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regard them with some degree of
favor, ornone, during their earthly
lives? Do they as "creatures as
such" or "men as such" become
the recipients of his love or favor
"after a fashion"? Is the unregen~
erate vessel ofwrath in some way
!he object of God's favor to "clay
In general"? The Synod of 1924
(of the eRe - DJE) said yes.
Hoeksema said no. Hoeksema
was correct (pp. 204, 205).

Since North means by com­
mongrace merely the good gifts that
God bestows upon the reprobate
wicked and a work of the law written
in the hearts of the ungodly that
causes them outwardly to conform to
the law for selfish reasons, he should
give up the terminology, "common
grace." His usage is not the common
usage. The Bible does not use the
term. Nor do the Reformed creeds
(the only time that the "Three Forms
of Unity" speak of"common grace"
they attribute the belief to the
Arminians in the Canons of Dordt,
III, IV, Rejection of Errors/5).
North's insistence on employing the
term to refer to the gifts that God
gives the wicked, while rejecting
any attitude of favor on God's part
toward the wicked, results in para­
doxical, confusing statements.
Speaking ofthe ungodly at the endof
the world-those whose revolt is a
problem for North in view of the
victoryofthe comingmillennial king­
dom - North writes:

He (God) has been gracious to
them all to the utmost of His
common grace. He has been gra­
cious in response to their cov-
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enantal faithfulness to His civil
law-order, and He has been gra­
cious in order to pile the maxi­
mum possible quantity ofhotcoals
on their God-hating heads (pp.
114, 115).

"Covenantal faithfulness" on
the part of God-haters? God gra­
ciously piling hot coals on people's
heads? Theologybecomes nonsense.
Insteadofspeaking ofcommongrace,
North should speak of the bounties,
or gifts, of God's Providence. With
the Heidelberg Catechism in Lord's
Day 50, he should distinguish be­
tween the "gifts" of earthly necessi­
ties that God gives men and the
"blessing" that believers request from
God with these "gifts,"without which
blessing the gifts do not profit.

God's providential care of all
men is the subject of I Timothy 4:10:
" ... the living God, who is the Savior
of all men, specially of those that
believe." North calls this text "the
key verse that describes two kinds of
grace" (p. 5) and "probably the most
difficult verse in the Bible for those
who deny universal salvation from
hell, yet who also deny the existence
of common grace" (p. 22). In fact,
the text does not speakofgrace at all.
Rather, it teaches that the "living
God" gives earthly life and whatever
material things that they enjoy to all
men. He is the Savior of all in the
sense of upholding their existence
and supplying their physical needs
in His Providence. The preceding
context reveals God as Creator and
as the Giver of material good things
(vss. 1-5). These gifts are not grace
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to the ungodly. For the gifts, al­
though good in themselves as cre­
ations of the good God, are good
only to those persons who receive
them with thanksgiving because they
believe and know the truth (vss. 3,4).
They are curses to the unthankful.
Since the living God gives earthly
gifts to the believers with His favor,
He is especially the Savior in His
Providence of those who believe.

It is noteworthy that, despite
North's sharp difference with Re­
formed theolos,illf.ls who explain
common grace Q(the favor of God
toward those outside of Christ, he is
at one with them in making common
grace the basis of cooperation be­
tween the saints and the unholy.
Common grace explains the coop­
eration of the unregenerate, "the
number ofwhom is as the sand ofthe
sea" (Rev. 20:8), with the regenerate
in creating and maintaining the
millennial kingdom of Christ. Com­
mon grace justifies the believers'
working together with unbelievers
in bringing about Christ's kingdom:
"There can be cooperation between
Christians and non-Christians .... We
can cooperate with the enemy in
positive projects because of com­
mon grace" (p. 198). Cooperation
with the world in his political activi­
ties in The Netherlands was also the
purpose ofAbraham Kuyper (inmany
ways the father of the doctrine of
common grace) with his gemeene
gralie (common grace). It was one
of the main purposes of the CRC
with its doctrine ofcommon grace in
1924. The CRC intended to silence
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those in its fold who taught the an­
tithesis (on the significance of the
common grace controversy in the
CRC for the antithesis, cf. James D.
Bratt, Dutch Calvinism in Modern
America, Eerdmans, 1984, pp. 93-
119).

