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Jesus said to him, “I am the way, the truth, and the life.  

No one comes to the Father except through Me.”  

[John 14:6] 

 

Truth is an arrow and the gate is narrow that it passes through  

[Bob Dylan] 

 

Apology 

I am writing this during a moment of crisis in my life.  Not perhaps the best and clearest season of life but because 

the crisis concerns the very focal point of my concerns expressed here I trust and pray, under God, they will be 

communicated with clarity and accuracy.  It is my sincere and profound prayer that out of the ashes of this enquiry 

real good might proceed to the building up & edification of God’s saints everywhere. 

 

1. The Problem 
I find myself moving in Christian circles in which it is commonly said, “Let’s insist on those things that are Primary; 

lets allow for differences of opinions on those matters that are Secondary”.  Issues, we are confidently assured are 

either ‘closed-handed’ - meaning not to be compromised while others are ‘open-handed’ - meaning these are not to 

be a feature of formal church doctrine, etc. 

 

We are accustomed to accepting that there are a host of alternative (competing?) denominational identities each 

with their own honourable but disparate codes of practice and/or statements of faith.  We are invited to join this or 

that local Church depending on how closely it aligns its mission-statement with our own private/personal theological 

worldview.  He’s a Baptist; she’s a Presbyterian; they’re Plymouth Brethren; I’m a Congregationalist, etc. 

 

Central to my enquiry then is the question: Is this really acceptable?  More pertinently, is it a ‘rational’ and 

‘Scriptural’ way to think?  It is certainly pragmatic.  It allows for those with a ‘strong left foot’ to serve together over 

here whilst those with ‘aching bellies & various facial warts’ can get on with each other together over there. 

 

But I have noticed a multitude of texts over the years pointing me towards the ideal VISIBLE Church comprising a 

SINGLE community of faith.  I’ll explore and seek to expound a few of them below.  Moreover, I’ve been made aware 

through readings in Van Til’s corpus that TRUTH metaphysically (i.e. in its essence) is a UNIT.  Hence the title of my 

enquiry – the UNITARY nature of (Biblical) Truth.  For truth to be anything other requires it to be inherently 

contradictory.  A whole lot is explained when this is recognised, not least the very existence of logic and 

argumentation.   

 

Thus far, most likely, casual Christian readers would probably agree with my basic proposition but it is all too 

common for us to encounter explicitly or else implicitly another conception of truth – a postmodern variant.  

Accordingly, truth is comprehended variously as scientific truth, mathematical truth, historical truth and of course 

religious truth.  Each of these categorical designations is afforded a mix of ‘objectivity’ – if it is universally 

comprehended - or ‘subjectivity’ – if it is privately comprehended.  E.g. “The picture of that clown is beautiful” might 

well be construed as an essentially subjective proposition.  Hence artistic (or aesthetic) truth has a significant 

personalistic component.  By contrast, “The Andromeda Galaxy is 150,000 light years away” is a quantitative and 

therefore an essentially objective statement of truth.   

 

But what of ‘religious truth’?  In the mind of the (post)modernist, it is decidedly subjective!  i.e. It is strongly implied 

– if rather patronisingly! – it’s true for you! 

 

Some Christians have, of course, thought this is helpful!  Perceiving the rational basis of their faith is under attack 

they have readily capitulated to this essentially ‘thomistic’ compromise in which certain aspects of thought and 



knowledge are comprehended ‘supra-rationally’ – by FAITH – in contrast with those aspects of thought and 

knowledge that are comprehended ‘rationally’ – apart from faith.  As a simple consequence of this sort of 

intellectual dualism it has been generally considered acceptable to suffer the teaching of the creation story as part of 

the RE curriculum whilst it is altogether unsatisfactory for creation (or creationism) to feature anywhere in the 

Science curriculum.  Why? Simply because the story of creation is deemed to be a RELIGIOUS narrative whilst the 

account of evolution / Darwinism is deemed to be its SCIENTIFIC counterpart. 

 

Subliminally, Christians have largely bought into this sort of carelessness and compromise.  Unwittingly, they have 

suffered it as an inherent feature of their religious outlook – their worldview.  As a direct and inevitable 

consequence, it is common for Christians to suppose that there is a spectrum of viable & acceptable views on a 

whole host of subjects including: eschatology (Biblical prophecy); charismatic gifts; baptism, church government, 

predestination (election), communion, the Sabbath, etc., etc. 

 

As a consequence, denominations have become legion.  Each one pretends to be orthodox and traditionally has vied 

for superiority over the rest.  It is not uncommon for new Church plants to forge their very own preferred 

‘constitutional’ beliefs and practices for prospective newcomers to survey.   

