesh (sin) but the appeal (or de-
mand) of a good conscience {one cleared
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from guilt) through the resurrection of Jesus
Christ, who is now at the right hand of God,
angels and authorities and powers having
been subjected unto Him.”

If we adopt this treatment, the reference
to baptism is a reminder of Christ’s bearing
the wrath of God against our sin just as the
ark bore it in the days of the flood.

1 Peter 3:21 cannot justly be made a wit-
ness for the theory of baptismal regenera-
tion. As Nevin long ago remarked, “The
doctrine of baptismal regeneration is not of
Christian but of Pagan origin. It had a promi-
nent place in the ancient Babylonian mys-
teries” (Nevin, p. 227). It has no place in
Christian theology.

BAPTIST
Meaning of the Term

Baptist is the designation claimed by
churches that
1. Deny the validity of infant baptism;
2. Hold that baptism* may be administered
only upon personal profession of faith;
3. Insist that immersion is the only accept-
able mode of baptism;
4. Pursue the church polity of independency
and congregationalism;*
5. Reject the idea of a territorial church,*
or a mixed church, holding to the concept
of the gathered church,* the local assembly
constituted solely of a regenerate church
membership.

Theories of Baptist Origins

While all Baptists naturally believe that
the original churches of the NT were estab-
lished on Baptist beliefs and principles, they
have not been agreed on the historical lin-
eage of modern Baptist churches. Baptist
historian Robert G. Torbet says, “There is
no common agreement among Baptist his-
torians concerning the origin of Baptists”
(History of the Baptists, p. 159). Torbet dis-
cusses three popular theories.

The Jerusalem-Jordan-John Theory. This is
the theory of the so-called Baptist Bride pro-
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ponents. In defence of their idea that the
church Christ came to save—His Bride—is
the Baptist church, they hold that Baptists
enjoy an apostolic succession that traces
their churches back in an unbroken line
through the apostles, to the ministry of
Christ, or of John the Baptist. This view sees
all the nonconformist groups that rebelled
against Catholic institutionalism—such as the
Donatists,* Novatians,* Petrobrusians,*
Waldenses,* and Albigenses*—as Baptists.
Whatever points of similarity they may have
had, it stretches the historical data to the
breaking point to make these nonconform-
ist groups Baptist churches.

The Anabaptist Spiritual Kinship Theory.
This is the theory that traces a spiritual, as
distinct from an historical, connection be-
tween Baptists and the Anabaptists* and the
groups mentioned above. Whatever truth
there may be in this idea—and clearly there
is some, though major differences abound
in doctrine, church polity, and even on the
subject of baptism—it clearly supplies no in-
formation on the historical development of
Baptist churches.

The English Separatist Descent Theory. This
is the theory that traces the history of the
Baptist churches to some English separatists
who held to congregational church govern-
ment and believers’ baptism as their two dis-
tinctive beliefs.

This third theory provides the best way
of tracing the historical development of
Baptist churches.

English Baptist Roots

English General Baptists. English Baptists
arose in Holland under the ministry of John
Smith, a refugee from persecution in his
homeland. Smith went to Holland as a Con-
gregationalist. In Amsterdam he became
convinced of believers’ baptism. Unwilling
to become a Mennonite he baptized himself
by pouring and then baptized as many of
his congregation as desired him to do so.
However, he soon came to regret this “pri-



vate” baptism and with the majority of his
group petitioned the Mennonites to be re-
ceived into their membership.

His colleague Thomas Helwys led a
group of about ten people in repudiating
Smith’s connection with the Mennonites.
Helwys and his group returned to England
in 1611 or 1612 as England’s first Baptist
church. It had about ten members, was
Arminian* in its soteriology,* and practised
baptism by pouring. Helwys made a pow-
erful plea for freedom of conscience in mat-
ters of religion, “the first claim for freedom
of worship to be published in the English
language” (Torbet, p. 67).

By 1644 there were forty-seven General
Baptist churches, “Arminian in theology,
evangelistic in purpose, and dedicated to re-
ligious liberty” (Torbet, p. 69).

English Particular Baptists. Particular Bap-
tists arose around 1640 and adopted im-
mersion as the only scriptural mode of
believers’ baptism. They were Calvinistic in
theology. By 1644 there were seven Particu-
lar Baptist churches that adopted the Lon-
don Confession, a Calvinistic confession of
50 articles of faith.