But the apostle of Christ for­
bids this cooperation in II Corinthians
6: 14ff. The passage makes clear that
cooperation between the church and
the world in building the kingdom of
Christ is impossible. Christ will not
cooperate with Belial in establishing
His kingdom - He will use Belial,
but He will not cooperate with him.
Satan on his part will never agree to
cooperate with Christ in promoting
Christ's kingdom. Satan is foolish.
He is not stupid. North deludes
himself when he supposes that the
sons of Belial will be willing to help
usher in the millennial kingdom and
then for a millennium to cooperate in
supporting it. We have Christ's word
for it: "And if Satan cast out Satan,
he is divided against himself; how
shall then his kingdom stand?" (Matt.
12:26).

North's thesis fails. The saints
may not cooperate with the unholy,
certainly not in the spiritual task of
extending the kingdom of Christ.
The ungodly will not cooperate in
such a work. As willing slaves, they
are engaged in building the kingdom
of Satan. On North's own admis­
sion, the days immediately before
the coming ofChristwill see a Satan­
inspired, worldwideassault upon the
church of Christ. North's "common
grace" does not solve his problem
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concerning a victorious millennial
kingdom filled with unregenerates
and collapsing in a Satanic revolt.

As a postscript, I only remark
the utter injustice that North does to
creedal Reformed Christianity and
to multitudes of Reformed and Pres­
byterian Christians living and dead
when he repeatedly charges them
with the heresy ofantinomism. "The
amillennialist must reject biblical
law .... I think antinomian ism is the
underlying motive of amillen­
nialism" (p. 154). The Reformed
Christian makes the law of God the
rule of the whole ofhis thankful life,
as the Heidelberg Catechism teaches
in its third part. He teaches it to his
children. He witnesses of it to his
neighbor as he has opportunity.
Because of his obedience to the law,
he suffers scorn and loss. But be­
cause he does not share Recon­
structionism's belief that the Spirit
will write the law upon the heart of a
majority ofthe human race and make
it the constitution of nations prior to
the coming ofJesus, this man of God
must needs be damned as antinomian
(I remind Dr. North that antinomism
is a heresy-a soul damning heresy).
This is a cruel slander and a gross
injustice.

One gibe aimed specifically at
the Protestant Reformed Churches is
intolerable and may not be allowed
to go unanswered. North declares
that this denomination "still speaks
with a Dutch accent" (p. 110). Ja,
dere you have it. Dit is da same old
tingye Gereformeerd Dutchmen have
always had to put up met in dis
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country. Even dose who are nice to
da unregenerates poke fun met us.
Do ve speak met en Dutch accent?
Met al mine strengt, ik zei, "Neen!"

•
NewTestamentCriticism & Inter­
pretation, ed. by David Alan Black
& David S. Dockery; Zondervan
Publishing House, 1991; 619pp.,
$17.95 (paper). [Reviewed by
Herman Hanko.]

Itappears as if the entire church
world has gone mad over higher
criticism. And this book would seem
to be the proofof it. One ofthe blurbs
on the back cover speaks of the fact
that "The editors have assembled a
talented team of conservative-evan­
gelical scholars" for the writing of
this book; and so it is. But everyone
without exception is a higher critic
and, as the title indicates, is given to
higher criticism of Scripture. The
list of authors reads like a "Who's
Who" in American evangelicalism
and high praises for the book are
sung on the back cover by leading
evangelicals from leading evangeli­
cal Seminaries around the world.

