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Spurgeon First Forgotten

We have deliberately chosen the title of this article in reference to the boek, pub
lished by the Banner dfruth Trust and written by Mdain Murray entitledThe Fogotten
Spugeon In that excellent book Murray accuses the religious world gfettng that
Spugeon was a Calvinist and shows what an implacable oppon&nnafianism he was.

Thus Murray speaks with disapproval of the Kelvedon edition ofggpus works
in which “Arminianism” was removed from some sermons. Murray says, “More serious
ly, ‘Arminianism’has been removed from the text of some of §pams Sermons reprint
ed in the Kelvedon edition, though no warning of the abridgement is given to the reader
(The Fogotten Spugeon second edition, 1973, p. 52, néte)

Let us note that Murrag’criticism revolves primarily around the removal of alt ref
erences té@rminianism, and the fact that no notice of the removal is given to the reader
That removal is stitient, in Murrays opinion, to make the Kelvedon edition of
Spugeons sermons an “abridgement.”

Pink Pinked

To our surprise we learned a number of years ago that the BanhertlofTrust
(hereafter referred to as the Banner), with which Murray has had the closest possible
connections over many years, had done the same thfghtar Pink’s important book,
The Soveignty of God At that time we were told that one chapter of Rrdook, a chap

1cr, alsoAppendicesl and2 following this article.
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ter entitled “The Sovereignty of God in Reprobation,” had been removed in the Barner edi
tion.

Not having a copy of the Banner edition we were unable to check the truth of wha
we had been told, and did not think much more of the matiere recently and for vari
ous reasons, we decided to investigate furdred were surprised by what we found.

The truth is that there are three whole chapters missing from the original edition of
Pink’s book. The chapter entitled “The Sovereignty of God in Reprobation” is missing but
so are two others entitled “GadSovereignty and Human Responsihilignd “Difficulties
and Objections.” Not only that, but four lengthy appendices (18 pages of the fourth edi
tion as published by Baker Book House) are also missing from the Banner edition, apper
dices which are by no means unimportahie titles alone will indicate to any discerning
reader how important they are: “TWéll of God,” “The Case oAdam,” “The Meaning of
‘Kosmos’in John 3:16,” and “l John 2:2.”

What is more, la@je sections of other chapters are also missing - in many cases whole
paragraphs, and in others sentences and words. By our count 94 of 269 complete pages
the fourth (Baker) edition are missing and 241 of 525 paragraphs, not including missing
words and sentences. More than half of the book, therefore, is missing in the Banner ec
tion, the only edition generally available to British readers.

The only indications of this are found on the title page, where the Banner edition is
referred to as a “Revised Edition”, and on pages 2-3, where, in a Preface, the publishe
speak of “certain minor revisions and abridgementé’hether the words “minor revi
sions” cover what the Banner has done to RBitddok, we leave to the reader to judge,
especially in light of MrMurray’s reference to the Kelvedon edition of Smons ser
mons as an “abridgement.”

The only other reference we know of to this “revisionThe Sovezignty of Gods
found in Murrays biography of PinKThe Life ofArthur W Pink where he speaks of “the
removal of some material” from the bodkgain, we leave it to the reader to judge whether
this constitutes “a warning . . . given to the reader”, as Murray critically asserted eoncern
ing the Kelvedon edition of Spggons sermons.

Justification Attempted and Aborted

In his biography of Pink MrMurray gives what we presume to be a justification of
what the Banner has done to Psmkook. He says:
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“To aid readers in making a classification of Psnkritings we are sup
plying anAppendix giving the dates of all his major writings. In addition it
may be of help to point to specific subjects where changes took place in his
thinking.

First, with respect to Calvinistic theolggy fundamental alteration in
his views took place after the publicationTéfe Sovezignty of Godin 1918.

His last revision of the title was done at MortGap, Kentuckyin 1929,
when he wrote: ‘During the last ten years it has pleased God to grant us fur
ther light on certain parts of his/ord, and this we have sought to use in
Improving our expositions of ddrent passages. But it is with unfeigned
thanksgiving that we find it unnecessary to either change or modify any doc
trine . . .(Forward to theThird Edition). He had no part in Herendesepub
lication of a fourth edition in 1949, although by that time there were certain
ly points which he would have statedfeliently.

In the 1929 edition, for example, he objected to the gospel being pre
sented as an fei’: ‘The gospel is not an “@&r” to be bandied around by
evangelistic peddlersBut he came to accept, in the words of Calvin, that ‘the
mercy of God is déred to those who believe and to those who believe not.’
This is not to say that in 1929 Pink held the hy@alvinistic view that sin
ners are not to be commanded to repent and believe: as we have seen, it was
his preaching on that point which prompted the trouble in Belvoir Street,
Sydney in 1927-28, but thereafter he did become clearer in stating the freeness
of the gospel. ‘“The gospédhé wrote to a friend in 1949, ‘is as free as the air
and ITimothy 1:15 gives us full warrant to tell a murderer in the condemned
cell that there is a Saviotwr himif he will receivehim. .. Thegroundon
which any sinner is invited and commanded to believe is neithes @tet
tion, nor Chriss substitution, but his particular need of responding to the free
offer of the gospel.The gospel is that Christ died for sinnasssinners (not
‘elect sinners’) and is addressed to their responsibility

Similarly Pinks views of human responsibility were improved after
1929.When the 1929 edition dboveeigntywas published he was prepared
to reject all terminology attributing ‘free-agenoy’‘free-will’ to sinners. By
1940, howeverin his articles ‘The Doctrine of Maninability’, though not
basically changing his teaching, he had come to see that there is a legitimate
sense in which it is necessary to insist upon both the freedom of the will and
free-agency Human responsibility is presented with an exactness much clos
er to Scripture in these articles and he rightly abandonsgamant, based
upon the would-be distinction between natural and moral inghitwhich
he had wrongly given emphasisTihe Soveazignty of God
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For these reasons when the Bannefroth Trust published the first
British edition ofThe Sovezignty of Godn 1961 they believed they were
warranted in making a revision which included the removal of some material
relating to these points. In this respect the 1961 ‘Revised Edgiannore
accurate presentation of Piskhature thought and, we think, more likely to
do good than the 1929 edition which is still published in the U.S.A.” (pp. 194-
196).

We quote at length to show how completely the Banner has mislead the readers c
The Sovaignty of God Half the book is not “some material.” Nor does much of what
was removed have anything to do with the points Murray raises. It is true that Pink did no
write the foreword to the Fourth Edition, but it was published while he was still living, by
a good friend of his, and without any indication from Pink himself at that time or afterward
that he was unhappy with anything in the book. Indeed, Pink himself says in his prefact
to the third edition (essentially the same as the fourth) that he found it “unnecessary ti
change or modify any doctrine.” Murray himself admits that “with respect to Calvinistic
theology no fundamental alteration in his views took place after the publicatidimeof
Soveeignty of Godn 1918.” Yet the Banner made fundamental alterations not only to this
book but to his theology as well, as we will show

ReasonslThat Reason CannofTell

Murray, then, justifies the Banrisrwholesale slaughter of Piigskbook by referring
to two supposed changes in Pgwieologythe first having to do with the preaching of the
gospel and the second with human responsibify proof for the first assertion Murray
gives one quote from Calvin and one from Pink, for the second no quotes at all, but only
reference to Pink’Studies in the Scriptes

How a quote from Calvin is supposed to prove a change insRiréivs we cannot
tell, but Mt Murray does give one quote from Pink to support his contention thasPink’
views of the gospel changetdihe quote, howeveproves nothing.