In 1677, and then again in 1688 and
1689, English Particular Baptists produced
A Confession of Faith put forth by the Elders
and Brethren of many Congregations of Chris-
tians, Baptized upon Profession of their Faith
in London and the Country. This Confession
“is a slight modification of the Confession of
the Westminster Assembly (1647) and the
Savoy Declaration (1658), with changes to
suit the Baptist views on Church polity and
on the subjects and mode of baptism” (Philip
Schaff, Creeds of Christendom, 3:738).

Growth and Division
In the century that followed the Tolera-
tion Act of 1690, English Baptists experi-
enced growth, produced eminent leaders,
scholars, and theologians, pioneered the
modern missionary movement through the
vision and work of William Carey, and suf-
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fered from internal divisions because of the
emergence of unitarianism, mostly among
the General, or Arminian, Baptists.

While the Calvinistic Baptists were only
slightly bothered by Unitarianism, they were
hurt by a hyper-Calvinistic theology that was
unevangelistic and often antinomian.* It
should be noted, however, that the great
missionary impulse that so invigorated Bap-
tist evangelism at home and abroad came
from Calvinists like Carey and Andrew Fuller.

The 18th and 19th centuries saw a wide
expansion of Baptist witness in England and
the rest of the British Isles and then even
further afield.

Welsh Baptists. Wales had enjoyed the
ministry of men such as Vavasor Powell as far
back as the 1640’s. In the next century they
experienced great growth and were blessed
by the ministry of their greatest evangelist,
Christmas Evans (1766-1838). By 1900 there
were 835 Baptist churches in Wales. From the
beginning, Welsh Baptists were Calvinistic.

Scottish Baptists. Baptists in Scotland origi-
nated with Cromwell’s invasion. Many of his
troops were Baptists. It was not until about
1750 that Scotland produced its first indig-
enous Baptist church. Scottish Baptists were
Calvinistic, practised a church polity that
demanded a plurality of elders, and observed
close communion. At length they were
largely converted to the English Baptist pol-
ity and allowed open communion.

Scottish Baptist witness was greatly en-
hanced by the ministry of the Haldane broth-
ers, James and Robert. James Haldane was
anoted evangelist while Robert is still widely
known because of his commentary on the
epistle to the Romans. Both exercised a wide-
spread influence through their experience
of revival blessing in their ministries.

Irish Baptists. Cromwell's army was also
the means of bringing Baptist churches to
Ireland. Some eleven churches were estab-
lished between 1652 and 1654. However,
over time these grew weak and it was not
until the 19th century that Baptist churches
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began a successful witness. One of the con-
verts to Baptistic views was a young Presby-
terian minister, Alexander Carson, whose
work on baptism is stll highly regarded.

Dominion Baptists. From the homeland,
British Baptists spread to Britain’s foreign
dominions. Churches were established in
Canada (starting in 1763 under the influ-
ence of American Baptists and English
loyalists fleeing from the new republic),
Australia (1831), and New Zealand (1851)
and met with considerable success.

American Baptists. “The heritage of
American Baptists is chiefly British. While it
is true that in America the earliest advocates
of strictly Baptist views stemmed from the
little band that surrounded Roger Williams—
whose expulsion from the Massachusetts Bay
Colony because of his insistence upon the
separation of church and state issued in the
establishment of the Providence Plantation—
the majority of early Baptists in the new
world came from the British Isles, being
English, Welsh, Scotch, and Irish....One
other source of Baptists was German—a small
group of Dunkards, as they were called from
their practice of immersing, settled in Penn-
sylvania” (Torbet, p. 219).

Outside Rhode Island, New England was
not at all favourable to the Baptist cause,
especially its insistence on the separation of
church and state, and the refusal of its mem-
bers to present their children for baptism.
Thus New England, whose Puritan and con-
gregational state church practised infant bap-
tism, presents the sorry spectacle of those
who had fled religious persecution in the Old
World practising it on fellow refugees for
freedom in the New World.

Persecution had its predictable result
of fortifying the persecuted. Baptist
churches took root despite the efforts of
the authorities and spread throughout the
original colonies.

