
British Reformed Journal 

A 100~~~®1f @ff (C®rn©@rrm 
. 1 orthodoxy and the Writings of 

Doctr1na JJ@fu® }00ru~1£fu ®Ir 

Critically Reviewed 
by 

Paul Fahy 
© Paul Fahy 1998 Printed herewith by Permission. 

INTRODUCTION 

I
t is with consider~ble sadness that I have been for~ed ~o draw up this paper. I a~ aware that 
John MacArthur 1s on the vanguard of the conse1 vat1ve, Protestant, platfonn m the USA. 

His tapes and writings have been a considerable blessing and sell in their millions across the 
world. He has stood up to contend for the faith in areas where some have been silent, and is 
seen, by many, to be following the steps of Martyn Lloyd-Jones . Some of his books have 
greatly encouraged me and his tapes have been used by my friends . I am also aware of his 
considerable practical support in the ministry of a friend who distributes the Grace to You 
materials in the UK. For these reasons I have held back, for some time, from analysing his 
teaching in any detail; the occasional error which crept in was treated as a glitch which could 
be forgiven. However, with what I now know to be his clear position, especially since the 
publication of his study Bible, it behoves me to draw up my concerns which I will send to 
him requesting his comments. His errors in certain areas are not occasional blips, which could 
be put down to poor editing from spoken sermons, but are positions which represent his clear 
stand on certain doctrines. It is my contention that these doctrines are aberrations from the 
historical development of mainline Protestantism. Nevertheless , it is with a heavy heart that 
I do this all the same. 

The scope of this study will cover the following subjects: 
1 A_universal view of the doctrines of grace as opposed to particularism. 
2 D1spensationalism. 
3 Erroneous Christology. 

Some may feel that · t 1 d . · ul •t 1 ems an 2 are widely held and hardly constitute heresy. Their pop-
an Y may be true but th ·11 · · b n-side d h . ey are stI divers10ns from historic , Biblical faith , and must e co 

re ere. Item 3 Is very · Wh · bf sca-
tion regard· 1 h senous. at IS more, there seems to have been some O u 
withdraw fmg 

0
h n MacArthur 's views on this from time to time. We are commanded to 

rom t ose wh h Id · are 
unbiblical th O 

. 
0 a false Christology (2 John 9-10). If MacArthur 's views . 

' e results are sign 'f If y sen-
ous situation here. 1 icant. we take all the items together, we have a ver 

An introduct . . . ory pomt 1s a · l · teach-
mg? I ask this out f . queStion, to whom is MacArthur accountable to for us 
whom I'm informo dg~nume interest I know that he has a very able editor as a co-work~r, 

e Is very th 1 · · I error in 
- ____________ e_o~o~g=1c=a=ll~y_:a~w~a~re~.~If~h~e~s~p~o~ts~a~th~e=o:lo:g:1c~a----
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, teaching does this get discussed and dealt with? The evidence wo Id 
Arthur s · ' . . D _ . u suggest 

Mac ' t or that the editor ag1ees . oes the leadership of MacArthur 's ch h h . doesn , . . . . . . urc ave 
that it h. , ? Does MacA1thu1 allow d1sc1phne by other national colleagues? M .· into t 1s . . . h . . . y expe11-
input . 1 e churches/orgarn sat1ons , w o have a chansmat1c powerful teacher at th h 1 with arg .· . . . . e e m, 
ence . no one who can b11ng conection , even 1f there 1s someone able to see th d 

h t there 1s e nee . 
is t a e for John MacArthur I wonder? 
Is this the cas 

1. A Universal view of the Doctrines of Grace 
The main source material for this section will be John MacArthur 's (hereinafter 

M A) book, The Love of God.1 Page numbers given thus : (p.18). 
1 

;he question of God 's love for everyone is a subject of cunent controversy. 
Certain areas of the Refo~ed church have been in conflict over this for some time. 
There are two issues flowing from one concept. 

The root question is: 
(i) is the grace of God universal or particular? 

This opens up to: 

A further question is: 

(i)a Did Jesus die for all men or just the elect? 
(i)b Does God love everyone equally? 

(ii) What is the historical Reformed position on this? 

Now there just is not space here to open this up extensively.2 Taking the last 
question first , there is no doubt that the overwhelming historic position is that the 
atonement is limited to the elect, it is 'particular ' not universal. It is not possible to 
deny this historically. One can argue that Calvin was not as extreme as later 
Calvinists, as some have tried, but even that is an impossible argument in the face 
of Calvin's Treatise on Predestination. If his Institutes were not emphatic on this 
point, this cannot be said of his Treatise on Predestination. 

