
1 
	  

 
 
 
 
 
 

READER 
 

Christ Presbyterian Church 
Lay Leader Intensive 

Table of Contents 
 
The Westminster Confession of Faith   2 
The Gospel in All Its Forms (Keller)   19 
Coming Together on Culture (Keller)   24 
The Problem of Good (Kauffmann)   27 
Why Work? (Sayers)     38 
Leaf by Niggle (Tolkein)    47 
What’s So Great About the PCA? (Keller)  57 
To My Elated and Despairing Post-Election  63 

Friends (Sauls) 
Kingdom Centered Prayer (Keller)   68 
The Character Traits of a Spiritual Leader (Sauls) 70 
How Do You Take Criticism of Your Views? (Keller) 74 
 
DVD’s and MP3’s 
 
Reason for God DVD Set (Timothy Keller) 
Downloadable Sermons (Various) 
 
Books 
 
CPC101 Manual 
Deep Church (Jim Belcher) 
Life Together (Dietrich Bonhoeffer) 
When Helping Hurts (Steve Corbett and Brian Fikkert) 
The Next Christians (Gabe Lyons) 
Concise Theology (JI Packer) 
Dangerous Calling (Paul Tripp) 
 



2 
	  

The Westminster Confession of Faith 
 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
Chapter 1—Of the Holy Scripture.  
1. Although the light of nature, and the works of creation and 
providence do so far manifest the goodness, wisdom, and power 
of God, as to leave men inexcusable; yet they are not sufficient to 
give that knowledge of God, and of his will, which is necessary 
unto salvation. Therefore it pleased the Lord, at sundry times, and 
in divers manner, to reveal Himself, and to declare that His will 
unto His Church; and afterwards, for the better preserving and 
propagating of the truth, and for the more sure establishment and 
comfort of the Church against the corruption of the flesh, and the 
malice of Satan and of the world, to commit the same wholly unto 
writing: which maketh the Holy Scripture to be most necessary; 
those former ways of God's revealing His will unto His people 
being now ceased.  
2. Under the name of Holy Scripture, or the Word of God written, 
are now contained all the books of the Old and New Testaments, 
which are these,  
OF THE OLD TESTAMENT: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, 
Numbers, Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Ruth, 1 & 2 Samuel, 1 
& 2 Kings, 1 & 2 Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah, Esther, Job, 
Psalms, Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, The Song of Songs, Isaiah, 
Jeremiah, Lamentations, Ezekiel, Daniel, Hosea, Joel, Amos, 
Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habbakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, 
Zechariah, Malachi. 
OF THE NEW TESTAMENT: The Gospels according to Matthew, 
Mark, Luke and John, The Acts of the Apostles, Paul’s epistles to 
the Romans, 1 & 2 Corinthians, Galatians, Ephesians, 
Philippians, Colossians, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, 1 & 2 Timothy, 
Titus and Philemon, The Epistle to the Hebrews, The Epistle of 

James, 1 & 2 Epistles of Peter, 1, 2 & 3 Epistles of John, The 
Epistle of Jude, The Revelation of John. 
All which are given by inspiration of God to be the rule of faith and 
life.  
3. The books commonly called Apocrypha, not being of divine 
inspiration, are no part of the canon of the Scripture, and 
therefore are of no authority in the Church of God, nor to be any 
otherwise approved, or made use of, than other human writings.  
4. The authority of the Holy Scripture, for which it ought to be 
believed, and obeyed, dependeth not upon the testimony of any 
man, or Church; but wholly upon God (who is truth itself) the 
author thereof: and therefore it is to be received, because it is the 
Word of God.  
5. We may be moved and induced by the testimony of the Church 
to an high and reverend esteem of the Holy Scripture. And the 
heavenliness of the matter, the efficacy of the doctrine, the 
majesty of the style, the consent of all the parts, the scope of the 
whole (which is, to give all glory to God), the full discovery it 
makes of the only way of man's salvation, the many other 
incomparable excellencies, and the entire perfection thereof, are 
arguments whereby it doth abundantly evidence itself to be the 
Word of God: yet notwithstanding, our full persuasion and 
assurance of the infallible truth and divine authority thereof, is 
from the inward work of the Holy Spirit bearing witness by and 
with the Word in our hearts.  
6. The whole counsel of God concerning all things necessary for 
His own glory, man's salvation, faith and life, is either expressly 
set down in Scripture, or by good and necessary consequence 
may be deduced from Scripture: unto which nothing at any time is 
to be added, whether by new revelations of the Spirit or traditions 
of men. Nevertheless, we acknowledge the inward illumination of 
the Spirit of God to be necessary for the saving understanding of 
such things as are revealed in the Word: and that there are some 
circumstances concerning the worship of God, and government of 
the Church, common to human actions and societies, which are 
to be ordered by the light of nature, and Christian prudence, 
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according to the general rules of the Word, which are always to 
be observed.  
7. All things in Scripture are not alike plain in themselves, nor 
alike clear unto all: yet those things which are necessary to be 
known, believed, and observed for salvation, are so clearly 
propounded, and opened in some place of Scripture or other, that 
not only the learned, but the unlearned, in a due use of the 
ordinary means, may attain unto a sufficient understanding of 
them.  
8. The Old Testament in Hebrew (which was the native language 
of the people of God of old), and the New Testament in Greek 
(which, at the time of the writing of it, was most generally known 
to the nations), being immediately inspired by God, and, by His 
singular care and providence, kept pure in all ages, are therefore 
authentical; so as, in all controversies of religion, the Church is 
finally to appeal unto them. But, because these original tongues 
are not known to all the people of God, who have right unto, and 
interest in the Scriptures, and are commanded, in the fear of God, 
to read and search them, therefore they are to be translated into 
the vulgar language of every nation unto which they come, that, 
the Word of God dwelling plentifully in all, they may worship Him 
in an acceptable manner; and, through patience and comfort of 
the Scriptures, may have hope.  
9. The infallible rule of interpretation of Scripture is the Scripture 
itself: and therefore, when there is a question about the true and 
full sense of any Scripture (which is not manifold, but one), it must 
be searched and known by other places that speak more clearly.  
10. The supreme judge by which all controversies of religion are 
to be determined, and all decrees of councils, opinions of ancient 
writers, doctrines of men, and private spirits, are to be examined, 
and in whose sentence we are to rest, can be no other but the 
Holy Spirit speaking in the Scripture.  
 
Chapter 2 – Of God and the Holy Trinity.  
1. There is but one only, living, and true God, who is infinite in 
being and perfection, a most pure spirit, invisible, without body, 
parts, or passions; immutable, immense, eternal, 

incomprehensible, almighty, most wise, most holy, most free, 
most absolute; working all things according to the counsel of His 
own immutable and most righteous will, for His own glory; most 
loving, gracious, merciful, long-suffering, abundant in goodness 
and truth, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin; the rewarder 
of them that diligently seek Him; and withal, most just, and terrible 
in His judgments, hating all sin, and who will by no means clear 
the guilty.  
2. God hath all life, glory, goodness, blessedness, in and of 
Himself; and is alone in and unto Himself all-sufficient, not 
standing in need of any creatures which He hath made, nor 
deriving any glory from them, but only manifesting His own glory 
in, by, unto, and upon them. He is the alone fountain of all being, 
of whom, through whom, and to whom are all things and hath 
most sovereign dominion over them, to do by them, for them, or 
upon them whatsoever Himself pleaseth. In His sight all things 
are open and manifest, His knowledge is infinite, infallible, and 
independent upon the creature, so as nothing is to Him 
contingent, or uncertain. He is most holy in all His counsels, in all 
His works, and in all His commands. To Him is due from angels 
and men, and every other creature, whatsoever worhsip, service, 
or obedience He is pleased to require of them.  
3. In the unity of the Godhead there be three persons, of one 
substance, power, and eternity: God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Ghost: the Father is of none, neither begotten, 
not proceeding; the Son is eternally begotten of the Father; the 
Holy Ghost eternally proceeding from the Father and the Son.  
 
Chapter 3 – Of God’s Eternal Decree. 
1. God from all eternity, did, by the most wise and holy counsel of 
His own will, freely, and unchangeably ordain whatsoever comes 
to pass: yet so, as thereby neither is God the author of sin, nor is 
violence offered to the will of the creatures; nor is the liberty or 
contingency of second causes taken away, but rather 
established.  
2. Although God knows whatsoever may or can come to pass 
upon all supposed conditions, yet hath He not decreed any thing 
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because He foresaw it as future, or as that which would come to 
pass upon such conditions.  
3. By the decree of God, for the manifestation of His glory, some 
men and angels are predestinated unto everlasting life; and 
others foreordained to everlasting death.  
4. These angels and men, thus predestinated, and foreordained, 
are particularly and unchangeably designed, and their number so 
certain and definite, that it cannot be either increased or 
diminished.  
5. Those of mankind that are predestinated unto life, God, before 
the foundation of the world was laid, according to His eternal and 
immutable purpose, and the secret counsel and good pleasure of 
His will, hath chosen, in Christ, unto everlasting glory, out of His 
mere free grace and love, without any foresight of faith, or good 
works, or perseverance in either of them, or any other thing in the 
creature, as conditions, or causes moving Him thereunto: and all 
to the praise of His glorious grace.  
6. As God hath appointed the elect unto glory, so hath He, by the 
eternal and most free purpose of His will, foreordained all the 
mans thereunto. Wherefore, they who are elected, being fallen in 
Adam, are redeemed by Christ, are effectually called unto faith in 
Christ by His Spirit working in due season, are justified,adopted, 
sanctified, and kept by His power, through faith, unto salvation. 
Neither are any other redeemed by Christ, effectually called, 
justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved, but the elect only.  
7. The rest of mankind God was pleased, according to the 
unsearchable counsel of His own will, whereby He extendeth or 
witholdeth mercy, as He pleaseth, for the glory of His sovereign 
power over His creatures, to pass by; and to ordain them to 
dishonour and wrath for their sin, to the praise of His glorious 
justice.  
8. The doctrine of this high mystery of predestination is to be 
handled with special prudence and care, that men, attending the 
will of God revealed in His Word, and yielding obedience 
thereunto, may, from the certainty of their effectual vocation, be 
assured of their eternal election. So shall this doctrine afford 
matter of praise, reverence, and admiration of God; and of 

humility, diligence, and abundant consolation to all that sincerely 
obey the Gospel.  
 
Chapter 4 – Of Creation. 
1. It pleased God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, for the 
manifestation of the glory of His eternal power, wisdom, and 
goodness, in the beginning, to create, or make of nothing, the 
world, and all things therein whether visible or invisible, in the 
space of six days; and all very good.  
2. After God had made all other creatures, He created man, male 
and female, with reasonable and immortal souls, endued with 
knowledge, righteousness, and true holiness, after His own 
image, having the law of God written in their hearts, and power to 
fulfil it: and yet under a possibility of transgressing, being left to 
the liberty of their own will, which was subject unto change. 
Beside this law written in their hearts, they received a command, 
not to eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, which 
while they kept, they were happy in their communion with 
God,and had dominion over the creatures.  
 
Chapter 5 – Of Providence. 
1. God the great Creator of all things doth uphold, direct, dispose, 
and govern all creatures, actions, and things, from the greatest 
even to the least, by His most wise and holy providence, 
according to His infallible foreknowledge, and the free and 
immutable counsel of His own will, to the praise of the glory of His 
wisdom, power, justice, goodness, and mercy.  
2. Although, in relation to the foreknowledge and decree of God, 
the first Cause, all things come to pass immutably, and infallibly; 
yet, by the same providence, He ordereth them to fall out, 
according to the nature of second causes, either necessarily, 
freely, or contingently.  
3. God, in His ordinary providence, maketh use of means, yet is 
free to work without, above, and against them, at His pleasure.  
4. The almighty power, unsearchable wisdom, and infinite 
goodness of God so far manifest themselves in His providence, 
that it extendeth itself even to the first fall, and all other sins of 
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angels and men; and that not by a bare permission, but such as 
hath joined with it a most wise and powerful bounding, and 
otherwise ordering, and governing of them, in a manifold 
dispensation, to His own holy ends; yet so, as the sinfulness 
thereof proceedeth only from the creature, and not from God, 
who, being most holy and righteous, neither is nor can be the 
author or approver of sin.  
5. The most wise, righteous, and gracious God doth oftentimes 
leave, for a season, His own children to manifold temptations, 
and the corruption of their own hearts, to chastise them for their 
former sins, or to discover unto them the hidden strength of 
corruption and deceitfulness of their hearts, that they may be 
humbled; and, to raise them to a more close and constant 
dependence for their support upon Himself, and to make them 
more watchful against all future occasions of sin, and for sundry 
other just and holy ends.  
6. As for those wicked and ungodly men whom God, as a 
righteous Judge, for former sins, doth blind and harden, from 
them He not only withholdeth His grace whereby they might have 
been enlightened in their understandings, and wrought upon in 
their hearts; but sometimes also withdraweth the gifts which they 
had, and exposeth them to such objects as their corruption make 
occasion of sin; and, withal, gives them over to their own lusts, 
the temptations of the world, and the power of Satan, whereby it 
comes to pass that they harden themselves, even under those 
means which God useth for the softening of others.  
7. As the providence of God doth, in general, reach to all 
creatures; so, after a most special manner, it taketh care of His 
Church, and disposeth all things to the good thereof.  
 
Chapter 6—Of the Fall of Man, of Sin, and of the Punishment 
thereof.  
1. Our first parents, being seduced by the subtilty and temptation 
of Satan, sinned, in eating the forbidden fruit. This their sin, God 
was pleased, according to His wise and holy counsel, to permit, 
having purposed to order it to His own glory.  

2. By this sin they fell from their original righteousness and 
communion, with God, and so became dead in sin, and wholly 
defiled in all the parts and faculties of soul and body.  
3. They being the root of all mankind, the guilt of this sin was 
imputed; and the same death in sin, and corrupted nature, 
conveyed to all their posterity descending from them by ordinary 
generation.  
4. From this original corruption, whereby we are utterly 
indisposed, disabled, and made opposite to all good, and wholly 
inclined to all evil, do proceed all actual transgressions.  
5. This corruption of nature, during this life, doth remain in those 
that are regenerated; and although it be, through Christ, 
pardoned, and mortified; yet both itself, and all the motions 
thereof, are truly and properly sin.  
6. Every sin, both original and actual, being a transgression of the 
righteous law of God, and contrary thereunto, doth in its own 
nature, bring guilt upon the sinner, whereby he is bound over to 
the wrath of God, and curse of the law, and so made subject to 
death, with all miseries spiritual, temporal, and eternal.  
 
Chapter 7—Of God's Covenant with Man.  
1. The distance between God and the creature is so great, that 
although reasonable creatures do owe obedience unto Him as 
their Creator, yet they could never have any fruition of Him as 
their blessedness and reward, but by some voluntary 
condescension on God's part, which He hath been pleased to 
express by way of covenant.  
2. The first covenant made with man was a covenant of works, 
wherein life was promised to Adam; and in him to his posterity, 
upon condition of perfect and personal obedience.  
3. Man, by his fall, having made himself incapable of life by that 
covenant, the Lord was pleased to make a second, commonly 
called the covenant of grace; wherein He freely offereth unto 
sinners life and salvation by Jesus Christ; requiring of them faith 
in Him, that they may be saved, and promising to give unto all 
those that are ordained unto eternal life His Holy Spirit, to make 
them willing, and able to believe.  
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4. This covenant of grace is frequently set forth in Scripture by the 
name of a testament, in reference to the death of Jesus Christ the 
Testator, and to the everlasting inheritance, with all things 
belonging to it, therein bequeathed.  
5. This covenant was differently administered in the time of the 
law, and in the time of the gospel: under the law it was 
administered by promises, prophecies, sacrifices, circumcision, 
the paschal lamb, and other types and ordinances delivered to 
the people of the Jews, all foresignifying Christ to come; which 
were, for that time, sufficient and efficacious, through the 
operation of the Spirit, to instruct and build up the elect in faith in 
the promised Messiah, by whom they had full remission of sins, 
and eternal salvation; and is called the old Testament.  
6. Under the gospel, when Christ, the substance, was exhibited, 
the ordinances in which this covenant is dispensed are the 
preaching of the Word, and the administration of the sacraments 
of Baptism and the Lord's Supper: which, though fewer in 
number, and administered with more simplicity, and less outward 
glory, yet, in them, it is held forth in more fullness, evidence, and 
spiritual efficacy, to all nations, both Jews and Gentiles; and is 
called the new Testament. There are not therefore two covenants 
of grace, differing in substance, but one and the same, under 
various dispensations.  
 
Chapter 8—Of Christ the Mediator.  
1. It pleased God, in His eternal purpose, to choose and ordain 
the Lord Jesus, His only begotten Son, to be the Mediator 
between God and man, the Prophet, Priest, and King the Head 
and Saviour of His Church, the Heir of all things, and Judge of the 
world: unto whom He did from all eternity give a people, to be His 
seed, and to be by Him in time redeemed, called, justified, 
sanctified, and glorified.  
2. The Son of God, the second person in the Trinity, being very 
and eternal God, of one substance and equal with the Father, did, 
when the fulness of time was come, take upon Him man's nature, 
with all the essential properties, and common infirmities thereof, 
yet without sin; being conceived by the power of the Holy Ghost, 

in the womb of the virgin Mary, of her substance. So that two 
whole, perfect, and distinct natures, the Godhead and the 
manhood, were inseparably joined together in one person, 
without conversion, composition, or confusion. Which person is 
very God, and very man, yet one Christ, the only Mediator 
between God and man.  
3. The Lord Jesus, in His human nature thus united to the divine, 
was sanctified, and anointed with the Holy Spirit, above measure, 
having in Him all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge; in 
whom it pleased the Father that all fulness should dwell; to the 
end that, being holy, harmless, undefiled, and full of grace and 
truth, He might be thoroughly furnished to execute the office of a 
Mediator and Surety. Which office He took not unto Himself, but 
was thereunto called by His Father, who put all power and 
judgment into His hand, and gave Him commandment to execute 
the same.  
4. This office the Lord Jesus did most willingly undertake; which 
that He might discharge, He was made under the law, and did 
perfectly fulfill it; endured most grievous torments immediately in 
His soul, and most painful sufferings in His body; was crucified, 
and died, was buried, and remained under the power of death, yet 
saw no corruption. On the third day He arose from the dead, with 
the same body in which He suffered, with which also He 
ascended into heaven, and there sitteth at the right hand of His 
Father, making intercession, and shall return, to judge men and 
angels, at the end of the world.  
5. The Lord Jesus, by His perfect obedience, and sacrifice of 
Himself, which He through the eternal Spirit, once offered up unto 
God, hath fully satisfied the justice of His Father; and purchased, 
not only reconciliation, but an everlasting inheritance in the 
kingdom of heaven, for all those whom the Father hath given unto 
Him.  
6. Although the work of redemption was not actually wrought by 
Christ till after His incarnation, yet the virtue, efficacy, and 
benefits thereof were communicated unto the elect, in all ages 
successively from the beginning of the world, in and by those 
promises, types, and sacrifices, wherein He was revealed, and 
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signified to be the seed of the woman which should bruise the 
serpent's head; and the Lamb slain from the beginning of the 
world; being yesterday and to-day the same, and for ever.  
7. Christ, in the work of mediation, acts according to both natures, 
by each nature doing that which is proper to itself; yet, by reason 
of the unity of the person, that which is proper to one nature is 
sometimes in scripture attributed to the person denominated by 
the other nature.  
8. To all those for whom Christ hath purchased redemption, he 
doth certainly and effectually apply and communicate the same; 
making intercession for them, and revealing unto them, in and by 
the word, the mysteries of salvation; effectively persuading them 
by his Spirit to believe and obey, and governing their hearts by 
his word and Spirit; overcoming all their enemies by his almighty 
power and wisdom, in such manner, and ways, as are most 
consonant to his wonderful and unsearchable dispensation.  
 
Chapter 9—Of Free-Will.  
1. God hath endued the will of man with that natural liberty, that it 
is neither forced, nor, by any absolute necessity of nature, 
determined to good, or evil.  
2. Man, in his state of innocency, had freedom, and power to will 
and to do that which was good and well pleasing to God; but yet, 
mutably, so that he might fall from it.  
3. Man, by his fall into a state of sin, hath wholly lost all ability of 
will to any spiritual good accompanying salvation: so as, a natural 
man, being altogether averse from that good, and dead in sin, is 
not able, by his own strength, to convert himself, or to prepare 
himself thereunto.  
4. When God converts a sinner, and translates him into the state 
of grace, He freeth him from his natural bondage under sin; and, 
by His grace alone, enables him freely to will and to do that which 
is spiritually good; yet so, that by reason of his remaining 
corruption, he doth not perfectly, nor only, will that which is good, 
but doth also will that which is evil.  
5. The will of man is made perfectly and immutably free to do 
good alone in the state of glory only.  

 
Chapter 10—Of Effectual Calling.  
1. All those whom God hath predestinated unto life, and those 
only, He is pleased, in His appointed and accepted time, 
effectually to call, by His word and Spirit, out of that state of sin 
and death, in which they are by nature to grace and salvation, by 
Jesus Christ; enlightening their minds spiritually and savingly to 
understand the things of God, taking away their heart of stone, 
and giving unto them an heart of flesh; renewing their wills, and, 
by His almighty power, determining them to that which is good, 
and effectually drawing them to Jesus Christ: yet so, as they 
come most freely, being made willing by His grace.  
2. This effectual call is of God's free and special grace alone, not 
from any thing at all foreseen in man, who is altogether passive 
therein, until, being quickened and renewed by the Holy Spirit, he 
is thereby enabled to answer this call, and to embrace the grace 
offered and conveyed in it.  
3. Elect infants, dying in infancy, are regenerated, and saved by 
Christ, through the Spirit, who worketh when, and where, and how 
He pleaseth: so also are all other elect persons who are 
uncapable of being outwardly called by the ministry of the Word.  
4. Others, not elected, although they may be called by the 
ministry of the Word, and may have some common operations of 
the Spirit, yet they never truly come unto Christ, and therefore 
cannot be saved: much less can men, not professing the 
Christian religion, be saved in any other way whatsoever, be they 
never so diligent to frame their lives according to the light of 
nature, and the laws of that religion they do profess. And to assert 
and maintain that they may, is very pernicious, and to be 
detested.  
 
Chapter 11—Of Justification.  
1. Those whom God effectually calleth, He also freely justifieth: 
not by infusing righteousness into them, but by pardoning their 
sins, and by accounting and accepting their persons as righteous; 
not for any thing wrought in them, or done by them, but for 
Christ's sake alone; nor by imputing faith itself, the act of 
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believing, or any other evangelical obedience to them, as their 
righteousness; but by imputing the obedience and satisfaction of 
Christ unto them, they receiving and resting on Him and His 
righteousness by faith; which faith they have not of themselves, it 
is the gift of God.  
2. Faith, thus receiving and resting on Christ and His 
righteousness, is the alone instrument of justification: yet is it not 
alone in the person justified, but is ever accompanied with all 
other saving graces, and is no dead faith, but worketh by love.  
3. Christ, by His obedience and death, did fully discharge the debt 
of all those that are thus justified, and did make a proper, real, 
and full satisfaction to His Father's justice in their behalf. Yet, in 
as much as He was given by the Father for them; and His 
obedience and satisfaction accepted in their stead; and both, 
freely, not for any thing in them; their justification is only of free 
grace; that both the exact justice, and rich grace of God might be 
glorified in the justification of sinners.  
4. God did, from all eternity, decree to justify all the elect, and 
Christ did, in the fulness of time, die for their sins, and rise for 
their justification: nevertheless, they are not justified, until the 
Holy Spirit doth, in due time, actually apply Christ unto them.  
5. God doth continue to forgive the sins of those that are justified; 
and, although they can never fall from the state of justification, yet 
they may, by their sins, fall under God's fatherly displeasure, and 
not have the light of His countenance restored unto them, until 
they humble themselves, confess their sins, beg pardon, and 
renew their faith and repentance.  
6. The justification of believers under the old testament was, in all 
these respects, one and the same with the justification of 
believers under the new testament.  
 
Chapter 12—Of Adoption.  
1. All those that are justified, God vouchsafeth, in and for His only 
Son Jesus Christ, to make partakers of the grace of adoption, by 
which they are taken into the number, and enjoy the liberties and 
privileges of the children of God, have His name put upon them, 
receive the spirit of adoption, have access to the throne of grace 

with boldness, are enabled to cry, Abba, Father, are pitied, 
protected, provided for, and chastened by Him as by a Father: yet 
never cast off, but sealed to the day of redemption; and inherit the 
promises, as heirs of everlasting salvation.  
 
Chapter 13—Of Sanctification.  
1. They, who are once effectually called, and regenerated, having 
a new heart, and a new spirit created in them, are further 
sanctified, really and personally, through the virtue of Christ's 
death and resurrection, by His Word and Spirit dwelling in them, 
the dominion of the whole body of sin is destroyed, and the 
several lusts thereof are more and more weakened and mortified; 
and they more and more quickened and strengthened in all 
saving graces, to the practice of true holiness, without which no 
man shall see the Lord.  
2. This sanctification is throughout, in the whole man; yet 
imperfect in this life, there abiding still some remnants of 
corruption in every part; whence ariseth a continual and 
irreconcilable war, the flesh lusting against the Spirit, and the 
Spirit against the flesh.  
3. In which war, although the remaining corruption, for a time, 
may much prevail; yet, through the continual supply of strength 
from the sanctifying Spirit of Christ, the regenerate part doth 
overcome; and so, the saints grow in grace, perfecting holiness in 
the fear of God.  
 
Chapter 14—Of Saving Faith.  
1. The grace of faith, whereby the elect are enabled to believe to 
the saving of their souls, is the work of the Spirit of Christ in their 
hearts, and is ordinarily wrought by the ministry of the Word, by 
which also, and by the administration of the sacraments, and 
prayer, it is increased and strengthened.  
2. By this faith, a Christian believeth to be true whatsoever is 
revealed in the Word, for the authority of God Himself speaking 
therein; and acteth differently upon that which each particular 
passage thereof containeth; yielding obedience to the commands, 
trembling at the threatenings, and embracing the promises of God 
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for this life, and that which is to come. But the principal acts of 
saving faith are accepting, receiving, and resting upon Christ 
alone for justification, sanctification, and eternal life, by virtue of 
the covenant of grace.  
3. This faith is different in degrees, weak or strong; may be often 
and many ways assailed, and weakened, but gets the victory: 
growing up in many to the attainment of a full assurance, through 
Christ, who is both the author and finisher of our faith.  
 
Chapter 15—Of Repentance unto Life.  
1. Repentance unto life is an evangelical grace, the doctrine 
whereof is to be preached by every minister of the Gospel, as 
well as that of faith in Christ.  
2. By it, a sinner, out of the sight and sense not only of the 
danger, but also of the filthiness and odiousness of his sins, as 
contrary to the holy nature, and righteous law of God; and upon 
the apprehension of His mercy in Christ to such as are penitent, 
so grieves for, and hates his sins, as to turn from them all unto 
God, purposing and endeavouring to walk with Him in all the ways 
of His commandments.  
3. Although repentance be not to be rested in, as any satisfaction 
for sin, or any cause of the pardon thereof, which is the act of 
God's free grace in Christ; yet it is of such necessity to all sinners, 
that none may expect pardon without it.  
4. As there is no sin so small, but it deserves damnation; so there 
is no sin so great, that it can bring damnation upon those who 
truly repent.  
5. Men ought not to content themselves with a general 
repentance, but it is every man's duty to endeavour to repent of 
his particular sins, particularly.  
6. As every man is bound to make private confession of his sins 
to God, praying for the pardon thereof; upon which, and the 
forsaking of them, he shall find mercy; so, he that scandalizeth 
his brother, or the Church of Christ, ought to be willing, by a 
private or publick confession, and sorrow for his sin, to declare 
his repentance to those that are offended, who are thereupon to 
be reconciled to him, and in love to receive him.  