In three separate sections the
authors discuss what is meant by

.critical studies of Scripture, what are
the basic methods in New Testament
criticism, and some special issues
that arise in New Testament inter­
pretation.

In the first section, a brief his­
tory of higher criticism is given, and
the role of higher critical methods is
justified. In an important essay D.A.
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Hagner from Fuller Theological
Seminary justifies historical critical
methods of exegesis on the grounds
that the historical accuracy of the
biblical record must be decided on
empirical grounds.

In the second section, almost
every kind of critical study of Scrip­
ture is described and discussed: tex­
tual criticism, source criticism, form
criticism, redaction criticism, liter­
ary criticism, canonical criticism,
sociological criticism, structuralism.
One is impressed with the fact that
every time the student of Scripture
turns around, he discovers that some­
one, somewhere has invented yet
another method of examining and
explaining the text ofScripture. And
who knows how many more meth­
ods will be proposed? Yet each one
claims to hold a key to an under­
standing of God's Word.

The third section deals with
many different related questions such
as the use of the Old Testament in the
New, the development ofdoctrine in
the New Testament, and the relation
between critical studies and preach­
ing.

The authors are very bold in
what in fact constitutes an attack on
the integrity of Scripture. One au­
thor says that the historical accuracy
of Scripture must be decided on ra­
tional and empirical grounds (p. 81),
and that, while we may admit the
possibility of the supernatural, this
too must be historically investigated
and the reliability of witnesses ex­
amined (pp. 87-90). Another argues
forcibly for multiple meanings in the
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text, a view which carries us back to
medieval Roman Catholic interpre­
tation which closed Scripture to the
people of God (pp. 270, 271). An­
other boldly states that the authors of
Scripture did not agree in doctrine
(p. 475), and yet another is not
ashamed to insist that the gospels are
not historically reliable (p. 508).

At the same time, all forms of
literary and historical criticism are
recommenned as being invaluable
tools for the understanding of Scrip­
ture. And the authors insist that this
critical approach is in noway incom­
patible with firm belief in divine
inspiration.

Nevertheless, serious objec­
tions must be brought against these
approaches to God's Word. These
objections we consider to be so seri­
ous that no true biblical interpreta­
tion is possible ifone adopts them. It
is not, as the critics contend, that the
use of their methods gives us new
keys to biblical understanding; it is
just the opposite: to make use of
these methods closes Scripture com­
pletely to the child of God.

What are the objections which
have to be raised against critical
methods?

Some objections are, for the
most part, pragamatic; but some, we
are convinced, are rooted in funda­
mental principles.

There is a kind of prima facie
case against all these methods of
higher criticism, which case is raised
by the defenders themselves. That
prima facie case is made on the basis
of the assertions of the authors them-
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selves that, not only is no agreement
ever reached concerning results of
higher critical methods, but no agree­
ment is ever reached on even the
value of the methods themselves.

Let us take a look at what is
said in the book. Repeatedly the
authors stress that the conclusions
reached by critical methods are tenu­
ous and speculative, that those who
practice these methods come up with
wildly different conclusions, and that
much ofthe work is sheerguesswork
(see, e.g., the chapters on redaction
criticism and background studies).
On the one hand, the authors not only
insist on the importance of critical
studies, but go so far as to claim that
these studies are necessary to under­
stand Scripture. But, on the other
hand, methods change, new methods
are constantly introduced, the con­
clusions ofall methods are constantly
being altered. "The assured results
of modern scholarship" is a figment
of the imagination-incritical stud­
ies of Scripture as in the natural
sciences. Grant R. Osborne tells us:
"I would go so far as to say that any
responsiblestudyofthe Gospels must
proceed from a redaction - (and
literary-) critical perspective" (p.
215). But he, in other parts of his
chapter, is quick to point out that no
agreement has been reached among
scholars on the question. Ifwe have
to wait for scholars to agree among
themselves before we can under­
stand Scripture, we shall not under­
stand it until the Lord comes back.