In the Soveeignty of GodPink says: “The gospel is not anfasf to be bandied
around by evangelistic peddlers.” Murray quotes an unpublished letter of 1949 (this is the
best and only evidence, apparenthat the Banner has tofef) that is supposed to con
tradict this. There Pink says: “The gospel is as free as thadr ITimothy 1:15 gives us
full warrant to tell a murderer in the condemned cell that there is a S&midum if he
will receivehim. . . The ground on which any sinner is invited and commanded to believe
Is neither God election, nor Chrigd’substitution, but his particular need of responding to
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the free der of the gospelThat gospel is that Christ died for sinnassinners (not ‘elect
sinners’) and is addressed to their responsibiility

What is the dierence between this quote and what Pink writ€oweeignty? The
difference exists only in the mind of MMurray. We do not believe that the gospel is an
“offer” to be “bandied about by evangelistic peddlar§Ve have, howevemo problem
with the quote Murray uses to prove his polMe believe that “the gospel is as free as the
air, and ITimothy 1:15 gives us full warrant to tell a murderer in the condemned cell that
there is a Saviour for him if he will receive himWe would insist, too, that “the ground
on which any sinner is invited and commanded to believe is neithes @ledtion, nor
Christ’s substitution, but his particular need of responding to the ffeeadfthe gospel.

The gospel is that Christ died for sinners as sinners and is addressed to their responsib

ty.”

All that could possibly be proved from the quotes is that Bigiéws of thevord
“offer” changed. Perhaps he came to see, as we have come to see, that the problem is
with the word “ofer.” The word can be used in a legitimate sense, aS\Vdstminster
Larger Catechism uses it in Question aswer 63, to mean that Gadstifiesin the
gospel “that whosoever believes in him shall be saved . . . excluding none that will come
unto him.”

But even if there was some change in Rintkaching (and Murray himself admits
there was “ndundamentalalteration in his views”), Pink’views of the gospel were never
those of Murray and the BannePinknevertaught that God loves everyone or desires to
save everyone, or promises salvation to everyone in the gospel, as the Banner does. P
says, for example, ithe Sermon on the Moufgrinted originally in 1938-43, not long
before the Fourth Edition @oveeignty):

“The Gospel is a message of ‘good newi’'whom? To sinners. But
to what sort of sinners¥o the giddy and unconcerned, to those who give no
thought to the claims of God and where they shall spend eternity? Certainly
not. The Gospel announces no good tidingghem it has no music in it to
their ears. They are quite deaf to its charms, for they have no sense of need
of the Saviour “(p. 357).

He emphatically denies, therefore, that the gospel has good news in it for every sinner wh
hears the gospel.

A little further on in the same volume he again rejects the Banw@ws of the
Gospel:
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“The true prophet accords God His rightful place. He is owned as the
King of kings and Lord of lords, as the One who ‘worketh all things after the
counsel of His own will."He is acknowledged to be the sovereign Ruler of
heaven and earth, at whose disposal are all creatures and all events, for whose
pleasure they are created (Rev 11), whose will is invincible and whose
power is irresistible. He is declared to be God in fact as well as in name: One
whose claims upon us are paramount and incontestable, One who is to be held
in the utmost reverence and awe, One who is to be feared and rejoiced in with
trembling (Psalm ii, ). Such a God the false prophets neither believe in nor
preach. On the contratihey prate about a God who wants to do this and who
would like to do that, but cannot because Hisatues will not permit it
Having endowed man with a free will, he must neither be compelled nor
coerced, and/hile Deity is filled with amiable intentions He is unable tagar
them out(italics mine, R.H.). Man is the architect of his fortunes and the
decider of his own destingnd God a mere spectator”. (p. 365).

Many other such quotes could be cited from Rin&ter writings. From them it is
obvious that it was not Pirkkviews that changed, but the Banner that has changed Pink.

The Responsibility LiesWith the Banner

Regarding the other mattehat is, the supposed change in RBnkiews of human
responsibility and free will, we also disagree with Murrday proof of his assertions
Murray gives no quotations, but does make reference in a footnote te Hundties 1940,
pp. 158-160 (also printed fAleanings fom the Scriptas: Mans Total Depravity 1969,
Moody Press, pp. 238-242).

The two things Murray disagrees withTihe Sovegignty of Godare Pinks repudh
ation of the notion that man is a “free moral agent” and Pidistinction between natural
and moral inability Murray says, for example, that in his later writings Pink “rightly aban
dons an gilument, based upon the would-be distinction between natural and moral inabil
ity, to which he had wrongly given emphasisTine Soverignty of God' a distinction
Murray says that “does not clarify the real spiritual iss(ilafe, page 196, note).

We have read and reread these pages and cannot find how they prove the poi
Murray is making.They do not even make reference to the distinction between natural and
moral inability and say nothing about whether man is a free moral agent. In fact, we car
find nothing in those pages of tBéudieghat Pink does not teach 8oveeignty
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That Pink does deny iBoveeigntythat man is a free moral agent is cleBut it is
also clear that Pink only means that man does not have frae thid Arminian sense In
denying mars free moral agency he is only contradicting the teaching that “God Himself
cannot control my moral frame or constrain my moral choice:™

“The will is not sovereign; it is a servant, because influenced and con
trolled by the other faculties of manbeing. [The sinner is not a free agent
because he is a] slave of sin - this was clearly implied in thed watds, ‘If
the Son shall therefore (sic) make you free, ye shall be free indedad
8:36). Man is a rational being and as such responsible and accountable to
God, but to dfrm that he is [a free moral agent] is to deny that he is totally

depraved - i.e., depraved in will as in everything else” .... (the words in-brack
ets are changed in the Banner edition to read ‘[The will is not free bélsause
manis the] slave of sin, . . . but tofmm that he is [capable of choosing that

which is spiritually good] is to deny that he is totally depraved’) (p. 138).

What person who believes in total depravity could possibly have any serious objec
tion to this? Murray himself defines free agency in a note in the Banner edition of
Soveeignty with a quote from Charles Hodge that contradicts nothing Pink says, except
that Hodge uses the phrase “free moral agent” and Pink does not.

But even if Pinks repudiation of the phrase “free agency” is objectionable, we find
it incredible that this is the justification for deleting so much material from POk
including the whole chapter on human responsibillty omitting the chaptethe Banner
omits a total of 48 paragraphs or 21 pages (the discussion of natural and moral inabilit
fills only 16 paragraphs and most of what Pink says there must be judged acceptable eve
by Murray and the Banner)Would not a note or a brief appendix have done far hetter
especially in light of the fact that this is the chapter where Pink insists on the very impor
tant point that God’ sovereignty in no way destroys or impinges on megsponsibility?

Is Half a Book Better Than No Book?

We would add, too, that Murray has not proved that Rimléws of reprobation
changed, or his views on the operations of the Spirit, or his views on the love of God, o
his views on the will of God, or his interpretation of such passages as Il Peter 3:9, yet th
Banner has omitted his “views” on all these matters fibme Sovezignty of God
Certainly that is worse than anything the Kelvedon edition did tog8par

In any case, would it have not been far more honest, if the Banner really felt that
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Pink’s views had changed so considerably as fecahalf the book, either to leave the
book unpublished, or at the very least to print, perhaps as a supplement or appendix
Soveeigntythose passages from other of PgwWritings that they believed were more-cor
rect? At least in that case the reader could have judged for himself.

We have no objection in principle to an abridgement of a book if it is done 10 sim
plify and condense a book that would otherwise be beyond the capacity or patience of son
readers, and if it is clear from the book itself that it is an abridged ver§tuabridge
ment of John Ower’'The Death of Deatls of that sort (the abridgement is published
under the titlelife by His Deatlh But the Bannes editing of Pink was not done merely
to simplify, nor isSoveeigntyat all a dificult book to read, but one of the easiest of all
Pink’s writings.