 
Chapter 16—Of Good Works.  
1. Good works are only such as God hath commanded in His holy 
Word, and not such as, without the warrant thereof, are devised 
by men, out of blind zeal, or upon any pretence of good intention.  
2. These good works, done in obedience to God's 
commandments, are the fruits and evidences of a true and lively 
faith: and by them believers manifest their thankfulness, 
strengthen their assurance, edify their brethren, adorn the 
profession of the gospel, stop the mouths of the adversaries, and 
glorify God, whose workmanship they are, created in Christ Jesus 
thereunto, that, having their fruit unto holiness, they may have the 
end, eternal life.  
3. Their ability to do good works is not at all of themselves, but 
wholly from the Spirit of Christ. And that they may be enabled 
thereunto, beside the graces they have already received, there is 
required an actual influence of the same Holy Spirit to work in 
them to will, and to do, of His good pleasure: yet are they not 
hereupon to grow negligent, as if they were not bound to perform 
any duty unless upon a special motion of the Spirit; but they ought 
to be diligent in stirring up the grace of God that is in them.  
4. They who, in their obedience, attain to the greatest height 
which is possible in this life, are so far from being able to 
supererogate, and to do more than God requires, as that they fall 
short of much which in duty they are bound to do.  
5. We cannot by our best works merit pardon of sin, or eternal life 
at the hand of God, by reason of the great disproportion that is 
between them and the glory to come; and the infinite distance that 
is between us and God, whom, by them, we can neither profit, nor 
satisfy for the debt of our former sins, but when we have done all 
we can, we have done but our duty, and are unprofitable 
servants: and because, as they are good, they proceed from His 
Spirit; and as they are wrought by us, they are defiled, and mixed 
with so much weakness and imperfection, that they cannot 
endure the severity of God's judgment.  
6. Notwithstanding, the persons of believers being accepted 
through Christ, their good works also are accepted in Him; not as 
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though they were in this life wholly unblameable and 
unreproveable in God's sight; but that He, looking upon them in 
His Son, is pleased to accept and reward that which is sincere, 
although accompanied with many weaknesses and imperfections.  
7. Works done by unregenerate men, although for the matter of 
them they may be things which God commands; and of good use 
both to themselves and others: yet, because they proceed not 
from an heart purified by faith; nor are done in a right 
manner,according to the Word; nor to a right end, the glory of 
God, they are therefore sinful, and cannot please God, or make a 
man meet to receive grace from God: and yet, their neglect of 
them is more sinful and displeasing unto God.  
 
Chapter 17—Of the Perseverance of the Saints.  
1. They, whom God hath accepted in His Beloved, effectually 
called, and sanctified by His Spirit, can neither totally nor finally 
fall away from the state of grace, but shall certainly persevere 
therein to the end, and be eternally saved.  
2. This perseverance of the saints depends not upon their own 
free will, but upon the immutability of the decree of election, 
flowing from the free and unchangeable love of God the Father; 
upon the efficacy of the merit and intercession of Jesus Christ, 
the abiding of the Spirit, and of the seed of God within them, and 
the nature of the covenant of grace: from all which ariseth also 
the certainty and infallibility thereof.  
3. Nevertheless, they may, through the temptations of Satan and 
of the world, the prevalency of corruption remaining in them, and 
the neglect of the means of their preservation, fall into grievous 
sins; and, for a time, continue therein: whereby they incur God's 
displeasure, and grieve His Holy Spirit, come to be deprived of 
some measure of their graces and comforts, have their hearts 
hardened, and their consciences wounded; hurt and scandalize 
others, and bring temporal judgments upon themselves.  
 
Chapter 18—Of Assurance of Grace and Salvation.  
1. Although hypocrites and other unregenerate men may vainly 
deceive themselves with false hopes and carnal presumptions of 

being in the favour of God, and estate of salvation (which hope of 
theirs shall perish): yet such as truly believe in the Lord Jesus, 
and love Him in sincerity, endeavouring to walk in all good 
conscience before Him, may, in this life, be certainly assured that 
they are in the state of grace, and may rejoice in the hope of the 
glory of God, which hope shall never make them ashamed.  
2. This certainty is not a bare conjectural and probable 
persuasion grounded upon a fallible hope; but an infallible 
assurance of faith founded upon the divine truth of the promises 
of salvation, the inward evidence of those graces unto which 
these promises are made, the testimony of the Spirit of adoption 
witnessing with our spirits that we are the children of God, which 
Spirit is the earnest of our inheritance, whereby we are sealed to 
the day of redemption. 3. This infallible assurance doth not so 
belong to the essence of faith, but that a true believer may wait 
long, and conflict with many difficulties, before he be partaker of 
it: yet, being enabled by the Spirit to know the things which are 
freely given him of God, he may, without extraordinary revelation 
in the right use of ordinary means, attain thereunto. And therefore 
it is the duty of every one to give all diligence to make his calling 
and election sure, that thereby his heart may be enlarged in 
peace and joy in the Holy Ghost, in love and thankfulness to God, 
and in strength and cheerfulness in the duties of obedience, the 
proper fruits of this assurance; so far is it from inclining men to 
looseness.  
4. True believers may have the assurance of their salvation divers 
ways shaken, diminished, and intermitted; as, by negligence in 
preserving of it, by falling into some special sin which woundeth 
the conscience and grieveth the Spirit; by some sudden or 
vehement temptation, by God's withdrawing the light of His 
countenance, and suffering even such as fear Him to walk in 
darkness and to have no light: yet are they never utterly destitute 
of that seed of God, and life of faith, that love of Christ and the 
brethren, that sincerity of heart, and conscience of duty, out of 
which, by the operation of the Spirit, this assurance may, in due 
time, be revived; and be the which, in the mean time, they are 
supported from utter despair.  
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Chapter 19—Of the Law of God.  
1. God gave to Adam a law, as a covenant of works, by which He 
bound him and all his posterity, to personal, entire, exact, and 
perpetual obedience, promised life upon the fulfilling, and 
threatened death upon the breach of it, and endued him with 
power and ability to keep it.  
2. This law, after his fall, continued to be a perfect rule of 
righteousness; and, as such, was delivered by God upon Mount 
Sinai, in ten commandments, and written in two tables: the first 
four commandments containing our duty towards God; and the 
other six, our duty to man.  
3. Besides this law, commonly called moral, God was pleased to 
give to the people of Israel, as a church under age, ceremonial 
laws, containing several typical ordinances, partly of worship, 
prefiguring Christ, His graces, actions, sufferings, and benefits; 
and partly, holding forth divers instructions of moral duties. All 
which ceremonial laws are now abrogated, under the new 
testament.  
4. To them also, as a body politic, He gave sundry judicial laws, 
which expired together with the state of that people; not obliging 
any other now, further than the general equity thereof may 
require.  
5. The moral law doth for ever bind all, as well justified persons 
as others, to the obedience thereof; and that, not only in regard of 
the matter contained in it, but also in respect of the authority of 
God the Creator, who gave it. Neither doth Christ, in the Gospel, 
any way dissolve, but much strengthen this obligation.  
6. Although true believers be not under the law, as a covenant of 
works, to be thereby justified, or condemned; yet is it of great use 
to them, as well as to others; in that, as a rule of life informing 
them of the will of God, and their duty, it directs and binds them to 
walk accordingly; discovering also the sinful pollutions of their 
nature, hearts, and lives; so as, examining themselves thereby, 
they may come to further conviction of, humiliation for, and hatred 
against sin, together with a clearer sight of the need they have of 
Christ, and the perfection of His obedience. It is likewise of use to 

the regenerate, to restrain their corruptions, in that it forbids sin: 
and the threatenings of it serve to shew what even their sins 
deserve; and what afflictions, in this life, they may expect for 
them, although freed from the curse thereof threatened in the law. 
The promises of it, in like manner, shew them God's approbation 
of obedience, and what blessings they may expect upon the 
performance thereof: although not as due to them by the law as a 
covenant of works. So as, a man's doing good, and refraining 
from evil, because the law encourageth to the one, and deterreth 
from the other, is no evidence of his being under the law; and not 
under grace.  
7. Neither are the forementioned uses of the law contrary to the 
grace of the Gospel, but do sweetly comply with it; the Spirit of 
Christ subduing and enabling the will of man to do that freely, and 
cheerfully, which the will of God, revealed in the law, requireth to 
be done.  
 
Chapter 20—Of Christian Liberty, and Liberty of Conscience.  
1. The liberty which Christ hath purchased for believers under the 
Gospel consists in their freedom from the guilt of sin, the 
condemning wrath of God, the curse of the moral law; and, in 
their being delivered from this present evil world, bondage to 
Satan, and dominion of sin; from the evil of afflictions, the sting of 
death, the victory of the grave, and everlasting damnation; as 
also, in their free access to God, and their yielding obedience 
unto Him, not out of slavish fear, but a child-like love and willing 
mind. All which were common also to believers under the law. 
But, under the new testament, the liberty of Christians is further 
enlarged, in their freedom from the yoke of the ceremonial law, to 
which the Jewish Church was subjected; and in greater boldness 
of access to the throne of grace, and in fuller communications of 
the free Spirit of God, than believers under the law did ordinarily 
partake of.  
2. God alone is Lord of the conscience, and hath left it free from 
the doctrines and commandments of men, which are, in any 
thing, contrary to His Word; or beside it, if matters of faith, or 
worship. So that, to believe such doctrines, or to obey such 
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commands, out of conscience, is to betray true liberty of 
conscience: and the requiring of an implicit faith, and an absolute 
and blind obedience, is to destroy liberty of conscience, and 
reason also.  
3. They who, upon pretence of Christian liberty, do practise any 
sin, or cherish any lust, do thereby destroy the end of Christian 
liberty, which is, that being delivered out of the hands of our 
enemies, we might serve the Lord without fear, in holiness and 
righteousness before Him, all the days of our life.  
4. And because the powers which God hath ordained, and the 
liberty which Christ hath purchased, are not intended by God to 
destroy, but mutually to uphold and preserve one another, they 
who, upon pretence of Christian liberty, shall oppose any lawful 
power, or the lawful exercise of it, whether it be civil or 
ecclesiastical, resist the ordinance of God. And, for their 
publishing of such opinions, or maintaining of such practices, as 
are contrary to the light of nature, or to the known principles of 
Christianity (whether concerning faith, worship, or conversation), 
or to the power of godliness; or, such erroneous opinions or 
practices, as either in their own nature, or in the manner of 
publishing or maintaining them, are destructive to the external 
peace and order which Christ hath established in the Church, 
they may lawfully be called to account.  
 
Chapter 21—Of Religious Worship, and the Sabbath Day.  
1. The light of nature sheweth that there is a God, who hath 
lordship and sovereignty over all, is good, and doth good unto all, 
and is therefore to be feared, loved, praised, called upon, trusted 
in, and served, with all the heart, and with all the soul, and with all 
the might. But the acceptable way of worshipping the true God is 
instituted by Himself, and so limited by His own revealed will, that 
He may not be worshipped according to the imaginations and 
devices of men, or the suggestions of Satan, under any visible 
representation, or any other way not prescribed in the Holy 
Scripture.  
2. Religious worship is to be given to God, the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost; and to Him alone; not to angels, saints, or any other 

creature: and, since the fall, not without a Mediator; nor in the 
mediation of any other but of Christ alone.  
3. Prayer, with thanksgiving, being one special part of religious 
worship, is by God required of all men: and, that it may be 
accepted, it is to be made in the name of the Son, by the help of 
His Spirit, according to His will, with understanding, reverence, 
humility, fervency, faith, love, and perseverance; and, if vocal, in 
a known tongue.  
4. Prayer is to be made for things lawful; and for all sorts of men 
living, or that shall live hereafter: but not for the dead, nor for 
those of whom it may be known that they have sinned the sin 
unto death.  
5. The reading of the Scriptures with godly fear, the sound 
preaching and conscionable hearing of the Word, in obedience 
unto God, with understanding, faith and reverence, singing of 
psalms with grace in the heart; as also, the due administration 
and worthy receiving of the sacraments instituted by Christ, are 
all parts of the ordinary religious worship of God: beside religious 
oaths, vows, solemn fastings, and thanksgivings upon special 
occasions, which are, in their several times and seasons, to be 
used in an holy and religious manner.  
6. Neither prayer, nor any other part of religious worship, is now, 
under the Gospel, either tied unto, or made more acceptable by 
any place in which it is performed, or towards which it is directed: 
but God is to be worshipped everywhere, in spirit and truth; as, in 
private families daily, and in secret, each one by himself; so, 
more solemnly in the public assemblies, which are not carelessly 
or willfully to be neglected, or forsaken, when God, by His Word 
or providence, calleth thereunto.  
7. As it is the law of nature, that, in general, a due proportion of 
time be set apart for the worship of God; so, in His Word, by a 
positive, moral, and perpetual commandment binding all men in 
all ages, He hath particularly appointed one day in seven, for a 
Sabbath, to be kept holy unto him: which, from the beginning of 
the world to the resurrection of Christ, was the last day of the 
week; and, from the resurrection of Christ, was changed into the 
first day of the week, which, in Scripture, is called the Lord's Day, 
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and is to be continued to the end of the world, as the Christian 
Sabbath.  
8. This Sabbath is then kept holy unto the Lord, when men, after 
a due preparing of their hearts, and ordering of their common 
affairs before-hand, do not only observe an holy rest all the day 
from their own works, words, and thoughts about their worldly 
employments and recreations, but also are taken up, the whole 
time, in the public and private exercises of His worship, and in the 
duties of necessity and mercy.  
 
Chapter 22—Of Lawful Oaths and Vows.  
1. A lawful oath is part of religious worship, wherein, upon just 
occasion, the person swearing solemnly calleth God to witness 
what he asserteth, or promiseth, and to judge him according to 
the truth or falsehood of what he sweareth.  
2. The name of God only is that by which men ought to swear, 
and therein it is to be used with all holy fear and reverence. 
Therefore, to swear vainly, or rashly, by that glorious and dreadful 
Name; or, to swear at all by any other thing, is sinful, and to be 
abhorred. Yet, as in matters of weight and moment, an oath is 
warranted by the Word of God, under the new testament as well 
as under the old; so a lawful oath, being imposed by lawful 
authority, in such matters, ought to be taken.  
3. Whosoever taketh an oath ought duly to consider the 
weightiness of so solemn an act, and therein to avouch nothing 
but what he is fully persuaded is the truth: neither may any man 
bind himself by oath to any thing but what is good and just, and 
what he believeth so to be, and what he is able and resolved to 
perform.  
4. An oath is to be taken in the plain and common sense of the 
words, without equivocation, or mental reservation. It cannot 
oblige to sin; but in any thing not sinful, being taken, it binds to 
performance, although to a man's own hurt. Nor is it to be 
violated, although made to heretics, or infidels.  
5. A vow is of the like nature with a promissory oath, and ought to 
be made with the like religious care, and to be performed with the 
like faithfulness.  

6. It is not to be made to any creature, but to God alone: and, that 
it may be accepted, it is to be made voluntarily, out of faith, and 
conscience of duty, in way of thankfulness for mercy received, or 
for the obtaining of what we want, whereby we more strictly bind 
ourselves to necessary duties: or, to other things, so far and so 
long as they may fitly conduce thereunto.  
7. No man may vow to do any thing forbidden in the Word of God, 
or what would hinder any duty therein commanded, or which is 
not in his own power, and for the performance whereof he hath 
no promise of ability from God. In which respects, popish 
monastical vows of perpetual single life, professed poverty, and 
regular obedience, are so far from being degrees of higher 
perfection, that they are superstitious and sinful snares, in which 
no Christian may entangle himself.  
 
Chapter 23—Of the Civil Magistrate.  
1. God, the supreme Lord and King of all the world, hath ordained 
civil magistrates to be under Him, over the people, for His own 
glory, and the public good: and, to this end, hath armed them with 
the power of the sword, for the defense and encouragement of 
them that are good, and for the punishment of evil doers.  
2. It is lawful for Christians to accept and execute the office of a 
magistrate, when called thereunto: in the managing whereof, as 
they ought especially to maintain piety, justice, and peace, 
according to the wholesome laws of each commonwealth; so, for 
that end, they may lawfully, now under the new testament, wage 
war, upon just and necessary occasion.  
3. Civil magistrates may not assume to themselves the 
administration of the Word and sacraments; or the power of the 
keys of the kingdom of heaven; or, in the least, interfere in the 
matter so faith. Yet, as nursing fathers, it is the duty of civil 
magistrates to protect the Church of our common Lord, without 
giving the preference to any denomination of Christians above the 
rest, in such a manner that all ecclesiastical persons whatever 
shall enjoy the full, free, and unquestioned liberty of discharging 
every part of their sacred functions, without violence or danger. 
And, as Jesus Christ hath appointed a regular government and 



14 
	  

discipline in his Church, no law of any commonwealth should 
interfere with, let, or hinder, the due exercise thereof, among the 
voluntary members of any denomination of Christians, according 
to their own profession and belief. It is the duty of civil magistrates 
to protect the person and good name of all their people, in such 
an effectual manner as that no person be suffered, either upon 
pretence of religion or of infidelity, to offer any indignity, violence, 
abuse, or injury to any other person whatsoever: and to take 
order, that all religious and ecclesiastical assemblies be held 
without molestation or disturbance.  
4. It is the duty of people to pray for magistrates, to honour their 
persons, to pay them tribute or other dues, to obey their lawful 
commands, and to be subject to their authority, for conscience' 
sake. Infidelity, or difference in religion, doth not make void the 
magistrates' just and legal authority, nor free the people from their 
due obedience to them: from which ecclesiastical persons are not 
exempted, much less hath the Pope any power and jurisdiction 
over them in their dominions, or over any of their people; and, 
least of all, to deprive them of their dominions, or lives, if he shall 
judge them to be heretics, or upon any other pretence 
whatsoever.  
 
Chapter 24—Of Marriage and Divorce  
1. Marriage is to be between one man and one woman: neither is 
it lawful for any man to have more than one wife, nor for any 
woman to have more than one husband, at the same time.  
2. Marriage was ordained for the mutual help of husband and 
wife, for the increase of mankind with a legitimate issue, and of 
the Church with an holy seed; and for preventing of uncleanness.  
3. It is lawful for all sorts of people to marry, who are able with 
judgment to give their consent. Yet it is the duty of Christians to 
marry only in the Lord. And therefore such as profess the true 
reformed religion should not marry with infidels, papists, or other 
idolaters: neither should such as are godly be unequally yoked, 
by marrying with such as are notoriously wicked in their life, or 
maintain damnable heresies.  

4. Marriage ought not to be within the degrees of consanguinity or 
affinity forbidden by the Word. Nor can such incestuous marriage 
ever be made by any law of man or consent of parties, so as 
those persons may live together as man and wife.  
5. Adultery or fornication committed after a contract, being 
detected before marriage, giveth just occasion to the innocent 
party to dissolve that contract. In the case of adultery after 
marriage, it is lawful for the innocent party to sue out a divorce. 
and, after the divorce, to marry another, as if the offending party 
were dead.  
6. Although the corruption of man be such as is apt to study 
arguments unduly to put asunder those whom God hath joined 
together in marriage: yet, nothing but adultery, or such willful 
desertion as can no way be remedied by the Church, or civil 
magistrate, is cause sufficient of dissolving the bond of marriage: 
wherein, a public and orderly course of proceeding is to be 
observed; and the persons concerned in it not left to their own 
wills and discretion in their own case.  
 
Chapter 25—Of the Church.  
1. The catholic or universal Church, which is invisible, consists of 
the whole number of the elect, that have been, are, or shall be 
gathered into one, under Christ the Head thereof; and is the 
spouse, the body, the fullness of Him that filleth all in all.  
2. The visible Church, which is also catholic or universal under 
the Gospel (not confined to one nation, as before under the law), 
consists of all those throughout the world that profess the true 
religion; and of their children: and is the kingdom of the Lord 
Jesus Christ, the house and family of God, out of which there is 
no ordinary possibility of salvation.  
3. Unto this catholic visible Church Christ hath given the ministry, 
oracles, and ordinances of God, for the gathering and perfecting 
of the saints, in this life, to the end of the world: and doth, by His 
own presence and Spirit, according to His promise, make them 
effectual thereunto.  
4. This catholic Church hath been sometimes more, sometimes 
less visible. And particular Churches, which are members thereof, 
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are more or less pure, according as the doctrine of the Gospel is 
taught and embraced, ordinances administered, and public 
worship performed more or less purely in them.  
5. The purest Churches under heaven are subject both to mixture 
and error; and some have so degenerated as to become no 
Churches of Christ, but synagogues of Satan. Nevertheless, there 
shall be always a Church on earth to worship God according to 
His will.  
6. There is no other head of the Church but the Lord Jesus Christ. 
Nor can the Pope of Rome, in any sense, be head thereof.  
 
Chapter 26—Of the Communion of Saints.  
1. All saints, that are united to Jesus Christ their Head, by His 
Spirit, and by faith, have fellowship with Him in His grace, 
sufferings, death, resurrection, and glory: and, being united to one 
another in love, they have communion in each other's gifts and 
graces, and are obliged to the performance of such duties, public 
and private, as do conduce to their mutual good, both in the 
inward and outward man.  
2. Saints by profession are bound to maintain an holy fellowship 
and communion in the worship of God, and in performing such 
other spiritual services as tend to their mutual edification; as also 
in relieving each other in outward things, according to their 
several abilities and necessities. Which communion, as God 
offereth opportunity, is to be extended unto all those who, in every 
place, call upon the name of the Lord Jesus.  
3. This communion which the saints have with Christ, doth not 
make them in any wise partakers of the substance of His 
Godhead; or to be equal with Christ in any respect: either of 
which to affirm is impious and blasphemous. Nor doth their 
communion one with another, as saints, take away, or infringe the 
title or propriety which each man hath in his goods and 
possessions.  
 
Chapter 27—Of the Sacraments.  
1. Sacraments are holy signs and seals of the covenant of grace, 
immediately instituted by God, to represent Christ and His 

benefits; and to confirm our interest in Him: as also, to put a 
visible difference between those that belong unto the Church and 
the rest of the world; and solemnly to engage them to the service 
of God in Christ, according to His Word.  
2. There is, in every sacrament, a spiritual relation, or 
sacramental union, between the sign and the thing signified: 
whence it comes to pass, that the names and effects of the one 
are attributed to the other.  
3. The grace which is exhibited in or by the sacraments rightly 
used, is not conferred by any power in them; neither doth the 
efficacy of a sacrament depend upon the piety or intention of him 
that doth administer it: but upon the work of the Spirit, and the 
word of institution, which contains, together with a precept 
authorizing the use thereof, a promise of benefit to worthy 
receivers.  
4. There be only two sacraments ordained by Christ our Lord in 
the Gospel; that is to say, Baptism, and the Supper of the Lord: 
neither of which may be dispensed by any, but by a minister of 
the Word lawfully ordained.  
5. The sacraments of the old testament in regard of the spiritual 
things thereby signified and exhibited, were, for substance, the 
same with those of the new.  
 
Chapter 28—Of Baptism.  
1. Baptism is a sacrament of the new testament, ordained by 
Jesus Christ, not only for the solemn admission of the party 
baptized into the visible Church; but also to be unto him a sign 
and seal of the covenant of grace, of his ingrafting into Christ, of 
regeneration, of remission of sins, and of his giving up unto God, 
through Jesus Christ, to walk in newness of life. Which sacrament 
is, by Christ's own appointment, to be continued in His Church 
until the end of the world.  
2. The outward element to be used in this sacrament is water, 
wherewith the party is to be baptized, in the name of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, by a minister of the 
Gospel, lawfully called thereunto.  
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3. Dipping of the person into the water is not necessary; but 
Baptism is rightly administered by pouring, or sprinkling water 
upon the person.  
4. Not only those that do actually profess faith in and obedience 
unto Christ, but also the infants of one, or both, believing parents, 
are to be baptized.  
5. Although it be a great sin to condemn or neglect his ordinance, 
yet grace and salvation are not so inseparably annexed unto it, as 
that no person can be regenerated, or saved, without it: or, that all 
that are baptized are undoubtedly regenerated.  
6. The efficacy of Baptism is not tied to that moment of time 
wherein it is administered; yet, notwithstanding, by the right use 
of this ordinance, the grace promised is not only offered, but 
really exhibited, and conferred, by the Holy Ghost, to such 
(whether of age or infants) as that grace belongeth unto, 
according to the counsel of God's own will, in His appointed time.  
7. The sacrament of Baptism is but once to be administered unto 
any person.  
 
Chapter 29—Of the Lord's Supper.  
1. Our Lord Jesus, in the night wherein He was betrayed, 
instituted the sacrament of His body and blood, called the Lord's 
Supper, to be observed in His Church, unto the end of the world, 
for the perpetual remembrance of the sacrifice of Himself in His 
death; the sealing all benefits thereof unto true believers, their 
spiritual nourishment and growth in Him, their further engagement 
in and to all duties which they owe unto Him; and, to be a bond 
and pledge of their communion with Him, and with each other, as 
members of His mystical body.  
2. In this sacrament, Christ is not offered up to His Father; nor 
any real sacrifice made at all, for remission of sins of the quick or 
dead; but only a commemoration of that one offering up of 
Himself, by Himself, upon the cross, once for all: and a spiritual 
oblation of all possible praise unto God, for the same: so that the 
popish sacrifice of the mass (as they call it) is most abominably 
injurious to Christ's one, only sacrifice, the only propitiation for all 
the sins of His elect.  

3. The Lord Jesus hath, in this ordinance, appointed His ministers 
to declare His word of institution to the people; to pray, and bless 
the elements of bread and wine, and thereby to set them apart 
from a common to an holy use; and to take and break the bread, 
to take the cup, and (they communicating also themselves) to 
give both to the communicants; but to none who are not then 
present in the congregation.  
4. Private masses, or receiving this sacrament by a priest, or any 
other alone; as likewise, the denial of the cup to the people, 
worshipping the elements, the lifting them up, or carrying them 
about, for adoration, and the reserving them for any pretended 
religious use; are all contrary to the nature of this sacrament, and 
to the institution of Christ.  
5. The outward elements in this sacrament, duly set apart to the 
uses ordained by Christ, have such relation to Him crucified, as 
that, truly, yet sacramentally only, they are sometimes called by 
the name of the things they represent, to wit, the body and blood 
of Christ; albeit, in substance and nature, they still remain truly 
and only bread and wine, as they were before.  
6. That doctrine which maintains a change of the substance of 
bread and wine, into the substance of Christ's body and blood 
(commonly called transubstantiation) by consecration of a priest, 
or by any other way, is repugnant, not to Scripture alone, but 
even to common sense, and reason; overthroweth the nature of 
the sacrament, and hath been, and is, the cause of manifold 
superstitions; yea, of gross idolatries.  
7. Worthy receivers, outwardly partaking of the visible elements, 
in this sacrament, do then also, inwardly by faith, really and 
indeed, yet not carnally and corporally but spiritually, receive, and 
feed upon, Christ crucified, and all benefits of His death: the body 
and blood of Christ being then, not corporally or carnally, in, with, 
or under the bread and wine; yet, as really, but spiritually, present 
to the faith of believers in that ordinance, as the elements 
themselves are to their outward senses.  
8. Although ignorant and wicked men receive the outward 
elements in this sacrament; yet, they receive not the thing 
signified thereby; but, by their unworthy coming thereunto, are 
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guilty of the body of the Lord, to their own damnation. Wherefore, 
all ignorant and ungodly persons, as they are unfit to enjoy 
communion with Him, so are they unworthy of the Lord's table; 
and cannot, without great sin against Christ, while they remain 
such, partake of these holy mysteries, or be admitted thereunto.  
 
Chapter 30—Of Church Censures.  
1. The Lord Jesus, as King and Head of His Church, hath therein 
appointed a government, in the hand of Church officers, distinct 
from the civil magistrate.  
2. To these officers the keys of the kingdom of heaven are 
committed; by virtue whereof, they have power, respectively, to 
retain, and remit sins; to shut that kingdom against the 
impenitent, both by the Word, and censures; and to open it unto 
penitent sinners, by the ministry of the Gospel; and by absolution 
from censures, as occasion shall require  
3. Church censures are necessary, for the reclaiming and gaining 
of offending brethren, for deterring of others from like offenses, for 
purging out of that leaven which might infect the whole lump, for 
vindicating the honour of Christ, and the holy profession of the 
Gospel, and for preventing the wrath of God, which might justly 
fall upon the Church, if they should suffer His covenant, and the 
seals thereof, to be profaned by notorious and obstinate 
offenders.  
4. For the better attaining of these ends, the officers of the church 
are to proceed by admonition, suspension from the sacrament of 
the Lord's Supper for a season; and by excommunication from 
the Church, according to the nature of the crime, and demerit of 
the person.  
 
Chapter 31—Of Synods and Councils.  
1. For the better government, and further edification of the 
Church, there ought to be such assemblies as are commonly 
called Synods or Councils; and it belongeth to the overseers and 
other rulers of the particular churches, by virtue of their office, and 
the power which Christ hath given them for edification and not for 
destruction, to appoint such assemblies; and to convene together 

in them, as often as they shall judge it expedient for the good of 
the church.  
2. It belongeth to synods and councils, ministerially to determine 
controversies of faith, and cases of conscience; to set down rules 
and directions for the better ordering of the public worship of God, 
and government of His Church; to receive complaints in cases of 
maladministration, and authoritatively to determine the same: 
which decrees and determinations, if consonant to the Word of 
God, are to be received with reverence and submission; not only 
for their agreement with the Word, but also for the power whereby 
they are made, as being an ordinance of God appointed 
thereunto in His Word.  
3. All synods or councils, since the Apostles' times, whether 
general or particular, may err; and many have erred. Therefore 
they are not to be made the rule of faith, or practice; but to be 
used as a help in both.  
4. Synods and councils are to handle, or conclude nothing, but 
that which is ecclesiastical: and are not to intermeddle with civil 
affairs which concern the commonwealth, unless by way of 
humble petition in cases extraordinary; or, by way of advice, for 
satisfaction of conscience, if they be thereunto required by the 
civil magistrate.  
 