American Baptist Divisions
In the aftermath of the Edwards and
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Whitefield revivals, Baptists encountered the
same division of opinion that caused rifts in
the Congregational and Presbyterian
churches. They divided into Regular Baptists,
who subscribed to the Philadelphia Confes-
sion—The English Particular Baptist Confes-
sion of 1689—and who were Calvinistic in
theology, and Separate Baptists, who claimed
the Bible alone as their rule of faith without
any human confession.

There were further differences between
Arminians and Calvinists and between
trinitarians and unitarian universalists. Mis-
sionary strategy caused further disputes, and
the arrival of Alexander Campbell led many
Baptists into his embryonic denomination
(see Camphbellites).

Severe tensions over the issue of slavery
posed an ongoing threat to Baptist unity. They
finally led to a major division between north-
ern and southern Baptists in 1845. As a resuit,
the Southern Baptist Convention was formed
in May of that year and was set up as “a firmly
centralized denominational body functioning
through various boards” (Torbet, p. 309).

Despite all these factional forces, Baptist
expansion was little short of phenomenal.
By 1844 there were almost three-quarters
of a million Baptists in the United States, with
over 9,000 churches and over 6,000 minis-
ters. Despite losing thousands of members
as the direct result of the Civil War, in sub-
sequent years Baptists saw that growth con-
tinued. Today they are a major Protestant
constituency in America.

Baptist Associations

One of the central tenets of Baptist
churches is the principle of the autonomy of
the local church. On the face of it, this must
ever be a deterrent to the formation of a
Baptist denomination. However, Baptists
have from the beginning displayed a strong
attachment to the idea of Baptist associations,
first in England and then in the United States,
and these have often displayed a distinct de-
nominational character.



British Associations. In the British Isles
the Baptists formed national unions, nota-
bly the Baptist Union of Great Britain and
Ireland. With the spread of theological lib-
eralism within this Union, the stage was set
for C. H. Spurgeon’s heroic stand in the
Downgrade controversy of the 1880’s.
Spurgeon felt he had no option but to with-
draw from the Union because to remain in
it would demand a serious compromise with
fundamental error.

In later years the Union proved the jus-
tice of Spurgeon’s condemnation of its de-
cline into infidelity as it played a full part in
the developing ecumenical activities of the
British Council of Churches and the World
Council of Churches.*

American Associations. In America the
first association was the Philadelphia Asso-
ciation, formed in 1707 by five small
churches. It adopted the Confession of the
English Particular Baptists of 1689, making
it and the associations that flowed from it
Calvinistic bodies.

Further associations were formed, until
by 1800 there were 48 in all. The Philadel-
phia Association exercised a strong leader-
ship role among them, and there was even
an attempt to establish something of a na-
tional Baptist Church “in one body politic,
by having the Association of Philadelphia
(the centre) incorporated by charter, and by
taking one delegate out of each Association
into the corporation,” to quote the proposal
of Morgan Edwards, the minister of the First
Baptist Church in Philadelphia.

The role of an association was advisory
but powerful. While the association was not
a superior court over the local church, and
each church retained its autonomy, it did
exercise considerable power over its constitu-
ent members. It had the power to act as a
council of ordination. It could disbar a church
from its fellowship for doctrinal defection. It
acted to advise churches on matters great
and small, and had the disciplining of minis-
ters in its discretion.
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American Associations and Missionary
Work. Baptist associations provided a power-
ful impetus toward missionary work at home
and abroad. In 1814 all the associations gath-
ered in Philadelphia to create a national mis-
sionary society, “The General Missionary
Convention of the Baptist Denomination in the
United States for Foreign Missions.” One of its
first missionaries was the famed Adoniram
Judson who, on his way to minister as a Con-
gregational missionary in Burma came to hold
Baptist convictions, resigned from the Congre-
gationalists and joined the Baptists.

Soon the General Missionary Convention
came to be known as the Triennial Conven-
tion and, after the schism with the Southern
churches, as the American Baptist Mission-
ary Union. Ultimately, in 1908, Northern
Baptists formed the Northern (later called
the American) Baptist Convention so that
there were two strong Baptist conventions
which, though still evidencing the marks of
their earlier division, yet carried on a Bap-
tist witness in America.