What, then, should the Banieedition of Pink be called: an abridgement? a con
densation? Perhaps “BowdleriZéersion’ would be bestWhatever we call it, howev
er, we believe the Banner should stop printing this so-called “ReVisesion,” admit its
mistake, and refund those who are no longer satisfied to own such an impoverished editic
of such an important book.

The Forgotten Pink

But we did not entitle this article “The Fmtten Pink” merely to “indict” the
Banner Rathey we are concerned to show that what was true ofg8pus Calvinism
some 40 years ago - that it wagymiten or misunderstood - is also true of PsrRalvinism
today

At the time Murray wrot@ he Fogotten Spugeon Calvinism was lagely in disre
pute both ilAmerica and in Britain.Today that is no longer true, due ingameasure to
the eforts of Mr. Murray and othersYet the Calvinism they represent and teach is not the
same as that éfrthur Pink. Pinks Calvinism is a higher and stricter Calvinism than theirs.

Pink’s Calvinism difers in a number of respects from the more moderate Calvinism
of today For one thing Pink’ Calvinism is logically consistent with itself, something
abhorrent to the more moderate Calvinists of today who are not only willing to find, but
delight in finding contradictions, apparent or otherwise, both in Scripture and in their own
theology

2 “Bowdlerism” - a term derived from a certain MBowdler who, as, an editor of Shakespes\dorks
sought to remove everything from them he considered to be objectionable.
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In the second place PirskCalvinism has a higher view of God, especially in that it
emphasises the self-consistensglf-suficiency, immutability and perfection of GodA
more moderate Calvinism is willing to speak in ways that suggest that God changes an
that He can and does will and work opposite things.

In the third place, Pink’Calvinism has a stronger emphasis on predestination, and
Is not silent about the doctrine of reprobatidine more moderate modern Calvinism tends
to speak little if at all of reprobation and does not find election to be the source and foun
tain of every saving good. Instead it speaks of a love and
grace of God that are divorced from election and from the cross.

Fourthly Pink’s Calvinism has a strong particularity to it. Not only does he insist
clearly and unmistakably on particular election and particular redemption, but carries this
over into an emphasis on particular love, meand grace. Even those more moderate
Calvinists of today who believe in particular redemption do not want particular grace, par
ticular love, and a particular promise of God (i.e., a promise only for the elect, though
preached to all).

Having carefully taken note of the omissions in the Banner editi@owéeignty,
we can come to no other conclusion, therefore, but that the material was removed by we
of softening Pinks high Calvinism, and that in support of the watered-down version of
Calvinism that the Banner itself has been promoting over the y&ars.watered-down
version of Calvinism teaches a love of God for all men, a will of God to save all men, and
gospel deer through which God actively seeks the salvation of all men, views that Pink
would have nothing of.

We believe an examination of the material removed will confirm that tfexehte
between Pinls’ and the Bann&s teaching on these matters is the reason for most of the
changes.What follows, then, is a selection of omitted materiahis, we believe, will
show more clearly than anything we can write the kind of Calvinism Pink represented, ¢
Calvinism with which the Banner is extremely uncomfortatlad, in quoting this mate
rial we remind our readers tradt of it is missing in the Banner edition Bihe Soverignty
of God

Reprobation “Passed By”

We begin our examination by looking at the three omitted chapters and the four
omitted appendices, since these are the most serious omissiond bfsathaterial fills 88
pages of the Baker edition 8bveeignty Nor is therea single mentionin this chapter of
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the two matters the Banner uses as an excuse for omitting “some material.”

In the first place, then, the removal of the chapter on reprobation is significant. Itis
this doctrine more than any other that conflicts with the idea that God wills and seeks an
makes a well-meantfefr of salvation to all men without exceptiohhe doctrine of repro
bation, after all, is the teaching that God has etermdllgd the damnation of some, a
teaching that can hardly be reconciled withikh of God to save all.

Indeed, in that chapter Pink explicitly denies that God wills the salvation of all men.
He speaks, for example, of the Qlestament, and points out that in those times God obvi
ously did not will the salvation of the other nations around Israel in that He did not vouch
safe to them even the means of salvation (Baker edition, p. 83 - all referendes to
Soveeignty of Godfrom here on are taken from this edition).

He goes on to say:

“Coming down to our own dawynd to those in our own country - leav
ing out the almost innumerable crowds of unevangelized heathen - is it not
evident that there are many living in lands where the Gaspetached, lands
which are full of churches, who die strangers to God and His holingss?
the means of grace were close to their hand, but many of them knew it not.
Thousands are born into homes where they are taught from infancy to regard
all Christians as hypocrites and preachers as arch-humbugs. Others, are
instructed from the cradle in Roman Catholicism, and are trained to regard
Evangelical Christianity as deadly hereayd the Bible as a book highly dan
gerous for them to read. Others, reared in ‘Christian Sciamies, know
no more of the true Gospel of Christ than do the unevangelized heatnen.
great majority of these die in utter ignorance of\Wey of Peace. Now are
we notobligedto conclude that it was not Gedvill to communicate grace to
then? Had His will been otherwise, would he not hactually communt
cated His grace to them? If, then, it was the will of God, in timesftseto
them His grace, it must have been His will from all etersityce His will is,
as Himself, the same yesterdagd today and forevelt et it not be fogotten
that Gods providencesare but thananifestation®f His decees what God
doesin time is only what Heurposedin eternity - His own will being the
alone cause of all His acts and workeherefore from His actually leaving
some men in final impenitency and unbelief we assuredly gather it was His
everlasting determination so to do; and consequently that He reprobated some
from before the foundation of the world.” (pp. 83, 84).
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In the same connection he writes:

“Now if God had willed their salvation, would He not have vouchsafed
them the means of salvationWould He not have given them all things nec
essary to that end? But it is an undeniable matter of fact thditlHhet If,
then, Deity can, consistenthyith His justice, mercyand benevolence, deny
to some the means of grace, and shut them up in gross darkness and unbelief
(because of the sins of their forefathers, generations before), why should it be
deemed incompatible with His perfections to exclude some persons, many
from grace itself, and from that eternal life which is connected with it? seeing
that He is Lord and sovereign Disposer both of the end to which the means
lead, and the means which lead to that end?” (p. 83).

We do not think, of course, that the Banner and other moderate Calvinists all disbe
lieve the doctrine of reprobation, but at best it is a doctrine which is “passed by” amonc
them, or if mentioned, is watered down. Pink himself speaks of this. He begins the char
ter with these words:

“In the last chapter when treating of the Sovereignty of God the Father
in Salvation, we examined seven passages which represent Him as making a
choice from among the children of men, and predestinating certain ones to be
conformed to the image of His Somhe thoughtful reader will naturally ask,
And what of those who were not ‘ordained to eternal lifg#® answer which
Is usually returned to this question, even by those who profess to believe what
the Scriptures teach concerning Goslbvereigntyis, that Gogasses byhe
non-electleaves them alon® go their own wayand in the end casts them
into the Lake of Fire because they refubkslway, and rejected the Saviour
of His providing. But this is only a part of the truth; the other part - that which
Is most offensive to the carnal mind - is either ignored or denied” (p. 81).

Now it may be that the Banner does not like ankéws on reprobation, but does
that justify omitting everything he taught on the subje&oneeignty ? What Pink teach
es and what the Banner does not like, of course, is the idea that Gedlddsome to
condemnation, for this can hardly be reconciled with the teaching beloved to moderat
Calvinists, that God wills the salvation of all.