The Synod of Dordt makes this absolutely clear, but even the Westminster 
Confession, the foundation of English and American Presbyterianism ( and hence 
Reformed theology) is unequivocal, as this sample shows: 

All those whom God hath predestinated unto life , and those only. He is pleased, in 
His appointed and accepted time , effectually to call ... (10.1) 
This effectual call is of God's free and special grace alone , not from anything at all 
lo~eseen in man: who is altogether passive therein, [i.e. it does not result from man 's 
faith] until, being quickened and renewed by the Holy Spirit ... (10.2) 
0thers 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. (10.4) · 

~:::;~, from all eternity, decree to justify all_t~e _elect [and them alo~e]. _(11.~) . 
d Jesus ... purchased, not only reconczlzatwn, but an everlastmg 111heutance 

1 Published b W 
2 If Y ordBooks, USA 1996. 

any reade · · . . 
_ r IS interested, I have a small booklet on the subject. Contact via editor of BRJ. 
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. , /(Jr all those whom the Father hath ~iven um H· 
· / r of /rem·en.. · · • · f H. I · ~ (8 in till' k111gt 011 •. 1 1

. JI' tire 11 ,andestatwn q ts g 01 y, some men and · .S) 
I .. 'l' of Goe .. , 1· . . t . d angel~ 8\' rlrc < <'l 1< · 1 . . 1 life. and others . 01 eo1ua111e to everlastino 1 · are 

- _ . • 1111110 e\'CI' mtr/18 . "'Geath . (3 J) 
eredc.,fl!IU . . 

. 1 estion is solved, Reformed theology states categ . 
I histonca qu , . h . 0 ncalJy h 

So. 11~ ·. . . , 1 . That this is the case m t e Bible need not be t at 
._ lr··KC 1s pa1t1cu a1. . . proved h 

God~ c
1
• . . 1 , ippottino texts m the Westminster Confession or th ere, 

1t·1non ot t 1e st O e Can 
a consu ' . ·I tint this is true. Some are vessels of wrath made ford ~ns 
f Oordt will s 10w ' . ~ . estruct10 0 p . 16 -4) others are chosen for h1 e accordmg to God 's good I n 

(Rm. 9:22: 10v. · , P easure 
(Eph. l: ll -12). . . 

If God 's grace is only for some, then his love must be particular as well. If Goct 

t Cl1al10 e then he cannot put his love upon people who will not know that lo canno c , ve 
in Hell. Condemned sinners in Hell do not have the love of God upon them. If God 
loves, he loves to the uttermost because God can only do things perfectly. Those he 
loves. he will love forever. Any textual difficulty must be understood in the light of 
the analogy of the faith . Texts like Jn. 3: 16, 1 Tim. 2:4 etc. cannot be interpreted in 
a way that denies what scripture elsewhere shows is a clear doctrine (i.e. they can­
not be interpreted universalistically). In any case, a universalistic interpretation of 
these passages goes too far. To say that God loves every man because he loves the 
whole world leads to outright universalism since Jn. 3: 17 says that the world will be 
saved and 1 Tim. 2:6 says that Jesus is a ransom for all. Such an interpretation 
destroys Christianity and empties Hell. 

Also there is the question of how God can love any sinner at all . Sinners can only 
be loved because they are in Christ. God loves his Son, and only what is in his Son. 
The elect were placed into Christ before the foundation of the world (Eph. 1 :4 ). It 
is because the elect are in Christ that they can be loved. Now the wicked (reprobate) 
are never placed in Christ, and therefore, cannot be loved. To make this distinction 
clear, God detem1ined that twice the inspired word would state categorically that 
God hates specific people (not nations). Romans 9: 13 is a quote from Malachi 1 :2-
3. Such repetitions are to emphasise an important theological point. Apart from this 
there are multiple references to God hating the wicked throughout the Old 
TeSlament, especially in the Psalms. There is not one text which states that God 
loves every man. 