Conventionism. Conventionism led to fur-
ther disputes, chiefly the Landmark contro-
versy which resulted in the separation of
Landmark Baptists from the Southern Bap-
tist Convention. Many other Baptists took
similar action in protest against denomina-
tional connectionism and the emergence of
liberalism,* notably the churches that se-
ceded from the Northern Baptist Conven-
tion in 1933 to form the General Association
of Regular Baptist Churches. This group
adopted the New Hampshire Confession of
Faith with a specifically premillennial inter-
pretation of its last article.

Reaction to liberalism and conventionism
has ied to a strong separatist, independent,
fundamental Baptist church movement that
is still growing at a fast pace across America.
Attitudes to bodies like the Federal (later Na-
tional) Council of Churches (NCC) and the
World Council of Churches (WCC) have pro-
duced deep dissention among Baptists, both
in America and abroad.
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The American Baptist Convention has
maintained membership in the NCC and the
WCC and in recent years has taken part in
the dialogues on church unity sponsored by
the Faith and Order movement of the WCC.
Dealing with such issues as baptism, the
eucharist (mass*), and the ministry (priest-
hood), it contributed remarkably mild, most
unbaptistic, responses to the ecumenical pro-
posals under discussion.

The Southern Baptist Convention declined
membership in the NCC and WCC. How-
ever, though it cited the influence of theo-
logical liberalism as a major reason for its
decision not to join the NCC, the Conven-
tion has had many bitter internal conflicts
over the presence of liberalism in its semi-
naries, a controversy that still rages today.

An Effective Protestant Witness

From very small and persecuted begin-
nings Baptist churches have spread across
the world and have made major contribu-
tions to the cause of missions. For many years
they, with others, carried on a courageous
witness in Communist countries behind the
Iron Curtain, often as “underground,” or un-
registered, churches. Baptists now represent
a major part of Protestant evangelicalism, a
part in which “the vital principles of the Prot-
estant reformation have come to full frui-
tion” (Tolbert, p. 493).

BARTHIANISM
See Neo-Orthodoxy.

BEATIFIC VISION

A term denoting the blessed state of the
glorified saints in heaven, where they be-
hold the glory of the Lord and enjoy perfect
and sinless communion with Him.

BEATIFICATION

The penultimate step in the creation of a
“saint” in the Roman Catholic church. It oc-
curs at least fifty years after the death of
the candidate, allows the title Blessed to be
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prefixed to his name, and permits worship
or cultus to be offered to him in a particular
diocese or religious order. It is followed by
Canonization.*

BIBLE
See Scriptures.

BIBLICAL THEOLOGY

In the general sense, this term describes
a theology that draws its material from the
Bible and seeks to be faithful to the divine
revelation of inspired Scripture. In this sense
all branches of the theological method may
justly claim to be Biblical theology—e.g., sys-
tematic theology will be truly Biblical if it
remains faithful to the word of God.

The term is also used in a more restricted
sense. Taking theology to have four main
departments—exegetical, systematic, histori-
cal, and practical—Biblical theology is a
branch of exegetical theology, “that branch
which deals with the process of the self-rev-
elation of God deposited in the Bible”
(Geerhardus Vos). ]. Barton Payne defined it
as “the Biblical history of divine redemption.”

Antisupernaturalistic critics have debased
the term Biblical theology to make it nothing
more than a study of their evolutionary no-
tions of the history of Israel's religion. Neo-
orthodox theologians, such as Barth, claim
to have produced a Biblical theology. This is
to stretch the term too far, for to deny the
true historicity of such supernatural events
as the virgin birth and the resurrection of
Christ, or to hold that as history they are not
revelational, as Barthianism does, is plainly
to deal falsely with the Biblical record, and
thus is incapable of measuring up to either
the general or particular use of the term Bib-
lical theology.

BIBLIOLOGY

The section of systematic theology™*
which deals with “topics relating to the
written revelation of God: namely, the in-
spiration, authenticity, credibility, and



canonicity of the Scriptures of the Old and
New Testaments” (Shedd).

BLACK THEOLOGY

A theology of black liberation that origi-
nated in the United States and gained wide-
spread acceptance in Southern Africa. It
differs from African Theology.* African The-
ology is primarily a theology of pre-Chris-
tian African traditional religions. Black
Theology is the theology that the OT is the
story of a black nation, Israel, written by
black Jews as a history of their people. Jesus
was a black Messiah who built upon the
black OT and came on a mission to liberate
His black people from the oppression of
white Gentiles.