 

Interestingly, the growth and development of new traditions and belief systems has escalated dramatically since the 

Protestant Reformation (16th century).  Up until then a sort of (corrupt) unity prevailed within each of the major two-

fold traditions of Eastern Orthodoxy and Roman Catholicism.  And until the formal separation of the Eastern & 

Western churches, located federally at Constantinople and Rome, FORMAL UNITY prevailed.  Christendom and The 

Holy Roman Empire are historical legacies of an age during which formal Christian unity was prized and 

acknowledged.  During those epochs, Creeds & Confessions were crafted in response to various heresies & 

controversies (e.g. Polycarp vs Gnosticism; Athanasius vs Arianism, etc.) with the passage in Acts 15 – the Council of 

Jerusalem – serving as a model of how the visible Church should address occasions of formal controversy.   

 

As I perceive the historical situation, when St Paul wrote letters to the various Churches he reckoned there was but 

ONE Church in Rome and ONE Church in Ephesus, etc.  Quite possibly the Church there met in smaller congregations 

rather than as a monolithic body.  But somehow the machinery was in place (elders, deacons, pastors, teachers, etc.) 

to facilitate corporate growth and development.  Separate congregations were accountable to one another and 

accountable to apostolic authority, etc.  There is compelling NT evidence that different geographical congregations 

shared letters & circulated mutually helpful apostolic teaching. 

 

Let’s then seek to comprehend using graphical analogues of truth and various competing worldviews what’s going 

on all around us today.  We might begin by representing general Christian doctrine, as previously stated, like two or 

three concentric circles with PRIMARY issues/doctrines occupying the centre and SECONDARY issues & doctrines 

occupying the outside. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Evangelicals like to think the central (Primary) issues are held true by ALL evangelical communities.  However, the 

outer parts (Secondary) are variable.  i.e. 

Primary 

Secondary 

Peripheral 



       Anglican  Baptist           Methodist         Brethren        Presbyterian 

 

 

 

I want to argue for the METAPHYSICAL existence of just ONE true form (version) of Christian doctrine.  I want to 

suggest that since God is ONE, so too is the TRUTH that He has declared.  Jesus said, “I am the way, the truth, and 

the life.” (Jn 14:6).  The key word here is ‘THE’.   

In Jesus’ high priestly prayer, He prayed, “I do not pray for these alone, but also for those who will believe in Me 

through their word; that they all may be ONE, as You, Father, are in Me, and I in You; that they also may be ONE in 

Us, that the world may believe that You sent Me. And the glory which You gave Me I have given them, that they may 

be ONE just as We are ONE: I in them, and You in Me; that they may be made perfect in ONE, and that the world may 

know that You have sent Me, and have loved them as You have loved Me.” (Jn 17:20-23) 

Again, Jesus said, “If a kingdom is divided against itself, that kingdom cannot stand. And if a house is divided against 

itself, that house cannot stand. And if Satan has risen up against himself, and is divided, he cannot stand, but has an 

end. No one can enter a strong man’s house and plunder his goods, unless he first binds the strong man. And then he 

will plunder his house.”  (Mk 3:24-27).  The obvious implication of this teaching from our Lord is that division in the 

Church represents a grievous liability – one which Satan is able to exploit to the serious detriment of Christ’s 

kingdom. 

We may continue to wonder what the specific sin of ‘Blasphemy against the Holy Spirit’ was.  It features immediately 

after this last passage in Mark’s gospel.  Let me suggest it has something to do with attributing the authentic work of 

God (by His Spirit) to satanic operations/motivation, etc.  I’m not suggesting that our laissez faire attitude towards 

‘denominationalism’ is necessarily blasphemous but it does seem to me that it is highly dishonourable to God.  The 

practical consequence – strongly underscored here by Christ Himself – is that our corporate witness and testimony 

within the unbelieving world will be compromised.  The formal unity of the Body of Christ – His Church – is 

something so precious & important to God that we should strongly aspire towards achieving it as a collective 

ecclesiastical goal.  I am certain that such a realisation motivated the Westminster Assembly of Divines to spend 

years formulating the Westminster Standards in a humble, honourable attempt to establish Church unity in the 17th 

century.   

My recent reading through the Book of Leviticus persuades me to believe that so much of the particular instruction 

given to the priesthood concerning clean/unclean animals, leprosy, bodily discharges & various purification rites 

served pictorially as illustrations of the care to be exercised by those – especially in ecclesiastical leadership – 

commissioned to preach and teach the Word of God within the covenant community.  False doctrine is very much 

like a plague.  It spreads, festers & corrupts good manners, etc.   