Chapter 32—Of the State of Men after Death, and of the 
Resurrection of the Dead.  
1. The bodies of men, after death, return to dust, and see 
corruption: but their souls, which neither die nor sleep, having an 
immortal subsistence, immediately return to God who gave them: 
the souls of the righteous, being then made perfect in holiness, 
are received into the highest heavens, where they behold the face 
of God, in light and glory, waiting for the full redemption of their 
bodies. And the souls of the wicked are cast into hell, where they 
remain in torments and utter darkness, reserved to the judgment 
of the great day. Beside these two places, for souls separated 
from their bodies, the Scripture acknowledgeth none.  
2. At the last day, such as are found alive shall not die, but be 
changed: and all the dead shall be raised up, with the self-same 
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bodies, and none other (although with different qualities), which 
shall be united again to their souls for ever. 3. The bodies of the 
unjust shall, by the power of Christ, be raised to dishonour: the 
bodies of the just, by His Spirit, unto honour; and be made 
conformable to His own glorious body.  
 
Chapter 33—Of the Last Judgment.  
1. God hath appointed a day, wherein He will judge the world, in 
righteousness, by Jesus Christ, to whom all power and judgment 
is given of the Father. In which day, not only the apostate angels 
shall be judged, but likewise all persons that have lived upon 
earth shall appear before the tribunal of Christ, to give an account 
of their thoughts, words, and deeds; and to receive according to 
what they have done in the body, whether good or evil.  
2. The end of God's appointing this day is for the manifestation of 
the glory of His mercy, in the eternal salvation of the elect; and of 
His justice, in the damnation of the reprobate, who are wicked 
and disobedient. For then shall the righteous go into everlasting 
life, and receive that fullness of joy and refreshing, which shall 
come from the presence of the Lord: but the wicked, who know 
not God, and obey not the Gospel of Jesus Christ, shall be cast 
into eternal torments, and be punished with everlasting 
destruction from the presence of the Lord, and from the glory of 
His power.  
3. As Christ would have us to be certainly persuaded that there 
shall be a day of judgment, both to deter all men from sin; and for 
the greater consolation of the godly in their adversity: so will He 
have that day unknown to men, that they may shake off all carnal 
security, and be always watchful, because they know not at what 
hour the Lord will come; and may be ever prepared to say, Come 
Lord Jesus, come quickly. Amen. 
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The One Gospel in All Its Forms 
By Timothy Keller, Christianity Today (Dec. 2007) 

 

As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 

IS THERE ONLY ONE GOSPEL? 
 

The gospel has been described as a pool in which a 
toddler can wade and yet an elephant can swim. It is both simple 
enough to tell to a child and yet profound enough for the greatest 
minds to explore. Indeed, even angels never get tired of looking 
into it (1 Peter 1:12.) We are by no means angels, however, and 
so rather than contemplating it we argue about it endlessly.  

 
A generation ago evangelicals agreed on what was called 

‘the simple gospel:’ 1) God made you and you must have a 
relationship with him, 2) but your sin separates you from God. 3) 
Jesus took the punishment your sins deserved, 4) so if you repent 
for sins and trust in him for your salvation, you will be forgiven, 
justified and accepted freely by grace, and indwelt with his Spirit 
until you die and go to heaven.  

 
There are today at least two major criticisms of this 

traditional formulation. Many say that it is too individualistic, that 
Christ’s salvation is not so much to bring individual happiness so 
much as peace, justice, and a new creation. A second is that 
there is no one ‘simple gospel’ because ‘everything is contextual’ 
and the Bible itself contains many gospel presentations that exist 
in tension with each other. 

 
Let’s take the second criticism first. The belief that there is 

no single basic gospel outline in the Bible goes back at least to 
the Tubingen school of Biblical scholarship which insisted Paul’s 

gospel of justification was sharply different than Jesus’ gospel of 
the kingdom. In the 20th century the British professor C.H. Dodd 
countered that there was one consensus gospel message in the 
Bible. Then, in turn, James Dunn argued in Unity and Diversity in 
the New Testament (1977) that the gospel formulations in the 
Bible are so different that we can’t come up with a single outline.  

 
There are hundreds of websites of young Christian 

leaders complaining that the older evangelical church spent too 
much time reading Romans rather than on Jesus’ declaration that 
‘the Kingdom of God is at hand’, but I believe we must side with 
Dodd over Dunn if we are to be true to 1st century Christians’ own 
understanding of the gospel. In 1 Corinthians 15:10-11 Paul is 
very emphatic that the gospel he presents is the same as the one 
preached by the Jerusalem apostles. “Whether it was I or they, “ 
Paul says, referring to Peter and the others, “so we preached and 
so you believed.” This statement assumes a single body of 
gospel-content.  
 
FORMS OF THE ONE GOSPEL  
 

So yes, there must be one simple gospel, yet there are 
clearly different forms in which that one gospel can be expressed. 
Someone might complain: “Isn’t that the same as saying that 
there are different gospels?” The answer is—to say there is one 
gospel in different forms is the Bible’s own way of speaking of it, 
and we should stick with it. Paul is an example. After insisting 
there is only one gospel (Gal 1:8) in Galatians 2:7 he speaks of 
being entrusted with ‘the gospel of the uncircumcised’ as 
opposed to the ‘gospel of the circumcised.’ In 1 Cor 1:22-25 Paul 
says that when he spoke to Greeks, he confronted their culture’s 
idol of speculation and philosophy with the ‘foolishness’ of the 
cross, and then presented Christ’s salvation as true wisdom. 
However, when he spoke to Jews he confronted their culture’s 
idol of power and accomplishment with the ‘weakness’ of the 
cross, and then presented the gospel as true power. One of 
Paul’s gospel forms was tailored to Bible-believing people who 
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thought they would be justified by works on judgment day, and 
the other to pagans. These two approaches of Paul can be 
discerned in his speeches in the book of Acts, some to Jews and 
some to pagans.  

 
There are other forms of the gospel. Readers have 

always noticed that the kingdom language of the Synoptic 
gospels is virtually missing in the gospel of John, which usually 
talks instead about receiving eternal life. However, when we 
compare Mark 10:17,23-34 , Matthew 25:34,46, and John (3:5,6 
and 17) we see that ‘entering the kingdom of God’ and ‘receiving 
eternal life’ are virtually the same thing. Reading Matthew 18:3, 
Mark 10:15 and John 3:3,5 together reveal that conversion, the 
new birth, and receiving the kingdom of God ‘as a child’ are the 
same move.  

 
Why, then, the difference in vocabulary between the 

Synoptics and John? As many scholars have pointed out, John 
seems to emphasize the individual and inward spiritual aspects of 
being in the kingdom of God. He is at pains to show that it is not 
basically an earthly social-political order (John 18:36.) On the 
other hand, when the Synoptics talk of the kingdom, they lay out 
the real social and behavioral changes that the gospel brings. We 
see in John and the Synoptics two more forms of the gospel—
one that stresses the individual and the other the corporate 
aspect to our salvation.  
 
WHAT IS THE ONE GOSPEL? 
 

What, then, is the one, simple gospel? Simon Gathercole 
distills a three-point gospel outline that both Paul and the 
Synoptic writers held in common. (See “The Gospel of Paul and 
the Gospel of the Kingdom” in God’s Power to Save ed. Chris 
Green Apollos/Inter-Varsity Press, UK, 2006.) He writes that 
Paul’s good news was first, that Jesus was the promised 
Messianic King and Son of God come to earth as a servant, in 
human form. (Romans 1:3-4; Phil 2:4ff.) Second, by his death and 

resurrection Jesus atoned for our sin and secured our justification 
by grace, not our works (1 Corinthians 15:3ff.) Third, on the cross 
Jesus broke the dominion of sin and evil over us (Col 2:13-15) 
and at his return he will complete what he began by the renewal 
of the entire material creation and the resurrection of our bodies 
(Rom 8:18ff.) Gathercole then traces out these same three 
aspects in the Synoptics’ teaching that Jesus, the Messiah, is the 
divine Son of God (Mark 1:1) who died as a substitutionary 
ransom for the many (Mark 10:45), who has conquered the 
demonic present age with its sin and evil (Mark 1:14-2:10) and 
will return to regenerate the material world (Matthew 19:28.)  

 
If I had to put this outline in a single statement, I might do 

it like this: Through the person and work of Jesus Christ God fully 
accomplishes salvation for us, rescuing us from judgment for sin 
into fellowship with him, and then restores the creation in which 
we can enjoy our new life together with him forever.  

 
The second of these elements was at the heart of the 

older gospel messages, namely, salvation is by grace not works. 
It was the last of the three elements that was usually missing, 
namely that grace restores nature, as the Dutch theologian 
Herman Bavinck put it. When the third, ‘eschatological’ element is 
left out, Christians get the impression that nothing much about 
this world matters. Theoretically, a grasp of this 3-point outline 
should make Christians interested in both evangelism and 
conversions as well as service to our neighbor and working for 
peace and justice in the world.  
 
FEELING THE TENSION 
 

However, it’s my experience that these individual and 
corporate aspects of the gospel do not live in easy harmony with 
one another in our preaching and church bodies. In fact, many 
communicators today deliberately pit them against each other.  
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Those pushing the kingdom-corporate versions of the 
gospel define sin in almost exclusively corporate terms, such as 
racism, materialism, and militarism, as violations of God’s shalom 
or peace. This often obscures how offensive sin is to God himself, 
and it usually mutes any emphasis on God’s wrath. Also, the 
impression can be given that the gospel is ‘God is working for 
justice and peace in the world, and you can too.’ While it is true 
that the coming new social order is ‘good news’ to all sufferers, to 
speak about the gospel in terms of doing justice blurs the fact of 
salvation being all of grace, not works. And that is not the way the 
word ‘gospel’ is used in the New Testament. Recently I did a word 
study of all the places in the Greek Bible where forms of the word 
‘gospel’ were used, and I was overwhelmed at how often it is 
used to denote not a way of life--not what to do--but a verbal 
proclamation of what Jesus has done and how an individual gets 
right with God. Often people who talk about the good news as 
mainly doing peace and justice refer to it as ‘the gospel of the 
kingdom.’ But to receive the kingdom as a little child (Matt 18:3) 
and to believe in Christ’s name and be born of God (Jn 1:12-13) 
is the same thing—it’s the way one becomes a Christian (Jn 
3:3,5.)  

 
 Having said this, I must admit that so many of us who 
revel in the classic gospel of grace alone through faith alone in 
Christ alone largely ignore the eschatological implications of the 
gospel. Texts like Luke 4:18 and Luke 6:20-35 show the 
implication of the gospel is that the broken-hearted, 
unrecognized, and oppressed now have a central place in the 
economy of the Christian community, while the powerful and 
successful are humbled. In Galatians 2:14 Paul tells Peter that 
attitudes of racial and cultural superiority are ‘not in line’ with the 
gospel of grace (Gal 2:14.) Generosity to the poor will flow from 
those who are holding fast to the gospel as their profession (2 
Cor 9:13.) In Romans 2:16 Paul says that Christ’s return to judge 
the earth was part of his gospel, and if you read Psalm 96:10ff 
you’ll know why. The earth will be renewed and even the trees will 
be singing for joy. And if the trees will be able to dance and sing 

under the cosmos-renewing power of his Kingship—what will we 
be able to do? If this final renewal of the material world was part 
of Paul’s good news, we should not be surprised to see that 
Jesus healed and fed while preaching the gospel as signs and 
foretastes of this coming kingdom (Matt 9:35).  
 
 When we realize that Jesus is going to some day destroy 
hunger, disease, poverty, injustice, and death itself, it makes 
Christianity what C.S. Lewis called a ‘fighting religion’ when we 
are confronted with a city-slum or a cancer ward. This full version 
of the gospel reminds us that God created both the material and 
the spiritual, and is going to redeem both the material and the 
spiritual. The things that are now wrong with the material world he 
wants put right. Some avoid the importance of working for justice 
and peace by pointing to 2 Peter 3:10-12 which seems to say that 
this material world is going to be completely burned up at the final 
resurrection. But that is not what happened to Jesus’ body, which 
retained its nail prints, and Doug Moo makes a case for the 
world’s transformation, not replacement, in his essay on “Nature 
and the New Creation: NT Eschatology and the Environment” 
available on line at http:// 
www.wheaton.edu/CACE/resources/onlinearticles/MooNature.pdf.  
 
PREACHING THE FORMS 
 
 You would expect the author of this article at this point 
now to explain how he has perfectly integrated the various 
aspects of the simple gospel in his preaching. I can’t because I 
haven’t. But here’s how I try. 
 

1. I don’t put all the gospel points into any one gospel 
presentation. I find it instructive that the New Testament writers 
themselves seldom if ever pack all of the aspects of the gospel 
equally in any one gospel address. When studying Paul’s gospel 
speeches in the book of Acts it is striking how much is always left 
out. He always leads with some points rather than others in an 
effort to connect with the baseline cultural narratives of his 
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listeners. It is almost impossible to cover all the bases of the 
gospel with a non-believing listener without that person’s eyes 
glazing over. Some parts simply engage her more than others, 
and, to begin with, a communicator should go with those. 
Eventually, of course, you have to get to all the aspects of the full 
gospel in any process of evangelism and discipleship. But you 
don’t have to say everything every time.  

 
 2. I use both a gospel for the ‘circumcised’ and for the 
‘uncircumcised.’ Just as Paul spoke about a gospel for the more 
religious (the ‘circumcised’) and for the pagan, so I’ve found that 
my audience in Manhattan contains both people with moralist, 
religious backgrounds as well as those with ‘post-modern,’ 
pluralistic world-views. There are people from other religions 
(Judaism, Islam,) and people with strong Catholic backgrounds 
as well as those raised in conservative Protestant churches. 
People with a more traditional upbringing can grasp the idea of 
sin as the violation of God’s moral law. That law can then be 
expounded in such a way that they realize they fall short of it. In 
that context, the idea of the wrath of a holy God against sin 
makes sense. Then Christ and his salvation can be presented as 
the only hope of pardon for guilt. This, the traditional evangelical 
gospel of the last generation, is a ‘gospel for the circumcised.’ 
 
 However, Manhattan is also filled with ‘post-modern’ 
listeners who consider all moral statements to be culturally 
relative and socially constructed. If you try to convict them of guilt 
for sexual lust, they will simply say, “you have your standards and 
I have mine.” If you respond with a diatribe on the dangers of 
relativism, your listeners will simply feel scolded. Of course, 
postmodern people must at some point be challenged about their 
mushy views of truth, but there is a way to make a credible and 
convicting gospel presentation to them even before you get into 
such apologetic issues.  
 

I take a page from Kierkegaard’s The Sickness Unto 
Death and define sin as building your identity—your self-worth 

and happiness—on anything other than God. That is, I use the 
Biblical definition of sin as idolatry. That puts the emphasis not as 
much on ‘doing bad things’ but on ‘making good things into 
ultimate things.’ Instead of telling them they are sinning because 
they are sleeping with their girlfriends or boyfriends, I tell them 
that they are sinning because they are looking to their romances 
to justify and save them, to give them everything that they should 
be looking for from God. This idolatry leads to anxiety, 
obsessiveness, envy, and resentment. I have found that when 
you describe their lives in terms of idolatry, postmodern people do 
not give much resistance. Then Christ and his salvation can be 
presented not (at this point) so much as their only hope for 
forgiveness, but as their only hope for freedom. This is my ‘gospel 
for the uncircumcised.’ 

 
3. I use both a ‘kingdom’ and an ‘eternal life’ gospel. I 

find that many of my younger listeners are struggling to make 
choices in a world of endless consumer options, and are 
confused about their own identities in a culture of self-creation 
and self-promotion. These are the people who are engaged well 
by the more individually-focused presentation on the gospel as 
free grace not works. This is a lot like the ‘eternal life gospel’ of 
John. However, I have found many highly secular people over the 
age of 40 are not reached very well with any emphasis on 
personal problems. Many of them think they are doing very well, 
thank you. They are much more concerned about the problems of 
the world—war, racism, poverty, and injustice. And they respond 
well to a synoptic-like ‘kingdom gospel.’  

 
Instead of going into, say, one of the epistles and 

speaking of the gospel in terms of God, sin, Christ, and faith, I 
have point out the story-arc of the Bible and so speak of the 
gospel in terms of creation, fall, redemption,, and restoration. We 
once had the world we all wanted—a world of peace and justice, 
without death, disease, or conflict. But by turning from God we 
lost that world. Our sin unleashed forces of evil and destruction 
so that now ‘things fall apart’ and everything is characterized by 
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physical, social, and personal disintegration. Jesus Christ, 
however, came into the world, died as a victim of injustice and as 
our substitute, bearing the penalty of our evil and sin on himself. 
This will enable him to some day judge the world and destroy all 
death and evil without destroying us.  

 
4. I use them all and let each group overhear me 

preaching to the others. No one form of the gospel gives all the 
various aspects of the full gospel the same emphasis. If , then, 
you only ever preach one form, you are in great danger of giving 
your people an unbalanced diet of gospel-truth. What is the 
alternative? Don’t use just one gospel form in your preaching. 
That’s not true to the various texts of the Bible anyway. If you are 
preaching expositionally, different passages will convey different 
forms of the one gospel. Follow the lead of the texts and vary the 
form, and then your people will hear all the points.  

 
Won’t this confuse people? No, it will stretch them. When 

one group—say the ‘post-modern’ hears a penetrating 
presentation of sin as idolatry, it opens them up to the concept of 
sin as grieving and offending God. Sin as a personal affront to a 
perfect, holy God begins to make more sense, and when they 
hear this presented in another gospel form, it has credibility. 
When more traditional people with a developed understanding of 
moral guilt learn about the substitutionary atonement and forensic 
justification, they are comforted. But these classic doctrines have 
profound implications for race relations and love for the poor, 
since they destroy all pride and self-justification. When more 
liberal people hear about the kingdom of God for the restoration 
of the world, it opens them up to Christ’s kingship demanding 
obedience from them in their personal lives. In short, every 
gospel form, once it hits home in the hearts of its ‘target’ 
audience, opens them to the other points of the gospel made 
more vividly in other forms. 

 
When you preach several different gospel forms with 

some regularity, you are more true to the Bible, you make your 

own listeners more balanced and mature in their understanding, 
and you make your own church more diverse. Instead of having a 
homogeneous group taken from just one slice of our pluralistic 
society, you have a mixed body of people from across our cultural 
spectrum.  

 
Today there are many who doubt that there is just one 

gospel. That gives them the warrant to ignore Paul’s gospel of 
atonement and justification. There are others who don’t like to 
admit that there are different forms to that one gospel. That 
smacks too much of ‘contextualization,’ a term they dislike. They 
cling to a single presentation that is often too one-dimensional. 
Neither of these approaches are as true to the Biblical material, 
nor as effective in actual ministry, as that which understands that 
there is one gospel in several forms in the Bible. 
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Coming Together on Culture 
By Timothy Keller 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
I don't think you can tell it from reading on the internet, but among 
many younger leaders with Reformed and evangelical convictions 
there may be a slow convergence coming on the subject of the 
mission of the church and the relationship of Christ and culture. 
 
On the surface, the Reformed and evangelical world seems 
divided between "Cultural Transformationists" and the "Two 
Kingdoms" views of these things. Transformationists fall into fairly 
different camps, including the neo-Calvinists who follow Abraham 
Kuyper, the Christian Right, and the theonomists. Though 
different in significant ways, they all believe Christians should be 
about redeeming and changing the culture along Christian lines. 
 
On the other hand, the Two Kingdoms view believes essentially 
the opposite—that neither the church nor individual Christians 
should be in the business of changing the world or society. Again, 
there are very different camps within this stance. The Reformed 
and Lutheran proponents of the "2K" view believe that Christians 
do their work in the world along side of non-believers on the basis 
of commonly held moral standards "written on the heart" by 
natural revelation. Christians do not, then, pursue their vocation in 
a "distinctively Christian" way. The Neo-Anabaptists are much 
more pessimistic than Reformed 2Ks about the systems of the 
world, which they view as "Empire", based on violence and greed. 
However, both groups reject completely the idea that "kingdom 
work" means changing society along Christian lines. Both groups 
believe the main job of Christians is to build up the church, a 
counter-culture to the world and a witness against it. 
 

However, over the last two or three years, several publications 
have been produced that critique both the Two Kingdoms and 
Transformationist views. And these books and articles are 
pointing in a similar direction and are being carefully read and 
discussed by a wide number of younger leaders. I'm thinking of 
Don Carson's Christ and Culture Revisited, James Hunter's To 
Change the World, Dan Strange's articles (the latest being "Not 
Ashamed! The Sufficiency of Scripture for Public Theology" 
in Themelios, vol 36 issue 2) and Miroslav Volf's Public Faith. All 
these works consider the two positions, as they are commonly 
held today, to be seriously unbalanced. 
 
Transformationism is seen as too triumphalistic, coercive, naïve 
about sin, and often self-righteous. It does not appreciate 
sufficiently God's common grace given to all people. It may not 
prepare Christians well to make common cause with non-
believers for the common good, or to appreciate the goodness of 
all work, even the most "menial" kind. It is criticized for putting too 
much emphasis on the intellect—on thinking out your 
philosophical world view—and not enough on the piety of the 
heart and the reordering of our loves. It is critiqued for putting too 
much hope in and emphasis on Christians taking political power 
and not enough on their being a faithful presence in the 
professions and existing cultural institutions. 
 
The Two Kingdoms approach is seen as too pessimistic about the 
possibility of social change. Paradoxically, many holding this 
position are also too naïve and optimistic about the role of 
common grace in the world. They argue that Christians can work 
beside non-believers on the basis of common moral intuitions 
given to all by natural revelation. But Dan Strange in Themelios 
writes that this idea of common standards does not work well in 
cultures that have never known Christian influence, and, 
therefore, "What is often taken as evidence of general 
revelation…in our Western culture may actually be rather the 
historical influence of special revelation, biblical law, and the 
gospel." In short, the Two Kingdoms approach gives too little 
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weight to the fact that every culture is filled with idols, that sin 
distorts everything, that there can be no final neutrality, and that 
we need Scripture and the gospel, not just natural revelation, to 
guide us in our work in the world.  
 
The aforementioned writers call Christians to new balances that 
honor the insights of both views and avoid the mistakes. One of 
the balances is between the church and Christians living in 
society. While the mission of the institutional church is to preach 
the Word and produce disciples, the church must disciple 
Christians in such a way that they live justly and integrate their 
faith with their work. So the church doesn't directly change 
culture, but it disciples and supports people who do. Another 
balance has to do with society's cultural institutions. Rather than 
taking them over, or avoiding them as a corrupting influence, or 
treating them with indifference—Christians are to be a faithful 
presence within them. 
 
As I said, if you look at the internet you get the strong impression 
that the Reformed and evangelical world is divided over this 
issue. I'm sure that is true to some degree, but I'm not sure how 
sharp the division really is. Many already stand in a middle space 
between the two, and the authors who have argued for the middle 
way are being read widely and carefully by the younger Christian 
leaders I meet. And even though the authors I've named do not 
have identical positions—some are more friendly to one end of 
the spectrum or the other—my informal analysis of the situation is 
that these books are slowly bringing churches toward one another 
not only in their theorizing on this subject, but also in their 
practice. 
 
A number of recent books that critique both the Cultural 
Transformationist and the "Two Kingdoms" approaches to Christ 
and culture. But for many churches and Christian leaders the 
issues are more practical. Is the mission of the local church to 
evangelize and produce disciples? Or is it to do justice and 

transform culture? Or is it an equal emphasis and combination of 
both? 
 
Those who talk more of justice and cultural engagement are 
fearful of social marginalization. Without that emphasis, they 
believe, non-Christians in their settings will see the church as a 
useless and divisive institution that should not be tolerated. Those 
who stress evangelism and discipleship talk instead of the reality 
of limited resources. It would simply overwhelm the local church 
to try to meet the endless economic and material needs of the 
city, they say. Besides there are plenty of agencies doing that, 
while the church alone is calling people to conversion through 
faith in the gospel. So the church should use its limited financial 
resources almost exclusively on evangelism and the ministry of 
the Word. 
 
How do we resolve this? First, we should establish that the 
ministry of the Word is the priority for the local church. The first 
thing I need to tell people when they come to church is "believe in 
Jesus," not "do justice." Why? First, because believing in Jesus 
meets a more radical human need and, second, because if they 
don't believe in Jesus they won't have that gospel-motivation to 
do justice in the world. So the first priority of the local church 
under its elders is to make disciples, not to do housing 
rehabilitation or feed the poor. 
 
However, the church must disciple and support its members so 
they “love their neighbor”, integrate their faith in their work, and 
seek a more just and wholesome society and culture. This means 
that within the church there must be a great deal of teaching, 
preaching, and emphasis on how to be Christian in the public 
sphere and how to be loving servants in our neighborhood. And 
of course there should be strong “diaconal” or mercy ministry 
within the congregation to meet the economic and material needs 
of members. Nevertheless, while the church disciples its people 
to help the poor and be Christian film-makers, the congregation 
should not, for example, own low income housing nor start a film 
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production company. So, we hold that the institutional church 
should give priority to Word ministry. However, we also teach that 
Christians must do both word and deed ministry in the world, and 
the church should equip them to do so. 
 
What about the idea of “limited resources”? Most of the money 
Redeemer members give for mercy ministry within the 
congregation and service to the needy out in the city comes 
through annual special offerings and designated giving. One 
special offering is taken at Christmas and goes to diaconal 
ministry within the church. Another special offering is taken at 
Easter and goes to Hope for New York, a Christian 501(C)3 
birthed out of Redeemer that does all sorts of mercy and justice 
ministry in the city. A lot of other giving to mercy and justice 
comes from our membership through individual gifts. Many 
Reformed churches have funded diaconal ministry this way over 
the centuries, with second or “special” offerings taken on 
communion Sundays or on other special occasions for the 
diaconal fund. The money was then used to meet needs inside 
the congregation and in the neighborhood. Meanwhile basic Word 
ministry is funded from regular offerings and not from special or 
designated giving. 
 
This works very well. The special offerings do not cut into the 
regular offerings very much. They are generally new monies over 
and above regular giving. The existence of dynamic and 
compassionate ministry to the needy draws out giving that would 
not come if you did not give people the opportunity to give as their 
hearts direct. So Word ministry and acts of service are not an 
"either-or." It is not a zero sum game. In fact, I have seen that 
when people see a church caring about its community in tangible 
ways, there is a lot of goodwill, and it makes people more willing 
to give to the regular offerings as well. So there is no trade-off. 
We have found that if you fund mercy-justice in this way, it only 
increases the overall giving to Word ministry. 
What about the charge that "we don't have the money or 
resources to feed all the hungry"? But we do not have the money 

or resources to "take the gospel to every creature" in the city 
either. We do what we can with what we have. 
 
What about the concern for "relevance"? If the church is giving a 
priority to Word ministry, will our city think us useless? No. We 
have shown how a church can give priority to the Word and 
nonetheless show great concern for the poor in its message and 
raise lots of financial and human resources for the poor in its 
ministry. And the better the church's ministry of the Word, the 
more it will fill the city with mature Christians doing “salt and light” 
work, tackling the needs of the needy in sympathy and service. 
The local church and its Lord can and should get a lot of credit for 
that. 
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The Problem of Good 
By Scott Kauffmann 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
You know the problem of evil: if God’s so good, why is the world 
so bad?  
 
At some point, it’s been a barrier to faith for nearly everyone. Yet 
when, by God’s grace, you begin to grasp the sin in your own 
heart, the weight of the problem shifts from the evil “out there” to 
the evil “in here.” Then you can see the Cross for what it is: God’s 
greatest gift and the solution to our biggest problem.  
 
Still, as Christ-followers, if we’re paying attention, we’re faced with 
the opposite problem – the problem of good. Namely, if we’re all 
so bad, why is the world so good?  
 
Why does a non-Christian firefighter go back up the stairs on 9/11 
to save a non-Christian financial worker? How come unbelievers 
are responsible for so much goodness, truth, and beauty? At the 
personal level, why do I know so many unbelievers who are 
morally better than I am – more honest, more sacrificial, more 
joyful, more committed to other people? What do I do with that? 
And why can artists and filmmakers and musicians who seem 
personally unredeemable make paintings and films and music 
and books that are so unmistakably transcendent? Am I 
supposed to stay away from that stuff because the artist is not 
coming at things from a Christian worldview?  
 
If you’re like me, these questions haunt you. They demand 
answers, and the answers we choose are vital. Because how we 
solve the problem of good drives whom we love, what we fear, 
how we work, how we share our faith, and how we consume 

media and entertainment. It significantly impacts how we reach, 
engage, change, create, shape, and battle with culture.  
 