See Ethiopianist Theology; Liberation
Theology; Political Theology; Theology of
Decolonization.

BLASPHEMY

A word used to denote all forms of evil
speaking against God or His perfections,
such as slander, defamation, detraction, re-
proach, or cursing. While in the Greek NT
such evil speaking when aimed at man is
also termed blasphemy (Rom. 3:8; 14:16; 1
Pet. 4:4), it is usual to limit blasphemy to a
crime against God.

The most serious form of blasphemy is
blasphemy against the Holy Spirit (Matt.
12:31, 32; Mark 3:28, 29; Luke 12:10).
From the earliest times there have been
many varying explanations of this sin. The
context of the words of Christ on the subject
leads us to see it as the Pharisees’ sin in de-
liberately attributing to Satan what they saw
in Christ to be a work of the Holy Spirit, and
in stubbornly seeking to spread their perni-
cious slander to others.

Many commentators have seen the sin
mentioned in Heb. 6:4-6 and 10:26-31 as
a peculiar form of the blasphemy against the
Holy Spirit, chiefly because these passages
speak of a sin that will never be forgiven.
The sin these texts describe is that of Jews
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who professed to be Christians, giving up
Christ to return to the sacrificial system of
the temple. The indications are that such
people were never saved. According to Heb.
6:9, they evidently did not possess the things
“having salvation,” as the Greek text puts it.
Once they gave up Christ’s one-and-only sac-
rifice for sin, there remained no other and
there was nothing left for them but the cer-
tainty of judgment.

The connection between the sin of Heb.
6 and that of Matt. 12 seems to be estab-
lished by the description of the spiritual ex-
periences of those Jews who apostatized.
They had been “enlightened”; had “tasted
of the heavenly gift and were made partak-
ers of the Holy Ghost” (probably meaning
they had experienced His supernatural
power); and had “tasted the good word of
God, and the powers of the world to come”
(Heb. 6:4-5). Like the Pharisees of Matt. 12,
they knew by abundant proof through the
supernatural working of the Holy Spirit that
Jesus Christ was the true and only Saviour.
In such circumstances, giving Him up for
animal sacrifices may aptly be termed blas-
phemy against the Holy Spirit.

Some commentators find another equiva-
lent of the sin of Matt. 12 in John’s refer-
ence to “the sin unto death” (1 John 5:16).
There is no reason to identify the two sins
and no evidence that John so understood
the sin unto death. This is a sin Christians
could commit. It is better to see it as a de-
scription of the sin Paul mentions in 1 Cor.
11:30-32. There he speaks of believers sin-
ning and being unwilling to judge their own
sin. The result is that the Lord calls them to
an early death, so that they would not be con-
demned with the world. This seems to show
that the sin unto death is not the blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit.

BLOOD OF CHRIST

1. The actual blood of the Lord Jesus which

He shed on the cross.

2. His sacrificial death. In this case blood is
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a metonym for death, as cross also is in Gal.
6:14. For example, in Rom. 5:9 the phrase
“by his blood” is clearly equivalent to “Christ
died for us” (v. 8).

Blood Not Merely a Metaphor

The fact that Christ’s blood may be spo-
ken of metaphorically for His death has led
some evangelicals to downplay or even deny
the redemptive virtue of the actual blood of
Christ. They do not scruple to say that
Christ’s blood perished in the dust of Pales-
tine. They claim to uphold the atoning death
of Christ while denying His atoning blood.
This is dangerous and without Biblical war-
rant. The equivalence of the expressions “by
His blood” and “Christ died for us” does not
for a moment obscure the peculiar aspect of
the truth contained in each. To be atoning,
Christ’s death had to be a sacrificial blood-
shedding, and His blood had to be shed in
the death of the cross. In other words, death
and blood are not mutually exclusive terms.
Each supposes the other.