Plainly, we are a long way from realising the goal which Christ sets for us.  But the way forwards PRACTICALLY is set 

out for us clearly in the New Testament.  In Paul’s letter to the Ephesian Church, He writes,  

“I, therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you to walk worthy of the calling with which you were called, with all 

lowliness and gentleness, with longsuffering, bearing with one another in love, endeavouring to keep the unity of the 

Spirit in the bond of peace. There is one body and one Spirit, just as you were called in one hope of your calling; one 

Lord, one faith, one baptism; one God and Father of all, who is above all, and through all, and in you all.” (4:1-6).   

Once more, the solemn exhortation for FORMAL unity is given to the Church.  He goes on to say that the gifting of 

the individuals within the Church is…. “for the equipping of the saints for the work of ministry, for the edifying of the 

body of Christ, till we all come to the unity of the faith and of the knowledge of the Son of God, to a perfect man, to 

the measure of the stature of the fullness of Christ;” (Eph 4:12-13).   

Now, in the verses that immediately follow on he writes, “that we should no longer be children, tossed to and fro and 

carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the trickery of men, in the cunning craftiness of deceitful plotting, but, 

speaking the truth in love, may grow up in all things into Him who is the head—Christ— from whom the whole body, 



joined and knit together by what every joint supplies, according to the effective working by which every part does its 

share, causes growth of the body for the edifying of itself in love.” 

Thus, Paul’s concern is plainly FORMAL VISIBLE UNITY – even as it exists in any case ‘SPIRITUALLY’ by virtue of their 

spiritual union with Christ.  But we all know by painful experience, how very difficult it is to bring about this unity.  So 

numerous are the points of disagreement between Christians and so long-standing have been some of the most 

entrenched disagreements (e.g. Baptism, Lord’s Supper, Eschatology, etc.) that it is practically impossible to envisage 

a time, yet future, when the Church of Jesus Christ is once more a VISIBLE UNITY with a SINGLE coherent syllabus of 

doctrine from first to last.   

And so we prevail with, perhaps reluctant, acceptance that we must learn to get along with one another and as is 

typically (& often) said, KEEP THE MAIN THINGS THE MAIN THINGS!  This of course sounds sensible enough but it 

begs several important and difficult questions: 

 What are the main things? 

 Who gets to decide what the main things are? 

 What’s the criteria for distinguishing between the main things and things more peripheral? 

Returning briefly to Ephesians 4, St Paul reckons the situation confronting the Ephesian saints like squabbling infants 

adrift at sea vulnerable to stormy waters.  The wind, whipping up the waters, Paul identifies with false teaching 

perpetrated by trickery, craftiness and deceit.  He advocates ‘speaking the truth in love’ (v15) to the end that 

maturity (from childhood remember) might ensue.  Notice that Paul, once more, identifies the role played by various 

organs & parts of the body in this UNIFYING process (v16).  It would appear then that God has gifted (promised to 

gift) individual saints – perhaps down through time! – with special skills of sifting out the wheat from the chaff in 

much the same way that the Old Testament priests were to identify real plague & leprosy from other more innocent 

anomalous scabs, etc.  [The parable of the wheat & tares (Math 13:36-43) & the wise & foolish virgins (Matt 25) 

cautions us against knowing for sure whether the fruit of our labours is authentically heavenly – we may not know 

before the final Judgement.] 

What is required then is the humility to “walk in a manner worthy of the calling to which you have been called with 

all humility and gentleness, with patience, bearing with one another in love, eager to maintain the unity of the Spirit 

in the bond of peace” (4:1-3) 

This might well entail multiple conversations (hopefully over coffee!) in an atmosphere of mutual love & respect.  

Not at all easy, perhaps, for Paul goes on to warn that NOETIC sin (i.e. sins of the mind – faulty logic, faulty 

reasoning, faulty presuppositions, faulty worldviews) are the principal cause of worldliness and wickedness in the 

pagan community…. 

“This I say, therefore, and testify in the Lord, that you should no longer walk as the rest of the Gentiles walk, in the 

futility of their mind, having their understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of God, because of the 

ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness of their heart; who, being past feeling, have given themselves 

over to lewdness, to work all uncleanness with greediness.” (Ep 4:17-19) 

…. And therefore we are not to be surprised that they linger within the best of us prohibiting us from reaching 

sound, valid and honourable conclusions, etc.   

Again, elsewhere this theme of DIVISIONS representing CARNALITY within the Church is to the fore in Paul’s letters.  

Consider several sections of his first letter to the Corinthian Church.  Immediately within the opening chapter he 

writes:  

“I appeal to you, brothers, by the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that all of you agree, and that there be no divisions 

among you, but that you be united in the same mind and the same judgment. For it has been reported to me by 

Chloe's people that there is quarrelling among you, my brothers. What I mean is that each one of you says, “I follow 

Paul,” or “I follow Apollos,” or “I follow Cephas,” or “I follow Christ.”  IS CHRIST DIVIDED? Was Paul crucified for you? 

