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This is not an attempt to prove that the theory of common grace is anti-Scriptural and anti- 

Confessional, since our present purpose is to show what happened in 1924 from the point of view of an 

observer. Moreover, this is done extensively and thoroughly in a book that will soon be published and 

be made available, written by Prof. Herman Hanko. 

My intention now is to point out a few serious objections that must be raised against the entire 

theory expressed in the Three Points. 

First of all, the question has been raised: What is the juridical basis for common grace. That is, 

since the elect people of God receive saving grace only on the basis of the atoning death of Jesus Christ 

on the cross, when and where was common grace merited for those who are still under condemnation 

because of the guilt of their sin? Surely God is just, on what basis does He now show favor upon the 

objects of His wrath? 

The answer has been given, that this grace was merited already early in the suffering and dying 

of Christ on the cross. Appeal is made to the first cross-word: “Father, forgive them, for they know not 

what they do.” This is said to refer to all those involved in crucifying the Christ as they represent all 

humanity. But then, how about the word ‘forgive,’ does that not mean: “to pardon (an offense of the 

offender),” “to remit the debt (of a debtor).” They say that in this case the word forgive means: 

postpone judgment, show favor in this present time, only to pour out Thy wrath in the day of 

judgement. 

Notice, first of all, that there is no proof for this argument anywhere in the Scriptures. There is 

no proof whatever that our High Priest, who was making atonement for the sins of His people, had any 

others in mind than those given to Him of the Father, for whom he was laying down His life. Secondly, 

imagine if you were to interpret the word ‘forgive’ in the model prayer of our Lord to mean: Father, 

postpone judgment upon our debts, as we postpone judgment upon our debtors. Prof. Samuel Volbeda 

was confronted with this question at one time, and is said to have answered: “There is no juridical 

basis, since it is merely a temporal thing.” But God is just. Can we lose sight of God’s justice and speak 

of a favor or love that is contrary to justice? Our Catechism teaches us in Lord’s Day 4 that God “is 

terribly displeased with our original as well as actual sins; and will punish them in his just judgment 

temporally and eternally (Gal. 3:10). 

You will recall that in chapter 2 reference was made to the Afscheiding, the Secession or 

Separation of 1834 under Rev. De Cock of Ulrum. Mention was also made of the fact that even among 

the men of the Secession there were some who preached a general, well-meant offer of grace and 

salvation. The immigrants that came to America in the middle of the 19th century were mainly from the 

Secession, and also here in America the general, well-meant offer was preached. 

You will also recall that in that same chapter reference was made to Dr. Abraham Kuyper and 

the Doleantie, or the Separation of 1886, when another group withdrew from the Herformde Kerk, the 

State Church. Kuyper was the man who developed the theory of common grace as being the favor of 

God upon all mankind, whereby sin is restrained in the heart so that the sinner is capable of doing that 

which is good in the sight of God. This is the theory that was adopted by the Synod of 1924. And you 

will likewise recall that Kuyper wanted no general, well-meant offer of any sort. He maintained that 

saving grace is particular, common grace is merely God’s favor upon the wicked during their present 

existence. 

Yet, amazing as it may seem, these two errors were brought together in the First Point. God’s 

favor upon the wicked is said to be evident from the offer of salvation to all mankind. 



There was always a strong disagreement between the children of the Afscheiding and the 

children of the Doleantie. Although they had formally joined together in 1892 and had formulated the 

Conclusions of Utrecht in 1905 to bring a sort of unity among them, the two groups within the 

denomination in the Netherlands were still distinguished as A and B, both having their own 

congregations, their own ministers and their own seminary. 

Even in America there was no difficulty in starting an argument about the five points that kept 

these two groups apart. Yet the Synod of 1924 took the common grace of Kuyper and joined to that the 

general, well-meant offer of the Afscheiding. The two had become friends. Whether this was done 

intentionally, to get all the members of the churches in agreement with the Three Points, or whether this 

was occasioned by the fact that both of these theories were being denied by the two ministers is hard to 

know. But the two were brought together in the First Point of Common Grace, and both are maintained 

in the Christian Reformed Churches. 

Yet this is, after all, not so strange. Dr. Abraham Kuyper may have wished to distinguish 

between the two, yet when one speaks of grace for the unregenerate, of the love of God for the ungodly, 

one is compelled to conclude that God also desires to save those upon whom He bestows His favor. 

How can God show favor or love without desiring to save? 

It is often said by members of the Christian Reformed Church that the word common grace is 

never used among them nor mentioned from the pulpit. That, no doubt, is true. It is even true in our 

churches that, while in our early history hardly a sermon was preached without some reference to 

common grace or the offer of salvation, now these terms are rarely mentioned from our pulpits. But 

principles carry through. Also wrong principles carry through. For a world and life view is involved. 

But two examples need be mentioned. The theory of long periods of creation is commonly 

accepted in the Christian Reformed Church. And that in spite of the clear record of creation in Genesis 

1 which speaks of six days of twenty four hours. The views of the scientists are accepted even though 

they run directly contrary to the Word of God. In fact, the inerrancy of the Bible is commonly denied. If 

it seems that a certain basic principle is not involved, one is allowed to think and act according to his 

conviction, right or wrong, as, for example, in the case of women in office in the church. 

In the second place, the general, well-meant offer of salvation has led to the official stand that 

the church has taken that God loves all men and eagerly desires to save all. The fact that all humanity is 

not saved is because so many willfully reject the salvation that is so freely offered to them. Man proves 

to be strong enough to resist the will and desire of the Almighty. Predestination is no longer mentioned, 

reprobation virtually denied, election silenced. 

Prof. Heyns, who taught in Calvin for years, said that predestination belongs to the hidden 

things of God, the revealed things are for us and our children. He taught and his followers still teach 

that at baptism God promises to every child eternal life on the condition that he will embrace and not 

reject this promise. To that he added that God bestows a baptismal grace upon each child, so that he is 

enabled to embrace or reject the promise. Making confession of faith has been referred to as becoming 

a volunteer for Jesus. This entire teaching is not only Arminianism, but also Pelagianism. 

The good that sinners do, God’s love for all mankind, and God’s desire to save all mankind are 

in flagrant conflict with the Confessions, especially with the five points of Calvinism maintained in the 

Canons of Dordt, yet these Confessions are ignored, hardly ever referred to, buried under the dust of 

time. 

The doctrine of the antithesis has been replaced by the error of the synthesis. The emphasis in 

the preaching, as well as in the writings, as well as in the minds of the people, is on man, a better 

world, a better tomorrow. The Sunday worship services are often directed toward audience appeal. 

Hymns and various forms of entertainment are introduced. Some churches hold but one service on 

Sunday. Lost from sight is the fact that worship services must be directed to the worship and praise of 

God, must be God-centered, not man-centered. Our chief purpose in assembling together must be to 

glorify God with our singing, our prayers, our gifts, and the hearing of the Word. And the Word must 



receive the emphasis, for the Word, not the antics or oratory of the minister, is the power of God unto 

salvation. We come together in the communion of saints on the Sabbath day to glorify God and in 

doing so to receive His blessing. 

The very evil that the Synod of 1924 warned against becomes increasingly evident in the 

church. First the worldly unions were given the name of “neutral organizations,” then the movies and 

the dance were condoned, then divorce and remarriage was approved, thereupon the offices in the 

church were made open for women. 

When we take a wrong turn on the highway of life, we wander farther and farther from the right 

road. When a church departs from the truth it becomes apostate, and unless it repents and returns, it 

becomes the false church. ❖ 
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