God loves the elect and hates the wicked. We can have it no other way. This aris-
es from God 's p rt' 1 . . • mber that 
h . a icu ar grace m the Gospel. Jesus died for a specific nu . 
e definitely save 'f h y believe. s h . s, not everyone whom he only potentially saves, 1 t e 
uc a view puts l . . d' t and con-

d · sa vation tn the hands of man which scripture contra ic s 
em~s (~m. 9:16; Jn. 1:13; Eh. 2 :8) . -

H1stoncally so C . _P h shness ot 
God 's d ' me alvmists have tried to mitigate the apparent a~ M ·es 

. ecree ( who . M Itke os 
Amyraut t . d are we to thmk God 's stated purpose is harsh?) . en lessly 

ne to demon t . go hope 
astray ( . s rate a median position but such systems · flu -

many of his foll arently 10 
· owers completely apostacised). Others , app, 
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· .. 1 by ;\,nyraut (hence Amyraldianisrn) ,3 also t • d -. 
~11'-;1..: ( . , . · . • • • . , . ne to develo , 

I !vised uron cl sincere love of God for the r . b P an offer of the oospe (. . - . epro ate . Men like A 
. t,ecornc a model for 20th century four point Cal . . ndrew FuJler 

have . I . hi . l v1rnsts. The prob! . 
. • from lx:mg un JI 1cc1 , you cannot take part of th d . em 1s that, 

aritri. , • , · , · . e octnnes of , 
• 1,, Lil f'tlling 1111.o confusion . Four pornt Calvinists c· h grace away 

w11,,o ' . . _ · · 1.e. t ose who d . 
. Limited Atonement) are inconsistent. The proof of th dd . . 0 not beheve 
111 . . . e pu mg 1s the h · t 
I-_. 1,,st 80 years or so. An Armin1an1sed Calvinism (if su h h' . is ory of 

11~ '· . _ . · c a t mg 1s possible · 
··God is sovereign , but he loves everyone, Just respond to th G ' 1._e. 

J d II . . e ospel and you will 
he saved"), has e to appa mg circumstances in the chu h . E . . , , . . . re es. asy behev1sm, 
lv•scd on God s Jove , hc:Ls poured countless numbers of sup rt· • 1 . 
1,u , . . · e JCla converts mto 
Evangelical churches and we are now reapmg the whirlwind. 

In light of this what does J McA have to say? 

Unfortunate I y,. as i~ other areas , J McA's teaching is confused and contradictory. 
First he agrees with Prnk that God 's sovereignty in applying his love must be stat­
ed (p.13) calling it a "crucial point" and "certainly valid". He admits that "It is 
.fi,/ly to think that God loves all alike, or that He is compelled to ... love everyone 
equally". Then he dismisses Pink 's argument stating that God Joves sinners with 
"sincere love" (p. 14 ). He adds that many who are recipients of God 's love spurn it 
and store up wrath , quoting Rm . 2:5, yet Paul does not even mention the word 'love ' 
in this passage. Paul 's argument is that God providentially provides for man 's needs 
on the earth, even evil men . Those who ignore God 's provision add to their sins. 
There is no 's incere love ' here. 

JMcA acknowledges that scripture contains references to God hating some peo­
ple. He also recognises that the suggestion that God hates the sin while loving the 
sinner is a falsehood (p.14 ). Instead, JMcA takes the position that God can love and 
hate sinners al the same time, drawing from human experience of this. Here he miss­
es the whole point. God is not like us; if he loves, he loves perfectly to the end; if 
he hates, he hates perfectly and finally. Man Joves one minute and hates the next 
because he is ruled by passion and cannot do anything righteously. JMcA gives no 
text to support his position (p. 15) and his footnote (footnote 15, p.228) is pure con­
fusion : "Contradictory volitions cannot exist in His mind. What I am saying is this: 
God in a real and sincere sense hates the wicked because of their sin,· yet in a real 
and sincere sense He also has compassion, pity, patience, and true affect~on_ for 
them hecause ri His own loving nature". He says that God has no con~radic~i?ns 
then states that he has contradictory affections, gives no expJanation of this positwn 
a~d no scriptural proof for it. Is this good teaching? The Bible teaches tha_t God has 
sunplicity, he does not do complicated, contradictory things at the sam_e tim~. . 