Or were you baptized in the name of Paul?”  

Paul’s PLAIN MEANING here is clear!  Divisions are bad.  But that is not to say that recognising divisions is bad!!!!  

Rather, what IS bad is the putting up with divisions and the countenancing of factions within the Church.  Once 



again, this is so because METAPHYSICALLY, (i.e. in essence) truth is a unit.  Truth is ONE.  And so we must be very 

careful to present and articulate our ‘Christian Message’ as ONE message – in fact as the united narrative of God’s 

holy, infallible & perspicuous Word.   

At the Reformation, the integrity, authority & perspicuity (clearness) of the Scriptures came under attack.  Today, it 

is the UNITY of Scripture and the UNITY of the gospel that is under siege.  As long as we accept the contemporary 

existence of various so called ‘Christian voices’ out there in the (Christian) marketplace of ideas we are doomed.  As 

long as we think it acceptable for that group to say [A] and the group over there to say [AA’+B] and the group round 

the corner to say [A-B], we have lost the plot!  Rather, we must strive once more – over very many cups of coffee! – 

to establish just what is the authentic, objective, orthodox message of the Bible and COLLECTIVELY affirm it. 

Moreover, since truth is ANTITHETICAL by nature (i.e. A is not Non-A) we must be prepared to contend for the truth 

when it comes subtly under siege.  Hence, Scripture teaches supernatural/miraculous (special) creation by God at 

the dawn of earth history.  Simply affirming creation is not enough!  Since implied in Darwinism & evolutionism is the 

notion of an alternative narrative of ‘creation’ we may – nay, we MUST – assert, Darwinism & evolutionism are 

FALSE!  NB.  Many today seeking to avoid this confrontation with unbelief think it preferable to SIMPLY (= 

simplistically) affirm ‘creation’ whilst being somewhat ambivalent about the attendant science.  They effectively wish 

to avoid causing offense, sensing (perhaps correctly!) that their hearers might well be willing to countenance a 

(metaphysically) vague sort of notion of ‘creation’ without having to spill blood over any of the details (e.g. no death 

before the Fall!) necessary implied. 

AGAIN…. The whole of 1Cor 3 addresses this matter. 

“But I, brothers, could not address you as spiritual people, but as people of the flesh, as infants in Christ. I fed you 

with milk, not solid food, for you were not ready for it. And even now you are not yet ready, for you are still of the 

flesh. For while there is jealousy and strife among you, are you not of the flesh and behaving only in a human way? 

For when one says, “I follow Paul,” and another, “I follow Apollos,” are you not being merely human?  What then is 

Apollos? What is Paul? Servants through whom you believed, as the Lord assigned to each. I planted, Apollos 

watered, but God gave the growth. So neither he who plants nor he who waters is anything, but only God who gives 

the growth. He who plants and he who waters are one, and each will receive his wages according to his labour. For 

we are God's fellow workers. You are God's field, God's building. According to the grace of God given to me, like a 

skilled master builder I laid a foundation, and someone else is building upon it. Let each one take care how he builds 

upon it. For no one can lay a foundation other than that which is laid, which is Jesus Christ.  Now if anyone builds on 

the foundation with gold, silver, precious stones, wood, hay, straw— each one's work will become manifest, for the 

Day will disclose it, because it will be revealed by fire, and the fire will test what sort of work each one has done. If 

the work that anyone has built on the foundation survives, he will receive a reward. If anyone's work is burned up, he 

will suffer loss, though he himself will be saved, but only as through fire.” (1Cor 3:1-15) 

Again, the analogy of childhood is adopted by Paul.  He equates the prevalence of divisions within the Church as 

baby-like!  The jealousy & strife he alludes to concerns DOCTRINAL PREFERENCE.  The right way, he says, to 

recognise and appreciate DIVERSITY within the unity of Christ’s Church is in terms of talent, skill, calling & gifting, etc.  

God uses the collection of His people to promote spiritual growth & integrity.  But notice, the Church is ONE field, 

ONE building (v9).  Paul says he laid ‘A’ (i.e. ONE) foundation.  The allusion to wood, hay & straw seem then to 

reference such doctrines as are incompatible (disharmonious) with the foundation Paul had laid in contrast to his to 

allusion to gold, silver and precious stones which evidently reference Biblically sound doctrines (e.g. divine 

sovereignty, Trinity, incarnation, election, the Covenant of Grace, etc.).   