Logically, there are three possible answers to the problem of 
good. 

1. “Comic grace”: we’re good enough to save ourselves 
2. “Cosmic waste”: goodness outside salvation is an illusion 
3. “Common grace”: goodness outside salvation is God’s gift 

to everyone 

Christians must reject comic grace. But what about cosmic 
waste? Unknowingly, many of us actually live our lives this way. 
We divide the world into “secular” and “sacred” categories. The 
secular parts are of temporary use to us but of no significant use 
to God. The non- Christians are part of our world, but they aren’t 
doing anything that contributes to God’s eternal purposes, and we 
need to be careful not to get too close to their agenda. If people 
aren’t going to be saved, it doesn’t really matter what they do, 
except to the extent that they make life better for those 
who are going to be saved.  
 
When you follow this view to its logical conclusion, it means that 
all this goodness you see is irrelevant at best, or a malicious 
illusion at worst. The love, compassion, and honesty you think 
you see coming from non-Christians is really just Satan’s 
simulation to take us away from Christ. So the sacrifice of those 
9/11 firefighters? That’s not really sacrifice, it’s just selfishness in 
disguise. The unbelieving couple that reconcile and learn to love 
each other again? That isn’t really love. The non-Christian doctor 
healing a non-Christian patient? Doesn’t show up on God’s 
eternal scorecard.  
 
To me, the “cosmic waste” view doesn’t offer a satisfying solution 
to the problem of good. At a theological level, it’s inconsistent with 
so much of the story of Scripture; and at a practical level, it’s 
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unlivable.  
 
LEARNING COMMON GRACE 
I believe the best answer to the problem of good is common 
grace. Common grace is one of the most essential, useful, 
redemptive, and dangerous truths to understand as we interact 
with the world around us. It helps us understand God, our world, 
and others. An appreciation for common grace can help set us 
free from so many of the fears, prejudices, and 
UnChristian 1 behavior we so often wallow in as Christians, as we 
pursue relationships, evangelism, work, cultural engagement, and 
arts and entertainment. And it solves the problem of good both 
theologically and practically.  
 
Let’s start with some key elements of common grace.  

1. God gives immense grace (unmerited favor) to all His 
creatures, in many ways. 

2. God cares about more than just saving individual souls. 
That is certainly of great interest to Him, but it’s not His 
only interest. He also cares about restoring His creation to 
glory through the coming of His kingdom. 

3. God is the author of truth, beauty, and goodness 
wherever – and in whomever – they are found. And they 
can be found nearly everywhere – in virtually every 
person, place, situation, or idea that ever existed. 

4. Wherever they are found, they can and should be used to 
point others and ourselves to their source in Jesus. 

COMMON GRACE FUNDAMENTALS 
I believe that if you frame the fundamentals of the Gospel story 
well, common grace is unavoidable and essential to the story.  
 
 

1. The Four-part Gospel: Creation, Fall, Redemption, 
Restoration 
Many contemporary Christian thinkers, including N.T. Wright, 
Chuck Colson, Nancy Pearcey, Tim Keller, Dallas Willard, and 
Mike Metzger beautifully lay out the case for the four-part gospel 
as the proper “grid” for assessing all worldviews, including 
Christianity. They contend that in the last two hundred years, we 
have “truncated” the original Gospel. Here’s how Tim Keller sums 
up this problem and its solution: 
 
Some … Christians think of the story of salvation like this: Fall, 
Redemption, Heaven. In this narrative, only saved people have 
anything of value (people in the world are simply blind and bad), 
and the purpose of redemption is escape from this world. But if 
the story of salvation is Creation, Fall, Redemption, and 
Restoration, then things look different. Non-Christians, created in 
the image of God, have much wisdom and greatness within them, 
even though the image is defaced and fallen. Moreover, the 
purpose of redemption is not to escape the world but to renew it.  
 
The gospel, then, is not just about individual happiness and 
fulfillment. It is not just a wonderful plan for “my life” but a 
wonderful plan for the world; it is about the coming of God’s 
kingdom to renew all things.2 

 
N.T. Wright says it this way: “The point of Christianity is not … to 
go to heaven when you die … [rather, it is] putting the whole 
creation to rights.” 3  
 
What does that look like? The Jews call it “shalom” – not just the 
absence of conflict, but rich human flourishing in all dimensions. 
The way the world was meant to be. Shalom bookends our 
existence: it characterizes both the Garden and the eternal City, 
and so provides the vision for our existence in between.  
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David Dark says it this way: “The movement called Christianity … 
cannot be understood apart from the Jewish concept of shalom. 
The Christian gospel does not call people to give their mental 
assent to a certain list of correct propositions, nor does it provide 
its adherents with a password that will gain them disembodied 
bliss when they die and the pleasure of confidently awaiting their 
escape until then. Shalom is a way of being in the world. The 
Christian gospel invites us to partake in shalom, to embody 
shalom, and to anticipate its full realization in the coming kingdom 
of God.” 4  
 
We are not going to create full shalom now – only Jesus will do 
that. But we are called to work for it in our fallen world, in messy, 
heartbreaking communities of broken people. This task invites the 
problem of good and requires the solution of common grace.  
 
2. The Imago Dei: Man is originally good.  
If the four-part gospel is our grid, then we always start with 
Creation. So what happened right after God created Adam and 
Eve? 
 
Then God said, “Let us make man in our image, in our likeness, 
and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, 
over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the creatures 
that move along the ground.” So God created man in his own 
image, in the image of God he created him, male and female he 
created them. God blessed them and said to them, “Be fruitful 
and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the 
fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every living 
creature that moves on the ground.” (Genesis 1:26-28) 
 
Before we were sinful, we were made in God’s image – the imago 
Dei. God endowed us with traits that uniquely reflect His Triune 
nature, including our capacity for relationship, choice, moral 
sensibility and responsibility. While man has lost any ability to 
save himself, he has not lost the imago Dei. It is distorted, but not 

obliterated. The imago Dei is more fundamental than our sin 
nature – deeper, more original, and more truly human, because it 
reflects God’s perfect design. It’s what God sees in every human 
that propels Him to shower us with His common grace.  
 
3. The Creation Mandate: Man’s original job description.  
In Genesis 1, God tells Adam and Eve to be fruitful, increase in 
number, fill the earth, and subdue it. To me this originally seemed 
like a pretty narrow, straightforward command. Have kids, take 
care of the garden, and don’t let the animals get out of line. But 
Christians have always seen it as a more fundamental command, 
with a scope that applies broadly today. It’s even got a name 
(three names in fact): the Cultural Commission, the Cultural 
Mandate, or the Creation Mandate.  
 
The basic idea of the Creation Mandate is that all people have a 
responsibility to be stewards of the creation – both in the sphere 
of nature and the sphere of culture, human endeavor, and 
relationships. Our job, in a sense, is to do whatever we can to 
shape creation to reflect God’s glory. So before and after the 
Fall 5, man is animage-bearer and a steward of nature and 
culture – he has “dominion” over all of creation. These are his 
most basic attributes, more original than original sin, and all 
humans, saved or not, share them. Common grace is God’s 
mechanism to activate and empower these gifts in His plan to 
renew all things.  
 
4. The World vs. the Kingdom: The war inside us and around 
us.  
Ever had that conversation about how to be “in the world but not 
of the world”?  
 
The World is “anything that is in rebellion – stated or unstated – 
against God.” 6 It’s any impulse that has an idol (something 
besides God) at the center. We are not supposed to befriend or 
love the World (James 4:4, 1 John 2:15-17); but instead we are 
supposed to enter and influence it (Matthew 5:13-16).  
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The World is our enemy. But it’s not a particular sinful behavior, 
specific person or group of people. Ultimately, your fight is not 
with gay-rights advocates or Islamofascists or crooked politicians 
or drug dealers or fundamentalists or greedy CEOs. Your fight is 
with a virus that you – and your political adversary – are both 
carrying inside you. In the real battle, everyone on earth is a 
prisoner.  
 
And if our allegiance is not to the World, then of course it is to the 
Kingdom of God – the reign of Christ’s divine love over all things 
heavenly, cosmic, earthly, and human, past, present, and future. 
The Kingdom is the Scriptural Anti-World. Jesus talked about it a 
hundred times. 7 It was the focus of His model prayer, the central 
theme of His mission, the first subject of His first major sermon, 
and the topic of His post-resurrection time with the disciples. His 
worldview, if you will.  
 
When we pray for the Kingdom to come on earth as it is in 
heaven, we’re saying that it’s ultimately His responsibility, not 
ours, to deal with the problem of the World – to defeat the forces 
against His rule. God tells us to live in the World, like the wheat 
among tares 8, and that He will sort it out at the end of time. This 
frees us to follow Jesus, create culture, reach the nations, make 
disciples, coexist with the world, and trust His final judgment. God 
is going to redeem and re-fashion the artillery and battlegrounds 
of the World into the new heaven and earth – to beat the swords 
into plowshares. Common grace is central to this task.  
 
Think of a photomosaic – one of those pictures assembled from 
hundreds of tiny photographs. Every individual photo (just like a 
human life) has its own pattern of light and dark. And to create a 
bright photomosaic, you actually need plenty of individual photos 
that are almost completely dark. To have beauty, texture, and 
contrast, you need darkness in the whole and in the individual 
parts. This, for me, is a picture of the way God redeems 
brokenness in our fallen world.  

 
5. God’s glory: His ultimate purpose.  
If the triumph of the Kingdom and the restoration of all creation to 
shalom are the climax of the story, God’s glory is the purpose and 
reason for the story in the first place. He is glorified and delights 
in not only the ending, but every plot twist and minor character. 
Whether He saves or doesn’t, reveals or conceals, creates or 
destroys, he is bringing glory to Himself.  
 
In fact, the salvation and judgment of souls are just two of the 
things that glorify him. He is interested in, delighted in, and 
glorified in far more than these. Certainly that’s true of the natural 
creation – He loves a supernova just because He conceived it. 
Not because it saves some specific person.  
 
In the same way, God takes delight in, and is glorified by, things 
about the human world, even in relation to people who will never 
be saved. Richard Mouw, long-time president of Fuller Seminary, 
says, “I think God takes delight in Benjamin Franklin’s wit and in 
Tiger Woods’ putts and in some well-crafted narrative paragraphs 
in a Salman Rushdie novel, even if these accomplishments are in 
fact achieved by non-Christian people. And I am convinced that 
God’s delight in these phenomena does not come because they 
bring the elect to glory and the non-elect to eternal separation 
from the divine presence. I think God enjoys these things for their 
own sakes.” 9 
 
For me, this solves the “personal goodness” problem of why 
some non-Christians can be morally better than some Christians. 
It’s God’s common grace, at work in the lives of His creatures, 
which glorifies Him and serves His purposes.  
 
SEEING COMMON GRACE IN SCRIPTURE 
Let’s build on these foundations and look deeper at two distinct 
but connected ways that God interacts with people.  
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1. God’s saving grace that flows from His saving love.  
 
2. God’s common grace that flows from His common love.  
 
The Bible is full of references to God’s love for people. For 
example: 
 
God demonstrates his own love for us in this: while we were still 
sinners, Christ died for us. (Romans 5:8)  
 
For God so loved the world, that He gave His only begotten Son, 
that whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, but have 
everlasting life. (John 3:16 KJV) 
 
Call that God’s “saving love”: the kind of love that leads to the 
Cross, where Christ solves the problem of sin, by living the life 
and dying the death God requires of us. This is the defining act of 
“saving grace” – the good news at the heart of the Gospel.  
 
There’s a problem, though. God doesn’t appear to love all people 
the same way. He certainly does not save all people. In fact, the 
Bible also contains references to God’s hatred for certain people 
and groups of people. 10So, either God loves some people and 
hates others (cosmic waste) … or God can righteously have two 
kinds of love: a common love 11 that relates to His imago Dei and 
applies to all people, and a more specific saving love that only 
applies to some people.  
 
Common love is insufficient to save people, but it does allow them 
to participate in God’s perfect plan to bring about His Kingdom. It 
results not in saving grace, but common grace, which is not 
eternal, can be resisted by our hardness of will, and does not 
fundamentally change the heart.  
 
So what does common grace look like? Theologians talk about it 
in three categories:  

 
1. Natural blessings and gifts. This is the most basic 
expression of common grace, and is found in several places in 
Scripture. For example, Matthew 5:45 says, “He causes his sun 
to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the righteous 
and the unrighteous.”  
 
2. The restraining of sin. People don’t sin all we could, and we 
don’t experience all the immediate consequences of sin we 
should. 12 God’s common grace restrains this sin (of Christians 
and non- Christians) and its effects.  
 
3. The ability of all sinners to do good. Listen to Jesus as He 
questions the rich young ruler in Mark 10:17-18: 
As Jesus started on his way, a man ran up to him and fell on his 
knees before him. “Good teacher,” he asked, “what must I do to 
inherit eternal life?”  
 
“Why do you call me good?” Jesus answered. “No one is good— 
except God alone.” 
Without the saving grace of Christ, we are not capable of 
producing righteousness, the type of pure “good” that God 
requires.  
 
But what about the moral and personal goodness we see? 
Everybody’s capable of that, aren’t they? How does that differ 
from righteousness? It seems there are not only two kinds of love 
and two kinds of grace, but also two kinds of goodness.  
 
Think of common grace goodness as conformity to God’s law, 
though unmotivated by faith – “horizontal” goodness rather than 
“vertical” goodness. John Calvin beautifully describes this 
capacity for goodness as a gift from God. He characterizes an 
unbelieving mind as “though fallen and perverted from its 
wholeness, is nevertheless clothed and ornamented with God’s 
excellent gifts”. 13  
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This kind of goodness is not enough to save anyone … but it is 
real. It’s not an illusion, not a cosmic waste for God’s plans. He 
will use it for the salvation of some and the judgment of others; to 
bring shalom, healing and restoration to creation; to reflect His 
image; and to serve His glory. It is a real response to the natural 
law, the moral sense of right and wrong and need for God that He 
has placed within the heart of every person. 14  
 
We don’t have to devalue the gifts of common grace just because 
they aren’t as exalted as the gifts of saving grace. For if God can 
delight in that kind of goodness, you and I can too.  
 
Let’s pull all these ideas together – God’s purposes, love, grace, 
and our response – into a picture of “Inner-Ring Redemption” and 
“Outer-Ring Redemption”: 15  
 
LIVING COMMON GRACE 
Let’s apply common grace and outer-ring redemption in two 
areas: personal relationships and broader cultural engagement.  
 

COMMON GRACE IN PERSONAL RELATIONSHIPS 
How does common grace change the way we interact with 
unbelievers?  
 
 
INNER-RING REDEMPTION 
 
God’s saving love 
 
Fuels God’s saving grace 
 
By which God works in regenerated 
people 
 
To redeem their souls 
 
As the Kingdom reigns in their 
hearts 
 
And which God calls us to participate 
in 
 
Through the Redemptive Mandate 
(aka Great Commission) 
 
All for His glory 
 

OUTER-RING REDEMPTION 
 
God’s common love 
 
Fuels God’s common grace 
 
By which God works through all 
people 
 
To redeem entire cultures 
 
As the Kingdom reigns over creation 
 
 
And which God calls us to participate 
in 
 
Through the Creation Mandate 
(aka Cultural Commission) 
 
all for His glory 

 
 
You can truly love unbelievers for their own sake.  
It’s axiomatic in contemporary Christian circles that most people 
need “authentic relationships” before they are open to the Gospel. 
And common grace is the only basis for authentic relationships 
with non-Christians. It’s the only way you can love someone for 
their own sake, which means you’d love them even if 
you knew they wouldn’t be next to you in heaven. In doing so, you 
are simply following God’s common grace pattern of merciful love 
for all who bear His image. You earn the privilege to be moral 
without being a moralist, exercise judgment without being 
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judgmental, and insist on fundamentals without being a 
fundamentalist.  
 
Outside of common grace, when you encounter an unbeliever, 
you may hate her, pity her, or want to possess her; but you 
cannot love her.  
 
Bob Lupton sees this problem anew when he finds himself the 
target of door-to-door evangelism by a pair of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses: “I still resent being treated as a lost soul and not 
valued as a neighbor … perhaps if I sensed that the person at my 
door had a genuine interest in me, not as a disembodied soul or a 
prospective recruit or a decision to be tallied, but in me as a 
human being, I might feel somewhat more receptive.” 16  
 
Common grace helps you offer a richer apologetic.  
I remember a conversation with a friend about ten years ago. He 
asked me point-blank if my Christianity meant I believed there 
was nothing good in him. I panicked because I’d been taught the 
answer was yes – that everything in him was evil. I had literally 
just heard of common grace somewhere and hardly understood 
anything about it – but I threw it out there and said that it meant 
he wasn’t all bad. I got off easy that day … but the memory of that 
experience made me start investigating common grace many 
years later. He later came to Christ, by the way, though from an 
apologist’s perspective I think I did everything else wrong.  
 
I hope I would do better today, because the intertwined stories of 
inner-ring and outer-ring redemption are more profound and 
compelling than when they are separated. We can affirm the 
“good” an unbeliever experiences as real good, not an illusion – 
and can say with confidence that this good comes from God. 
Properly balanced, this view points toward our need for saving 
grace, not away from it.  
 

COMMON GRACE IN CULTURAL ENGAGEMENT 
How does common grace inform the way we approach our 
culture?  
 
You can truly love culture for its own sake.  
If you’re operating from common grace, you can love and 
appreciate something non-Christian for its own sake. You can 
appreciate (or make) great art whether or not it was made by, for, 
or about Christians. You can work for your community or justice 
or healing because these things reflect God’s shalom. You can be 
committed without reservation to a job outside professional 
ministry because you won’t be trapped in the myth of the 
“secular/sacred divide.”  
 
Without common grace, you may be able to assault the culture 
with the truth of the Gospel – but you won’t be able 
to create or cultivate culture, which are the only ways to change 
it. 17  
 
My friends Josh Jackson and Nick Purdy started a little company 
several years ago to celebrate “signs of life in music, film, and 
culture.” It’s now known as Paste Magazine, one of the finest 
cultural products out there, Christian or otherwise. They set out to 
spotlight the good, the true, and the beautiful, whatever its 
source, for whoever was interested. Apart from a few notable 
lapses in judgment (they carried my last record in their online 
store, for example), they’ve proven two things: that there is a 
near-inexhaustible supply of the good, the true, and the beautiful 
in popular culture; and that hundreds of thousands of non-
Christians care about it. The magazine is rolling in secular 
awards, and you know why? It’s because they actually love the 
culture they are celebrating. They don’t think of it as a mission 
field. They really love it for its own sake. If they didn’t, only the 
Christians would read the magazine and give them awards.  
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Common grace gives sound Biblical roots to cultural 
engagement.  
There’s a long, rich tradition of Christians separating from culture, 
with its favorite Bible passages, theology, logic, sentiments, 
heroes, enemies, cautionary tales, strawmen, and vision of 
society. And there’s a similar tradition of Christians engaging in 
culture, with its own version of all the same things. Both streams 
of thought go back to the early days of the church, and both, I 
believe, are originally rooted in an honest desire to follow the truth 
of Christ faithfully.  
 
Many Christians feel themselves stuck in the middle. Maybe you 
see how bad the culture out there is, but you still don’t want to 
retreat from it. You may be conservative Biblically, but you can’t 
figure out why homeless shelters, AIDS relief, community 
redevelopment, or crisis pregnancy centers are a waste of your 
time. You know you’re supposed to be discerning about what you 
watch, but you actually find that a lot of those “secular” films 
actually seem to strengthen your faith, not weaken it.  
 
The problem of good, right?  
 
The doctrine of common grace plays a brilliant ambassadorial 
role in this divide. Why? Because it makes the Biblically faithful 
case for cultural engagement without neutering the Gospel. It 
acknowledges the depth of our sin, our need for the Cross, our 
call to evangelism, the reality of spiritual warfare, our capacity for 
self-deception about our motives, the seductive dangers of 
competing worldviews, and our desperate need for discernment.  
 
At the same time, I’m reminded that the place where the concepts 
of shalom, the Creation Mandate, and common grace intersect is 
very large. Common grace helps us to acknowledge that there 
are times to embrace culture warmly, and times to be in stark, 
prophetic opposition to it. And the only durable, Biblical way to do 
both is to see culture through the lens of common grace.  
 

Common grace allows us to see the Gospel in unlikely 
places.  
What common grace has to say about the arts could fill a book. 
The good news is that most of that book has been written 
elsewhere. But let me add a few comments.  
 
I’m encouraged by the emphasis in the Christian subculture on 
the idea of discernment. We’ve realized there is no such thing as 
a neutral piece of art or entertainment – that everything carries a 
worldview. We’re learning how to avoid not just wrong acts (no 
sex, no violence, no bad language, etc.) but also 
wrong ideas (bad worldviews, anti-redemptive values, no 
negative portrayals of Christian characters, etc.)  
 
That’s a good start, but we only do half the job, because we only 
teach negative discernment. Our whole paradigm is about how 
tightly to draw the boundaries of protection, of saying “no.” I 
believe it’s essential to have positive discernment too: to be able 
to say an enthusiastic “yes” to entertainment that is transcendent, 
pointing me to my need for Christ, causing me to love my 
neighbor more. Art that may or may not have a Christian creator 
or a Christian theme, but that has a Christian effect. 
 
How about a new category of art that reveals “the Gospel in 
unlikely places?” First, there are non-Christian artists reflecting 
the Gospel unwittingly, or “seekingly” – I think of God-haunted 
artists like M. Night Shyamalan, P.T. Anderson, Conor Oberst of 
Bright Eyes, and Sam Beam of Iron & Wine.  
 
As an example, I think of The Shawshank Redemption, which is 
tied for the #1 highest-rated film of all time on imdb.com, with by 
far the highest number of people voting for it as a favorite film. 
Here is a story saturated in common grace in the midst of evil, 
written by Stephen King, who was not a confessing Christian the 
last time I checked. Why does this story have so much power and 
touch people so deeply, if not for the fact that it taps a deep, 
unspoken reservoir of passion about the dignity of the imago 
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Dei?  
 
Second is the powerful renaissance of Christian artists who tell 
the story of creation, fall, redemption, and restoration using 
language, forms, and images to show the Gospel rather than to 
preach it. Who know that the best Christian art may not be about 
Christians or for Christians, use Christian language, or address 
typical Christian issues – what Derek Webb calls “explicit art.” In 
the music world, beyond the usual suspects in this category, such 
as U2 and Sufjan Stevens, check out Bruce Cockburn, Buddy and 
Julie Miller, Denison Witmer, Kate York, Mindy Smith, Over the 
Rhine, or Sam Phillips.  
 
As T Bone Burnett says, “You can write about the light, or you 
can write about what you see by the light.” And thanks to God’s 
common grace, there are a million surfaces reflecting that light.  
 
The daily application of common grace is simple: 

1. Find the good, the true, and the beautiful wherever it 
exists in the world. This can be in a person, a work of art, 
an organization, an interaction, a city, your job, you name 
it. 

2. Point to its source in Christ. This can be through a silent 
prayer of thanksgiving, a bold evangelistic proclamation, 
or anything in between. 

Find the good, point to Christ. Repeat.  
 
THE DANGERS OF COMMON GRACE 
Okay, admit it. Common grace makes you nervous.  
 
In fact, your mind probably keeps coming back to the classic 
“slippery slope” argument, which goes something like this: God 
calls us to be holy. He cannot abide sin. If you crack open the 

door to common grace, then inevitably you will start to believe 
that people can be saved by their own goodness. And then you 
will stop trying to reach the unsaved. So common grace is just a 
fancy way of sneaking the social gospel in through the side door. 
An attempt to be in the world and of the world.  
 
Frankly, some of these are valid concerns. Anything that sees the 
good outside Jesus can shrink the real story of sin and make an 
affront to the Cross. I know that for me, common grace tempts me 
to tell myself all those lies about evangelism: it’s not my spiritual 
gift, I share the Gospel in other ways, that’s not how postmoderns 
intersect with God’s story. You know the list.  
 
So how do we avoid the dangers of making too big a deal of 
common grace? We need “guardrails” of solid theology to protect 
us, many of which we’ve touched on here. 18 Remember, we need 
both the Creation and Redemptive Mandates; otherwise, we lose 
something essential about the goodness of creation, the depth of 
our fall, the Cross that brings redemption, or the restoration of the 
kingdom. 
 
If you lose the emphasis on [individual] conversion… you lose the 
power of the gospel for personal transformation. You will not work 
sacrificially, joyfully, and non-paternalistically for justice. If you 
lose the emphasis on the corporate—on the kingdom—you lose 
the power of the gospel for cultural transformation.19 

 
To recap what common grace does and doesn’t say:  
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GOD’S SECOND GREATEST GIFT 
In my favorite book on common grace, He Shines in All That’s 
Fair, Richard Mouw observes that understanding common grace 
saved his sanity. I feel exactly the same. Theological messiness 
of any kind may make me jittery; but any other answer to the 
problem of good makes me implode. And as Mouw goes on to 
say, messiness “will eventually bring us to a humble 
acknowledgment of the divine mysteries.” 20  

 
 
WHAT COMMON GRACE SAYS 
 
Man is originally good, made in the 
image of God 
 
God loves the world 
 
We cannot withdraw from culture 
 
My enemy is not a person 
 
 
The world is full of good 
 

WHAT IT DOESN’T SAY 
 
Man’s goodness can save him 
 
 
God loves everyone the same 
 
We can withdraw from evangelism 
 
We don’t have to fight the enemies 
of the world, the flesh, and the devil 
 
It’s all good 

 
 
Common grace is a great gift of life Common grace is sufficient for life 
Plus, when I look at the lives of people I admire, they appear 
saturated in common grace – loving the good, the true, and the 
beautiful wherever it’s to be found. Not an over-intellectual or 
overspiritualized life, but one that is specific, rooted, effective, and 
yet still transcendent. Getting common grace into your 
bloodstream seems to make you love God more and your 
neighbor as yourself.  
 
And I am learning to see God’s grace everywhere. I love to see 
His grace in the decision to spike the whole punchbowl with His 
gospel, His truth, and His beauty. As 1 Timothy 4:4-5 reminds us, 

“For everything God created is good, and nothing is to be rejected 
if it is received with thanksgiving, because it is consecrated by the 
word of God and prayer.”  
 
Leaning into common grace is not making me a liberal or a 
utopian. It’s giving me a higher view of the Gospel, holiness, 
righteousness, the role of the church, and the task of evangelism. 
It is simply a full embrace of James’s observation that “every 
good and perfect gift is from above, coming down from the Father 
of the heavenly lights.” 21 In fact, when you start to get common 
grace, you’ll become less afraid of the non-
Christianity outside you and more concerned about the non-
Christianity inside you. This is an essential first step towards a 
Biblical hope for the church’s task of cultural renewal.  
 
Yes, God’s greatest gift to humanity – the Cross, the ultimate 
sacrifice, the ultimate expression of saving grace – answers the 
number one question of humanity, the problem of cosmic and 
personal evil. And common grace, God’s second greatest gift to 
humanity, the answer to the problem of cosmic and personal 
good, is just as close beside you – as close as the gravity that 
keeps you from sliding off the earth. May you learn to receive 
both kinds of God’s love, embrace both kinds of God’s grace, and 
celebrate both kinds of God’s goodness wherever you find them. 
May grace begin to replace a fear you couldn’t defend, with a 
hope you cannot resist.  
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DISCUSSION QUESTIONS 
Do you have a personal story where you have experienced 
common grace from the life of a non-Christian?  
 
Kauffmann says that common grace probably makes you 
nervous. Is that true for you? Why do you think that is?  
 
Think over the last week in your life. Where did you see good? In 
what way could you have pointed to its source?  
 
Have you ever struggled with how to “love” a non-Christian? How 
does common grace help you with that struggle?  
 
END NOTES 
1 Title of a new book by Dave Kinnaman and Gabe Lyons, 
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5 Notice that God reaffirms the Creation Mandate in Genesis 9 – 
after sin, and after the great flood. So it doesn’t apply only to 
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message.  
8 The parable of the wheat and the tares is found in Matthew 
13:24-30.  
9 Mouw, He Shines in All That’s Fair, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 
2001), p. 36.  
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Proverbs 6:16-19, Hosea 9:15, Matthew 7:23, Matthew 25:41.  
11 For example, see Psalm 145:9.  
12 There are only a few times in Scripture where people’s lives 
were demanded of them immediately upon committing a sin. 
Otherwise, God restrains His wrath.  
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14 See Romans 1.  
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particularly Chuck Colson and Nancy Pearcey, in their great 
book How Now Shall We Live? (Wheaton: Tyndale House, 
1999.)  
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17 I love the way Andy Crouch discusses this idea in his essay 
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18 Understand that common grace is as much of a “conservative” 
idea as a liberal one. Though the Reformers coined the phrase 
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mainstream “conservative” view over the centuries. In fact, its 
opposition was stronger in the 20th century than at any other time 
in history.  
19 Keller, ibid.  
20 Mouw, p. 87.  
21 James 1:17 
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Why Work? 
By Dorothy Sayers 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 

I have already, on a previous occasion, spoken at some length on 
the subject of Work and Vocation. What I urged then was a 
thoroughgoing revolution in our whole attitude to work. I asked 
that it should be looked upon, not as a necessary drudgery to be 
undergone for the purpose of making money, but as a way of life 
in which the nature of man should find its proper exercise and 
delight and so fulfill itself to the glory of God. That it should, in 
fact, be thought of as a creative activity undertaken for the love of 
the work itself; and that man, made in God’s image, should make 
things, as God makes them, for the sake of doing well a thing that 
is well worth doing. 

