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In last month’s issue of Beacon Lights we hear the first part of the debate held in the 

imaginary Young People’s Society in one of our mid-western churches. 

The issue in the debate was “Resolved: That the Responsibility of Man Does Not 

Postulate His Ability to Be Obedient to the Command of the Gospel”. It was our privilege to pass 

on to you the first part of the Debate. We reported on the trend of the debate as this was waged 

by the first speaker of the Affirmative side, and also of the first speaker of the Negative side. 

You will remember, that we heard Norman and Christina respectively. 

We must still hear John and Luvern. John will be the second speaker for the Affirmative, 

and Luvern will be the second speaker for the Negative. 

Let us proceed with our report. 

John now takes the floor as the second speaker of the Affirmative. He had, meanwhile, 

taken stock of the scope of the debate, and arguments thus far presented both by his team-mate, 

Norman, and by the opposition, Christina. Consequently he is in a position to push the arguments 

of the Affirmative side to the fullest consequence. He brings the following considerations to the 

foreground. 

First of all, John pleads for keeping the issue in this debate squarely before the attention, 

and not to be allowed to have our attention diverted to side issues and to false constructions. And 

then it is John’s conviction, that the point is not whether man, sinful, fallen and natural man can 

psychologically respond to the Gospel-preaching as this preaching comes to us together with the 

command of faith and repentance, but the question is whether natural man can respond in faith 

and obedience to the Gospel. John insists that this is the question. Fair, intellectual play 

demands that the issue be honestly set forth. 

Then, too, John points out, it ought to be understood, that it is at this point, that those who 

will to maintain the freewill of natural man to properly respond to the Gospel, always misstate 

the issue. They begin to speak dubious language. When they mean that man can of his own 

native strength properly respond to the Gospel, they do not say this unequivocally, but they begin 

to wax clamorous and plead the responsibility of man. It is then said: Man is no stock and block. 

God deals with him as with a rational creature. And all the arguments on the books are brought 

forward. And under the deluge of subterfuge and ambiguity of pretending only to maintain that 

man is responsible they really mean to say that man is his own savior. He can at least respond to 

the Gospel. Now this is plainly dishonest, and brings in an ethical crisis! 

 Another point that is very strongly emphasized by John is, that this is also the plain 

teaching of the Reformed fathers. John means, that the Reformed fathers also taught the 

responsibility of man without implying or ever stating that man could properly respond. They 

state that man cannot respond by nature. The proper response is due to the operation of the Holy 

Ghost, by which He quickens us to faith and to a believing response. And, John adds, that this 

response of faith is made more actual through the preaching of the Gospel as this preaching is 

always accomplished by the command of faith and repentance. The response of faith is 

constantly called forth in those, whom the Father hath foreordained, called, justified, sanctified 

and glorified. But there is also a response in those, who hear the Word preached, but who do not 

respond in faith, but who respond in unbelief. This unbelief is a horrible response, it is true, but it 

is a moral-rational response rooted in spiritual rebellion. It is the response of an Esau who says: 



Tomorrow I die, and what good shall my birthright be to me?!  

And so John concludes, pleading that this point be seen, that it be not only conceded but 

that it be confessed. John is convinced, that this point is very important also in the life of the 

mystery of faith and godliness. Who can bow before God and say that what he possesses he has 

not received? Why should he then directly or indirectly boast before God as though we had not 

received it? If the natural man can by virtue of his responsibility obey the Gospel, pray, who is 

first in the salvation of those who obey the Gospel? Who is the Savior, God or man?! 

Having said these things with no little spirit and animation, John takes his seat. 

It is now the time for the second speaker of the Negative to take the floor. Luvern has a 

difficult task on his hand. You will, however, remember that we said, that he was assigned this 

part of the debate, and that he took it merely to serve the truth of the Word of God as interpreted 

by the Confessions sealed by the blood of the faithful. He too has as his slogan in the good sense 

of the term: epi paasin alleetheia! Above all things he holds the truth. 

And so, in this difficult position, he does his utmost. 

Luvern, therefore, as became evident from the conversation held by this writer with him 

afterwards, resorted to a series of questions. He did what so many do when the truth compels 

them to capitulate, but when not yet ready to thus respond. Then flight is taken to rhetorical 

questions. And, evidently, the attempt is, to shake lose the powerful grip of the cogency of the 

Scriptural-Confessional arguments! And then recourse is taken to questions! 

Understandably enough, this is what Luvern does. 

First of all he states that he feels that the definition of the responsibility of man is not 

elastic enough. It is too dogmatic. Surely Fung and Wagnalls also knew something when they 

state that responsibility includes “the ability to perform”, do they not? The former speakers 

contend that natural man can reject the Gospel, but, pray, does this not imply that he has the 

ability to choose for the Gospel as well as against it?! Let us be, at least, a little bit consistent! 

And then, too, does not God seriously have the Gospel preached to all to whom He sends it in 

His good-pleasure? And does God not reveal what is well-pleasing to Him, namely, that the 

called come to Him? Now, what sense does this have to call men to come, while they cannot 

come anyway. Is that responsibility? That, says Luvern (he did not mean it) he cannot possibly 

see. 

 I’m sorry, dear youthful reader, that I have no more space at my disposal in this issue of 

Beacon Lights. Remember that there is still a rebuttal to report in this debate. Meanwhile, 

remember, that fairness to each debatee demands that we do not form our final verdict until we 

have heard them all!  

D. V. we shall report the remainder of this debate in the next issue. 
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