“Do you not know that you are God's temple and that God's Spirit dwells in you? If anyone destroys God's temple, 

God will destroy him. For God's temple is holy, and you are that temple.” (1Cor 3:16-17) 

Once again, there is a VERY STRONG WARNING against those who would undermine or else deny this notion of 

essential UNITY inherent in the gospel.  This reference to the Church as a temple is striking.  It points us backwards to 

the Old Testament temple which was constructed most carefully and very precisely indeed according to precise 

instructions given to Moses by the Lord.  (see Ex 25:40). 

These closing words of 1Cor 3 are intriguing: 



“Let no one deceive himself. If anyone among you thinks that he is wise in this age, let him become a fool that he may 

become wise. For the wisdom of this world is folly with God. For it is written, “He catches the wise in their craftiness,” 

and again, “The Lord knows the thoughts of the wise, that they are futile.” So let no one boast in men. For all things 

are yours, whether Paul or Apollos or Cephas or the world or life or death or the present or the future—all are yours, 

and you are Christ's, and Christ is God's.” (18-23) 

Paul seems then to warn against adopting a certain ‘worldly-wisdom’ in computing Biblical truth.  He warns against 

‘craftiness’ arising from ad hominem sorts of arguments (“let no one boast in men”).  He concludes by pointing us to 

the UNIVERSALITY of God’s truth, reminding us that ALL THINGS pertain to Christ and so ultimately, as Christ and 

God are mystically ONE, so too must the TRUTH of God be a unit too! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2. Practical Implications! 

The practical implications of all of this are far-reaching.  Surely they are revolutionary.  I dare to maintain that IF we 

as fellow Christians come to embrace the truth of which I speak, the resulting health and impetus for real healing 

and invigoration of the Christian Church will be considerable.  Consider the prospective blessing from the Lord: 

 

Behold, how good and pleasant it is when brothers dwell in unity! 

2 It is like the precious oil on the head, running down on the beard, 

on the beard of Aaron, running down on the collar of his robes! 

3 It is like the dew of Hermon, which falls on the mountains of Zion! 

For there the Lord has commanded the blessing, life forevermore. 

(Ps 133) 

 

Since truth is a unit and since the laws of logic are, in Dr Bahnsen’s famous words, “the way that God thinks and the 

way therefore He expects us to think”, there exists a MORAL IMPERITIVE for us to actually pursue the truth.  We 

simply cannot allow a contradiction to settle in our minds.  Dr Bahnsen reminds us that the thief is inclined to say, 

“This is not my wallet” and then think to himself “But it’s not the case that this is not my wallet”.  i.e. the thief 

entertains a lie.  The lie manifests itself as a contradiction.  A more honourable person finding the lost wallet would 

immediately INTUIT his obligation to restore the wallet to its rightful owner.  God is the sovereign Ordainer and 

Creator of all things.  Therefore, all truth is God’s truth.  We must not wrestle any part of God’s scheme – His divine 

decree if you like – from its proper place.  Nor may we attach to it any other significance or meaning save that which 

He Himself attaches to it.  In other words, we are to ‘think God’s thoughts after Him’ and to ‘take every thought 

captive to Christ’ – i.e. to understand it ALONG WITH ITS OBJECTIVE IMPORTANCE even as God Himself comprehends 

& measures it.  All of this is rehearsed at length and with much greater rigour and clarity by Dr Cornelius Van Til and 

Dr Bahnsen who duly acknowledges his debt of appreciation to Van Til.  Collectively, we find ourselves ‘sitting on the 

shoulders of giants’ that have gone before us.  How wonderfully this all resonates with St Paul in Eph 4:11 – “And He 

Himself gave some to be apostles, some prophets, some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers, for the 

equipping of the saints for the work of ministry, for the edifying of the body of Christ, till we all come to the unity of 

the faith.” 



Some Further Related Thoughts: 

A. Labelling one’s position(s) 

In ascertaining just what someone PRESENTLY believes we tend to find it helpful to designate ‘labels’ that 

encapsulate (hopefully) the position in a sort of summary fashion.  E.g. Calvinist, creationist, open theist, 

pietist, etc.  Many Christians are instantly offended when they hear their own position as an ‘ism’ – out there 

in the market-place of ideas.  They often ‘bark back’, with a supposed moral superiority, attacking the of the 

one doing the labelling, citing St Paul in 1 Cor 1 & 3 – “I am of Paul, I am of Apollos”, etc.  But they overlook 

the practice of various NT authors throughout the NT identifying false teaching and not infrequently 

attaching a label – e.g. the Pharisees, the Sadducees, the Samaritans, the Circumcision (Acts 15:1ff; Gal 2:12; 

Eph 2:11; Phil 3:3); the Nicolaitans (Rev 2:6, 15).  It seems then that labels are useful INTERMEDIATE tools 

whereby we might BEGIN honourably to establish the integrity of what lies behind them.   