It may well seem to you – as it does to some of my acquaintances 
– that I have a sort of obsession about this business of the right 
attitude to work. But I do insist upon it, because it seems to me 
that what becomes of civilization after this war is going to depend 
enormously on our being able to effect this revolution in our ideas 
about work. Unless we do change our whole way of thought about 
work, I do not think we shall ever escape from the appalling 
squirrel cage of economic confusion in which we have been 
madly turning for the last three centuries or so, the cage in which 
we landed ourselves by acquiescing in a social system based 
upon Envy and Avarice. 

A society in which consumption has to be artificially stimulated in 
order to keep production going is a society founded on trash and 
waste, and such a society is a house built upon sand. 

It is interesting to consider for a moment how our outlook has 
been forcibly changed for us in the last twelve months by the 
brutal presence of war. War is a judgment that overtakes 
societies when they have been living; upon ideas that conflict too 
violently with the laws governing the universe. People who would 
not revise their ideas voluntarily find themselves compelled to do 
so by the sheer pressure of the events which these very ideas 
have served to bring about. 

Never think that wars are irrational catastrophes: they happen 
when wrong ways of thinking and living bring about intolerable 
situations; and whichever side may be the more outrageous in its 
aims and the more brutal in its methods, the root causes of 
conflict are usually to be found in some wrong way of life in which 
all parties have acquiesced, and for which everybody must, to 
some extent, bear the blame. 

It is quite true that false Economics are one of the root causes of 
the present war; and one of the false ideas we had about 
Economics was a false attitude both to Work and to the good 
produced by Work. This attitude we are now being obliged to 
alter, under the compulsion of war – and a very strange and 
painful process it is in some ways. It is always strange and painful 
to have to change a habit of mind; though, when we have made 
the effort, we may find a great relief, even a sense of adventure 
and delight, in getting rid of the false and returning to the true. 

Can you remember – it is already getting difficult to remember – 
what things were like before the war? The stockings we bought 
cheap and threw away to save the trouble of mending? The cars 
we scrapped every year to keep up with the latest fashion in 
engine design and streamlining? The bread and bones and 
scraps of fat that littered the dustbins – not only of the rich, but of 
the poor? The empty bottles that even the dustman scorned to 
collect, because the manufacturers found it cheaper to make new 
ones than to clean the old? The mountains of empty tins that 
nobody found it worthwhile to salvage, rusting and stinking on the 
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refuse dumps? The food that was burnt or buried because it did 
not pay to distribute it? The land choked and impoverished with 
thistle and ragwort, because it did not pay to farm it? The 
handkerchiefs used for paint rags and kettleholders? The electric 
lights left blazing because it was too much trouble to switch them 
off? The fresh peas we could not be bothered to shell, and threw 
aside for something out of a tin? The paper that cumbered the 
shelves, and lay knee-deep in the parks, and littered the seats of 
railway trains? The scattered hairpins and smashed crockery, the 
cheap knickknacks of steel and wood and rubber and glass and 
tin that we bought to fill in an odd half hour at Woolworth’s and 
forgot as soon as we had bought them? The advertisements 
imploring and exhorting and cajoling and menacing and bullying 
us to glut ourselves with things we did not want, in the name of 
snobbery and idleness and sex appeal? And the fierce 
international scramble to find in helpless and backward nations a 
market on which to fob off all the superfluous rubbish which the 
inexorable machines ground out hour by hour, to create money 
and to create employment? 

Do you realize how we have had to alter our whole scale of 
values, now that we are no longer being urged to consume but to 
conserve? We have been forced back to the social morals of our 
great-grandparents. When a piece of lingerie costs three precious 
coupons, we have to consider, not merely its glamour value, but 
how long it will wear. When fats are rationed, we must not throw 
away scraps, but jealously use to advantage what it cost so much 
time and trouble to breed and rear. When paper is scarce we 
must – or we should – think whether what we have to say is worth 
saying before writing or printing it. When our life depends on the 
land, we have to pay in short commons for destroying its fertility 
by neglect or overcropping. When a haul of herrings takes 
valuable manpower from the forces, and is gathered in at the peril 
of men’s lives by bomb and mine and machine gun, we read a 
new significance into those gloomy words which appear so often 
in the fishmonger’s shop: NO FISH TODAY....We have had to 
learn the bitter lesson that in all the world there are only two 

sources of real wealth: the fruit of the earth and the labor of men; 
and to estimate work not by the money it brings to the producer, 
but by the worth of the thing that is made. 

The question that I will ask you to consider today is this: When 
the war is over, are we likely, and do we want, to keep this 
attitude to work and the results of work? Or are we preparing, and 
do we want, to go back to our old habits of thought? Because I 
believe that on our answer to this question the whole economic 
future of society will depend. 

Sooner or later the moment will come when we have to make a 
decision about this. At the moment, we are not making it – don’t 
let us flatter ourselves that we are. It is being made for us. And 
don’t let us imagine that a wartime economy has stopped waste. 
It has not. It has only transferred it elsewhere. The glut and waste 
that used to clutter our own dustbins have been removed to the 
field of battle. That is where all the surplus consumption is going. 
The factories are roaring more loudly than ever, turning out night 
and day goods that are of no conceivable value for the 
maintenance of life; on the contrary, their sole object is to destroy 
life, and instead of being thrown away they are being blown away 
– in Russia, in North Africa, over Occupied France, in Burma, 
China, and the Spice Islands, and on the Seven Seas. 

What is going to happen when the factories stop turning out 
armaments? No nation has yet found a way to keep the machines 
running and whole nations employed under modern industrial 
conditions without wasteful consumption. For a time, a few 
nations could contrive to keep going by securing a monopoly of 
production and forcing their waste products on to new and 
untapped markets. When there are no new markets and all 
nations are industrial producers, the only choice we have been 
able to envisage so far has been that between armaments and 
unemployment. This is the problem that some time or other will 
stare us in the face again, and this time we must have our minds 
ready to tackle it. It may not come at once – for it is quite likely 
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that after the war we shall have to go through a further period of 
managed consumption while the shortages caused by the war are 
being made good. But sooner or later we shall have to grapple 
with this difficulty, and everything will depend on our attitude of 
mind about it. 

Shall we be prepared to take the same attitude to the arts of 
peace as to the arts of war? I see no reason why we should not 
sacrifice our convenience and our individual standard of living just 
as readily for the building of great public works as for the building 
of ships and tanks – but when the stimulus of fear and anger is 
removed, shall we be prepared to do any such thing? Or shall we 
want to go back to that civilization of greed and waste which we 
dignify by the name of a “high standard of living”? I am getting 
very much afraid of that phrase about the standard of living. And I 
am also frightened by the phrase “after the war” – it is so often 
pronounced in a tone that suggests: “after the war, we want to 
relax, and go back, and live as we did before.” And that means 
going back to the time when labor was valued in terms of its cash 
returns, and not in terms of the work. 

Now the answer to this question, if we are resolute to know what 
we are about, will not be left to rich men – to manufacturers and 
financiers. If these people have governed the 

world of late years it is only because we ourselves put the power 
into their hands. The question can and should be answered by 
the worker and the consumer. 

It is extremely important that the worker should really understand 
where the problem lies. It is a matter of brutal fact that in these 
days labor, more than any other section of the community, has a 
vested interest in war. Some rich employers make profit out of 
war – that is true; but what is infinitely more important is that for 
all working people war means full employment and high wages. 

When war ceases, then the problem of employing labor at the 

machines begins again. The relentless pressure of hungry labor 
is behind the drive toward wasteful consumption, whether in the 
destruction of war or in the trumpery of peace. 

The problem is far too simplified when it is presented as a mere 
conflict between labor and capital, between employed and 
employer. The basic difficulty remains, even when you make the 
State the sole employer, even when you make Labor into the 
employer. It is not simply a question of profits and wages or living 
conditions – but of what is to be done with the work of the 
machines, and what work the machines are to do. 

If we do not deal with this question now, while we have time to 
think about it, then the whirligig of wasteful production and 
wasteful consumption will start again and will again end in war. 
And the driving power of labor will be thrusting to turn the wheels, 
because it is to the financial interest of labor to keep the whirligig 
going faster and faster till the inevitable catastrophe comes. 

And, so that those wheels may turn, the consumer – that is, you 
and I, including the workers, who are consumers also – will again 
be urged to consume and waste; and unless we change our 
attitude – or rather unless we keep hold of the new attitude forced 
upon us by the logic of war – we shall again be bamboozled by 
our vanity, indolence, and greed into keeping the squirrel cage of 
wasteful economy turning. We could – you and I – bring the whole 
fantastic economy of profitable waste down to the ground 
overnight, without legislation and without revolution, merely by 
refusing to cooperate with it. I say, we could – as a matter of fact, 
we have; or rather, it has been done for us. If we do not want to 
rise up again after the war, we can prevent it – simply by 
preserving the wartime habit of valuing work instead of money. 
The point is: do we want to?.... 

Whatever we do, we shall be faced with grave difficulties. That 
cannot be disguised. But it will make a great difference to the 
result if we are genuinely aiming at a real change in economic 
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thinking. And by that I mean a radical change from top to bottom 
– a new system; not a mere adjustment of the old system to favor 
a different set of people. 

The habit of thinking about work as something one does to make 
money is so ingrained in us that we can scarcely imagine what a 
revolutionary change it would be to think about it instead in terms 
of the work done. To do so would mean taking the attitude of 
mind we reserve for our unpaid work – our hobbies, our leisure 
interests, the things we make and do for pleasure – and making 
that the standard of all our judgments about things and 

people. We should ask of an enterprise, not “will it pay?” but “is it 
good?”; of a man, not “what does he make?” but “what is his work 
worth?”; of goods, not “Can we induce people to buy them?” but 
“are they useful things well made?”; of employment, not “how 

much a week?” but “will it exercise my faculties to the utmost?” 
And shareholders in – let us say – brewing companies, would 
astonish the directorate by arising at shareholders’ meeting and 
demanding to know, not merely where the profits go or what 
dividends are to be paid, not even merely whether the workers’ 
wages are sufficient and the conditions of labor satisfactory, but 
loudly and with a proper sense of personal responsibility: “What 
goes into the beer?” 

You will probably ask at once: How is this altered attitude going to 
make any difference to the question of employment? Because it 
sounds as though it would result in not more employment, but 
less. I am not an economist, and I can only point to a peculiarity 
of war economy that usually goes without notice in economic 
textbooks, In war, production for wasteful consumption still goes 
on: but there is one great difference in the good produced. None 
of them is valued for what it will fetch, but only for what it is worth 
in itself. The gun and the tank, the airplane and the warship have 
to be the best of their kind. A war consumer does not buy shoddy. 
He does not buy to sell again. He buys the thing that is good for 

its purpose, asking nothing of it but that it shall do the job it has to 
do. Once again, war forces the consumer into a right attitude to 
the work. And, whether by strange coincidence, or whether 
because of some universal law, as soon as nothing is demanded 
of the thing made but its own integral perfection, its own absolute 
value, the skill and labor of the worker are fully employed and 
likewise acquire an absolute value. 

This is probably not the kind of answer that you will find in any 
theory of economics. Bu the professional economist is not really 
trained to answer, or even to ask himself questions about 
absolute values. The economist is inside the squirrel cage and 
turning with it. Any question about absolute values belongs to the 
sphere, not of economics, but of religion. 

And it is very possible that we cannot deal with economics as all, 
unless we can see economy from outside the cage; that we 
cannot begin to settle the relative values without considering 
absolute values. And if so, this may give a very precise and 
practical meaning to the words: “Seek ye first the kingdom of 
God, and His righteousness; and all these things shall be added 
to you.”.... I am persuaded that the reason why the Churches are 
in so much difficulty about giving a lead in the economic sphere is 
because they are trying to fit a Christian standard of economic to 
a wholly false and pagan understanding of work. 

What is the Christian understanding of work? .... I should like to 
put before you two or three propositions arising out of the 
doctrinal position which I stated at the beginning: 

namely, that work is the natural exercise and function of man – 
the creature who is made in the image of his Creator. You will find 
that any of them if given in effect everyday practice, is so 
revolutionary ( as compared with the habits of thinking into which 
we have fallen), as to make all political revolutions look like 
conformity. 
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The first, stated quite briefly, is that work is not, primarily, a thing 
one does to live, but the thing one lives to do. It is, or it should be, 
the full expression of the worker’s faculties, the thing in which he 
finds spiritual, mental and bodily satisfaction, and the medium in 
which he offers himself to God. 

Now the consequences of this are not merely that the work 
should be performed under decent living and working conditions. 
That is a point we have begun to grasp, and it a perfectly sound 
point. But we have tended to concentrate on it to the exclusion of 
other considerations far more revolutionary. 

(a) There is, for instance, the question of profits and 
remuneration. We have all got it fixed in our heads that the proper 
end of work is to be paid for – to produce a return in profits or 
payment to the worker which fully or more than compensates the 
effort he puts into it. But if our proposition is true, this does not 
follow at all. So long as Society provides the worker with a 
sufficient return in real wealth to enable him to carry on the work 
properly, then he has his reward. For his work is the measure of 
his life, and his satisfaction is found in the fulfillment of his own 
nature, and in contemplation of the perfection of his work. 

That, in practice, there is this satisfaction, is shown by the mere 
fact that a man will put loving labor into some hobby which can 
never bring him may economically adequate return. His 
satisfaction comes, in the godlike manner, from looking upon 
what he has made and finding it very good. He is no longer 
bargaining with his work, but serving it. It is only when work has 
to be looked on as a means to gain that it becomes hateful; for 
then, instead of a friend, it becomes an enemy from whom tolls 
and contributions have to be extracted. What most of us demand 
from society is that we should always get out of it a little more 
than the value of the labor we give to it. By this process, we 
persuade ourselves that society is always in our debt – a 
conviction that not only piles up actual financial burdens, but 
leaves us with a grudge against society. 

(b) Here is the second consequence. At present we have no clear 
grasp of the principle that every man should do the work for which 
he is fitted by nature. The employer is obsessed by the notion 
that he must find cheap labor, and the worker by the notion that 
the best-paid job is the job for him. Only feebly, inadequately, and 
spasmodically do we ever attempt to tackle the problem from the 
other end, and inquire: What type of worker is suited to this type 
of work? People engaged in education see clearly that this is the 
right end to start from: but they are frustrated by economic 
pressure, and by the failure of parents on the one hand and 
employers on the other to grasp the fundamental importance of 
this approach. 

And that the trouble results far more from a failure of intelligence 
than from economic necessity is seen clearly under war 
conditions, when, although competitive economics are no longer 
a governing factor, the right men and women are still persistently 
thrust into the wrong jobs, through sheer inability on everybody’s 
part to imaging a purely vocational approach to the business of 
fitting together the worker and his work. 

(c) A third consequence is that, if we really believed this 
proposition and arranged our work and our standard of values 
accordingly, we should no longer think of work as something that 
we hastened to get through in order to enjoy our leisure; we 
should look on our leisure as the period of changed rhythm that 
refreshed us for the delightful purpose of getting on with our work. 
And this being so, we should tolerate no regulations of any sort 
that prevented us from working as long and as well as our 
enjoyment of work demanded. We should resent any such 
restrictions as a monstrous interference with the liberty of the 
subject. How great an upheaval of our ideas that would mean I 
leave you to imagine. It would turn topsy-turvy all our notions 
about hours of work, rates of work, unfair competition, and all the 
rest of it. We should all find ourselves fighting, as now only artists 
and the members of certain professions fight, for precious time in 
which to get on with the job – instead of fighting for precious 
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hours saved from the job. 

(d) A fourth consequence is that we should fight tooth and nail, 
not for mere employment, but for the quality of the work that we 
had to do. We should clamor to be engaged in work that was 
worth doing, and in which we could take pride. The worker would 
demand that the stuff he helped to turn out should be good stuff – 
he would no longer be content to take the cash and let the credit 
go. Like the shareholders in the brewery, he would feel a sense of 
personal responsibility, and clamor to know, and to control, what 
went into the beer he brewed. There would be protests and 
strikes – not only about pay and conditions, but about the quality 
of the work demanded and the honesty, beauty, and usefulness 
of the goods produced. The greatest insult which a commercial 
age has offered to the worker has been to rob him of all interest in 
the end product of the work and to force him to dedicate his life to 
making badly things which were not worth making. 

This first proposition chiefly concerns the worker as such. My 
second proposition directly concerns Christian as such, and it is 
this. It is the business of the Church to recognize that the secular 
vocation, as such, is sacred. Christian people, and particularly 
perhaps the Christian clergy, must get it firmly into their heads 
that when a man or woman is called to a particular job of secular 
work, that is as true a vocation as though he or she were called to 
specifically religious work. The Church must concern Herself not 
only with such questions as the just price and proper working 
conditions: She must concern Herself with seeing that work itself 
is such as a human being can perform without degradation – that 
no one is required by economic or any other considerations to 
devote himself to work that is contemptible, soul destroying, or 
harmful. It is not right for Her to acquiesce in the notion that a 
man’s life is divided into the time he spends on his work and the 
time he spends in serving God. He must 

be able to serve God in his work, and the work itself must be 
accepted and respected as the medium of divine creation. 

In nothing has the Church so lost Her hold on reality as in Her 
failure to understand and respect the secular vocation. She has 
allowed work and religion to become separate departments, and 
is astonished to find that, as result, the secular work of the world 
is turned to purely selfish and destructive ends, and that the 
greater part of the world’s intelligent workers have become 
irreligious, or at least, uninterested in religion. 

But is it astonishing? How can any one remain interested in a 
religion which seems to have no concern with nine-tenths of his 
life? The Church’s approach to an intelligent carpenter is usually 
confined to exhorting him not to be drunk and disorderly in his 
leisure hours, and to come to church on Sundays. What the 
Church should be telling him is this: that the very first demand 
that his religion makes upon him is that he should make good 
tables. 

Church by all means, and decent forms of amusement, certainly – 
but what use is all that if in the very center of his life and 
occupation he is insulting God with bad carpentry? No crooked 
table legs or ill-fitting drawers ever, I dare swear, came out of the 
carpenter’s shop at Nazareth. Nor, if they did, could anyone 
believe that they were made by the same hand that made Heaven 
and earth. No piety in the worker will compensate for work that is 
not true to itself; for any work that is untrue to its own technique is 
a living lie. 

Yet in Her own buildings, in Her own ecclesiastical art and music, 
in Her hymns and prayers, in Her sermons and in Her little books 
of devotion, the Church will tolerate or permit a pious intention to 
excuse so ugly, so pretentious, so tawdry and twaddling, so 
insincere and insipid, so bad as to shock and horrify any decent 
draftsman. 

And why? Simply because She has lost all sense of the fact that 
the living and eternal truth is expressed in work only so far as that 
work is true in itself, to itself, to the standards of its own 
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technique. She has forgotten that the secular vocation is sacred. 
Forgotten that a building must be good architecture before it can 
be a good church; that a painting must be well painted before it 
can be a good sacred picture; that work must be good work 
before it can call itself God’s work. 

Let the Church remember this: that every maker and worker is 
called to serve God in his profession or trade – not outside it. The 
Apostles complained rightly when they said it was not meet they 
should leave the word of God and serve tables; their vocation was 
to preach the word. Bu the person whose vocation it is to prepare 
the meals beautifully might with equal justice protest: It is not 
meet for us to leave the service of our tables to preach the word. 

The official Church wastes time and energy, and moreover, 
commits sacrilege, in demanding that secular workers should 
neglect their proper vocation in order to do Christian work – by 
which She means ecclesiastical work. The only Christian work is 
good work well done. Let the Church see to it that the workers are 
Christian people and do their work well, as to God: then all the 
work will be Christian work, whether it is church embroidery, or 
sewage farming. As Jacques Maritain says: “If you want to 
produce Christian work, be a Christian, and try to make a work of 
beauty into which you have put your heart; do not adopt a 
Christian pose.” He is right. And let the Church remember that the 
beauty of the work will be judged by its own, and not by 
ecclesiastical standards. 

Let me give you an illustration of what I mean. When my play The 
Zeal of Thy House was produced in London, a dear old pious lady 
was much struck by the beauty of the four great archangels who 
stood throughout the play in their heavy, gold robes, eleven feet 
high from wingtip to sandaltip. She asked with great innocence 
whether I selected the actors who played the angels “for the 
excellence of their moral character.” 

I replied that the angels were selected to begin with, not by me 

but by the producer, who had the technical qualifications for 
selecting suitable actors – for that was part of his vocation. And 
that he selected, in the first place, young men who were six feet 
tall so that they would match properly together. Secondly, angels 
had to be of good physique, so as to be able to stand stiff on the 
stage for two and a half hours, carrying the weight of their wings 
and costumes, without wobbling, or fidgeting, or fainting. Thirdly, 
they had to be able to speak verse well, in an agreeable voice 
and audibly. Fourthly, they had to be reasonable good actors. 
When all these technical conditions had been fulfilled, we might 
come to the moral qualities, of which the first would be the ability 
to arrive on stage punctually and in a sober condition, since the 
curtain must go up on time, and a drunken angel would be 
indecorous. 

After that, and only after that, one might take character into 
consideration, but that, provided his behavior was not so 
scandalous as to cause dissension among the company, the right 
kind of actor with no morals would give a far more reverent and 
seemly performance than a saintly actor with the wrong technical 
qualifications. The worst religious films I ever saw were produced 
by a company which chose its staff exclusively for their piety. Bad 
photography, bad acting, and bad dialogue produced a result so 
grotesquely irreverent that the pictures could not have been 
shown in churches without bringing Christianity into contempt. 

God is not served by technical incompetence; and incompetence 
and untruth always result when the secular vocation is treated as 
a thing alien to religion.... 

And conversely: when you find a man who is a Christian praising 
God by the excellence of his work – do not distract him and take 
him away from his proper vocation to address religious meetings 
and open church bazaars. Let him serve God 

in the way to which God has called him. If you take him away 
from that, he will exhaust himself in an alien technique and lose 
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his capacity to do his dedicated work. 

It is your business, you churchmen, to get what good you can 
from observing his work – not to take him away from it, so that he 
may do ecclesiastical work for you. But, if you have any power, 
see that he is set free to do this own work as well as it may be 
done. He is not there to serve you; he is there to serve God by 
serving his work. 

This brings me to my third proposition; and this may sound to you 
the most revolutionary of all. It is this: the worker’s first duty is to 
serve the work. The popular catchphrase of today is that it is 
everybody’s duty to serve the community, but there is a catch in 
it. It is the old catch about the two great commandments. “Love 
God – and your neighbor: on those two commandments hang all 
the Law and the Prophets.” 

The catch in it, which nowadays the world has largely forgotten, is 
that the second commandment depends upon the first, and that 
without the first, it is a delusion and a snare. Much of our present 
trouble and disillusionment have come from putting the second 
commandment before the first. 

If we put our neighbor first, we are putting man above God, and 
that is what we have been doing ever since we began to worship 
humanity and make man the measure of all things. Whenever 
man is made the center of things, he becomes the storm center of 
trouble – and that is precisely the catch about serving the 
community. It ought perhaps to make us suspicious of that phrase 
when we consider that it is the slogan of every commercial 
scoundrel and swindler who wants to make sharp business 
practice pass muster as social improvement. 

“Service” is the motto of the advertiser, of big business, and of 
fraudulent finance. And of others, too. Listen to this: “I expect the 
judiciary to understand that the nation does not exist for their 
convenience, but that justice exists to serve the nation.” That was 

Hitler yesterday – and that is what becomes of “service,” when 
the community, and not the work, becomes its idol. There is, in 
fact, a paradox about working to serve the community, and it is 
this: that to aim directly at serving the community is to falsify the 
work; the only way to serve the community is to forget the 
community and serve the work. There are three very good 
reasons for this: 

The first is that you cannot do good work if you take your mind off 
the work to see how the community is taking it – any more than 
you can make a good drive from the tee if you take your eye off 
the ball. “Blessed are the single hearted: (for that is the real 
meaning of the word we translate “the pure in heart”). If your heart 
is not wholly 

in the work, the work will not be good – and work that is not good 
serves neither God nor the community; it only serves mammon. 

The second reason is that the moment you think of serving other 
people, you begin to have a notion that other people owe you 
something for your pains; you begin to think that you have a claim 
on the community. You will begin to bargain for reward, to angle 
for applause, and to harbor a grievance if you are not 
appreciated. But if your mind is set upon serving the work, then 
you know you have nothing to look for; the only reward the work 
can give you is the satisfaction of beholding its perfection. The 
work takes all and gives nothing but itself; and to serve the work 
is a labor of pure love. 

And thirdly, if you set out to serve the community, you will 
probably end by merely fulfilling a public demand – and you may 
not even do that. A public demand is a changeable thing. Nine-
tenths of the bad plays put on in theaters owe their badness to 
the fact that the playwright has aimed at pleasing the audience, in 
stead of at producing a good and satisfactory play. Instead of 
doing the work as its own integrity demands that it should be 
done, he has falsified the play by putting in this or that which he 
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thinks will appeal to the groundlings (who by that time have 
probably come to want something else), and the play fails by its 
insincerity. The work has been falsified to please the public, and 
in the end even the public is not pleased. As it is with works of art, 
so it is with all work. 

We are coming to the end of an era of civilization which began by 
pandering to public demand, and ended by frantically trying to 
create public demand for an output so false and meaningless that 
even a doped public revolted from the trash offered to it and 
plugged into war rather than swallow anymore of it. The danger of 
“serving the community” is that one is part of the community, and 
that in serving it one may only be serving a kind of communal 
egotism. 

The only true way of serving the community is to be truly in 
sympathy with the community, to be oneself part of the 
community and then to serve the work without giving the 
community another thought. Then the work will endure, because it 
will be true to itself. It is the work that serves the community; the 
business of the worker is to serve the work. 

Where we have become confused is in mixing up the ends to 
which our work is put with the way in which the work is done. The 
end of the work will be decided by our religious outlook: as we are 
so we make. It is the business of religion to make us Christian 
people, and then our work will naturally be turned to Christian 
ends, because our work is the expression of ourselves. But the 
way in which the work is done is governed by no sanction except 
the good of the of work itself; and religion has no direct 
connection with that, except to insist that the workman should be 
free to do his work well according to its own integrity. Jacques 
Maritain, one of the very few religious writers of our time who 
really understands the nature of creative work, has summed the 
matter up in a sentence. 

What is required is the perfect practical discrimination between 

the end pursued by the workman (finis operantis, said the 
Schoolmen) and the end to be served by the work (finis operas), 
so that the workman may work for his wages but the work be 
controlled and set in being only in relation to its own proper good 
and nowise in relation to the wages earned; so that the artist may 
work for any and every human intention he likes, but the work 
taken by itself be performed and constructed for its own proper 
beauty alone. 

Or perhaps we may put it more shortly still: If work is to find its 
right place in the world, it is the duty of the Church to see to it that 
the work serves God, and that the worker serves the work. 
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Leaf by Niggle 
By JRR Tolkein 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 

 
There was once a little man called Niggle, who had a long 

journey to make. He did not want to go, indeed the whole idea 
was distasteful to him; but he could not get out of it. He knew he 
would have to start some time, but he did not hurry with his 
preparations. 
 Niggle was a painter. Not a very successful one, partly 
because he had many other things to do. Most of these things he 
thought were a nuisance; but he did them fairly well, when he 
could not get out of them: which (in his opinion) was far too often. 
The laws in his country were rather strict. There were other 
hindrances, too. For one thing, he was sometimes just idle, and 
did nothing at all. For another, he was kindhearted, in a way. You 
know the sort of kind heart: it made him uncomfortable more often 
than it made him do anything; and even when he did anything, it 
did not prevent him from grumbling, losing his temper, and 
swearing (mostly to himself). All the same, it did land him in a 
good many odd jobs for his neighbour, Mr. Parish, a man with a 
lame leg. Occasionally he even helped other people from further 
off, if they came and asked him to. Also, now and again, he 
remembered his journey, and began to pack a few things in an 
ineffectual way: at such times he did not paint very much. 
 He had a number of pictures on hand; most of them were 
too large and ambitious for his skill. He was the sort of painter 
who can paint leaves better than trees. He used to spend a long 
time on a single leaf, trying to catch its shape, and its sheen, and 
the glistening of dew drops on its edges. Yet he wanted to paint a 
whole tree, with all of its leaves in the same style, and all of them 
different. 