Biblical Emphasis on the Blood . The Bible
places immense emphasis on the blood of
atonement: Exod. 12:13; Lev. 16; 17:11;
Matt. 26:28; John 6:53-56; 19:34; Acts
20:28;Rom. 3:25; 5:9; 1 Cor. 10:16; 11:25,
27;Eph. 1:7; 2:13; Col. 1:14, 20; Heb. 9:7,
12, 14, 22; 10:19, 29; 12:24; 13:12, 20; 1
Pet. 1:2, 19; 1 John 1:7; 5:6, 8; Rev. 1:5;
5:9; 7:14; 12:11. In light of this emphasis it
is utterly foolhardy to deny the atoning vir-
tue of the actual blood of Christ.

If such expressions as “the blood of his
cross” (Col. 1:20) cannot be taken literaily,
we may ask what the apostle could have
written that would convey the idea of the
actual blood of Christ. If the contrast between
animal blood and Christ’s blood in the book
of Hebrews cannot be understood to teach
that it was by His own actual blood that
Christ purged His people, how could the
apostle have expressed himself to convince
his readers that that was what he intended
to teach?
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Remembrance of the Blood in Communion.
The references to the blood in the commun-
ion service strongly support the view that
we are to think of the actual blood and not
make it solely a metaphor for death. Both
elements, bread and wine, denote Christ’s
atoning death. If we take the blood of Christ
to be nothing more than a metaphor for His
death, it is difficult to see the need for the
cup. The bread would say it all. As the bread
speaks of the actual body of Christ so the
cup must speak of His actual blood.

Literal Blood in Figurative Statements. It is
often argued that such clearly figurative
phrases as “washed in the blood of the
Lamb”—which simply means “saved through
His sacrificial death”—prove that we are to
see all references to the saving virtue of the
blood figuratively. In such references blood
cannot be understood literally.

But this is not so. Washed in the blood is
certainly a figure of speech, but the figure is
in the washed not in the blood. 1t is similar
to the phrase “baptized into his death” (Rom.
6:3). Baptism in its literal sense involves a
washing in water, but in Rom. 6 it refers to
our union with Christ in His death. The bap-
tism is figurative, or spiritual, but the death
is literal. Similarly, when John speaks of
Christ's having “washed us from our sins in
his own blood” (Rev. 1:5; cf. 7:14), he means
that He has removed our sins by the merit
of His blood. The washing is figurative, or
spiritual, but the blood is literal.

Christ’s Blood Human, Not Divine

The blood of Christ, then, must not be
downplayed. 1t must not be taken solely as
a figure of speech. On the other hand, it must
not be deified. It belongs to Christ’s human-
ity, not His deity. While what theologians
term the communicatio idiomatum* (or com-
munication of characteristics) allows us to
speak as Paul did of the “church of God
which he hath purchased with his own
blood” (Acts 20:28), we must never forget
that in the incarnation there was no confu-



sion of natures. Christ’s deity was not hu-
manized nor His humanity deified. The
blood is not eternal (except in the decree of
God). It had a beginning in time. It does not
possess the attribute of divine necessity. That
is, Christ came to shed His blood by a loving
act of God’s will, not by some eternal neces-
sity inherent in His very being. To attribute
eternal necessity to His humanity, even to
His precious blood, would be to make man
and his salvation equally eternally necessary
with God. It would destroy the essential dis-
tinction between God and man.

Significance of Incorruptible Blood

However, the blood of Christ is precious,
sinless, and incorruptible (1 Pet. 1:18, 19).
The incorruptibility of Christ’s body means
that it was supernaturally raised from the
dead {Acts 2:27, 31-32). There is no Bibli-
cal reason to deny that the incorruptibility
of Christ’s blood means that it was raised
along with His body. One thing is clear.
Peter’s reference to the blood of Christ as
incorruptible cannot be reconciled with the
view that it fell to the ground at Calvary
and corrupted.

Where the Blood Is Now

That helps answer a pressing question.
Where is the blood of Christ now? If it did
not corrupt in the ground of Palestine but
was raised as His body was, the answer is
clear: it is in heaven. The entire testimony
of Scripture would lead us to expect this.
For example, the OT Day of Atonement pic-
tures our high priest taking the blood within
the veil to sprinkle the mercy seat. Hebrews
9:12 tells us that Christ fulfilled the type:
“By his own blood he entered in once into
the holy place having obtained eternal re-
demption for us.” Hebrews 12:24 adds sup-
port to this view that the blood is where God
is, where Christ is; that is, in heaven.