Wesley & Whitfield, I contend, would not have baulked at the terms ‘Armenian’ and ‘Calvinist’ being 

attributed to their respective theological convictions.  Moreover, I reckon that each would have profoundly 

agreed that it was necessary, if challenging, to wrestle with integrity with the mass of doctrinal evidence for 

each respective position with the honourable end in view of establishing proper orthodoxy & balance, etc.   

It is MUCH, MUCH easier of course to bang heads together and urge for more TOLERATION and a 

CONCILIATORY outlook!  ‘Let’s just agree to differ’ is the maxim typically felt & often ‘rebukingly’ 

pronounced.  I propose, then, that labels are not intrinsically sinister.  Rather the acceptance of FACTIONS 

within the UNITY of Christ’s Church is.  What is needed, then, is to work through the particular point(s) of 

controversy and establish, for the entire Christian Church, what is the correct/true Biblical perspective on 

the relevant issues.  Arianism had its day; so too did Gnosticism and Marcionism and Romish Catholicism and 

Amyraldism – to list but a few!   

 

B. Systematic Theology 

The great need of the hour is for Christian leaders to possess a more ‘holistic’ appreciation of Biblical truth.  

It is much to be feared that we are awash within contemporary evangelicalism with preachers/teachers who 

subliminally suppose that they have an adequate grasp of God’s overall plans/purposes through their 

acquaintance with the NT.  Their relative of ignorance of the OT Scriptures is considered a minor concern!  

Epistemologically, we cannot KNOW the true meaning or significance of any fact unless we know the true 

meaning & significance of EVERY fact.  Obviously, that is ordinarily impossible, for none of us possesses 

comprehensive knowledge.  But God does!  Therefore, it behoves us to comprehend all things in the light of 

His word.  The psalmist says it explicitly, “With You is the fountain of life; in Your light we see light” (Ps 30:6).  

It follows that a comprehensive knowledge of the Scriptures is the necessary pre-requisite for the proper 

understanding of God’s world and God’s plan/purpose in history to secure its redemption.  It is the goal of 

‘Systematic Theology’ to help us as Christians see how ALL the interconnected pieces of God’s redemptive 

plan (like a giant jigsaw puzzle) fit together.   

 

C. Logic, Truth and Obligation and  

When we speak about a certain matter we should do so in such a way as to present an argument.  The 

argument is a chain of statements (called propositions) in which the truth of the conclusion is asserted on 

the basis of the other(s).  Biblically, we are supposed to argue in this way.  God Himself says, ‘Come now and 

let us reason together….’ (Is 1:18).  Enquiries (and their respective arguments) may be pursued INDUCTIVELY 

or DEDUCTIVELY.  For a sound deductive argument (one which naturally leads to a particular result) the 

conclusion has to be true if the premise is true.  Inductive arguments are those that follow on from a limited 

set of particulars and posit a probability.  They are less definite than deductive arguments; we may say they 

are provisionally true – being always open to falsification.  At best, we can describe inductive arguments as 

cogent.  They are likely to be true given the premises.  Some inductive arguments are weak; others are 

strong.  Syllogisms are a whole class of ‘spurious’ arguments which we designate ‘fallacies’.  Sophistry (false 

reasoning) regrettably too readily convince us all (Christians and none Christians).  The Christian ought to be 

trained and taught how to think critically & to marshal his thoughts to bring them all to the bar of Scripture 

(God) in subjection to Christ.  For ‘though we walk in the flesh, we do not war according to the flesh. For the 

weapons of our warfare are not carnal but mighty in God for pulling down strongholds, casting down 



arguments and every high thing that exalts itself against the knowledge of God, bringing every thought into 

captivity to the obedience of Christ.’ (2Cor 10:3-6).  Moreover, compelling truth, when properly 

comprehended, leads to obligation.  Traditionally, Christians have discoursed about their DUTY to God and 

their duty towards their fellow man.  We need to recover that tight connection.  Jesus indicted the 

hypocrites of His day by saying, “We played the flute for you, and you did not dance; we mourned to you, and 

you did not weep.” (Luke 7:32).  CS Lewis said that the goal of education is to teach the child to respond to 

each situation and circumstance in life with ‘ordinate affections’.  Ordinate affections are those feelings & 

impulses in our hearts that properly correspond to God’s own affections.  We should feel as He feels.  But 

naturally, we don’t!  Moreover, we should act on them.  If our families and fellow countrymen face the real 

prospect of invasion and tyrannical overthrow of honourable government, we must be willing to lay down 

our lives as soldiers in a war effort.  Jesus said, “Why do you call me Lord, Lord but do not what I say?” (Lk 

6:46).  Again, the parable of the talents targets precisely this failure within us.  God has saved us and 

entrusted us with word and sealed us with His Spirit.  He has explicitly and implicitly commissioned us to 

serve Him in this world for the remainder of our days.  We are to invest our talents and time in the 

advancement of His kingdom.  If we receive His truth and sit on our hands, are we not like the wicked 

servant who buried his talent under the ground?  