 There was one picture in particular which bothered him. It 
had begun with a leaf caught in the wind, and it became a tree; 
and the tree grew, sending out innumerable branches, and 
thrusting out the most fantastic roots. Strange birds came and 
settled on the twigs and had to be attended to. Then all round the 
Tree, and behind it, through the gaps in the leaves and boughs, a 
country bean to open out; and there were glimpses of a forest 
marching over the land, and of mountains tipped with snow. 
Niggle lost interest in his other pictures; or else he took them and 
tacked them on to the edges of his great picture. Soon the canvas 
became so large that he had to get a ladder; and he ran up and 
down it, putting in a touch here, and rubbing out a patch there. 
When people came to call, he seemed polite enough, though he 
fiddled a little with the pencils on his desk. He listened to what 
they said, but underneath he was thinking all the time about his 
beg canvas, in the tall shed that had been built for it out in his 
garden (on a plot where once he had grown potatoes). 
 He could not get rid of his kind heart. “I wish I was more 
strong-minded!” he sometimes said to himself, meaning that he 
wished other people’s troubles did not make him feel 
uncomfortable. But for a long time he was not seriously perturbed. 
“At any rate, I shall get this one picture done, my real picture, 
before I have to go on that wretched journey,” he used to say. Yet 
he was beginning to see that he could not put off his start 
indefinitely. The picture would have to stop just growing and get 
finished. 
 One day, Niggle stood a little way off from his picture and 
considered it with unusual attention and detachment. He could 
not make up his mind what he thought about it, and wished he 
had some friend who would tell him what to think. Actually it 
seemed to him wholly unsatisfactory, and yet very lovely, the only 
really beautiful picture in the world. What he would have liked at 
that moment would have been to see himself walk in, and slap 
him on the back, and say (with obvious sincerity): “Absolutely 
magnificent! I see exactly what you are getting at. Do get on with 
it, and don’t bother about anything else! We will arrange for a 
public pension, so that you need not.” 
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  However, there was not public pension. And one thing he 
could see: it would need some concentration, some work, hard 
uninterrupted work, to finish the picture, even at its present size. 
He rolled up his sleeves, and began to concentrate. He tried for 
several days not to bother about other things. But there came a 
tremendous crop of interruptions. Things went wrong in his 
house; he had to go and serve on a jury in the town; a distant 
friend fell ill; Mr. Parish was laid up with lumbago; and visitors 
kept on coming. It was springtime, and they wanted a free tea in 
the country: Niggle lived in a pleasant little house, miles away 
from the town. He cursed them in his heart, but he could not deny 
that he had invited them himself, away back in the winter, when 
he had not thought in and “interruption” to visit the shops and 
have tea with acquaintances in the town. He tried to harden his 
heart; but it was not a success. There were many things that he 
had not the fact to say no to, weather he thought them duties or 
not; and there were some things he was compelled to do, 
whatever he thought. Some of his visitors hinted that his garden 
was rather neglected, and that he might get a visit from an 
Inspector. Very few of them knew about his picture, of course; but 
if they had known, it would not have made much difference. I 
doubt if they would have thought that it mattered much. I dare say 
it was not really a very good picture, though it may have had 
some good passages. The Tree, at any rate, was curious. Quite 
unique in its way. So was Niggle; though he was also a very 
ordinary and rather silly little man. 
 At length Niggle’s time became really precious. His 
acquaintances in the distant town began to remember that the 
little man had got to make a troublesome journey, and some 
began to calculate how long at the latest he could put off starting. 
They wondered who would take his house, and if the garden 
would be better kept.  
 The autumn came, very wet and windy. The little painter 
was in his shed. He was up on the ladder, trying to catch the 
gleam of the westering sun on the peak of a snow-mountain, 
which he had glimpsed just to the left of the leafy tip of one of the 
Tree’s branches. He knew that he would have to be leaving soon: 

perhaps early next year. He could only just get the picture 
finished, and only so so, at that: there were some corners where 
he would not have time now to do more than hint at what he 
wanted. 
 There was a knock at the door. “Come in!” he said 
sharply, and climbed down the ladder. He stood on the floor 
twiddling his brush. It was his neighbour, Parish: his only real 
neighbour, all other folk lived a long way off. Still, he did not like 
the man very much: partly because he was so often in trouble 
and in need of help; and also because he did not care about 
painting, but was very critical about gardening. When Parish 
looked at Niggle’s garden (which was often) he saw mostly 
weeds; and when he looked at Niggle’s pictures (which was 
seldom) he saw only green and gray patches and black lines, 
which seemed to him nonsensical. He did not mind mentioning 
the weeds (a neighbourly duty), but he refrained from giving any 
opinion of the pictures. He thought this was very kind, and he did 
not realize that, even if it was kind, it was not kind enough. Help 
with the weeds (and perhaps praise for the pictures) would have 
been better. 
 “Well, Parish, what is it?” said Niggle. 
 “I oughtn’t interrupt you, I know,” said Parish (without a 
glance at the picture). “You are very busy, I’m sure.” 
 Niggle had meant to say something like that himself, but 
he had missed his chance. All he said was: “Yes.” 
 “But I have no one else to turn to,” said Parish. 
 “Quite so,” said Niggle with a sigh: one of those sighs that 
are a private comment, but which are not made quite inaudible. 
“What can I do for you?” 
 “My wife has been ill for some days, and I am getting 
worried,” said Parish. “And the wind has blown half the tiles off 
my roof, and the water is pouring into the bedroom. I think I ought 
to get the doctor. And the builders, too, only they take so long to 
come. I was wondering if you had any wood and canvas you 
could spare, just to patch me up and see me through for a day or 
two.” Now he did look at the picture. 
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 “Dear, dear!” said Niggle. “You are unlucky. I hope it is no 
more than a cold that your wife has got. I’ll come round presently, 
and help you move the patient downstairs.” 
 “Thank you very much,” said Parish, rather coolly. “But it 
is not a cold, it is a fever. I should not have bothered you for a 
cold. And my wife is in bed downstairs already. I can’t get up and 
down with trays, not with my leg. But I see you are busy. Sorry to 
have troubled you. I had rather hoped you might have been able 
to spare the time to go for the doctor, seeing how I’m placed: and 
the builder too, if you really have no canvas you can spare.” 
 “Of course,” said Niggle; though other words were in his 
heart, which at the moment was merely soft without feeling at all 
kind. “I could go. I’ll go, if you are really worried.” 
 “I am worried, very worried. I wish I was not lame,” said 
Parish. 
 So Niggle went. You see, it was awkward. Parish was his 
neighbour, and everyone else a long way off. Niggle had a 
bicycle, and Parish had not, and could not ride one. Parish had a 
lame leg, a genuine lame leg which gave him a good deal of pain: 
that had to be remembered, as well as his sour expression and 
whining voice. Of course, Niggle had a picture and barely time to 
finish it. But it seemed that this was a thing that Parish had to 
reckon with and not Niggle. Parish, however, did not reckon with 
pictures; and Niggle could not alter that. “Curse it!” he said to 
himself, as he got out his bicycle. 
 It was wet and windy, and daylight was waning. “No more 
work for me today!” thought Niggle, and all the time that he was 
riding, he was either swearing to himself, or imagining the strokes 
of his brush on the mountain, and on the spray of leaves beside 
it, that he had first imagined in the spring. His fingers twitched on 
the handlebars. Now he was out of the shed, he saw exactly the 
way in which to treat that shining spray which framed the distant 
vision of the mountain. But he had a sinking feeling in his heart, a 
sort of fear that he would never now get a chance to try it out. 
 Niggle found the doctor, and he left a note at the builder’s. 
The office was shut, and the builder had gone home to his 
fireside. Niggle got soaked to the skin, and caught a chill himself. 

The doctor did not set out as promptly as Niggle had done. He 
arrived next day, which was quite convenient for him, as by that 
time there were two patients to deal with, in neighbouring houses. 
Niggle was in bed, with a high temperature, and marvellous 
patterns of leaves and involved branches forming in his head and 
on the ceiling. It did not comfort him to learn that Mrs. Parish had 
only had a cold, and was getting up. He turned his face to the wall 
and buried himself in leaves. 
 He remained in bed some time. The wind went on 
blowing. It took away a good many more of Parish’s tiles, and 
some of Niggle’s as well: his own roof began to leak. The builder 
did not come. Niggle did not care; not for a day or two. Then he 
crawled out to look for some food (Niggle had no wife). Parish did 
not come round: the rain had got into his leg and made it ache; 
and his wife was busy mopping up water, and wondering if “that 
Mr. Niggle” had forgotten to call at the builder’s. Had she seen 
any chance of borrowing anything useful, she would have sent 
Parish round, leg or no leg; but she did not, so Niggle was left to 
himself. 
 At the end of a week or so Niggle tottered out to his shed 
again. He tried to climb the ladder, but it made his head giddy. He 
sat and looked at the picture, but there were not patterns of 
leaves or vision of mountains in his mind that day. He could have 
painted a far-off view of a sandy desert, but he had not the 
energy. 
 Next day he felt a good deal better. He climbed the 
ladder, and began to paint. He had just begun to get into it again, 
when there came a knock on the door. 
 “Damn!” said Niggle. But he might just as well have said 
“Come in!” politely, for the door opened all the same. This time a 
very tall man came in, a total stranger. 
 “This is a private studio,” said Niggle. “I am busy. Go 
away!”  
 “I am an Inspector of Houses,” said the man, holding up 
his appointment-card, so that Niggle on his ladder could see it. 
 “Oh!” he said. 
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 “Your neighbour’s house is not satisfactory at all,” said the 
Inspector. 
 “I know,” said Niggle. “I took a note to the builders a long 
time ago, but they have never come. Then I have been ill.” 
 “I see,” said the Inspector. “But you are not ill now.” 
 “But I’m not a builder. Parish ought to make a complaint to 
the Town Council, and get help from the Emergency Service.” 
 “They are busy with worse damage then any up here,” 
said the Inspector. “There has been a flood in the valley, and 
many families are homeless. You should have helped you 
neighbour to make temporary repairs and prevent the damage 
from getting more costly to mend than necessary. That is the law. 
There is plenty of material here: canvas, wood, waterproof paint.” 
 “Where?” said Niggle indignantly. 
 “There!” said the Inspector, pointing to the picture. 
 “My picture!” exclaimed Niggle. 
 “I dare say it is,” said the Inspector. “But houses come 
first. That is the law” 
 “But I can’t…” Niggle said no more, for at that moment 
another man came in. Very much like the Inspector he was, 
almost his double: tall, dressed all in black. 
 “Come along!” he said. “I am the Driver.”  
 Niggle stumbled down from the ladder. His fever seemed 
to have come on again, and his head was swimming; he felt cold 
all over. 
 “Driver? Driver?” he chattered. “Driver of what?”  
 “You, and your carriage,” said the man. “The carriage was 
ordered long ago. It has come at last. It’s waiting. You start today 
on your journey, you know.” 
 “There now!” said the Inspector. “You’ll have to go; but it’s 
a bad way to start on your journey, leaving you jobs undone. Still, 
we can at least make some use of this canvas now.” 
 “Oh dear!” said poor Niggle, beginning to weep. “And it’s 
not, not even finished!” 
 “Not finished?” said the Driver. “Well, it’s finished with, as 
far as you’re concerned, at any rate. Come along!” 

 Niggle went, quite quietly. The Driver gave him no time to 
pack, saying that he ought to have done that before, any they 
would miss the train; so all Niggle could do was to grab a little 
bag in the hall. He found that it contained only a paint-box and a 
small book of his own sketches: neither food nor clothes. They 
caught the train all right. Niggle was feeling very tired and sleepy; 
he was hardly aware of what was going on when they bundled 
him into his compartment. He did not care much: he had forgotten 
where he was supposed to be going, or what he was going for. 
The train ran almost at once into a dark tunnel. 
 Niggle woke up in a very large, dim railway station. A 
Porter went along the platform shouting, but he was not shouting 
the name of the place; he was shouting Niggle! 
 Niggle got out in a hurry, and found that he had left his 
little bag behind. He turned back, but the train had gone away. 
 “Ah, there you are!” said the Porter. “This way! What! No 
luggage? You will have to go to the Workhouse.” 
 Niggle felt very ill, and fainted on the platform. They put 
him in an ambulance and took him to the Workhouse Infirmary. 
 He did not like the treatment at all. The medicine they 
gave him was bitter. The officials and attendants were unfriendly, 
silent, and strict; and he never saw anyone else, except a very 
severe doctor, who visited him occasionally. It was more like 
being in a prison than in a hospital. He had to work hard, at stated 
hours: at digging, carpentry, and painting bare boards all one 
plain colour. He was never allowed outside, and the windows all 
looked inwards. They kept him in the dark for hours at a stretch, 
“to do some thinking,” they said. He lost count of time. He did not 
even begin to feel better, not if that could be judged by whether 
he felt any pleasure in doing anything. He did not, not even in 
getting into bed. 
 At first, during the first century or so (I am merely giving 
his impressions), he used to worry aimlessly about the past. One 
thing he kept on repeating to himself, as he lay in the dark: “I wish 
I had called on Parish the first morning after the high winds 
began. I meant to. The first loose tiles would have been easy to 
fix. Then Mrs. Parish might never have caught cold either. Then I 
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should have had a week longer.” But in time he forgot what it was 
that he had wanted a week longer for. If he worried at all after 
that, it was about his jobs in the hospital. He planned them out, 
thinking how quickly he could stop that board creaking, or rehang 
that door, or mend that table-leg. Probably he really became 
rather useful, though no one ever told him so. But that, of course, 
cannot have been the reason why they kept the poor little man so 
long. They may have been waiting for him to get better, and 
judging “better” by some odd medical standard of their own. 
 At any rate, poor Niggle got no pleasure out of life, not 
what he had been used to call pleasure. He was certainly not 
amused. But it could not be denied that he began to have a 
feeling of—well, satisfaction: bread rather that jam. He could take 
up a task the moment one bell rang, and lay it aside promptly the 
moment the next one went, all tidy and ready to be continued at 
the right time. He got through quite a lot in a day, now; he finished 
small things off neatly. He had no “time of his own” (except along 
in his bed-cell), and yet he was becoming master of his time; he 
began to know just what he could do with it. There was no sense 
of rush. He was quieter inside now, and at resting–time he could 
really rest. 
 Then suddenly they changed all his hours; they hardly let 
him go to bed at all; they took him off carpentry altogether and 
kept him at plain digging, day after day. He took it fairly well. It 
was a long while before he even began to grope in the back of his 
mind for the curses that he had practically forgotten. He went on 
digging, till his back seemed broken, his hands were raw, and he 
felt that he could not manage another spadeful. Nobody thanked 
him. But the doctor came and looked at him. 
 “Knock off!” he said. “Complete rest- in the dark.” 
 Niggle was lying in the dark, resting completely; so that, 
as he had not been either feeling or thinking at all, he might have 
been lying there for hours or for years, as far as he could tell. But 
now he heard Voices: not voices that he had ever heard before. 
There seemed to be a Medical Board, or perhaps a Court of 
Inquiry, going on close at hand, in an adjoining room with the door 
open, possibly, though he could not see any light. 

 “Now the Niggle case,” said a Voice, a severe voice, more 
severe than the doctor’s. 
 “What was the matter with him?” said a Second Voice, a 
voice that you might have called gentle, though it was not soft-it 
was a voice of authority, and sounded at once hopeful and sad. 
“What was the matter with Niggle? His heart was in the right 
place.” 
 “Yes, but it did not function properly,” said the First Voice. 
“And his head was not screwed on tight enough: he hardly ever 
thought at all. Look at the time he wasted, not even amusing 
himself! He never got ready for his journey. He was moderately 
well-off, and yet he arrived here almost destitute, and had to be 
put in the paupers’ wing. A bad case, I am afraid. I think he 
should stay some time yet.”  
 “It would not do him any harm, perhaps,” said the Second 
Voice. “”But, of course, he is only a little man. He was never 
meant to be anything very much; and he was never very strong. 
Let us look at the Records. Yes. There are some favourable 
points, you know.” 
 “Perhaps,” said the First Voice; “but very few that will 
really bear examination.” 
 “Well,” said the Second Voice, “there are these. He was a 
painter by nature. In a minor way, of course; still, a Leaf by Niggle 
has a charm of its own. He took a great deal of pains with leaves, 
just for their own sake. But he never thought that that made him 
important. There is no note in the Records of his pretending, even 
to himself, that it excused his neglect of things ordered by the 
law.” 
 “Then he should not have neglected so many,” said the 
First Voice. 
 “All the same, he did answer a good many Calls.” 
 “A small percentage, mostly of the easier sort, and he 
called those Interruptions. The Records are full of the word, 
together with a lot of complaints and silly imprecations.” 
 “True; but they looked like interruptions to him, of course, 
poor little man. And there is this: he never expected and Return, 
as so many of his sort call it. There is the Parish case, the one 
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that cam in later. He was Niggle’s neighbour, never did a stroke 
for him, and seldom showed any gratitude at all. But there is no 
note in the Records that Niggle expected Parish’s gratitude; he 
does not seem to have thought about it.” 
 “Yes, that is a point,” said the First Voice; “but rather 
small. I think you will find Niggle often merely forgot. Things he 
had to do for Parish he put out of his mind as a nuisance he had 
done with.” 
 “Still, there is this last report,” said the Second Voice, “that 
wet bicycle-ride. I rather lay stress on that. It seems plain that this 
was a genuine sacrifice: Niggle guessed that he was throwing 
away his last chance with his picture, and he guessed, too, that 
Parish was worrying unnecessarily.” 
 “I think you put it too strongly,” said the First Voice. “But 
you have the last word. It is your task, of course, to put the best 
interpretation on the facts. Sometimes they will bear it. What do 
you propose?” 
 “I think it is a case for a little gentle treatment now,” said 
the Second Voice. 
 Niggle thought that he had never heard anything so 
generous as that Voice. It made Gentle Treatment sound like a 
load of rich gifts, and the summons to a King’s feast. Then 
suddenly Niggle felt ashamed. To hear that he was considered a 
case for Gentle Treatment overwhelmed him, and made him 
blush in the dark. It was like being publicity praised, when you 
and all the audience knew that the praise was not deserved. 
Niggle hid his blushes in the rough blanket. 
 There was a silence. Then the First Voice spoke to 
Niggle, quite close. “You have been listening,” it said. 
 “Yes,” said Niggle. 
 “Well, what have you to say?” 
 “Could you tell me about Parish?” said Niggle? “I should 
like to see him again. I hope he is not very ill? Can you cure his 
leg? It used to give him a wretched time. And please don’t worry 
about him and me. He was a very good neighbour, and let me 
have excellent potatoes very cheap, which saved me a lot of 
time?” 

 “Did he?” said the First Voice. “I am glad to hear it.” 
 There was another silence. Niggle heard the Voices 
receding. “Well, I agree,” he heard the First Voice say in the 
distance. “Let him go on to the next stage. Tomorrow, if you like.” 
 Niggle woke up to find that his blinds were drawn, and his 
little cell was full of sunshine. He got up, and found that some 
comfortable clothes had been put out for him, not hospital 
uniform. After breakfast the doctor treated his sore hands, putting 
some salve on them that healed them at once. He gave Niggle 
some good advice, and a bottle of tonic (in case he needed it). In 
the middle of the morning they gave Niggle a biscuit and a glass 
of wine; and then they gave him a ticket. 
 “You can go to the railway station now,” said the doctor. 
“The Porter will look after you. Goodbye.” 
  Niggle slipped out of the main door, and blinked a 
little. The sun was very bright. Also he had expected to walk out 
into a large town, to match the size of the station; but he did not. 
He was on the top of a hill, green bare, swept by a keen 
invigorating wind. Nobody else was about. Away down under the 
hill he could see the roof of the station shining. 
 He walked downhill to the station briskly, but without 
hurry. The Porter spotted him at once. 
 “This way!” he said, and led Niggle to a bay, in which 
there was a very pleasant little local train standing: one coach, 
and a small engine, both very bright, clean and newly painted. It 
looked as if this was their first run. Even the track that lay in front 
of the engine looked new: the rails shone, the chairs were painted 
green, and the sleepers gave off a delicious smell of fresh tar in 
the warm sunshine. The coach was empty. 
 “Where does this train go, Porter?” asked Niggle. 
 “I don’t think they have fixed its name yet,” said the 
Porter. “But you’ll find it all right.” He shut the door. 
 The train moved off at once. Niggle lay back in his seat. 
The little engine puffed along in a deep cutting with high green 
banks, roofed with blue sky. It did not seem very long before the 
engine gave a whistle, the brakes were put on, and the train 
stopped. There was no station, and no signboard, only a flight of 
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steps up the green embankment. At the top of the steps there 
was a wicket-gate in a trim hedge. By the gate stood his bicycle; 
at least, it looked like his, and there was a yellow label tied to the 
bars with NIGGLE written on it in large black letters. 
 Niggle pushed open the gate, jumped on the bicycle, and 
went bowling downhill in the spring sunshine. Before long he 
found that the path on which he had started had disappeared, 
and the bicycle was rolling along over a marvellous turf. It was 
green and close; and yet he could see every blade distinctly. He 
seemed to remember having seen or dreamed of that sweep of 
grass somewhere or other. The curves of the land were familiar 
somehow. Yes: the ground was becoming level, as it should, and 
now, of course, it was beginning to rise again. A great green 
shadow came between him and the sun. Niggle looked up, and 
fell off his bicycle. 
 Before him stood the Tree, his Tree, finished. If you could 
say that of a Tree that was alive, its leaves opening, its branches 
growing and bending in the wind that Niggle had so often felt or 
guessed, and had so often failed to catch. He gazed at the Tree, 
and slowly he lifted his arms and opened them wide. 
 “It’s a gift!” he said. He was referring to his art, and also to 
the result; but he was using the word quite literally. 
 He went on looking at the Tree. All the leaves he had ever 
labored at were there, as he had imagined them rather than as he 
had made them; and many that might have budded, if only he had 
had time. Nothing was written on them, they were just exquisite 
leaves, yet they were dated as clear as a calendar. Some of the 
most beautiful- and the most characteristic, the most perfect 
examples of the Niggle style- were seen to have been produced 
in collaboration with Mr. Parish: there was no other way of putting 
it. 
 The birds were building in the Tree. Astonishing birds: 
how they sang! They were mating, hatching, growing wings, and 
flying away singing into the Forest, even while he looked at them. 
For now he saw that the Forest was there too, opening out on 
either side, and marching away into the distance. The Mountains 
were glimmering far away. 

After a time Niggle turned towards the Forest. Not 
because he was tired of the Tree, but he seemed to have got is 
all clear in his mind now, and was aware of it, and of its growth, 
even when he was not looking at it. As he walked away, he 
discovered an odd thing: the Forest, of course, was a distant 
Forest, yet he could approach it, even enter it, without its losing 
that particular charm. He had never before been able to walk into 
the distance without turning it into mere surroundings. It really 
added a considerable attraction to walking in the country, 
because, as you walked, new distances opened out; so that you 
now had doubled, treble, and quadruple distances, doubly, trebly, 
and quadruply enchanting. You could go on and on, and have a 
whole country in a garden, or in a picture (if you preferred to call it 
that). You could go on and on, but not perhaps for ever. There 
were the Mountains in the background. They did get nearer, very 
slowly. They did not seem to belong to the picture, or only as a 
link to something else, a glimpse through the trees of something 
different, a further stage: another picture. 
 Niggle walked about, but he was not merely pottering. He 
was looking round carefully. The Tree was finished, though not 
finished with – “Just the other way about to what it used to be,” he 
thought – but in the Forest there were a number of inconclusive 
regions, that still needed work and thought. Nothing needed 
altering any longer, nothing was wrong, as far as it had gone, but 
it needed continuing up to a definite point. Niggle saw the point 
precisely, in each case. 
 He sat down under a very beautiful distant tree – a 
variation of the Great Tree, but quite individual, or it would be with 
a little more attention- and he considered where to begin work, 
and where to end it, and how much time was required. He could 
not quite work out his scheme. 
 “Of course!” he said. “What I need is Parish. There are 
lots of things about earth, plants, and trees that he knows and I 
don’t. This place cannot be left just as my private park. I need 
help and advice: I ought to have got it sooner.” 
 He got up and walked to the place where he had decided 
to begin work. He took off his coat. Then, down in a little sheltered 
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hollow hidden from further view, he saw a man looking round 
rather bewildered. He was leaning on a spade, but plainly did not 
know what to do. Niggle hailed him. “Parish!” he called. 
 Parish shouldered his spade and came up to him. He still 
limped a little. They did not speak, just nodded as they used to 
do, passing in the lane; but now they walked together, arm in 
arm. Without talking, Niggle and Parish agreed exactly where to 
make the small house and garden, which seemed to be required. 
 As they worked together, it became plain that Niggle was 
now the better of the two at ordering his time and getting things 
done. Oddly enough, it was Niggle who became most absorbed in 
building and gardening, while Parish often wandered about 
looking at trees, and especially at the Tree. 
 One day Niggle was busy planting a quickset hedge, and 
Parish was lying on the grass near by, looking attentively at a 
beautiful and shapely little yellow flower growing in the green turf. 
Niggle had put a lot of them among the roots of his Tree long ago. 
Suddenly Parish looked up: his face was glistening in the sun, 
and he was smiling. 
 “This is grand!” he said. “I oughtn’t to be here, really. 
Thank you for putting in a word for me.” 
 “Nonsense,” said Niggle. “I don’t remember what I said, 
but anyway it was not nearly enough.” 
 “Oh yes, it was,” said Parish. “It got me out a lot sooner. 
That Second Voice, you know: he had me sent here; he said you 
had asked for me. I owe it to you.” 
 “No. You owe it to the Second Voice,” said Niggle. “We 
both do.” 
 They went on living and working together: I do not know 
how long. It is no use denying that at first they occasionally 
disagreed, especially when they got tired. For at first they did 
sometimes get tired. They found that they had both been provided 
with tonics. Each bottle had the same label: A few drops to be 
taken in water from the Spring, before resting. 
 They found the Spring in the heart of the Forest; only 
once long ago had Niggle imagined it, but he had never drawn it. 
Now he perceived that it was the source of the lake that 

glimmered, far away and the nourishment of all that grew in the 
country. The few drops made the water astringent, rather bitter, 
but invigorating; and it cleared the head. After drinking they rested 
alone; and then they got up again and tings went on merrily. At 
such times Niggle would thing of wonderful new flowers and 
plants, and Parish always knew exactly how to set them and 
where they would do best. Long before the tonics were finished 
they had ceased to need them. Parish lost his limp. 
 As their work drew to an end they allowed themselves 
more and more time for walking about, looking at the trees, and 
the flowers, and the lights and shapes, and the lie of the land. 
Sometimes they sang together; but Niggle found that he was now 
beginning to turn his eyes, more and more often, towards the 
Mountains. 
 The time came when the house in the hollow, the garden, 
the grass, the forest, the lake, and all the country was nearly 
complete, in its own proper fashion. The Great Tree was in full 
blossom.  
 “We shall finish this evening,” said Parish one day. “After 
that we will go for a really long walk.” 
 They set out next day, and they walked until they came 
right through the distances to the Edge. It was not visible, of 
course: there was no line, or fence, or wall; but they knew that 
they had come to the margin of that country. They saw a man, he 
looked like a shepherd; he was walking towards them, down the 
grass-slopes that led up into the Mountains. 
 “Do you want a guide?” he asked. “Do you want to go 
on?” 
 For a moment a shadow fell between Niggle and Parish, 
for Niggle knew that he did now want to go on, and (in a sense) 
ought to go on; but Parish did not want to go on, and was not yet 
ready to go. 
 “I must wait for my wife,” said Parish to Niggle. “She’d be 
lonely. I rather gathered that they would send her after me, some 
time or other, when she was ready, and when I had got things 
ready for her. The house is finished now, as well as we could 
make it; but I should like to show it to her. She’ll be able to make 
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it better, I expect; more homely. I hope she’ll like this country, 
too.” He turned to the shepherd. “Are you a guide?” he asked. 
“Could you tell me the name of this country?” 
 “Don’t you know?” said the man. “It is Niggle’s Country. It 
is Niggle’s Picture, or most of it: a little of it is now Parish’s 
Garden.” 
 “Niggle’s Picture!” said Parish in astonishment. “Did you 
think of all this, Niggle? I never knew you were so clever. Why 
didn’t you tell me?” 
 “He tried to tell you long ago,” said the man; “but you 
would not look. He had only got canvas and paint in those days, 
and you wanted to mend your roof with them. This is what you 
and your wife used to call Niggle’s Nonsense, or That Daubing.” 
 “But it did not look like this then, not real,” said Parish. 
 “No, it was only a glimpse then,” said the man; “but you 
might have caught the glimpse, if you had ever thought it worth 
while to try.” 
 “I did not give you much chance,” said Niggle. “I never 
tried to explain. I used to call you Old Earthgrubber. But what 
does it matter? We have lived and worked together now. Things 
might have been different, but they could not have been better. All 
the same, I am afraid I shall have to be going on. We shall meet 
again, I expect: there must be many more things we can do 
together. Good-bye!” He shook Parish’s hand warmly: a good, 
firm, honest hand it seemed. He turned and looked back for a 
moment. The blossom on the Great Tree was shining like flame. 
All the birds were flying in the air and singing. Then he smiled, 
and nodded to Parish, and went off with the shepherd. 
 He was going to learn about sheep, and the high 
pasturages, and look at a wider sky, and walk ever further and 
further towards the Mountains, always uphill. Beyond that I 
cannot guess what became of him. Even little Niggle in his old 
home could glimpse the Mountains far away, but what they are 
really like, and what lies beyond them, only those can say who 
have climbed them. 
 