In the same chapter Pink deals with some of the passages favoured by those wr
believe that God desires to save all without exception, something He actively pursues i
the preaching of the gospel by well-meaninglyféohg” salvation to all. He deals with
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such passages as Ezekiel 18/dts 17:30, and Timothy 2:4, and gives an interpretation
of those passages that would not sit well with any “well-medat’ohan. We include just
one sample, Pink’'exegesis dhcts 17:30:

“Again: if God has chosen only certain ones to salvation, why are we
told that God ‘now commandeth all men everywhere to ref&eis 17:30)7?
That God commandeth ‘all meéa’repent is but the enforcing of His righteous
claims as the moral Governor of the world. How could He do less, seeing that
all men everywhere have sinned against Him? Furthermore; that Ged com
mandeth all men everywhere to reperguas the universality of creature
responsibility But this Scripture does not declare that it is Ggdeasure to
‘give repentancdActs 5:31) to all men everywhere.” (p. 103).

He also rejects the long-cherished notion that it is possible for the unregenerate t
seek after God:

“Second, the doctrine of Reprobation does not mean that God refuses to
save those who earnestly seek salvatidhe fact is that the reprobate have
no longingfor the Saviour: they see in Him no beauty that they should desire
Him. They will not come to Christ - why then should God force them to? He
turns awayhonewhodo come - where then is the injustice of God fore-deter
mining their just doom ? “ (pp. 100, 101)

It is no wonderreally that the chapter was omitted, when so many popular notions
are destroyed by it. But we are convinced that it was not honest, no more so than sugge
ing by omission that Spgeon was a friend @&rminianism.

The Difficulties Ar e the Bannets

In another omitted chaptéiDifficulties and Objections,” Pink makes many of the
same points. So it becomes obvious why this chapi@rwas omitted by the Bannen
the chapter Pink deals again with many favorite passages of those who believe-in a un
versal love of God and a will of God to save all men, such passages as Matthew 23:37, Jol

3:16, and Il Peter 3:9We offer, as a sample of Pirkviews, his explanation of Il Peter
3:9:

“Let us now quote the verse as a whole: ‘The Lord is not slack con
cerning His promise, as some men count slackness; but is largeyfo



13

usward, not willing that any should perish, but that all should come to-repen
tance.’ Could anything be clearerPhe ‘any’that God is not willing should
perish, are the ‘uswarth whom God is ‘longst@éring,’ the ‘belovedof the
previous verses. 2 Peter 3:9 means, then, that God will not send back His Son
until ‘the fulness of the Gentiles be come(Rom. 11:25). God will not send

back Christ till that ‘peoplewvhom He is now ‘taking out of the Gentiles’
(Acts 15:14) are gathered in. God will not send back His Son until the Body
of Christ is complete, and that will not be till the ones whom He has elected
to be saved in this dispensation shall have been brought to Hiank God

for His ‘longsufering to us-ward.’Had Christ come back twenty years ago
the writer had been left behind to perish in his sins. Butcthdt notbe, so

God graciously delayed the Second Coming. For the same reason He is still
delaying HisAdvent. His decreed purpose is tladit His elect will come to
repentance, and repent tha&yall The present interval of grace will not end
until the last of the ‘other sheegf John 10:16 are safely foldedthen will

Christ return.” (pp. 206-207).

In this chapter Pink also flatly rejects the idea that God loves all men (a popular
Banner teaching) and the related idea that God loves the ,sbutehates his sin.
Concerning a supposed universal love of God he says:

“One of the most popular beliefs of the day is that God loves everybody
and the very fact that it is so popular with all classes ought to be enough to
arouse the suspicions of those who are subject tévtnd of Truth. Gods
Love toward all His creatures is the fundamental and favorite tenet of
Universalists, UnitariansTheosophists, Christian Scientists, Spiritualists,
Russellites, etc. No matter how a man may live - in open defiance of Heaven,
with no concern whatever for his saiBternal interests, still less for Ged’
glory, dying perhaps, with an oath on his lips, -notwithstanding, God loves
him, we are told. So widely has this dogma been proclaimed, and so com
forting is it to the heart which is at enmity with God, we have little hope of
convincing many of their errdr (p. 200).

With regard to the preaching of the gospel the following paragraph ought to be com
pared with the teaching of the Banner regarding the well-mefantadfthe gospel, and it
will be plain enough why this chaptéDif ficulties and Objections” was omitted. Pink is
answering the question, “Why preach the Gospel to every creature?” He says:

“Concerning the character and contents of the Gospel the utmest con
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fusion prevails today The Gospel is not an fef’ to be bandied about by
evangelistic peddlersThe Gospel is no metavitation but aproclamation

a proclamation concernir@ghrist, true, whether men believe it or no. No man

Is asked to believe that Christ died for him in particuldre Gospel, in brief,

Is this: Christ died for sinners, you are a siphelieve in Christ, and you shall

be saved. In the Gospel, God simply announces the terms upon which men
may be saved (namely repentance and faith) and, indiscriminatelre
commanded to fulfil them” (p. 209).

It would be nice to quote the whole of Pskliscussion of what the Gospel is and
why it must be preached. He has some notable things to say about the natureanmbwer
purpose of gospel preaching, and about the command to preach the gospel to every cre
ture. But it is not our purpose in this article to show what Pink believed on all these mat
ters.Those who are interested in these questions gesluo purchase and read the Baker
Book House edition ofhe Sovegignty of Godor themselvesThey will be much enlight
ened.

Such Irresponsibility!

We have already dealt with the Bansesuggestion that it was Piskviews on
human responsibility that justified the removal of so much matéredt material is found
primarily in the chapter‘God’s Sovereignty and Human ResponsihilityHere, too, the
Banner has dealt very callously with Pink.

Even if the Bannés objections are correct and Pmkiews on responsibility did
change, this in no sense justifies the removal of the whole chdjtere is much materi
al deleted that is not only above objection, but very important to gloenant of the book.
It is in this chapter especially that Pink shows that &advereignty does not destroy
human responsibilityBut here again the omission is easily explainable whendAwde'ds
are compared with the teaching of moderate Calvinism as represented by the Banner

Already at the beginning of the chaptemk claims that sovereignty and respensi
bility are not contradictorybut can be reconciledThe moderate Calvinists of today pre
fer to see in them an example of contradiction, antinomy or teRsibine following quote
from Pink, therefore, is an example of the kind of teaching that would have Byieer

3 Another High Calvinist,Dr. Gordon H. Clarke, was tried for heresy ilmerica’s Orthodox
Presbyterian Church back in the mid 1%4Q@recisely for asserting that proper exegesis of Scripture
showed that there was contradiction between GadSovereignty and human responsihilitgf. “The
Clarke-Van-Til Controversy,” by HermarHoeksema Publ. Trinity Foundation 1995.
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Calvinists beating their breasts in horror:

“Others have acknowledged that the Scriptures present both the sover
eignty of God and responsibility of man, bufiraf that in our present finite
condition and with our limited knowledge itilmpossibleo reconcile the two
truths, though it is the bounden duty of the believer to receive bathpres
ent writer believes that it has been too readdgumedhat the Scriptures
themselves do not reveal the several points which show the conciliation of
God’s sovereignty and maniesponsibilityWhile perhaps th&/ord of God
does not clear up all the mystery (and this is said with reserdegsthrow
much light upon the problem, and it seems tonoege honoring to God and
His Word to prayerfully search the Scriptures for the completer solution of the
difficulty” (p. 144).

In this and other matters addressed in the chap&believe the Banner had a-hid
den agenda in what it deletefihis same chaptgefor example, makes the following points:

“We shall therefore digress a little at this point to define and consider what is
implied and involved in the words ‘No man @ame to Me- cf. John 5:40,
‘ye will not come to Mehat ye might have life.’