 

D. Not Primary vs Secondary but Weighty vs Lightweight 

The proper (i.e. BIBLICAL) way then to comprehend the disparate elements of a body of doctrine is to 

differentiate between those truths that are ‘weighty’ and those that are RELATVELY ‘light’.  In Matt 23, Jesus 

rails, “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For you pay tithe of mint and anise and cumin, and have 

neglected the weightier matters of the law: justice and mercy and faith. These you ought to have done, 

without leaving the others undone. Blind guides, who strain out a gnat and swallow a camel!” 

Evidently, tithing mint and cumin were features of OT ceremonial Law.  As such they were to be duly 

practised.  However, of much greater importance in the overall scheme of God’s revealed will was (i) the 

execution of justice in the civil realm; (ii) the exercise of mercy towards a penitent brother; and (iii) the 

general fidelity of all parties (personal, & especially public) in the keeping of covenantal promises, etc.  

Again, many Christians are very sensitive to another’s sin regarding the manner of their spoken expression.  

Any display of anger or passion is frequently subject to their immediate censure.  But if the subject matter 

(e.g. abortion or deep-state political corruption) is intrinsically a serious matter against which God has plainly 

spoken clearly and solemnly, etc., then at times passion and vehement expression of indignation is properly 

warranted.  This latter example seems to me to serve well as an example of ‘straining out gnats while 

swallowing camels’.  The use of camels & gnats metaphorically connotes a difference of ‘weight’ in the 

particular sins or duties under consideration.  Cornelius Van Til ventures to affirm frequently in his writing 

the INTER-CONNECTEDNESS of all doctrine.  He is wont to perceive the various parts (the MANY) as 

collectively a multifaceted organic unity (the ONE).  An attack on any part constitutes an attack on the 

whole.  Perhaps for this reason one (Luther?) famously wrote, “If I profess, with the loudest voice and the 

clearest exposition, every portion of the truth of God except precisely that little point which the world and the 

devil are at that moment attacking, I am not confessing Christ, however boldly I may be professing 

Christianity. Where the battle rages the loyalty of the soldier is proved; and to be steady on all the battle-field 

besides is mere flight and disgrace to him if he flinches at that one point.”  Amen! 

 

E. Contending for the faith vs being Contentious 

Given the black and white (antithetical) nature of truth, sensitivity to (i) falsehoods or (ii) doctrinal 

distortions of it does not therefore constitute being ‘critical’ or ‘negative’, etc.  This is something I am very 

frequently charged with.  Of course, it is very possible indeed that one’s manner may be proud, patronising, 

intimidating, aggressive, etc.  For such reasons, Peter urged his hearers to ‘sanctify the Lord God in your 

hearts, and always be ready to give a defence to everyone who asks you a reason for the hope that is in you, 

with meekness and fear’ (1 Pet 3:15).  Again, Jesus instructs His disciples to be ‘wise as serpents but gentle as 

a dove’ (Matt 10:16).  I contend that the prevalent tendency among so called ‘Evangelical Christians’ today is 

to be unduly GREY – to sit on the fence and prevaricate, etc.  The presumption seems increasingly to be that 

we may (at times we must!) be duly NEUTRAL to avoid causing offence.  We must tip-toe around 

controversies and avoid speaking in such a way as might ‘condemn what another has said’.  Scripture warns 



us clearly against being diffident.  ‘Woe to those that call good evil and evil good’ (Is 5:20).  Again, Paul 

decries ambivalence in our expression, for “if the trumpet makes an uncertain sound, who will prepare for 

battle?” (1Cor 14:8). 