This approach to Scripture,
recommended so highly by the crit-
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ics, isanempirical approach loScrip­
ture ratherthan the approach offaith.
It is interesting that the Christian
Reformed Church in 1922 con­
demned and fired Dr. Ralph Janssen,
professor of Old Testament in the
Seminary, for using empirical meth­
ods in his study of Scripture. How
has the gold become dim!

The empirical approach to
Scripture i~ an approach which re­
quires that the divine origin ofScrip­
ture be proved by empirical meth­
ods, and that the data of Scripture be
established by rational proof before
it can be accepted. We have, earlier
in this review, alluded to the fact that
this empirical method is approved
by authors in this book. Donald A.
Hagner admits this when he writes:
"Two other main criteria for estab­
lishing the authenticity of the say­
ings of Jesus that should be men­
tioned here..." (p. 81). Although he
says that an apriori exclusion of the
supernatural is unjustified, he, nev­
ertheless, writes: "Contrary to the
fear of many historians, openness to
the possibility of the supernatural
does not entail the acceptance of
every claim that a supematural event
had occurred. Every such claim
must be evaluated case by case with
attention to such things as the nature
of the event and especially the evi­
dence backing up the claim. In the
latter the extent and character of the
witness to the event are especially
important. Where, for example, we
have eyewitness control ofmore than
a few witnesses ... the probability of
the occurrence of the event escalates
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accordinglyH (p. 87).
The approach offaith, the only

proper approach to Scripture, re­
ceives the Scriptures as the Word of
God on the basis of their own self­
testimony, and receives what the
Scriptures contain as true in every
respect because God the Holy Spirit
has said so. They need no outside
corroboration, something which, as
a matter of fact, can never be ob­
tained. Within the Reformed
churches this approach is also con­
fessional. The Belgic Confession
writes that we receive all the books
of Scripture and believe all things
contained in this because (critical
scholars have proved their authen­
ticity? God forbid!) - because "the
Holy Ghost witnesseth in our hearts,
that they are from God, whereof they
carry the evidence in themselves"
(Art. V). To take any other approach
is to take a rationalistic approach to
the Word of God. And let the critics
understand: A rational istic approach
is the approach of unbelief.

The results of an empirical
approach are far-reaching and to­
tally destructive of Scripture. It is
not, according to this approach, nec­
essary for the different writers of
Scripture to agree with each other,
and, in fact, one can only expect that
there will be vast disagreement. Jerry
W. McCant writes: "We cannot
force every New Testament author
to speak to every doctrinal issue, and
we need not force au thors to agree on
every subject" (p. 475). My only
comment is: "The poor Holy Spirit
who has not sufficient intelligence to
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write in a way which is not self­
contradictory.H

If no doctrinal agreement can
be found among the writers ofScrip­
ture, one would not expect either that
the factual data are historically reli­
able. Craig L. Blomberg writes:
HMost (modern scholars) have given
up believing that the gospels may be
viewed as historically reliable, ex­
cept in certain places. Instead, they
conclude that Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and John wrote to express their theo­
logical understandings of the person
and the work of Christ, and to record
instructions relevant for the Chris­
tian communities to whom they
wrote" (p. 508). Apparently only the
critical scholars are in any kind of
position to tell us what we may ac­
cept as historically reliable and what
must be rejected. So, if one of our
children asks us about the cleansing
of the temple by our Lord, we shall
have to tell them that Jesus never
really did cleanse the·temple, but we
have here only a piece of Johannine
theology in which John expressed
some idea he had concerning Jesus.
I do not then really see any point in
reading Scripture either for myself
or for my children. What a dreadful
thing.