For the sinner to come to Christ that he might have life is for him to
realize the awful danger of his situation; is for him to see that the sword of
Divine justice is suspended over his head; is to awaken to the fact that there is
but a step betwixt him and death, and that after death is the ‘judgarehiri
consequence of this discovery for him to be irreal earnesto escape, and
in suchearnestness that he shidke from the wrath to comegry to God for
mercy andagonizeto enter in at the ‘strait gate.’

To come to Christ for life, is for the sinner to feel and acknowledge that
he is utterly destitute of any claim upon Goéavour; is to see himself as
‘without strength,lost and undone; is to admit that he is deserving of nothing
but eternal death, thus taking side with God against himself; it is for him to
cast himself into the dust before God, and humbly sue for Divine mercy

To come to Christ for life, is for the sinner to abandon his own-right
eousness and be ready to be made the righteousness of God in Christ; it is to
disown his own wisdom and be guided by His; it is to repudiate his own will
and be ruled by His; it is to unreservedly receive the Lord Jesus as his Saviour
and Lord, as hisll in all.

Such, in part and in brief, is whatimplied and involvedn ‘Coming
to Christ.” But is the sinner willing to takeuchan attitude before God? No;
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for in the first place, héoes notealizethe danger of his situation, and in eon
sequence is not in real earnest after his escape; instead, men are for the most
partat easeand apart from the operations of the Holy Spirit whenever they
are disturbed by the alarms of conscience of the dispensations of providence,
they flee to any other refuge but Christ “ (p. 150).

*kkkkkkk*k*

“Now let it be clearly understood that, when we speak of the ssner
inability, we do not mean that if men desired to come to Christ they lack the
necessary power to carry out their desire. No; the fact is that the'sinner
inability or absence of power is itselfieto lack of willingnesso come to
Christ, and this lack of willingness is the fruit of a depraved heart “ (p. 151).

The idea that the sinner cannot even desire to come to Christ or realize his dange
apart from the saving operations of the Spirit makes nonsense of a well-meant and lovin
offer of the gospel.Yet this is the type of moderate Calvinism the Banner has been pro
moting for many years. So the Banner has removed everything that contradicts or conflict
with its view fromThe Sovezignty of Godwvithout any “warning to the readéiThe sup
posed changes in Piskviews appear no more than a smokescreen.

An Appendectomy

The omission of the four appendices is also significant. In the first and second
appendices Pink deals with the question of &sdcret and revealed will and rejects the
idea that there is any conflict between thefihose who believe that God in the gospel
expresses a love for all and a desire to save all, often try to reconcile this teaching with th
doctrine of predestination by saying that there are two conflicting wills in God, a will to
save all and a will to save only some. No wonthen, that the Banner did not want these
two appendices printed in its edition.

Here are some samples:

“In treating of theWill of God some theologians have feifentiated
between His decretive will and His permissive will, insisting that there are
certain things which God has positively fore-ordained, but other things which
He merely suers to exist or happen. But such a distinction is really no dis
tinction at all, inasmuch as God only permits that which is according to His
will” (p. 243).

*xkkkkk Kk k% *

“It has been objected b&rminian theologians that the division of
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God’s will into secret and revealed is untenable, because it makes God to have
two different wills, the one opposed to the othBut this is a mistake, due to
their failure to see that the secret and revealed will of God respect entirely dif
ferent objects. If God should require and forbid the same thing, or if He
should decree the same thing should and should not exist, then would His
secret and revealed will be contradictory and purposeless.” (p. 244).

*kk Kk kk kK k%

“That there is no conflict whatever between the secret and revealed will
of God is made clear from the fact that, the former is accomplished by my use
of the means laid down in the latter(p. 246).

*xkhkkkkkkk*k*

“Here then is the diiculty: If God has eternally decreed thadam
shouldeat of the tree, how could he be held responsible to eat of it?
Formidable as the problem appears, nevertheless, it is capable of a solution, a
solution, moreovemhich can be grasped even by the finite miiitie solu
tion is to be found in the distinction between Godecret will and His
revealed will. As stated imPAppendix I, human responsibility is measured by
our knowledge of Godrevealedwill; what Godhastold us, not what He has
not told us, is the definer of our dut§o it was withAdam.

That God had decreed sin should enter this world through the disobedi
ence of our first parents wassacet hid in His own breast. Of thikdam
knew nothing, anthat made all the diffence so far as His responsibility was
concernedAdam was quite unacquainted with the Creatbidden counsels.
What concerned him was Gedevealedwill. And that was plain!God had
forbidden him to eat of the tree and that was enough.” (p. 249).

In the last two appendices Pink deals with those two Scripture texts that are so ofte
used to prove a broader scope for the love of God than for just the elect, John 3:16 anc
John 2:2. Pink shows clearly that these texts do not teach anything but a love of God fc
the elect alone, demonstrating from Scripture that the word “world” applies only to the
elect in these passages. He says for examplppandix Ill, “The Meaning of ‘Kosmos’
in John 3:16:”

“That ‘the world’in John 3:16 refers tthe world of believer§God’s
elect), in contradistinction from thevorld of the ungodly(2 Pet. 2:5), is
established, unequivocally established, by a comparison of the other passages
which speak of God'‘love.” ‘God commendeth His lovieward US - the
saints, Rom. 5:8. Whomthe Lord loveth Hechasteneth- every son, Heb.
12:6. ‘W& love Him, because He first lovel& - believers, | John 4:19The
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wicked, God ‘pities(see Matt. 18:33). Unto the unthankful and evil, God is
‘kind’ (see Luke 6:35)The vessels of wrath He endures ‘with much longsuf
fering’ (see Rom. 9:22). But ‘His owfsodloves!'* (p. 255).

Pink would have nothing whatsoever to do with the idea that God in some sense
loves all men, but the Banner has carefully excised every reference to this idea from th
book. An inexcusable action!

Chapter Chopping

Many other omissions throughout the book are of the same Kmeldeleted mate
rial usually contradicts the Banner teaching regarding a love of God for all, a desire of Goc
to save all, and Gosl'making a loving and “well-meant”fef of salvation to all who hear
the Gospel.

For example, in chapter 1, “GedSovereignty Defined,” one long paragraph in
which Pink explains that “God bestows His mercy on whom He pleases” and the three
paragraphs in which he shows that “God is sovereign in the exercise of His love” (pp. 24
25) are completely omitted. So is a footnote in which Pink rejects as “an invention pure
and simple” the distinction often made today between &tadve of complacency” and
his “love of compassion” (p. 25).

Note, then, especially this paragraph:

“God is soverign in the exaise of His love Anh! that is a hard saying,
who then can receive it? It is written, rdan can receive nothing, except it
be given him from heavefiJohn 3:27).When we say that God is sovereign
in the exercise of His Love, we mean that He loves whom He chooses. God
does not love everybody; if He did, He would love the DeéMhy does God
not love the Devil? Because there is nothing in him to love; because there is
nothing in him to attract the heart of God. Nor is there anything to attract
God’s love in any of the fallen sons Aflam, for all of them are, by nature,
‘children of wrath{Eph. 2:3). If then there is nothing in any member of the
human race to attract Gedove, and if, notwithstanding, He does love some,
then it necessatrily follows that the cause of His love must be found in Himself,
which is only another way of saying that the exercise of $lode towards
the fallen sons of men is according to His own good pleasure,” (pp. 24-25).
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The following paragraph is one of two omitted in the third chaptee Sovereignty
of God inAdministration.” Why this paragraph?o read the last part of it is to see why:

“Mark, too, thesoveeigntywhich God displayed in His dealings with
men! Moses who was slow of speech, andAsrbn his elder brother who
was not slow of speech, was the one chosen to be His ambassador inrdemand
ing from Egypts monarch the release of His oppressed people. Moses again,
though greatly beloved utters one hasty word and was excluded from Canaan;
whereas Elijah, passionately murmurs andessifout a mild rebuke, and was
afterwards taken to heaven without seeing death! Uzzah merely touched the
ark and was instantly slain, whereas the Philistines carriefliit ofsulting
triumph and sdéred no immediate harm. Displays of grace which would have
brought a doomed Sodom to repentance, failed to move an highly privileged
Capernaum. Mighty works which would have subdig@® and Sidon, left
the upbraided cities of Galilee under the curse of a rejected Gospel. If they
would have prevailed over the formarhy were they not wrought there? If
they proved indéctual to deliver the latter then why perform themhat
exhibitions are these of the sovereign will of the Most High!” (p. 45).