 

F. Victimisation?! 

All too frequently, I am accused of displaying a ‘victim-mentality’.  My close friends and family reckon I’ve a 

‘victim-complex’.  Why?  They perceive that when others disagree with something I’ve said I too easily take 

offense.  From my perspective, the disagreement however needs addressing; the points of difference need 

to be carefully laid bare and each point in turn needs to be shown to be duly warranted as part of a larger 

paradigm in order to ascertain where the truth lies.  After all, ‘our hearts are deceitful above all things and 

desperately wicked’ (Jer 17:9).  We must reckon with the ‘noetic’ effects of sin in our minds as well as its 

moral pollution of our hearts.  St Paul writes to the Ephesians, ‘This I say, therefore, and testify in the Lord, 

that you should no longer walk as the rest of the Gentiles walk, in the futility of their mind, having their 

understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of God, because of the ignorance that is in them, 

because of the blindness of their heart’ (Eph 4:17,18).  Wherefore, we must recognise the honourable 

motivation of saints wishing to resolve those difficulties doctrinally that lie before them.  The great Jonathan 

Edwards resolved early in life to “when thinking of any theorem in divinity to be solved, immediately to do 

what I can towards solving it, if circumstances don't hinder” (#11).  That it has been perceived by close family 

& friends that I have reacted poorly towards those expressing a contrary ‘point of view’ is most certainly 

dishonourable if I have lapsed, in my response, into an ‘ad hominem’ attack.  But it is just possible also that I 

have sought honourably to identify the fallacy or, more generally, the invalidity of the contrary argument.  In 

any case, I heartily agree with Edwards’ thirty-first resolution: “Resolved, never to say anything at all against 

anybody, but when it is perfectly agreeable to the highest degree of Christian honour, and of love to 

mankind, agreeable to the lowest humility, and sense of my own faults and failings, and agreeable to the 

golden rule; often, when I have said anything against anyone, to bring it to, and try it strictly by the test of 

this Resolution.” 

 

G. Hearing isn’t always Hearing! 

In Mark 4:23, Jesus says, ‘He who has ears let him hear’.   Again, in vs 24-25 He says, “Take heed what you 

hear. With the same measure, you use, it will be measured to you; and to you who hear, more will be given. 

For whoever has, to him more will be given; but whoever does not have, even what he has will be taken away 

from him.”  These verses plainly imply that we must be duly careful for how we hear and understand the 

Word of God.  We are to hear it ACCOUNTABLY.  We are to respond to its injunctions and run in the direction 

towards where they point.  In doing so, God promises to bless us with further light and illumination.  But 

alongside that great promise stands a terrible threat: that God will remove from us the measure of light and 

illumination He has granted to us if in fact we neglect to embrace it, obey it and as the wise man, build our 

lives upon it, etc.   

 

H. The Visible Church is not the Invisible Church 

Great care must surely be exercised when we venture to discuss perceived shortcomings in the Church of 

Christ.  On the one hand, we need to affirm strongly the love of God/Christ for His Bride – the Church and so 

speak in such terms as leave no confusion nor doubt in the minds of our hearers that we love and cherish 

the universal Church of Christ.  This love is echoed throughout the Psalms as a love for ‘Zion’.  Psalm 48 

serves as a wonderful example of such ordinate affection in the heart of any true saint (Christian).  However, 

the VISIBLE manifestation of Christ’s Church at any moment in history may be very corrupt indeed.  Apostasy 

has been rife throughout two millennia!  Therefore, it is surely legitimate and duly honourable to speak of 

the Church’s humiliation and even of her defection (in OT Israel’s idolatry/spiritual adultery), of her need to 

repent, to turn from compromise and to spurn false doctrine, etc.  This is plainly the manner in which Jesus 

Himself addresses some of the Churches in Asia Minor (Rev 2-3); it is the heart cry of Daniel (Ch 9) and of 

Ezra (Ch 9).  It is again a common theme found within the Psalms (e.g. Ps 79).  Care then must be exercised 

ALSO by those hearing a criticism of the wider visible church.  They must not necessarily impugn the one 

venturing to express a ‘criticism’ of prevalent/current practice in the wider evangelical community with guilt 

for impugning a particular local expression of that wider constituency.  To be sure, there may be some actual 



overlap and relevant application.  But it is not necessarily the case.  And it is no real trouble for those 

entrusted with the care and shepherding of the local flock to ask whether the criticism is valid.  If it isn’t, 

good.  If it is, even better! 

 

I. Final Warning! 

I have already alluded to the sin of blasphemy against Holy Spirit.  I wish to finish by acknowledging again the 

very real danger confronting us all – but perhaps, especially others, like myself, who are inclined to ‘smell a 

rat’ particularly when there are none!  Jesus warns those who saw and heard His own ministry and who 

judged it to be a ‘work of Satan’.  Indicting the Church of Christ for compromise, error and heresy where 

there is none is plainly a very serious matter.  Honour is to be granted where honour is due.  The Fifth 

commandment positively requires that Church members speak respectfully of those who rule over them, 

ascribing to them ‘double-honour’.  May the Lord so enlarge all of our hearts, and this poor man’s especially’ 

to do just that! 
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