All of this is based on the fact
that Scripture is a human book. I
suppose that, if you would ask these
authors whetherScripture is the Word
of God, they would all say, Indeed it
is! I suppose that if I would criticize
them as denying the divine author­
ship ofScripture, they would scream
at me that I am misrepresenting them
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(as some of them have already done
in the past). But the fact remains that
this entire book has no single chap­
ter, much less paragraph, which says
anything about the truth of divine
inspiration. Once or twice a passing
reference to this truth may be found
in this book, but that is all!

Donald A. Hager is an ex­
ample of this. In a chapter in which
he defends the use of the historical­
critical method, he reminds us that
Christianity is a historical religion
and is thus open to historical re­
search and investigation (p. 74). Then
he goes on to say that the record and
interpretation of Christianity (by
which he means the Bible) also came
through history and is therefore also
open to historical research and in­
vestigation (pp. 75, 76). By deftly
arguing in a circle, he then goes on to
say that the New Testament is to be
explained in terms of the influence
of the church and the authors of
Scripture (p. 80). Thus the historical
accuracy of the record must be de­
cided on rational and empirical
grounds (p. 81).

In all the book, there is no
room for the infallible inspiration of
the Scriptures. The historical-liter­
ary critics are so deeply immersed in
the dusty Talmud and in archaeo­
logical digs, are so hot in the pursuit
of pre-Markan documents, are so
intent on spinning new theories of
how the Scriptures came into exist­
ence, that they have no time for nor
interest in the work ofthe Holy Spirit.
Instead of a Scripture that is God­
breathed, we have a Scripture that is
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Paul-breathed or church-breathed.
Instead of holy men of God speak­
ing, we have weak and frail people
speaking, whose sins and miscon­
ceptions are strewn over their writ­
ings. Instead of holy men of God
speaking as they were moved by the
Holy Ghost, we have people and
groups speaking as they were moved
by popular opinion and current con­
ceptions. Although Scripture says
that no Word of God expresses indi­
vidual and private opinions (II Pet.
1:20), the higher critics say just the
opposite: the Word ofGod expresses
private and individual opinions. They
know better than the Holy Spirit how
Scripture came into existence.

There are two striking pas­
sages in this large book. One de­
stroys all higher critical theories. It
is not by one of the authors, but by
another, David Steinmitz. It is dev­
astating for all higher criticism. How
Michael C. Parsons can quote
Steinmitz and still promote his criti­
cal conceptions is a mystery lost in
the mind of Parsons himself. The
quote reads: "Until the historical­
critical method becomes critical of
its own theoretical foundations and
develops a hermeneutical theory
adequate to the nature of the text
which it is interpreting, it will re­
main restricted -as it deserves to be
- to the guild and the academy,
where the question of truth can end­
lessly be deferred" (p. 271).

And this is, after all, the issue.
Can questions of truth be endlessly
deferred? Can they be deferred when
covenant parents are obligated to
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teach their children truth from God's
Word? Can they be deferred when
th e preacher confronts his congrega­
tion to bring to them the gospel of
Scripture? Can they be deferred
when missionaries go into all the
world in obedience to the command
of Christ and when the gathering of
the church depends upon the procla­
mation of the truth? Can they be
deferred when the whole church (up
to about 100 years ago) relied upon
the truth of Scripture for its very
existence? Dare we relegate all the
saints before us who have confessed
truth - even on the scaffold and in
prison - to a bunch of naive people
who never really understood what
truth really is-for the higher critics
had not yet decided what in Scripture
is true and what is not? Can truth be
deferred when the salvation of the
souls of men is at stake? What kind
of arrogance is it that claims this to
be true? What kind of insufferable
nonsense is it which openly pro­
claims such a position? What kind of
wickedness is it which does not hesi­
tate to chew the Word of God to
pieces between the teeth of unbe­
lieving rationalism?

The other quote is in a chapter
on New Testament Interpretation and
Preaching.