We may go even further. If the blood of
Christ was preserved and raised incorrupt-
ible with His body, we would expect it to be
in His body. This expectation is strengthened
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when we remember that Christ is the
antitype of the mercy seat. The blood on
the mercy seat does not symbolize Christ's
blood apart from His body. It shows it united
with Him in one complete type. The
fulfilment of the OT type of the Day of
Atonement would thus be beautifully exact,
down to the last particular.

To many that is & novel idea, though in
fact it is far from being so. The conventional
thinking has been that Christ’s is a bloodless
body in His glorified state. This theory rests
on a misunderstanding of a few texts.

The most important of these is Luke
24:39 where Jesus, appearing to His fright-
ened disciples, rebuked their fear and said,
“Behold my hands and my feet, that it is I
myself: handle me, and see; for a spirit hath
not flesh and bones, as ye see me have.”
Frequently we hear the comment, “He said
flesh and bone, not flesh and blood. There-
fore there was no blood in His resurrection
body.” This was the view of Dean Henry
Alford in his famous NT Notes: “Observe
‘flesh and bones’ but not blood. This the res-
urrection body probably had not—as being
animal life.” He refers us to his further notes
on John 6:51 and 20:27. But neither place
offers the slightest support for his sugges-
tion. To assume that because Christ said
“flesh and bones” not “flesh and blood” He
had no blood is really an unwarranted leap.
It would have been out of place for Him to
speak of His blood in Luke 24:39. He was
proving His corporeality to the disciples by
what they could see and touch. They couid
see His flesh and feel His bones. Could they
have seen or touched the blood in His veins?
Hardly. Hence there was no reason for Him
to mention it. Alford’s reference to the biood
belonging to mere animal life is strange. In
context he can only mean physical life. But
was not that part of the very point Christ
was demonstrating—that He was alive physi-
cally and not merely spiritually? Since “the
life of the flesh is in the blood” (Lev. 17:11),
we have no ground for saying that the risen
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Christ was physically alive but without blood
in His body.

Some use 1 Cor. 15:50 to show that res-
urrection bodies do not have blood. “Flesh
and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of
God.” Flesh and blood is a phrase that de-
notes human nature, or mere man, or (and
this is the meaning in 1 Cor. 15:50 as the
remainder of the verse shows) corrupt and
unregenerate human nature (see Matt.
16:17; Gal. 1:16; Eph. 6:12; Heb. 2:14 for
its NT usage).

Since there is no reason to exclude Christ’s
blood from His resurrected body and much
to say in favour of including it, we conclude
that the body and blood of Christ are equally
glorified. That His blood may exist in a glo-
rified body is clear from the fact that His
disciples saw Him temporarily glorified on
the Mount of Transfiguration, and we may
be sure that on that occasion His blood was
still in His body.

The Value and Virtue of the Blood

We should ever speak well of Christ’s “pre-
cious blood.” It is of eternal value and infi-
nite virtue. Every aspect of our Christian life
is connected with the blood. We are re-
deemed (Eph. 1:7; 1 Pet. 1:18, 19), cleansed
(1 John 1:7), justified (Rom. 5:9), and rec-
onciled (Col. 1:20) by Christ’s blood. By it
we enjoy access to God (Heb. 10:19) and
victory over Satan (Rev. 12:11). It is the ba-
sis of Christ’s advocacy in heaven (see Inter-
cession of Christ). The testimony of the
redeemed on earth exalts the blood of Christ
{Rev. 1:5). The song of the redeemed in
heaven does the same (Rev. 5:9).

The Bible testimony to the blood of Christ
is clear and unequivocal. One fears that it is
not the demands of a serious exegesis, but
the desire to avoid the attacks of liberal criti-
cism, that leads evangelicals to relegate the
blood of Christ to the status of metaphor.

BONDAGE OF THE WILL
The effect of total depravity and inabil-
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ity* on the will* of man as the result of the
fall.* The disposition of man’s will being now
firmly fixed on self, he is incapable of origi-
nating a new godly disposition. He is inca-
pable of spiritual good, dead in trespasses
and sins, and walking “according to the
prince of the power of the air, the spirit that
now worketh in the children of disobedi-
ence” (Eph. 2:2).