In chapter 4, “The Sovereignty of God in Salvation,” five lengthy paragraphs are
deleted in which Pink denies that it is the present purpose of the Holy Spirit to @hvict
menof sin (p. 74). There too, most of his explanation of the parable of the marriage sup
per (Lk. 14:16-24, Matt. 22:2-10) and of the words “compel them to come in” is missing
(one piragraph and parts of two others are deleted, and several sentences are changed.
78-79).

Listen to Pink:

“But, it may be said, is not the present mission of the Holy Spirit to
‘convictthe worldof sin’? And we answerlt is not. Themissionof the Spirit
is threefold; to glorify Christ, to vivify the elect, to edify the saints. John 16:8-
11 does not describe the ‘missiofthe Spirit, but sets forth tregnificance
of Hispresencéiere in the world. It treats not of His subjective work in sin
ners, showing them their need of Christ, by searching their consciences and
striking terror to their hearts; what we have there is entirely objeciiee.
illustrate. Suppose | saw a man hanging on the gallowshatwould that
‘convince’me? Why, that he was a murdereHow would | thus be con
vinced? By reading the record of his trial? by hearing a confession from his

4 cf. Appendix 2 following this article.
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own lips? No; but by the fact that mashanging there. So the fact that the
Holy Spirit isherefurnishes proof of the world’'guilt, of Gods righteousness,
and of the Devib judgment.” (pp. 75-76).

“We say ‘compelthe sinnerfor this is precisely what the Holy Spirit
does, has to do. . . . Herein is seen His sovereigidyomnipotencyHis
Divine suficiency. The clear implication from this word ‘compas, that
those whom the Holy Spirtoes‘bring in’ are not willingof themselvedo
come” (pp. 78-79).

In chapter 7, “God& Sovereignty and the Humaill,” there are more significant
omissions:

“But some one may replyid not Joshua say to Israel, ‘Choose you
this day whom ye will serve’?(es, he did; but why not complete his sen
tence? -Whetherthe gods that your fathers served which were on the other
side of the floodor the gods of th&morites, in whose land ye dwe(lJosh.
24:15)! But why attempt to pit scriptuagjainstscripture? TheWord of God
never contradicts itself, and tiiéord expressly declares, ‘Therensne that
seekethafter God” (Rom. 3:1) (p. 127).

No seeking after God, no desire for God on the part of the unregen€hatetoo a
moderate Calvinist does not like. Nor does he like the idea that the will is moved to obe)
God only by “the victorious &tacy of Gods grace” as the following quote shows:

“It is only as we see the real nature of freedom and mark that the will
Is subject to the motives brought to bear upon it, that we are able to discern
there is no conflict between two statements of MWt which concern our
blessed Lord. In Matt. 4.1 we read, ‘Then was Jesligpof the Spirit into
the wilderness to be tempted of the Dewdljt in Mark 1:12, 13 we are told,
‘And immediately the Spiridriveth Him into the wildernessAnd He was
there in the wilderness forty days, tempted of Satan. It is utterly impossible
to harmonize these two statements byAbhminian conception of the will.
But really there is no ditulty. That Christ was ‘driven’, implies it was a by
a forcible motive or powerful impulse, such as was not to be resisted or
refused; that He was ‘ledlenotes His freedom in going. Putting the two
together we learn, that He wadven, with a voluntay condescension ther
to. So, there is the liberty of manwill and the victorious é&tacy of Gods
grace united together: a sinner may be ‘draavd yet ‘cometo Christ - the
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‘drawing’presenting to him the irresistible motive, the ‘comsighifying the
response of his will - as Christ was ‘drivamd ‘led’by the Spirit into the
wilderness.” (pp. 132-133).

Blue-Pencilled Pink

Many of the other omissions and changes follow the same pattieey. too, weak
en Pinks sharp emphasis on the particularity of Gddve and grace. In the chapt@ie
Sovereignty of God in Salvation,” there is a sentence which reads, “If Christ was ‘made :
curse’for all of Adam’s race then none are now ‘under condemnatidiis is changed
by the Banner to read, “If Christ was ‘made a cumseaill of Adam’s race then none will
finally be condemned” (p. 62)Iwo pages later part of another paragraph is deleted which
also makes reference to the fact that the some who do not kerew aleadyunder
condemnation (p.64)This teaching that some men a@w alreadyunder condemnation
does not reconcile with the Banner teaching that God wants and seeks to save all.

Many omissions and changes, howewwem merely to be by way of softening
Pink’s strong and sharp emphasis on the subject of the book, the sovereignty of God ar
his equally sharp condemnation of errdExamples of the Banrierattempt to soften
Pink’s sharp emphasis are numeroAdew follow.

In the chapter on Gaosl'sovereignty in salvation, page 70, the words “This passage
need not detain us long,” have been substituted for a sentence in which Pink rejects the dc
trine of universal atonement with the words,f&se doctrine has been erected on a false
translation.” In another chaptéGod’'s Sovereignty and PrayePink sharply condemns
the idea that prayer “shapes Godoblicy” as blasphemous (p. 168). In the Banner edition
this has been changed to say that the idea is in defiance of the teaching of Scriptur
Likewise, on page 139 most of a paragraph which condemns the RomarAstramicn
teachings concerning free will is also omittda. give just one more example, in the chap
ter, “The Value ofThis Doctrine,” the Banner edition reads “not all are made partakers of
that grace” where Pink actually wrote “multitudes will be tormented forever and ever” (p.
216). And so throughout the book.

Conclusion
Pink’s Calvinism is the sharp, sure, logically consistent Calvinism that makes so
many Calvinists today uncomfortable, a high Calvinism that emphasises the glory of Goc
above all else and does not remake God in the image of Was.kind of Calvinism is
not only fogotten and neglected toddyt misrepresented as hypatvinism and fatal
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iIsm, and openly ridiculed by those who claim to be Calviradnends.
That it should be so is not surprisings Pink himself wrote nearly 70 years ago:

“We are well aware that what we have written is in open opposition to
much of the teaching that is current both in religious literature and in the rep
resentative pulpits of the lan@Vhat is surprising is that men (who have a rep
utation for integrity) should go to such lengths in trying to find support for
their teachings that they would so shamefully misrepresent another as though
he was a friend of that half-baked Calvinism they hold, when in fact he is no
friend but a sworn eneniy(p. 18).

Let the Bannertake note!