 “I think he was a silly little man,” said Councillor 
Tompkins. “Worthless, in fact; no use to Society at all.” 
 “Oh, I don’t know,” said Atkins, who was nobody of 
importance, just a schoolmaster. “I am not so sure: it depends on 
what you mean by use.” 
 “No practical or economic use,” said Tompkins. “I dare 
say he could have been made into a serviceable cog of some 
sort, if you schoolmasters knew your business. But you don’t, and 
so we get useless people of his sort. If I ran this country I should 
put him and his like to some job that they’re fit for, washing dishes 
in a communal kitchen or something, and I should see that they 
did it properly. Or I would put them away. I should have put him 
away long ago.” 
 “Put him away? You mean you’d have made him start on 
the journey before his time?” 
 “Yes, if you must use that meaningless old expression. 
Push him through the tunnel into the great Rubbish Heap: that’s 
what I mean.” 
 “Then you don’t think painting is worth anything, not worth 
preserving, or improving, or even making use of?” 
 “Of course, painting has uses,” said Tompkins. “But you 
couldn’t make use of his painting. There is plenty of scope for 
bold young men not afraid of new ideas and new methods. None 
of this old-fashioned stuff. Private day-dreaming. He could not 
have designed a telling poster to save his life. Always fiddling with 
leaves and flowers. I asked him why, once. He said he thought 
they were pretty! Can you believe it? He said pretty! ‘What 
digestive and genital organs of plants?’ I said to him; and he had 
nothing to answer. Silly footler.” 
 “Footler,” sighed Atkins. “Yes, poor little man, he never 
finished anything. Ah, well, his canvases have been put to ‘better 
uses,’ since he went. But I am not sure, Tompkins. You 
remember that large one, the one they used to patch the 
damaged house next door to him, after the gales and floods? I 
found a corner of it torn off, lying in a field. It was damaged, but 
legible: a mountain-peak and a spray of leaves. I can’t get it out of 
my mind.” 
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 “Out of your what?” said Tompkins. 
 “Who are you two talking about?” said Perkins, 
intervening in the cause of peace: Atkins had flushed rather red. 
 “The name’s not worth repeating,” said Tompkins. “I don’t 
know why we are talking about him at all. He did not live in town.” 
 “No,” said Atkins; “but you had your eye on his house, all 
the same. That is why you used to go and call, and sneer at him 
while drinking his tea. Well, you’ve got his house now, as well as 
the one in town, so you need not grudge him his name. We were 
talking about Niggle, if you want to know, Perkins.” 
 “Oh, poor little Niggle!” said Perkins. “Never knew he 
painted.” 
 That was probably the last time Niggle’s name ever came 
up in conversation. However, Atkins preserved the odd corner. 
Most of it crumbled; but one beautiful leaf remained intact. Atkins 
had it framed. Later he left it to the Town Museum, and for a long 
while “Leaf: by Niggle” hung there in a recess, and was noticed 
by a few eyes. But eventually the Museum was burnt down, and 
the leaf, and Niggle, were entirely forgotten in his old country. 
 “It is proving very useful indeed,” said the Second Voice. 
“As a holiday, and a refreshment. It is splendid for 
convalescence; and not only for that, for many it is the best 
introduction to the Mountains. It works wonders in some cases. I 
am sending more and more there. They seldom have to come 
back.” 
 “No, that is so,” said the First Voice. “I think we shall have 
to give the region a name. What do you propose?” 
 “The Porter settled that some time ago,” said the Second 
Voice. “Train for Niggle’s Parish in the bay: he has shouted that 
for a long while now. Niggle’s Parish. I sent a message to both of 
them to tell them.” 
 “What did they say?” 
 “They both laughed. Laughed – the Mountains rang with 
it!” 
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What’s So Great About the PCA? 
By Timothy Keller 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
My first General Assembly was the PCA’s third, held in Jackson, 
Mississippi almost thirty-four years ago. Ever since then, I’ve 
seen a lot of fighting and conflict in our communion. My friends in 
other denominations see it and ask, ‘isn’t there something 
inherently wrong with a denomination that is so filled with such 
tensions?’ Of course, church fights are always fueled in part by 
ego and spiritual immaturity, and we must all share responsibility 
for that. But I would like to propose that these struggles are also a 
sign of something quite good, even uniquely good, about our 
denomination. I believe our conflicts stem from the fact that we 
are one of the few Presbyterian denominations that hasn’t pruned 
off one or more of its historic branches.  
 
Within the Reformed churches, there has always been a tension 
between what George Marsden calls ‘the Reformed Branches’--
the doctrinalist, pietistic and culturalist impulses.1 (Please read 
the footnote.) To understand the PCA, we must trace out the 
history of these branches. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 I am going to use George Marsden’s terminology to describe the Reformed 
Branches, even though they are rather bland, and a bit negative. Doctrinalists prefer to 
call themselves ‘confessionalists’ and pietists would rather talk about ‘renewal’ and the 
reformists or culturalists would prefer to call themselves ‘kingdom’ people. But in each 
case the other parties can rightly object that they believe in the confession or in 
spiritual renewal or in the kingdom as well, and they dislike the implication that they do 
not. Often we choose names that promote our own group while insinuating very 
negative things about those who differ with us. My roots are in what I am here calling 
the ‘pietist’ or ‘revivalist’ wing. I wince at those terms, and would prefer a more noble 
name, but for the sake of fairness and utility I am going to use Marsden’s phraseology 
which is mildly insulting to everyone (!) See his essay,” Introduction: Reformed and 
American," in Reformed Theology in America [ed. David F. Wells; Grand Rapids: 
Baker, 1997] 

 
Spiritual revival and the ‘sides’ of Presbyterianism 
Reformed Christianity puts a high value on doctrinal depth, 
theological soundness, and creedal subscription. And Reformed 
soteriology holds that salvation is not a human product—it is 
God’s work alone. That naturally drew some attention toward the 
inward and the subjective.2 If regeneration was strictly God’s 
work, how could we discern true, God-generated spiritual 
experience from that which was spurious?  
 
The Puritans attended to this subject in massive detail. A great 
deal of energy was given to distinguishing between false 
professors of Christianity and those with true experience. Thomas 
Shepherd’s The Parable of the Ten Virgins and John Flavel’s The 
Touchstone of Sincerity were examples of such works, and both 
were quoted extensively by Jonathan Edwards in his Religious 
Affections.3 In other words, the interests of 17th century Puritans 
led on directly to the emphases of 18th century revivalism. In 
America the European state church-establishment and parish 
system was not adopted. In that older system the great majority 
of people in a society were literally born into their churches and 
grew up in them. In the more democratic ethos of America, 
churches had to reach out to individuals and call them to 
conversion through a personal decision. Reformed theology, 
especially of the Puritan variety, gave revivalist American 
preachers resources to help listeners examine their hearts, 
become convicted of sin, and seek true conversion.  
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 As long as you believe (as Reformed Christians do) that regeneration and saving 
faith is wholly the work of God, it is inevitable that the revivalist question will keep 
coming up: “Many in Israel were circumcised in flesh but not circumcised in heart! 
Even though Nicodemus was in the covenant community, Jesus asked him if he was 
born again. So yes, you are in the church and you take the sacraments, but do you 
know that God has done a saving work in your heart?” That’s the revivalist question. 
Reformed theology and many Biblical texts will keep posing it. 
3 See Peter J. Thuesen, ed. Catalogues of Books, volume 26 in The Works of 
Jonathan Edwards (Yale, 2008) pp. 442, 460. 
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The doctrinalist and pietist (or revivalist) impulses within the 
Reformed church eventually split the church into ‘sides.’ The 
doctrinalists were called ‘Old Side’ and they took a dim view of 
revivals. They stressed the creeds and the ‘great objectivities’ of 
salvation, rather than a conscious conversion experience. Their 
ministries were based on the long, communal process of 
admission to sealing ordinances and catechesis. The pietists 
were called the ‘New Side’ and they emphasized the importance 
of ‘experimental acquaintance’ of the gospel. Their ministries 
were based more on crises, turning points, and voluntary 
membership in societies. The doctrinalists emphasized tradition 
and bringing people into the church community while the pietists 
emphasized innovative ways to reach out into the world and 
evangelize individuals through measures like field preaching, 
outdoor meetings, and societies meeting in homes for ‘follow up’ 
of converts.  
 
Each ‘side’ developed long-standing critiques of the other side 
that still resonate today. Doctrinalists felt that the pietists were too 
individualistic and subjective in their emphases. They felt 
revivalism led people to trust in their often ephemeral and passing 
feelings, and they felt many of the ‘conversions’ of the revivals 
were merely emotional experiences that would pass away. The 
revivals also weakened people’s connection to the institutional 
church. New Siders, however, felt Old Side churches contained 
many nominal believers who still needed to be converted. They 
were afraid of dead orthodoxy and a lack of evangelistic fervor. 
Old Siders felt many New Siders were pragmatists, and New 
Siders saw many Old Siders were legalists. History provides 
much evidence that both critiques were largely right.  
 
Something of a compromise between these two branches 
happened in the early 19th century. From 1741 to 1758 the 
Presbyterian church existed as two denominations—the 
traditional and the revivalist. The Reunion of 1758 brought the two 
branches back together. The Old Side insisted on confessional 
subscription and church authority, and they got what they wanted. 

But, as part of the compromise, the piety of the revivals was 
largely embraced. The new Presbyterianism required that 
ministers demonstrate ‘experimental piety’ and that members be 
people who give evidence of a conversion experience. Leaders 
such as Archibald Alexander and Charles Hodge of Princeton 
Seminary articulated this Old Side/New Side synthesis in their 
writing and ministry.  
 
Both of these approaches, the doctrinalist and the pietist, have 
chafed against one other over the years. Nevertheless, they both 
grow out of commonly held Reformed theology. That is why, 
whenever there has been a church split over such issues, and the 
doctrinalists have run off the pietists or vica versa, the pruned off 
branch often grows back within the new, more ‘pure’ 
denomination. Why? Both impulses come from the theology itself. 
 
Social reform and the ‘schools’ of Presbyterianism 
If the tension between the ‘doctrinalist’ and ‘pietist’ branches of 
Reformed Christianity triggered a conflict between the ‘sides’, it 
was the tension around the ‘culturalist’ impulse that led to the 
development of the ‘schools’. George Marsden argues that the 
‘culturalist’ impulse—the desire to reform the structures of 
society—was present in the Reformed churches in North America 
from the beginning. He writes: 
 

“Until [the nineteenth century] almost all the Reformed 
groups seem to have been working on the basis of a 
vaguely formulated, but deeply entrenched, tradition 
that….assumed that being Reformed accordingly involved 
transforming the moral ethos and legal system of a 
people [nation] so that it would comport with God’s law.”4 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 Marsden, p.6. 
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The culturalist impulse in the Old World 
This consensus came with them from Europe. As Ernst Troeltsch 
wrote in his classic The Social Teaching of the Christian 
Churches, Calvinism led  
 

“everywhere to…a systematic endeavor to mold the life of 
Society as a whole….it lays down the principle that the 
Church ought to be interested in all sides of life, and it 
neither isolates the religious element over against the 
other elements, like Lutheranism, nor does it permit this 
sense of collective responsibility to express itself merely 
in particular institutions and occasional interventions in 
affairs, as in Catholicism.” 5  

 
In Europe, Reformed Christians had been the most ‘world-
formative’ of all Protestants. Anabaptist Protestants did not 
believe Christians should seek to reform culture at all, but should 
instead be only a ‘model moral subcommunity’ within a corrupt 
social order.  
 
Lutherans and Calvinists both agreed that the church should not 
seek to directly control the state, yet they believed that Christians 
should be involved as individuals in society for its betterment. 
This has been called the concept of the ‘two kingdoms’, and both 
Luther and Calvin held to it in some form (see Institutes 3.19.15.) 
Christian magistrates and citizens should work as individuals for 
the good in society, while Christian pastors and members should 
minister the Word, Sacraments, and discipline within the church.  
 
Nevertheless, as Troeltsch wrote, Calvinists put more emphasis 
on Christian involvement in society and on the church’s 
engagement with culture than did Lutherans. For example, Luther 
believed that it was the civil magistrate’s job to care for the poor 
of the town, and not the job of the church. Calvin, however, 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 Quoted in Nicholas Wolterstorff, in Until Justice and Peace Embrace (Eerdmans, 
1983) p.4. 

believed it was the job of the diaconate of the churches to do so 
as much as possible. In Geneva Calvin saw diaconal work with 
the poor and general education to be part of the work of the 
church and a means of reforming society.6 Calvin saw his role as 
not only building up the church in Geneva, but also reforming the 
very culture of the whole city. 
 
This ‘world-formative’ attitude of Reformed Christianity came to 
America, but soon the question was--in such a pluralistic and 
democratic situation, how much emphasis should Reformed 
churches now put on reforming a society it could not control? 
Marsden says it was the issue of slavery that threw this question 
into sharpest relief. In the North, many Reformed churches were 
moderately anti-slavery. Indeed the Reformed Presbyterian 
Church, General Synod (which later merged into the Reformed 
Presbyterian Church and subsequently into the PCA in 1982) was 
one of the first U.S. denominations to not allow members to be 
slave-holders.7 But Presbyterian churches in the South strongly 
opposed any interference in the institution of slavery. They 
developed the idea of the ‘spirituality of the church’ in which the 
church’s role was not to speak to political issues but only to 
evangelize, catechize, and build up the church. This was, of 
course, an intensified form of the more Lutheran version of the 
two-kingdoms doctrine. So this led many doctrinalist churches in 
the South to shed the older Reformed culturalist impulse. 
Meanwhile, many other Reformed churches in the North sought to 
address the new American situation by marrying the pietist 
impulse to the older cultural-reformist impulse. Though it was true 
that in America the church could never get the same ‘state-
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 See Elsie McKee, Diakonia in the Classical Reformed Tradition and Today 
(Eerdmans, 1989) p.17- “Lutherans, Zwinglian Reformed, and most Anglicans 
concluded that the ecclesiastical is concerned only with the preaching of the Word and 
the administration of the sacraments. The civil…[was] responsible for all the other 
practical, administrative affairs….For Reformed leaders like…Calvin…the role of the 
ecclesiastical included…relief of the poor and education. Thus…. Calvinists assign[ed] 
a greater number of roles to the ecclesiastical ministry.” See also G.W.H. “Diakonia in 
the Early Church” in James I. McCord, ed. Service In Christ (Eerdmans, 1966.) 
7 http://www.pcahistory.org/findingaids/rpces/history/03.pdf . 
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church’ status as it had in Europe, social reform could take place 
if enough of the populace converted. Then reforming legal 
structures (like abolishing slavery) would happen democratically.  
 
The Old School and the New School 
And so, as division over the ‘pietist’ impulse led to the ‘Sides’ of 
the 18th century, division over the ‘culturalist’ impulse led to the 
Old School and New School Presbyterianism in the 19th century. 
“Old School” Presbyterianism consisted of doctrinalist churches 
that were more negative about any social reform agenda. The Old 
School dominated in the South but also was influential in the 
North through Princeton Seminary.8 Meanwhile “New School” 
Presbyterianism was a merger of strong pietists with the 
culturalist impulse for social reform.9 New School Presbyterianism 
was marked by 1) a very strong sense of responsibility for the 
reform of society and for deep engagement in national politics, 2) 
vigorous use of ecumenical evangelical voluntary societies (para-
church organizations) for mission rather than agencies under the 
control of church courts, and 3) emphasis on the ‘religion of the 
heart’ over doctrinal precision. This attracted the pietists, who, 
though holding to Reformed doctrinal distinctives, always put 
more emphasis on ‘core evangelical doctrines’ like the new birth. 
The Old School Presbyterians expelled the New School in 1838, 
and so again Presbyterians existed as two denominations. In the 
North, the Old School and New School re-united in 1869, to a 
great degree because many of the Old Schoolers perceived the 
New School to be growing more orthodox in their doctrine.10  

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 We should remember, however, that the Princeton Old School was not identical to 
the “Old Side” of the 18th century. It was it was a marriage of the doctrinalist impulse 
with some of the New Side pietism. So Old School Presbyterianism was heavily 
doctrinalist and partly pietist, while New School Presbyterianism was heavily culturalist 
and strongly pietist. The influences of the three impulses on any particular 
Presbyterian body are always mixed and complicated.  
9 Marsden, p.6.  
10 Under the influence of Charles Finney, many New Schoolers earlier in the century 
had moved away from traditional Reformed views such as total depravity and the 
imputation of Adam’s sin. But some perceived a movement back toward Reformed 
soteriology after the Civil War. If there was any such ‘move’ it was short-lived. 

 
However, both Old School and New School Presbyterianism were 
confronted in the late 19th and early 20th century by modernism, in 
the two forms of higher criticism of the Bible and of naturalistic 
science and Darwinism. Doctrinalist churches rejected 
modernism almost completely, but many in the New School were 
open to it. It fit in with the culturalist emphasis on innovation and 
adaptation to social realities. Theological liberalism in the New 
School grew into the social gospel movement.11 But as it moved 
away not only from the compliance to strict church order that the 
doctrinalists prized, but also from the ‘core’ evangelical doctrines 
such as personal salvation through substitutionary atonement, the 
revivalists in the New School became alarmed and conflicts 
began. Pietists began to leave the increasingly liberal culturalist 
denominations. 
 
The Old School party, centered first at Princeton Theological 
Seminary and after 1929 at Westminster Seminary under 
J.Gresham Machen, had the most intellectual fire-power to 
defend orthodox Christianity against modernism. In the early 
1930s, there was a time in which New School pietist 
Presbyterians at institutions like Wheaton College and Moody 
Bible Institute began to come together with Old School leaders 
into a single new church, but things began to break apart after 
Machen’s death in 1937. A New School evangelicalism of a more 
separatist brand was led by Carl McIntire to become the Bible 
Presbyterian Church. So by mid-20th century, the ‘culturalist’ 
impulse of Presbyterianism seemed to have been wholly captured 
by the liberal, mainline Reformed churches. Conservative 
Presbyterians were all either doctrinalist or pietist.  
 
The re-birth of the orthodox culturalist impulse 
On the other hand, less separatist Reformed evangelical 
ministers helped form the ‘new evangelicalism’ after World War II, 
including the National Association of Evangelicals, Christianity 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Marsden, p.8. 
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Today, and Fuller Seminary. Led by Harold Ockenga (a member 
of Westminster Seminary’s first graduating class in 1929), Carl 
F.H.Henry and others, there was a Reformed cast to this 
evangelicalism, and most of the founders of Fuller Seminary had 
ties to Machen, but the ethos was definitely New School with its 
emphasis on cross-denominational unity, pragmatism, and para-
church agencies, such as Inter-Varsity, Campus Crusade, and 
Young Life (all of which had many leaders who were evangelical 
Presbyterians.)  
 
By the mid-20th century, this Reformed evangelicalism re-ignited a 
culturalist impulse that was not theologically liberal. Carl Henry 
wrote Remaking the Modern Mind (1946) and The Uneasy 
Conscience of Modern Fundamentalism (1947) calling for 
evangelicals to re-engage culture and work for social reform. 
Though a Baptist, Henry dedicated the first book to Gordon Clark, 
William Harry Jellema (of Calvin College) and Cornelius Van Til of 
Westminster Seminary. Another important writer in this vein was 
Francis Schaeffer, who had been the first minister ordained in the 
new Bible Presbyterian church. But during his ministry in 
Switzerland at L’Abri, Schaeffer began moving in a less separatist 
and more ‘culturalist’ direction. Meanwhile, the ethnic Dutch-
American churches such as the Christian Reformed had kept a 
very strong version of the older Reformed culturalist impulse. 
From Schaeffer, continental Reformed sources and others, the 
idea of doing business, art, and politics ‘out of a Christian world-
and-life view’ became widespread in American evangelicalism. 
This general approach to ‘world-view’ has strongly Reformed 
roots.12 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 See Joel Carpenter, “The Perils of Prosperity: Neo-Calvinism and the Future of 
Religious Colleges”, a paper given at the conference “The Future of Religious 
Colleges” held at the Kennedy School of Government, Harvard University, 0ct 6-7, 
2000. In this paper Carpenter traces out why the belief in world-and-life views, in ‘no 
neutrality’ in rational thought, and other Reformed concepts have essentially 
triumphed in evangelical Christian higher education, reigning even in colleges without 
Reformed roots.  

Marsden notes many ironies about the Reformed ‘culturalist’ 
impulse. While the Old School in the South had ostensibly held to 
an apolitical stance- ‘the spirituality of the church’--in reality it had 
became a strong defender of the Southern way of life.13 In other 
words, to say ‘I’m against social reform, I just want to preach the 
gospel’ is to be de facto supportive of the cultural status quo, and 
therefore to be a cultural conservative. Thus though the 
‘culturalist’ impulse in Reformed Christianity is very alive and well, 
it takes several opposing forms. Many orthodox Reformed people 
(especially in those with roots in Southern Presbyterianism) are 
socially active as part of politically conservative movements. On 
the other hand, many orthodox Reformed people with roots in 
Dutch Calvinism tend to be politically liberal. There are those who 
have followed Rousas Rushdoony, a politically conservative 
Dooyeweerdian thinker who contributed to the ‘theonomist’ 
movement.14 Some thinkers in the ‘Federal Vision’ movement 
seem to draw both from Southern Presbyterian conservatism and 
from the earlier ‘theonomic’ movement.  
 
So it is not surprising that tensions develop between doctrinalists, 
pietists, and culturalists. Indeed, Reformed culturalists are 
themselves deeply divided over what kind of culture and reforms 
we should be seeking. Many doctrinalists and pietists worry that 
emphasis on ‘cultural engagement’ and social concern distracts 
Christians from the Word and Sacraments, and they point out 
how often these emphases have historically accompanied 
doctrinal decline. The cultural reformers, on the other hand, worry 
about sectarianism, dualism, and a simple lack of love for 
neighbor. They point out that in the past, an unwillingness to 
‘engage culture’ led many Old School churches to support the 
horrendous social institution of slavery. Again, history gives much 
evidence that both critiques are right. And again, it is important to 
keep in mind that when a church tries to expel its culturalist, the 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 Marsden, p.7. 
14 Marsden, p.10. 
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branch begins to grow back over time. Why? It comes from the 
world-formative nature of Reformed theology itself.  
 
The best systematic theologies (here I’m thinking particularly of 
Herman Bavinck’s) are conscious of how the doctrinalist, pietist, 
and culturalist impulses all grow out of the same basic Reformed 
theological soil. The richness of Reformed theology inevitably 
inspires vigorous evangelism and sound doctrine; subjective 
spiritual experience and the ‘great objectivities’ of the 
sacraments; building the church and serving in society; creative 
cultural engagement and rootedness in historic tradition. In actual 
practice, however, these emphases are very difficult to combine 
in a local church and even more difficult to maintain together in a 
denomination. The proponents of each kind ministry tend to grate 
on each other and mistrust each other. And yet Presbyterianism 
continually produces them all. 
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To My Elated and Despairing Post-
Election Friends 

By Scott Sauls 
 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
In the wake of President Obama's re-election, I would like to 
share a few thoughts--especially but not exclusively for my 
Christian friends. 
 
Politics is something that stirs the emotions more than most 
subject matter. So I offer the following perspective based on what 
I trust both left-leaning and right-leaning Christians can agree 
upon. 
 
First, can we agree that there is only one true King? 
 
In Mark 12, a band of secular and religious leaders attempt to 
trick Jesus with a question. "Is it lawful to pay taxes to Caesar, or 
not?" Then, they handed him a denarius. 
 
The inscription on the denarius said, "Tiberius King, Son of the 
God Augustus Maximus, High Priest." The Roman Emperor is 
claiming deity, and therefore absolute authority, over all people in 
the empire. Rome was a totalitarian regime in which defectors, 
those who would not bow to the ultimacy of the State, would be 
executed on a cross. 
 
Jesus gives an unexpected answer. He holds up a denarius and 
says, "Whose image is on this coin?" "Caesar's," they reply. "Well 
then, give to Caesar what belongs to Caesar, and to God what 
belongs to God." 
 

In other words, the coin is imprinted with Caesar's image, so the 
coin belongs to him. BUT YOU...all of you...are imprinted with 
God's image, so you belong to God. The coin is Caesar's, so give 
the whole coin up to him. You are God's, so give your whole 
selves up to God. 
 
How brilliant. Not only does he blunt the trap they set for him, but 
he establishes the proper ordering of things when it comes to 
Kings and Kingdoms. On the one hand, the citizens of God's 
Kingdom must endeavor to be the very best and most exemplary 
citizens of earthly kingdoms (Romans 13:1-2, 1 Peter 2:13-17). 
Even bad, anti-Christian leaders like Caesar must feel the 
positive ripple effect of Christian love toward people and places. 
On the other hand, none but God is entitled to absolute, 
unfettered loyalty. God alone is King and his Kingdom is not of 
this world. When God's Kingdom and earthly kingdoms collide, 
render yourselves unto God...and only to God. 
 
Second, can we agree that participation in partisan 
caricatures and absolutes is patently un-Christian? 
 
If there ever was a partisan crowd in the Bible, it was the crowds 
of Mark 15--that famous chapter in which Pilate, so it appears, is 
entrusted with Jesus' fate. Here we find the crowds begging Pilate 
to release Barabbas, a political zealot, a murderer, and a 
purveyor of chaos. In his stead, they demand the hide of Jesus. 
Jesus, who has been doing everything that a true revolutionary 
should--feeding the hungry, healing the sick, sheltering the poor. 
"Crucify him!" says the partisan crowd. Barabbas, the man of 
violence, is embraced as a freedom fighter. Jesus, the man of 
peace, is caricatured and crucified as an enemy of the State. 
 
This is what partisans do. Partisans exaggerate the best features 
of "their guy" and the worst features, real or contrived, of "the 
other guy." Also, partisans minimize and overlook the 
weaknesses of "their guy," while dismissing the best features of 
"the other guy." What you end up with is good people being 
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demonized and not so savory people being baptized by the 
crowds. 
 
One thing that has discouraged me most over the years is how 
easily my Christian brothers and sisters can get sucked in to 
partisan melodrama. I am even more discouraged at how easily 
my brothers and sisters will participate in the politics of spin and 
caricature--ready and willing to tell half-truths to promote their 
candidates, and tell more half-truths to demonize the opponent. 
Have we forgotten that a half-truth is the equivalent of a full lie? 
Bearing false testimony is, with all due respect, unbecoming of a 
follower of Jesus. It's one of The Ten, folks. 
 
Here's a question. If our politics lead us to believe that on 
this side of the ring (our side), we have the Savior, and on that 
side of the ring (their side), we have the Anti-Christ, have we not 
begun to co-opt our faith with our politics? Have we not begun to 
render unto God what belongs to Caesar, and to Caesar what 
belongs to God? 
 
John Wesley once wrote the following during a heated political 
season: 
 
For people who will vote, I urge them to vote for those they judge 
most worthy, and to speak no evil against the person they voted 
against, and to take care that their spirits are not sharpened 
against people who voted on the other side. 
 
Yes, John Wesley. Yes. 
 
Here's something else to think about. If I feel more of a kindred 
solidarity with those who share my politics but not my faith than I 
feel with those who share my faith but not my politics, what does 
it say about me? It suggests that I have sold out to Rome. I have 
rendered to God what belongs to Caesar, and to Caesar what 
belongs to God. 
 