Th . d t ds nor believes m hm-e root of JMcA's confusion is that he neither un ers an , . 
ited , . . . b . · sing to forg1 ve, offer-- atonement. He pictures God as lovmg smners Y· promtL . . , . 
3 In A . . . . . n and only particular m its apph-

. myrald1an1sm , grace is made universal in the provision of salvatJO . 
1 

yone (all men 
cat,o Th . . . G d h thet1cally oves ever , 

n, ere 1s a ' hypothetical ' universal predestination . 0 ypo • d to avoid the idea of 
could b ., . . . . h Ject Amyraut tne e saved, Christ died /-or all) but only gives grace to t e e · . · · Goo . . . h t· h · . Amyraldian pos1t1on . 
_ prcdestmatmg reprobates. JMcA appears to adopt muc O 1 is 
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. d leading with sinners, yet these people still go to l_J 

sav10ur an p . . . f . nell (p 15 
ing Jesus as (that God 's mercy m prov1s1on o ram etc. prove G d' · 

H. s arguments . . . S. o s lov ) 
para. 3). 1 ve God 's mercy m prov1s10n. mners get the ben f' e 

f ded They pro l O . . e It of th 
are un oun · . h God overrules for the e ect. r again his argument th e 
earth 's bounty which. desire for repentance shows a misunderstanding aft God's 

· hown by is O God' 
love is s f ve will 4 None of the passages quoted to support th s 
decretive and prec~p t

1
he word ' love '. He also takes passages which are di~se argu-

( 16) contain rected to 
ments P: d lies them to the reprobate . 
the elect an app d 'f-.s: · h 1 b 

th r argument on the 1 1erence m uman ove etween love f He bases ano e . . or our 
. d love for one 's wife . Where 1n scnpture do we see God 's love def d 

neighbour an d b . ine 
. . . ated way? This argument breaks own ecause he 1s forced to ad . m this vaneg . " . . . ma 

1
. d state that God 's love for the elect 1s: mfzmte , eternal , saving love" rea 1ty an . . , 

hile God 's love for the reprobate 1s none of those thmgs (p.17). What love is it 
:en? JMcA thinks that whatever it is it is not hatred. But then why does God say 
that he hates the wicked? What does this mean if actually he does love them, but not 
that much, not enough to save them? When does he hate them ( as scripture says 
repeatedly) and at what point does he love them (as scripture does not say, but JMcA 
does)? This love is pretty poor isn 't it? It hates , yet it loves. It loves, but it doesn't 
love as much as it loves the elect. It doesn ' t love to the uttermost and does not save, 
is not eternal and is not infinite. If God is doing something which is not infinite, 
eternal and effective, then one has to ask: "Just what 'God ' is doing this?" Not the 
sovereign God of the Bible. These arguments of JMcA are confused and contradic­
tory. 

But things get worse. Quoting Calvin out of context (and not properly sourcing 
the quote), he misunderstands the difference Calvin makes between the call of the 
Gospel and irresistible grace (p.18). From this he draws the conclusion that Calvin 
teaches that God loves sinners, but has a special saving love for the elect. Yet at no 
point does Calvin say that God loves all men. The universal call is not predicated 
on a universal love, but a universal command to repent (Acts 17:30) . 

. Afte~ _this JMcA cites a number of theologians who are supposed to agree with 

his P0s1h0n. He gives no evidence for this ( the footnote reference he gives is a mis­
take). Although A · t nd some are myraldians and would support him, others were no a 
I could supply q t f uo es rom them which disagree with his position. 

JMcA then proc d . . nust 
und ee s to contradict himself again. He rightly says that we 1 

erstand God's 1 · . .f ect 
witho t bb ove 18 not m opposition to his hate both are "constant. pe,J' ' 

u e or fio G . ' · one 
moment a d w. od hzmself is immutable - unchanging. He is not lovmg d . 

n wrathful the " ( · t state 15 
the case first h 

1 
_next p.18). But that is exactly what he has JUS · . cy 

can onl; be ~ o~es a smner, then he condemns him in hate to Hell. C00ststenthe 
mamtamed if h l ' ' d hates 

reprobate always ~ one O ds that God loves the elect always an . ,,er 
4 God . o get out of the jam he got himself in he says, "we can ne . 

commands m , , ol 
repentanc (d en to repent (pr . . n the gracr 
_ e ecretive will). ecepttve will) but only decrees that the elect are give ---------------------------34 
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. rni,rehend these things". No, not if we hold his positi . . 
1,e~in tr> <- o on, everything is as 

•1s mud. 
clear'· h- ag·tin states truth that, God 's wrath and his love res It • G 

fhcn e ' . . . . . . . . . u m od 's glory . 
. ·ion of both are necessary and constitute parts of his et 1 1 . 