We do not agree with everything Pink wrotd'ime Sovesignty of Godr elsewhere,
but we abhor the way this most valuable of all his writings has been presented to-the pul
lic by the Banner The Pink we meet in the Banner editionSafveeignty is not Pink at
all but some entirely dérent colour

There follows now on the subsequent pages two appendices
which are illustrative of the modifications introduced into Psnkbrk
via the wholescale “editing” and/or “excisions” made in the Banner of

Truth edition.(Ed).
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APPENDIX #1
The Fogotten Spugeon

In the second edition (1973) dhe Fogotten Spugeon (by lain Murray:Publ.
Banner ofTruth) there is only a brief note on page 52 concerning the Kelvedon edition of
Spugeons sermons.This note only states:

“More seriously ‘Arminianism’has even been removed from the text
of some of Spwgeons sermons printed in the Kelvedon edition, though no
warning of the abridgement is given to the read&smpare, for example, the
sermon preached on 18 Octqlde857 which is No. 159 in tiéew Park Seet
Pulpit, Volume 3 and which appearsWolume 13 (Sermons of Comfort and
Assurance), page 222 of the Kelvedon edition published by Marshaalor
& Scott.”

This footnote leaves the impression that only a single word was removed from the
Kelvedon edition of Spgeon’s sermons. In fact, that edition removedjdasections of
the sermons, carefully excising all references to the sovereignty of grace versus arminiar
ism.

In the first edition ofThe Fogotten Spugeon(1966) Murray himself showed this.
That first edition included an appendix which compared part of one o &ms sermons
as printed in th&ew Park Swet Pulpit(Sermon No. 159) with the Kelvedon text of the
same sermon to show how it had been butchered.

In the introductory part of thappendix, Murray says concerning the Kelvedon ver
sion of the sermon:

“There is also no indication given as to the nature of the editing which
was considered necessaltyis only by comparison with the original that one
discovers that ‘the editingonsists almost entirely of abridgements which in
places are considerable, and as the following pages appear totilsbsev
omissions may not be without theological significance.” (p. 207).

These words were originally published in two issues oBtraner of Tuth maga
zine in 1962, the very next year after the Banner had done exactly the same thingsto Pink
Soveeignty of God(1961)! Indeed, Murray might well have been describing what the
Banner had done to Pink. Is this the reason, we wowthgr Murray omitted these words
and the appendix which included them in the second editibhefogotten Spugeon?
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APPENDIX #2

The Banner Edition of Pink's
“Sovereignty of God”

We include hera section flom chapter4 of “The Sovezignty of God comparing
the original version with the edited Banner version by way of demonstrating what the
Banner has done to PinKhis is the fifth chapter in the Banner edition, though the chap
ters are not numbered in that editiofhe part shown is from section 3, "The Sovereignty
of God the Holy Spirit in Salvation" (pages 7@8f the Baker edition).Words in brackets
are words the Banner has added or substituted in their edition.

We have included this material from Chap.4 for several reasons.

First, we noted that the chapter contains an unusual view of Genesis 1:1, 2, a viev
that most evangelicals today would reject. Howeseen that does not in our opinion war
rant the omission of the @& portions of the chapter that have been left out in the Banner
edition.

Secondthe portion that we quote from the chaptee believe shows very clearly
why the Banner has omitted so much material from the original edition especially in the

omission of Pink's explanations of John 1618ahd Luke 14:16-24.

N. B. The extended quotation from Pisloriginal work which here follows, carries
indications of how the Banner edition has modified the original thus:

1. The left hand column carries the original, unegpted “Pink”.
2. The right hand column carries the “BanneiTafith” edited edition of the same text.

3.Where the Banner edition includes Pm&riginal, but modifies the wording, the Banner
modification is giventalicized bold thus:has not so dealt

The quotation is herewith on the following pages.......... /
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“THE SOVEREIGNTY O

F GOD IN SALVATION”

Extended Quotationdm Ch. 4 in original Baker edition
(Ch. 5 in Banner edition)

THE ORIGINAL “PINK”

To return to 2ZThess. 2:13: “But we

are bound to give thanks always to God
you, brethren beloved of the Lord, beca
God hath from the beginning chosen you
salvation through sanctification of the Sp
and belief of the truth.” The order of

thought here is most important and instr
tive. First, Gods eternal choice; second, t
sanctification of the Spirit; third belief ¢
the truth. Precisely the same order is fo
in | Pet. 1:2 - “Elect according to the fer
knowledge of God the Fathéhrough sanc
tification of the Spirit, unto obedience a
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Chrisifle

take it that the “obedience” here is the “ol
dience of faith” (Rom. 1:5), which approp
ates the virtues of the sprinkled blood of

Lord Jesus. So thdrefore the “obedience’
(of faith, cf. Heb. 5:9), there is the work

the Spirit setting us apart, and behind tha
the election of God the Fathérhe ones
“sanctified of the Spirit” then, are thg
whom “God hath from the beginning chos

THE “BANNER” PINK

)

To return to 2Thess. 2:13: “But we
fare bound to give thanks always to God for
Iyou, brethren beloved of the Lord, because
God hath from the beginning chosen you to
rsalvation through sanctification of the Spirit
and belief of the truth.” The order of
Lthought here is most important and instruc
Ntive. First, Gods eternal choice; second, the
iisanctification of the Spirit; third belief of
Ithe truth. Precisely the same order is found
€in | Pet. 1:2 - “Elect according to the fere
knowledge of God the Fathehrough sanc
ntification of the Spirit, unto obedience and
sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christfle
Dtake it that the “obedience” here is the “obe
idience of faith” (Rom. 1:5), which appropri
tates the virtues of the sprinkled blood of the
Lord Jesus. So thdrefore the “obedience”
C(of faith, cf. Heb. 5:9), there is the work of
lithe Spirit setting us apart, and behind that is
the election of God the Fathdérhe ones
h\“sanctified of the Spirit” then, are they
ewhom “God hath from the beginning chosen

to salvation” (2Thess. 2:13), those who grto salvation” (2Thess. 2:13), those who are

“elect according to the foreknowledge
God the Father” (I Pet. 1:2).

But, it may be said, is not the pre:

ent mission of the Holy Spirit to “convict tt
world of sin”? And we answerlt is not.
The mission of the Spirit is threefold;

(“elect according to the foreknowledge of
God the Father” (I Pet. 1:2).

~

~—+

glorify Christ, to vivify the elect, to edify t
saints. John 16:811does not describe

]
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“mission” of the Spirit, but sets forth th
significance of His presence here in |
world. It treats not of His subjective wor
in sinners, showing them their need of

Christ, by searching their consciences ;
striking terror to their hearts; what we ha
there is entirely objective.To illustrate.
Suppose | saw a man hanging on the

lows, of what would that “convince” mg’
Why, that he was a murderedow would |
thus be convinced? By reading the recory
his trial? by hearing a confession from h
own lips? No; but by the fact that he w
hanging there. So the fact that the H
Spirit is here furnishes proof of the wodg
guilt, of Gods righteousness, and of th
Devil's judgment.

—_—
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The Holy Spirit ought not to be hef
at all. That is a startling statement, but \
make it deliberatelyChrist is the One wh
ought to be here. He was sent here by|
Father but the world did not want Hin,
would not have Him, hated Him, and ca
Him out. And the presence of the Spirit her
instead evidences its guiliThe coming of
the Spirit was a proof to demonstration|
the resurrection, ascension, and glory of |t
Lord Jesus. His presence on earth rever
the worlds verdict, showing that God ha
set aside the blasphemous judgment in|
palace of Israed’ high priest and in the hal
of the Roman governorThe “reproof” of
the Spirit abides, and abides altogether ifi
spective of the world'reception or rejectio
of His testimony

O =

—

Had our Lord been referring her
to the gracious work which the Spirit woul
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perform in those who should be brough
feel their need of Him, He had said that t
Spirit would convict men of their un-ri
eousness, their lack of righteousness. |E
this is not the thought here at allThe
descent of the Spirit from heaven establ
es Gods righteousness, Christrighteous
ness.The proof of that is, Christ has gone
the Father Had Christ been an Impostes
the religious world insisted when they cp
Him out, the Father had not received Hir
The fact that the Father did exalt Him to iH
own right hand, demonstrates that He v
innocent of the chges laid against Hint;
and the proof that the Father has receiv
Him, is the presence now of the Holy Spjr
on Earth, for Christ has sent Him from {r
Father (John 16:7)The world was unrigh
eous in casting Him out, the Father righ
eous in glorifying Him; and this is what th
Spirit’s presence here establish&ke com
ing of the .