We must recognize, friends, that the Bible does not endorse one 
particular platform over another. Some may argue that their party 
supports "Christian values" and the other party does not. Both the 
"Christian left" and the "Christian right" make this claim in every 
election cycle. But this begs the question, whose Christian 
values? Which Christian values are we talking about? Are we 
talking about justice and protection for the unborn? Or are we 
talking about justice and protection for the poor? Is it the right to 
hold private property? Or is it our obligation to care for foreigners 
and aliens in our midst? Is it promoting an environment in which 
every able bodied person has the opportunity and obligation to 
earn his/her own keep? Or is it promoting an environment in 
which just wages, equal pay for equal work, and basic human 
rights are guaranteed for all people everywhere? According to the 
Bible, these among others are "Christian" values derived not only 
from common sense, but from the sacred Scriptures themselves. 
It is indisputable that both parties...yes, both...will emphasize 
some of these biblical ideals, but not all of them, in their 
platforms. It is also indisputable that both parties...yes, both...fail 
to honor the full range of truth, justice, and freedom that the 
Scriptures call for in a Kingdom that is truly "from heaven." 
 
In short: We dare not co-opt our left-leaning politics with our 
Christian faith, and we dare not co-opt our right-leaning politics 
with our Christian faith. Jesus has affirmations for both platforms, 
and he has sharp critiques for both. It is God who created 
government, therefore government in itself is a good thing and a 
necessary thing. Still, the Kingdom of God is not, and was never 
intended to be, of this world (John 18:36). In this world and for 
this world, yes. Of this world, no. 
 
Third, can we agree that a truly "Christian" community will 
make room for those from the political left, those from the 
political center, and those from the political right? 
 
Interestingly, the little "church" made up of Jesus' disciples 
included Simon, a zealot, and Matthew, a tax collector. You could 
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not be any different politically than a zealot and a tax collector. 
Also, we find Jesus inviting Jews (social conservatives) and 
Greeks (social liberals) into his community of disciples. We also 
find him inviting, even urging them, to love each other for Jesus' 
sake. Because Jesus loves them all. 
 
The point is this. Once you have a collective of folks who 
disagree with each other politically but share a unified first 
allegiance to Jesus as King, political loyalties lose their ultimacy. 
Then what follows? Worldly methods like caricature, spin, and 
partisan absolutism fade from their politics. 
 
Fourth, can we agree that there is a more impactful Kingdom 
than the ones in which we are prone to anchor our hope? 
 
By the 3rd century AD, in spite of a government that stood 
against religious freedom, the entire social fabric of Rome had 
been transformed...for the better...not because of government but 
because of Christians. Here are a few examples: 
 
First, it was the Christians who led the way in insisting that 
women shared equal dignity with men. At that time there were 
double-standards in Rome with respect to gender. By law, women 
could only have one husband. Men could have multiple 
mistresses and wives. Unmarried and childless women were 
ostracized. If a woman's husband died, she had two years to find 
a new husband, after which time the State would remove its 
support from her and she would starve. It was the community of 
Jesus who took up the cause of women, giving them prominent 
places of honor in the church, taking care of widows as if they 
were family, insisting that men be faithful to their wives. In spite of 
what Roman culture said, each Christian man would either be 
single or a "one-woman man," the husband of one wife. 
 
Second, infanticide was prominent in early Rome. There was no 
ethic of life to speak of in Rome, except that certain life was 
expendable. A letter from a traveling businessman to his pregnant 

wife sheds light: "If it is a boy, keep it. If it is a girl, throw it out." It 
was the Christians who took up the cause of orphans, adopting 
and caring for children--"If you don't want your children, please 
give them to us. We will raise and take care of them." 
 
Third, as in Hitler's Germany, the sick and the poor in Rome were 
regarded as "useless eaters," a drain on society. But among the 
Christians, the sick and the poor had special dignity, and were 
treated as such. This included the sick and the poor who were not 
Christians. Emperor Julian, perplexed by the insurmountable 
growth of the Christian movement during his totalitarian regime 
(Julian ran his own version of the Holocaust against Christians), 
wrote a letter in frustration to a friend of his. In the letter, he states 
that the secret to the success of the "Christian sect" is their 
generosity to all. They take better care of our poor, Julian said, 
than we do. 
 
In summary, the Christians were taking up ALL of the just causes 
of both the political "right" and the political "left." Roman society 
took notice, and within 2-3 generations it changed the entire 
fabric of society. People ceased to look to Rome as the ultimate, 
end-all-be-all solution to society's problems. Instead, they looked 
to the followers of Jesus and their radical, every-day, self-
donating love. In a short span of time, Christians found 
themselves "enjoying the favor of all the people" (Acts 2:47). 
 
One friend of mine said it this way: "The politics of believers, 
which are politics based not on earthly kingdoms but on the 
Kingdom of God, are under the radar and are life-giving. The 
Kingdom of God, rather than being confined to a particular locale 
or partisan platform, is everywhere. The Kingdom of God is 
present wherever the people of Jesus are, loving God and loving 
their neighbors. This kind of politics, when it finds critical mass, in 
many ways will make government unnecessary." 
 
This last sentence calls for careful explanation, so it is not 
misunderstood. What my friend suggests is that small 
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government is the biblical ideal. But small government only 
becomes possible when the Church actively and sacrificially 
takes up the causes of Christ's Kingdom in the world--spending 
Herself in the name of Christ, "taking up Her cross," toward the 
end that justice, mercy, and faithfulness abound in the land. If one 
wishes to relieve Rome of many of her current commitments, the 
Church must once again see itself, not Caesar, as the first 
responder to the needs of our neighbors. Let the Church run point 
and the government be there for back up, versus the other way 
around. As in ancient Rome, so in America and across the globe. 
 
The politics of Jesus consist of Jesus giving his life in the place of 
Barabbas. For Barabbas to live, Jesus has to die. A good man for 
an evil man. A lover for a hater. A man of peace for a perpetrator 
of violence. 
 
Jesus died in Barabbas' place. 
 
Jesus died in our place. 
 
As the crowds panicked and grasped for power, Jesus sat 
peacefully, quietly, and non-defensively, awaiting his unjust 
sentence from the Roman State. 
 
Panic and grasping for power is the way of the world. 
 
Sitting peacefully, quietly, and non-defensively, no matter what 
the political outcome, is the way of Jesus...and of his followers 
who have their kingdoms rightly ordered. "Do not fear, little flock, 
for I am with you," says the King. Do not rejoice when you find 
yourselves in temporary positions of power and influence, Jesus 
said, "but rejoice that your names are written in heaven." 
 
Render to Caesar what is Caesar's. Render to God what is God's. 
 

Fifth, when we think about politics, can we think about how 
Jesus uses power to change the world, and adjust our 
methods accordingly? 
 
Put Barabbas to death and it ends his revolution. 
 
Put Jesus to death and it launches his. 
 
The key to changing the world is not first and foremost getting a 
Republican in power (it didn't work out so well last time), nor is it 
first and foremost keeping a Democrat in power (it hasn't worked 
out so well thus far). Again, government is important. God 
designed it. God often chooses to make good things happen 
through government, just as he does through business, the arts, 
healthcare, academics, the family, and other spheres of influence. 
When government is at its best, human society enjoys greater 
flourishing and peace. But government is not, and it was never 
meant to be, the answer to all the world's problems. That's way 
too much pressure to put on any human or human system. "Seek 
first the Kingdom of God, and his righteousness..." 
 
The world changes and the Kingdom of God advances as the 
people of God "season" and penetrate their neighborhoods, 
communities, places of work, and cities with neighbor-love, with 
joy in the heart because Jesus has done the same for them. The 
world also changes as the people of Jesus cooperate with their 
non-Christian neighbors, colleagues, and friends in seeking to 
make the world a better place. Common grace, the notion that 
God brings good into the world through all types of people, 
including many non-believers--is one of the greatest gifts God 
gives to the Church. Whether Christian or not, as long as there 
are people working for the common good, we can (and should) 
lock arms with them. 
 
In this, we become supporters, not subjects, of our government. 
This is how God designed it to be. This is the biblical ideal. 
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Sixth, can we take a step back and remember a few things? 
 
The shoulders of a President are too small to carry a government. 
Remember that the government is already resting on the 
shoulders of the Prince of Peace. His Kingdom is already here. Of 
the increase of his government there will be no end (Isaiah 9:7). 
 
The Kingdom of God is above this world, and is not of this world 
(John 18:36). He plays by a different set of rules. His ways are 
often contrary to ours--and always higher than ours. 
 
Pilate (and, as the case may be, an American President) would 
have no authority had it not first been given to him by God. The 
American public voted as it did because God, in the mystery of 
his providence, had already cast the deciding vote (John 19:11). 
 
The heart of every King and ruler is in the hands of God 
(Proverbs 21:1). 
 
Insofar as conscience permits, as conscience is informed by 
biblical truth, believing people are to pray for, honor, speak well 
of, and submit to their leaders. This is not optional. If it was true in 
Rome, where religious freedom did not exist, it must be the case 
in places like ours where religious freedom does exist (Romans 
13:1-7, 1 Peter 2:13-17). 
 
Lastly, let's remember that with very few if any exceptions, 
Christianity has advanced and flourished most when the State 
was against Christianity, and it has languished and suffered most 
when the State was for Christianity. 
 
Finally, I will close with this thought: 
 
If you are devastated or irate over the outcome of the Presidential 
election, relax. Things will be OK. We only need, and already 
have, one Messiah. And he did not lose this election. 
 

If you are elated by the election outcome, settle down a bit and 
take inventory. We only need, and already have, one Messiah. 
And he did not win this election. 
 
Peace. 
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Kingdom-Centered Prayer 
By Timothy Keller 

 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
People are used to thinking about prayer as a means to get their 
personal needs met. However we should understand prayer as a 
means to praise and adore God, to know Him, to come into his 
presence and be changed by Him. We need to better learn how 
to pray, repent and petition God as a people. 
	  
Biblically and historically, the one non-negotiable, universal 
ingredient in times of spiritual renewal is corporate, 
prevailing, intensive and kingdom-centered prayer. What is 
that? 
 

1. It is focused on God's presence and kingdom. 
Jack Miller talks about the difference between 
"maintenance prayer" and "frontline" prayer meetings. 
Maintenance prayer meetings are short, mechanical, and 
totally focused on physical needs inside the church. But 
frontline prayer has three basic traits: 

a. a request for grace to confess sins and humble 
ourselves 

b. a compassion and zeal for the flourishing of the 
church 

c. a yearning to know God, to see his face, to see 
his glory. 

It is most interesting to study Biblical prayer for revival, 
such as in Acts 4 or Exodus 33 or Nehemiah 1, where 

these three elements are easy to see. Notice in Acts 4, for 
example, that the disciples, whose lives had been 
threatened, did not ask for protection for themselves and 
their families, but only boldness to keep preaching! 
 

2. It is bold and specific. 
The characteristics of this kind of prayer include: 

a. Pacesetters in prayer spend time in self-
examination. Without a strong understanding of 
grace, this can be morbid and depressing. But in 
the context of the gospel, it is purifying and 
strengthening. They "take off their ornaments" 
(Exod. 33:1-6). They examine selves for idols and 
set them aside. 

b. They then begin to make the big request–a sight 
of the glory of God. That includes asking: 1) for a 
personal experience of the glory/presence of God 
("that I may know you" – Exod. 33:13); 2) for the 
people's experience of the glory of God (v. 15); 
and 3) that the world might see the glory of God 
through his people (v. 16). Moses asks that God's 
presence would be obvious to all: "What else will 
distinguish me and your people from all the other 
people on the face of the earth?" This is a prayer 
that the world be awed and amazed by a show of 
God's power and radiance in the church, that it 
would become truly the new humanity that is a 
sign of the future kingdom. 
 

3. It is prevailing, corporate. 
By this we mean simply that prayer should be constant, 
not sporadic and brief. Why? Are we to think that God 
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wants to see us grovel? Why do we not simply put our 
request in and wait? But sporadic, brief prayer shows a 
lack of dependence, a self-sufficiency, and thus we have 
not built an altar that God can honor with his fire. We must 
pray without ceasing, pray long, pray hard, and we will 
find that the very process is bringing about that which we 
are asking for – to have our hard hearts melted, to tear 
down barriers, to have the glory of God break through. 
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The Character Traits of a 
Spiritual Leader 

By Scott Sauls 
 
As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
The most important feature of a spiritual leader is evidence of a 
growing Christ-like character. Spiritual leadership is not based 
primarily upon personal charisma, business skills, or even 
theological knowledge (though these can all be very important 
qualities), but upon how accurately a person’s life reflects the 
heart and priorities of Jesus. 
 
Based on the teaching of 1 Timothy 3:1-13 and Titus 1:5-9 on the 
character qualities of spiritual leadership, we will go through the 
list, one by one. 
 
Quality 1 
A positive reputation with believers and non-believers. 
 
“Blameless” or “above reproach” (1 Timothy 3:2, 10; Titus 1:6, 7). 
This does not mean “sinless,” as that would preclude everyone 
except Jesus. Rather, it means that the leader is a person of 
integrity—whose private life is the same as his public life, and is 
marked by the fruit of the Spirit (Galatians 5). 
 
“Respectable” (“orderly” or “of good behavior”—1 Timothy 3:2, 8). 
This word implies a way of life that is ordered by biblical priorities, 
reflecting biblical principles in matters such as self-control, pure 
speech, honest business practices, fairness, etc. The one who is 
“respectable” has a reputation for integrity. People inside and 
outside the church tend to hold him/her in high regard. 
 

“A good reputation with outsiders” (1 Timothy 3:7). The spiritual 
leader, like Jesus, is regarded as a friend not only by Christians, 
but also by the non-Christians in his/her life. The spiritual leader 
has non-Christian friends. Non-Christians look at the spiritual 
leader and see a person that they tend to enjoy and respect. The 
types of people who were attracted to Jesus seem to also be 
attracted to him/her. He/she is at ease around non-Christians, is 
known for being patient, kind, helpful, and not judgmental, yet is 
also known (and respected) as a person with deeply held beliefs 
and convictions. A non-Christians may look at the spiritual leader 
and think, “This person’s life makes me wish that Christianity 
were true. Whatever it is, I want that ‘special thing’ that this 
person has.” 
 
Quality 2 
Self-control. 
 
An addict is a person who has lost control of his life. The 
controlling factor may be cocaine, alcohol, food, sex, TV, anger, 
money, power, pornography, workaholism, gluttony, sloth, or an 
all-consuming hobby. In each case, the person is controlled 
rather than being in control. In contrast, a spiritual leader is 
measured and disciplined. He/she demonstrates the fruit of self-
control. 
 
“Self-controlled” (1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:8). The self-controlled 
person does not have a loose tongue, because he/she thinks 
before speaking. He/She exhibits the Spiritual fruit of patience, 
and is therefore is not given to losing his/her temper or becoming 
defensive. As a general pattern of life, this person is mastered by 
Jesus and not these other things. 
 
“Not given to drunkenness” (1 Timothy 3:3, 8; Titus 1:7). The 
Greek word used here refers to a habit of overdrinking. In 
classical and Hellenistic Greek times, the term had the meaning 
of being “tipsy” or “rowdy.” The word used in 1 Timothy 3:8 meant 
to be “attached to” or “addicted to” too much wine. By inference, 
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this person is also able, in most cases, to enjoy and share God’s 
gifts (wine, food, laughter, etc.) in healthy ways. 
 
“Not quarrelsome” (1 Timothy 3:3). The quarrelsome person is 
one who is known for being disagreeable, a naysayer. He/she 
tends to argue for the sake of argument, and to see the dark side 
of virtually every suggestion or decision with which he/she does 
not agree. This person may even part company with others over 
minor disagreements. He/she does not easily give others the 
benefit of the doubt. Those who are not quarrelsome value “unity 
in the essential, liberty in the non-essentials, and charity in all 
things.” 
 
“Not overbearing” or “self-willed” (Titus 1:7). The overbearing 
person tends to be stubborn, arrogant, and bossy, often without 
realizing it. The one who is not overbearing thinks of others and 
for their sake will give up his/her own “rights.” He/she is able to 
receive criticism graciously, and will learn and grow from it versus 
becoming defensive. He/she is also quick to admit fault and 
apologize humbly to those he/she may have offended. 
 
“Not quick-tempered” (Titus 1:7). The quick-tempered person 
becomes angry and harsh easily. When threatened, opposed, or 
disagreed with, he/she seeks to intimidate and/or prove others 
wrong. This person can also resort to passive-aggressive tactics 
to make a point known. The spiritual leader restrains destructive 
anger. His/her anger is consistently under control, and is directed 
toward those things that are destructive or evil. 
 
“Sincere” or “not double-tongued” (1 Timothy 3:8). A spiritual 
leader is known as one who can be trusted. His/her “yes” means 
“yes” and his/her “no” means “no.” This person consistently keeps 
promises, is reliable, and does not modify or censor the truth out 
of self-interest. This person does not flatter people, nor slander 
nor gossip about them behind their backs. 
 

Quality 3 
Biblical values. 
 
What a person values is indicated by where his/her mindshare, 
energy, and resources go. It has been said that if you want to 
discover what a person values, look at his/her calendar and 
checkbook. Each will unveil the things that are most important to 
the person. The spiritual leader will demonstrate values that are 
consistent with Biblical values. The things that are most important 
to God are most important to the person. The things that are least 
important to God are least important to the person. 
 
“Not a lover of money” (1 Timothy 3:3) or “not pursuing dishonest 
gain” (Titus 1:7). The possession of wealth is not a moral issue. 
The Lord intends for his people to be scattered into every type of 
community, including affluent ones (Abraham, Solomon, 
Nicodemus, etc.). However, the spiritual leader, regardless of 
income bracket, will not be consumed by the pursuit of wealth. 
The spiritual leader will be an effective steward, using wealth to 
provide for his/her family’s needs, and creatively using money to 
advance Kingdom causes in the world. 
 
“Loving what is good” (Titus 1:8). Spiritual leaders love and are 
dedicated to things that are helpful, worthwhile and build up rather 
than to the things which tear down. They care very deeply about 
enriching the lives of others (Mark 10:43-45). 
 
“Holy” (Titus 1:8). A spiritual leader is not perfect, but his/her life 
does reflect a noticeable sense of “set-apartness.” The Spirit’s 
fruit (Galatians 5:22-24) will be evident in his/her public life and 
private life. 
 
“Just” (Titus 1:8). A leader makes judgments based upon the 
Scriptures rather than pragmatism, majority consensus, the 
dictates of modern culture, and political correctness . Additionally, 
he/she is impartial, not playing favorites with some at the expense 
of or to the neglect of others. 
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Quality 4 
A life of love. 
 
Among all the gifts given to believers, the apostle Paul 
emphasizes love as being most important, and in fact the one 
character quality that makes any of the others worth anything. It is 
not enough for a leader to have Biblical knowledge, be an 
effective teacher, give away large sums of money, or even 
possess a martyr’s faith. Without love it all adds up to nothing (1 
Corinthians 13). Following are some ways leaders are called 
upon to express love. 
 
“Gentle” (1 Timothy 3:3). This quality is the opposite of “self-
willed” (see above). The gentle leader is one who can be 
reasoned with. He/she is not known for being harsh or 
judgmental, but for gracious forbearance. 
 
► The gentle leader sees sin and messiness in people foremost 
as a need, versus an occasion to criticize and condemn. Only 
those who believe people are more important than rigid rules, and 
who are willing to see people fail and still accept and love them, 
are showing spiritual leadership. The gentle leader, like Jesus, is 
known to be longsuffering and a “friend of sinners.” 
 
► The gentle leader is firmly confrontational with only one kind of 
person—that is, with those who exhibit self-righteousness and 
destructive pride (Luke 18:9-15). God opposes the proud and 
gives grace to the humble. 
 
“Not violent” (1 Timothy 3:3; Titus 1:7). Literally, “not a striker.” A 
spiritual leader does not bully people, and is not aggressive with 
them, either physically or verbally. Violent is the opposite of 
“gentle.” 
 
“Hospitable” (1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:8). Literally, “loving 
strangers.” This is to be characteristic of all Christians (Romans 

12:13; Hebrews 13:2; 1 Peter 4:9), but especially of men and 
women with leadership roles in the church (Romans 16:1-2; 1 
Timothy 5:10; 2 Timothy 1:16-18; 2 John 5-8), and even more so 
of leaders who are to be an example of these things to the 
church. In church life, this means the following: 
 
► A home that is warmly and winsomely open to others, 
including those who are not Christians. It is a way of life to have 
guests in the home, and to look for opportunities to expose both 
Christians and non-Christians to the “aroma of Christ” through a 
life of love and caring. 
 
► A proactive eye for newcomers in the church context. A 
spiritual leader takes personal ownership in helping create a 
“culture of welcome and embrace” in the church, by regularly 
greeting visitors and initiating conversation with them, and in 
helping them become connected with other people in the 
church—letting them know they are valued and wanted, that we 
have been expecting them, that we desire to have them as part of 
our community. 
 
Quality 5 
A healthy home life. 
 
“Committed to one spouse” (1 Timothy 3:2; Titus 1:6). Literally, a 
“one woman man” for elders, “committed to one spouse” for any 
spiritual leader. If married, the spiritual leader will be loyal and 
faithful to his/her spouse, proactive in nurturing the marriage, and 
guarding against infidelity with the body and with the mind. Wise 
measures are taken to avoid tempting situations with others. Also, 
hard and soft pornography, as well as other unedifying, sexually 
suggestive material, is wisely and carefully avoided. 
 
► This does not mean that a person must be married to be a 
spiritual leader. Otherwise both the apostle Paul and Jesus would 
be disqualified! 
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► This does not mean that if a person has been divorced, he/she 
is automatically disqualified from spiritual leadership. Even the 
Lord wrote Israel a “certificate of divorce” for her spiritual 
infidelities (Jeremiah 3:8). There are two biblical grounds for 
divorce that ordinarily, in themselves, do not disqualify a person 
from church leadership. These are: 
 
a) Sexual immorality committed by a former spouse (Matthew 
19:9). The Greek word for sexual immorality is porneia, which 
refers to sexual activity that runs against the biblical ideal of one 
man and one woman, within the covenant of marriage. 
 
b) Willful and final desertion or abandonment by a former spouse 
who is either an unbeliever, or who has been “regarded as an 
unbeliever” in the eyes of the church (1 Corinthians 7:15, 27, 
Matthew 18:15-20). 
 
“Healthy leadership of the family” (1 Timothy 3:4; Titus 1:6). As 
spiritual leaders, husbands will shepherd their wives, and parents 
will shepherd their children, in the spiritual instruction and life of 
the gospel—not in a way that exasperates, but that is life giving 
and grace centered. A husband will serve his wife by leading and 
loving her, laying his life down for her as Christ laid his life down 
for his bride, the church. A wife will serve her husband by 
following his unselfish lead, supporting him in his role as leader of 
the home (Ephesians 5:22-6:4). 
 
Quality 6 
A mature and maturing faith. 
 
Spiritual leaders demonstrate a faith in Christ that is real and not 
merely theoretical or stated. Before spiritual leadership is granted, 
there will have been a maturing process that has grounded 
him/her as a disciple of Jesus in each facet of life (private and 
public—church, home, vocation, relationship to the city, etc.). 
 

“Not a recent convert” (1 Timothy 3:6). Literally, “newly planted.” 
There must be some years of spiritual maturing “or he may 
become conceited and fall under the same judgment as the devil” 
(1 Timothy 3:6). Advancing a new Christian too rapidly into 
leadership could easily lead to his/her having an inflated, 
unrealistic assessment of his/her own spiritual maturity. It is wise 
to allow time for growth and maturing before granting the 
responsibility of leading others. 
 
“Tested” (1 Timothy 3:10). This is the same as not being a recent 
convert. 
 
“Holding to the deep truths of the faith with a clear conscience” (1 
Timothy 3:9). A spiritual leader cannot be characterized by 
hypocrisy. His/her faith cannot be merely intellectual, 
contradicting the day-to-day pattern of gospel-centered living. 
He/she will demonstrate, day to day, a sincerity of faith and a firm 
conviction of the truth of God’s word. 
 
“Holding firmly to the trustworthy message as it has been taught” 
(Titus 1:9). Leaders, especially Elders, must have a firm 
grounding in sound biblical doctrine, and embrace the Scriptures 
of the Old and New Testaments as the “only infallible rule of faith 
and practice” (1 Timothy 4:16). 
 
“Able to teach” (1 Timothy 3:2). While not all leaders will be 
equally gifted in teaching (thus the distinction between teaching 
Elders and ruling Elders in 1 Timothy 5:17), all spiritual leaders 
should at minimum be able to articulate the basic truths of 
Christianity in conversation and less formal settings. One’s grasp 
on biblical truth must be such that he/she is comfortable and 
capable in conversations about life and doctrine from a biblical 
perspective. 
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How Do You Take Criticism 
of Your Views? 

By Timothy Keller 
 

As you read, mark “!” in the margins for insights that are new to 
you, and “?” when you have a question. Write your insights and 
questions in the margin for group discussion. 
 
Recently several people have asked me 'how do you deal with 
harsh criticism?' In each case, the inquirer had felt stung by what 
they felt were unfair attacks on him or her. In this internet age, 
anyone can have their views censured unfairly by people they 
don't know. So what do you do when that happens? Here's is the 
gist of the counsel I give people when they ask me about this. For 
years I've been guided by a letter by John Newton that is usually 
entitled "On Controversy." 
 
The biggest danger of receiving criticism is not to your reputation, 
but to your heart. You feel the injustice of it and feel sorry for 
yourself, and it tempts you to despise not only the critic, but the 
entire group of people from which they come. "Those people..." 
you mutter under your breath. All this can make you prouder over 
time. Newton writes: "Whatever...makes us trust in ourselves that 
we are comparatively wise or good, so as to treat those with 
contempt who do not subscribe to our doctrines, or follow our 
party, is a proof and fruit of a self-righteous spirit." He argues that 
whenever contempt and superiority accompany our thoughts, it is 
a sign that "the doctrines of grace" are operating in our life "as 
mere notions and speculations" with "no salutary influence upon 
[our] conduct." 
 

So how can you avoid this temptation? First, you should look to 
see if there is a kernel of truth in even the most exaggerated and 
unfair broadsides. There is usually such a kernel when the 
criticism comes from friends, and there is often such truth when 
the disapproval comes from people who actually know you. So 
even if the censure is partly or even largely mistaken, look for 
what you may indeed have done wrong. Perhaps you simply 
acted or spoke in a way that was not circumspect. Maybe the 
critic is partly right for the wrong reasons. Nevertheless, identify 
your own short-comings, repent in your own heart before the Lord 
for what you can, and let that humble you. It will then be possible 
to learn from the criticism and stay gracious to the critic even if 
you have to disagree with what he or she has said.  
 
If the criticism comes from someone who doesn't know you at all 
(and often this is the case on the internet) it is possible that the 
criticism is completely unwarranted and profoundly mistaken. I 
am often pilloried not only for views I do have, but also even more 
often for views (and motives) that I do not hold at all. When that 
happens it is even easier to fall into a smugness and perhaps be 
tempted to laugh at how mistaken your critics are. "Pathetic..." 
you may be tempted to say. Don't do it. Even if there is not the 
slightest kernel of truth in what the critic says, you should not 
mock them in your thoughts. First, remind yourself of examples of 
your own mistakes, foolishness, and cluelessness in the past, 
times in which you really got something wrong. Second, pray for 
the critic, that he or she grows in grace. Newton talks about it like 
this: 
 
"If you account [your opponent] a believer, though greatly 
mistaken in the subject of debate between you, the words of 
David to Joab concerning Absalom are very applicable: 'Deal 
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gently with him for my sake.' The Lord loves him and bears with 
him; therefore you must not despise him, or treat him harshly. 
The Lord bears with you likewise, and expects that you should 
show tenderness to others, from a sense of the much forgiveness 
you need yourself. In a little while you will meet in heaven; he will 
then be dearer to you than the nearest friend you have upon earth 
is to you now. Anticipate that period in your thoughts; and though 
you may find it necessary to oppose his errors, view him 
personally as a kindred soul, with whom you are to be happy in 
Christ forever." 
 
So whatever you do, do anything you can to avoid feeling smug 
and superior to the critic. Even if you say to yourself that you are 
just 'shrugging it off' and that you are not going to respond to the 
criticism, you can nonetheless conduct a full defense and 
refutation in the courtroom of your mind, in which you 
triumphantly prove how awful and despicable your opponents are. 
But that is a spiritual trap. Newton's remarks about this are very 
convicting: 
 
"A man may have the heart of a Pharisee, while his head is 
stored with orthodox notions of the unworthiness of the creature, 
and the riches of free grace. Yea, I would add, the best of men 
are not wholly free from this leaven; and therefore are too apt to 
be pleased with such representations as hold up our adversaries 
to ridicule, and by consequence flatter our own superior 
judgments. Controversies, for the most part, are so managed as 
to indulge rather than to repress his wrong disposition; and 
therefore, generally speaking, they are productive of little good. 
They provoke those whom they should convince, and puff up 
those whom they should edify. I hope your performance will savor 

of a spirit of true humility, and be a means of promoting it in 
others." 
 