This generation of preachers
has access to a range and depth of
biblical scholarshi p unparalleled
in the history of Christendom.
The sciences of hermeneutics,
exegesis, and textual Llnd other
critical studies arc finely devel­
oped. Yct preaching is in crisis.
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We do well to recall, of coursc,
that every age, even the nine­
teenth-century "golden age of
preaching," has had ilscrisis. But
the contemporary crisis is, 10 put
it bluntly, different: It is the
seeming inability to preach bibli­
cally despite (or because oJI?]) a
full century of the most intense
biblical scholarship ever known.
In the words of David Buttrick:
"Preachers drift out ofseminaries
trained in historical-critical
method, practiced in homiletical
techniques, yet at a loss to preach
'biblically. ",

The author then asks the ques­
tion: "Depending on one's point of
view, the current crisis amounts ei­
ther to a failure to make use of what
is now available, a failure to be
honest about known critical prob­
lems, or the demoralizing effect of
critical approaches to Scripture"
(emphasis mine, HH). The author is
convinced that his first option is the
correct one. How can he be so blind?
It simply is a fact that critical ap­
proaches to Scripture have a demor­
alizing effect not only on preaching,
but on all Bible study. And until
evangelicals are willing to see this,
the situation is not only hopeless, but
bound to get worse.

Anyone who is interested in
Hermeneutics ingeneral and in higher
criticism in particular ought to read
the book. It will give him a clear
summary of all the current methods
used in higher criticism, but will also
show him the futility and wrong of
critical approaches to God's holy
Word.•
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The Problem of Poverty, by Abra­
ham Kuyper, edited and introduced
by James W. Skillen. Grand Rapids:
Baker Book House, 1991. 79pp.
[Reviewed by David M. Ondersma.]

This book is a translation of a
speech by Abraham Kuyper entitled
"The Social Problem and the Chris­
tian Religion" made on the occasion
of the first Christian Social Congress
held in The Netherlands on Novem­
ber9, 1891. Kuyper is a well-known
Dutch theologian living from 1837­
1920 who often addressed the social
issues of his time. The book notes
the fact that Kuyper's acclaimed
views on social reform were made
possiblebecause ofhis many "politi­
cal, journalistic, ecclesiastical, and
academic activities," one of which
was to found the Free University of
Amsterdam in 1880.

Mr. James W. Skillen, as edi­
tor of this book, presents an English
translation of the Kuyper speech in a
very readable way, permitting one
easily to grasp the concern that
Kuyper had over the problem of
poverty and his advocation for a
Christian approach in dealing with
the issue. Readers will appreciate
Skillen·s rather lengthy introduction
which is necessary to explain
Kuyper's viewpoints that are rel­
evant to his speech, and to summa­
rize the economic and social setting
that gives rise to the poverty condi­
tion at that time. Skillen also uses the
King James Version of the Bible for
all direct biblical quotations, which
adds quality and meaning to Kuyper's
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speech as it has been translated.
Kuyper did not intend in his

speech to describe in detail the pov­
erty conditions at that time, nor does
he suggest any practical solutions to
the problem. instead, Kuyper raised
the issue of poverty as a social con­
cern, and then sought to inspire his
audience to take action, using a Chris­
tian approach.

An important benefit in read­
ing this book comes from the ap­
proach that Kuyper suggests which
can be used even today by Christians
in dealing with many problems.
Certain truths provide the bases for
the approach suggested by Kuyper
which can best be summarized as 1)
a Christian makes a commitment to
God to serve Him in all spheres ofhis
orher life, not just in the spiritual; 2)
a Christian·s possessions belong to
God and our management of them is
purely one of stewardship; 3) God's
Word is not limited only to matters
affecting our salvation, but it gives
us direction and guidance for prob­
lems which may involve family.
marriage, the work place and other
sociaVeconomicconditions; and 4) a
Christian must be active in helping
others and not be "lukewarm" about
his or her faith.

Clearly the message that
Kuyper brings in his speech, that
Christians must step forward and
make a contribution in this world, is
inspired by Christ Himself (John
13:15). •
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