See Free Will.

BRITISH ISRAELISM

A fanciful theory which holds that Great
Britain is really the Israelite tribe of Ephraim,
the United States is Manasseh, and the Brit-
ish throne is the throne of David. British
Israelism (B.I) has constructed a theory,
which it passes off as history, that makes the
British and American white populations di-
rect descendants of the Israelites from the
dispersion period.

The most plausible arguments advanced
for the theory are based on the similarity of
a few Hebrew and English words. For ex-
ample, Saxonis said to be really Isaacson, or
son of Isaac; British is said to be two He-
brew words, berith, “covenant,” and ish,
“man,” yielding the meaning “the men of the
covenant.” The Engl part of England is al-
leged to be the Hebrew ‘egel, “bullock,” be-
cause of the widespread sacrifice of bullocks
there by “Isaacsons,” leading to the popular
title fohn Bull.

These arguments are purely imaginary.
They are based upon the similarity in sound
of a few words and have no foundation in
fact. B.L's “history” of Jeremiah’s escape with
Zedekiah's daughter from Egypt to Ireland,
carrying the Stone of Scone, is also unat-
tested fancy. The removal of this “stone of
destiny” to Scotland and then to Westminster
Abbey is all part of B.I lore. Professor
Ramsey, the London geologist, upon chemi-
cal examination of the stone pronounced it
to be “calcareous sandstone of a reddish or
purplish colour with heterogeneous pebbles,
and of Scottish origin.”



The entire theory of the ten lost tribes is
amyth also. According to B.L, the ten north-
ern tribes were lost and were not included
in the regathering with Judah after the exile.
But according to Luke 2:36, Anna was of
the northern tribe of Asher. In Acts 26:7
Paul mentions the presence of “our twelve
tribes,” indicating that none of them had
been “lost.”

B.I exhibits an arbitrary exegesis of Scrip-
ture married to a fairy-tale tradition posing
as history and has produced “one of the most
baseless and absurd varieties of Bible study
that the human mind has yet produced” (A.
Pieters, The Seed of Abraham, p. 159).

BROWNISTS

A very early group of English Indepen-
dents, followers of Robert Brown. Brown was
a Puritan who was violently opposed to the
English national church. He established an
independent congregation, which he re-
moved to Holland because of persecution.
However, once there, the Brownists splin-
tered, and Brown returned to England, re-
nounced his Independent views, and
became a Church of England rector in
Northamptonshire. By some reports, he lived
a dissolute life, having a wife with whom
he did not live for many years and a church
in which he did not preach.

Brown died in 1630, but his principles
survived him and still form the basis of in-
dependency and congregationalism,* though
it is fair to say that Independents do not trace
their origin to Brown but affirm that such
churches as theirs predated Brown’s congre-
gation in England.

BUCHMANISM

The Moral Rearmament* movement, so
called after its founder, American Lutheran
minister, Frank Buchman (1878-1961).
Buchman had a conversion experience at
the Keswick convention in 1908 and devel-
oped a concern to reform the world. The
vehicle he chose to accomplish this was the
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Oxford Group, founded in 1929, which in
1938 became Moral Rearmament.

BULL

Bull is the name given to an “apostolic
letter” from the pope, in which—according
to Roman Catholic belief—he speaks to the
church ex cathedra, or infallibly on some
matter of faith and morals. The word bull
in this connection comes from the Latin
name for the lead seal with which papal
documents used to be sealed—Latin bulla,
“seal.”

BURGHERS

The original seceders from the Church
of Scotland divided into two synods in
1747 over the issue of the Burgess Oath.
By the Burgess Oath, every burgess in
Scotland’s chief towns was required to
swear that he professed and allowed with
all his heart “the true religion presently pro-
fessed within this realm.”

To some Seceders this meant approving
the errors in the state church from which
they had seceded. To others it merely meant
approving true Presby-terianism. These lat-
ter allowed the oath and were popularly
known as Burghers, while the former re-
jected the oath and were known as Anti-
Burghers.

The Burghers, who held the name “The
Associate Synod,” refused to make the Bur-
gess Oath a matter of church discipline. The
Anti-Burghers took the name “The Gen-
eral Associate Synod.” The two streams
united in 1820 after both had basically
amended their h