“Of judgment, because the Prince
this world is judged” (v11). This is the log
ical and inevitable climax.The world is
brought in guilty for their rejection of, fg
their refusal to receive, Christ. Its condgr
nation is exhibited by the Fathgexaltation
of the spurned One. Therefore nothing
awaits the world, and its Prince, but judl
ment. The “judgment” of Satan is alreadh
established byrhe Spirit's presence herg
for Christ, through death, set at nought ki
who had the power of death, that is, ft
Devil (Heb. 2:14).When Gods time comes
for the Spirit to depart from the earth, the
His sentence will be executed, both on |t
world and its Prince. In the light of th
unspeakably solemn passage we need np
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surprised to find Christ saying, “The Spiri
€

e

of truth, whom the world cannot recei\
because it seeth Him not, neither kno
Him”. No, the world wants Him not;

condemns the world.

“And when He is come, He will reprov
(or better “convict” - bring in guilty) the
world of sin, and of righteousness, and
judgment: Of sin, because they believe

on Me; Of righteousness, because | go to|r

Fatherand ye see me no more; Of judgm

because the prince of this world is judge

(John 16:8-1). Three things, then, the pre
ence of the Holy Spirit on earth demg
strates to the world: first, its sin, because
world refused to believe on Christ; seco
God’s righteousness in exalting to His o
right hand the One cast out, and now
more seen by the world; third, judgme
because Satan the woddrince is alread)
judged, though execution of his judgmen

yet future. Thus the Holy Spiri§ presencg

here displays things as they really are.

The Holy Spirit is sovereign in Hi
operations and His mission is confined

)

€

The Holy Spirit is sovereign in His
loperations and His mission is confined to

God’s elect: they are the ones He “conGod's elect. they are the ones He “com

forts,” “seals,” guides into all truth, shey
things to come, etcThe work of the Spiri
IS necessdr in order to the complete
accomplishmentof the Fathereternal pur
pose. Speaking hypotheticalbut reverent
ly, be it said, that if God had done nothi
more than given Christ to die for sinners,
a single sinner would ever have been sa
In order for any sinner to see meed of a
Saviour and be willing to receive the
Saviour he needs, the work of the Hi

viforts,” “seals,” guides into all truth, shews
things to come, etcThe work of the Spirit
IS necessyr in order to the complete
accomplishmentof the Fathsreternal pur
pose. Speaking hypotheticallyut reverent
nly, be it said, that if God had done nothing
nimore than given Christ to die for sinners,not
ya single sinner would ever have been saved.
In order for any sinner to see Imeed of a
Saviour and be willing toreceive the
bISaviour he needs, the work of the Holy




Spirit upon and within him were imper:
tively required. Had God done nothir
more than given Christ to die for sinners g
then sent forth His servants to proclaim g
vation through Chrigt, leaving sinners

entirely to themselves to accept or reject
they pleased, theaverl sinner would have
rejected because at heart every man hg
God and is at enmity with HimTherefore
the work of the Holy Spirit was needed

bring the sinner to Christ, to overcome |
innate opposition, and comgem to accept
the provision God has mad&fe say “com

pel” the sinnerfor this is precisely what th
Holy Spirit does, has to do, and this leads

to consider at some length, though as brig¢
as possible, the parable of the “Marriagc

Supper”.

In Luke 14:16 we read, “Aertain
man made a great suppand bade mariy
By comparing carefully what follows he
with Matt. 22:2-10 several important di
tinctions will be observedWe take it that
these passages are two independent
accounts of the same parable faiihg in
detail according to the distinctive purpo
and design of the Holy Spirit in each
Gospel. Matthevg account, in harmon)
with the Spirits presentation there of Chri
as the Son of David, the King of the Jew
says, “Acertain king made a marriage f

his son” Lukes account - where the Spir|

presents Christ as the Son of Man - says
certain man made a great supper and |
many” Matt. 22:3 says, “And sent forth Hi
servants;” Luke 14:17 says, “And sent H
servant.” Now what we wish particularly 1
call attention to is, that al through

A Spirit upon and within him were impera
tively required. Had God done nothing
rmore than given Christ to die for sinners and
¢then sent forth His servants to proclaim sal
vation through Christ, leaving sinners
entirely to themselves to accept or reject as
they pleased, therver sinner would have
trejected because at heart every man hates
God and is at enmity with HimTherefore
tthe work of the Holy Spirit was needed to
1bring the sinner to Christ, to overcome his
innate opposition, anoking him to accept
the provision God has made.
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Matthews account it is “servants,” wherea
in Luke it is always “servant.The class o
readers for whom we are writing are the
that believe unreservedly, in the verba
inspiration of the Scriptures, and such w
readily acknowledge that there must be
some reason for this change from the plu
number in Matthew to the singular one
Luke. We believe the reason is a weigh
one and that attention to this variation
reveals an important truthMe believe that
the servants in Matthewpeaking generally
are all who go forth preaching the Gosjp«
but that the “Servant” in Luke 14 is the Ho
Spirit Himself. This is not incongruous, Qr
derogatory to the Holy Spirit, for God th
Son, in the days of His earthly ministwyas
the Servant of Jehovah (Isa. 42:1). It will
observed that in Matt. 22 the “servants” p
sent forth to do three things: first, to “cal
to the wedding (\3); second, to “tell thoge
which are bidden . . . all things are re
come unto the marriage. &); third, to “bid
to the marriage” (v9); and these three ar
the things which those who minister th
Gospel today are now doing. In Luke 14
Servant is also sent forth to do three thin
first, He is “to say to them that were bidde
Come: for all things are now ready”. (7);
second, He is to “bring in the poand the
maimed, and the halt, and the blind” 2\);
third, He is to “compel them to come in’ (\
25), and the last two of these the Holy Sp
alone can do!
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In the above scripture we see th
“the Servant,” the Holy Spirit, compe
certain ones to come into the “supper” a
herein is seen His sovereigniyis omnipe
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tency His divine suiiciency. The clear
implication from this word “compel” is, th:
those whom the Holy Spirit does “bring i
are not willing of themselves to conTéis
Is exactly what we have sought to show
previous paragraphs. By nature, Goelect
are children of wratleven as othergéEph.
2:3), and as such their hearts are at en
with God. But this “enmity” of theirs i
overcome by the Spirit and He “compe
themto come in.

Is it not clear then that the reason wt

others are left outside, is not only becal
they araunwilling to go in, but also becau
the Holy Spiritdoes not “compel”’them to
come in? Is it not manifest that the Ho
Spirit is soveeign in the exercise of Hi
power that as the wind “blowetiwhere it
pleaseth so the Holy Spirioperates wher
He please®

- =

By nature, Go® elect
are children of wratleven as othergéEph.
N2:3), and as such their hearts are at enmity
swith God. But this “enmity” of theirs is
l<overcome by the Spirit anidl is in conse-

guence of His regenerating work that they
believe on Christ.”

Is it not clear then that the reason why
cothers are left outside“the Kingdom of
5:God, is not only because they are unwilling

to go in, but also because the Holy Spirit
yhath not so dealt with them.”

~

D

COPIES OF PINK'S ORIGINAL EDITION AVAILABLE
FROM:

Mr. Sean Courtney

78 Millfield, Grove Road,

BALYMENA, BT43 6PD,

N. IRELAND

(Twice the size of the Banner edition!)