'fhc express . t· h . ema p an. God is 
... d ·n the condemnation o t e wicked (p.19). So how can heh 1 ,Ion! 1e t • • • . ave oved them? 

g ·t· this was planned from eternity, 1f God isolated those who would . . · 
And 1 • . • • h I receive his 

d rnnation from etermty, w y wou d he express love to them? This w ld 
con e . . h , . f'f . ou mean 
God did somethmg wh1c . was me ecttve, purposeless and contradicted his eternal 
plan. Is there one t~xt ::'h_1ch ~ugge_s,ts God does this pointless a~t? _ no, not one. Are 
there any texts which fit m w!th this scheme ~f God - yes , multitudes, God hates the 
wicked which he has determmed for destruct10n (see scripture refs. p.32 above). 

JMcA's first chapter is a hopeless confusion of contradictions. It points out great 
divine truths and then mingles them with arguments based on human emotions 
finally becoming hopelessly shipwrecked on the rock of irrationality. 

It is unfortunate that JMcA complicates the confusion by contradicting his own 
earlier arguments as the book goes on. In chapter two he states that, "love, accord­
in!? to Scripture , is not a helpless sensation of desire. Rather, it is a purposeful act 
of self-~ivin~. The one who ~enuinely loves is deliberately devoted to the one 
loved. This arises from the will - not from blind emotion. " (Emphasis mine, p .. 26.) 
If this is so, how can he argue that God loves sinners, yet they go to Hell? This love 
of God cannot be a "purposeful act of self-giving", and cannot be "genuine" or 
"devoted to the one loved". It cannot be from the will and must be blind emotion. 
JMcA condemns himself with his own words. This love he describes he says can be 
expressed by men (Christians). So the situation we have before us is that men can 
love each other, or God, in a better way than God loves certain people (sinners) . 

God 's love to the wicked is poverty stricken. . 
JMcA then emphasises this by stating that such pure love must give of itself, 

must lay down it's life. So if God 's love is pure, it results in self-giving for those he 
loves. This is true. God loves the elect and we know this love because Jesus laid 
down his life for us. But for JMcA, this destroys his earlier argument because God 's 
supposed love for the wicked does not lay down it's life for them, they got~ Hell. 
In other words JMcA has a choice here: either God does love sinners, but this love 
is poor, ineffective and not as good as our love; or, God does not love the reprobate 

at all. There is no other outcome. JMcA is hoisted by his own petard: . d 
One further point JMcA notes that God is a consuming fire and a n~hteous .JU ge 

Who h . . . ' . . d" t. directed if the sinners 
. as indignation every day. To whom is this m igna ion . d t that 
inht.he world are the objects of God's love? How can Go~ turnGa dbldm se~~s ~o the 
w tch i · · h me time? o oe 
I 

nc1tes his wrath in order to love them at t e sa . · h"dden in Christ 
e ect be h . · t behevers are i 
(C cause t ey are seen as in Christ from etemi Y, d G d ' wrath (which 
J ~I. 3:3). The reprobate are not, so how can they be loved an ° s 
esus said is over them now - Jn. 3:36) be hidden? God 's attributes 

JMcA continues his book with some very good chapters on ------=~~-=~:_:_-------
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11 here he departs from orthodox theolog ,, 
I art Yet eve " . . Y, He [G 

. 1 warm the ,e, · , . // infinite atonement , (emph. mine). JM A . oct 
wh1c, . / once fO! a . c is a f 
in Christ ] ma( e c~ t5) Calvinist. our 

. 1. ('i e. incons1sten h only apply God 's love only to the elect r . 
porn · h' t those w o . . , estnct G , 

He suggests t d . ·whelms God 's love with his hatred (p.85) S oct s 
. ··ty which ove1 . . . uch a p . 

love to a 111111011. . , . 'tent with scripture; it does not seem consistent . os1-
A Ys is inconsts B h b With stat 

tion JMc . sa , .. . usness and mercy. ut w at a out also being '. e-
, t God s g1 aclO . . . consiste 

111ents c1bou G d's J. ustice and wt ath, which get an equal menf nt 
ents about o . Ion? Wh 

with statem 
I 

much expression of one attnbute over another is s ff.' . 0 

to evaluate ,ow A I f u ICtent? 
are we hat scripture says. JMc can on y all back upon "It d · n, . only accept w . ,, Th . h. . ' oesn't 
vve can . . ., doesn't seem consistent . at 1s 1s evaluation, nothing 

em hefittmg ... t .~ . d . f G ' . more. 
~ · th t his positwn has an ma equate view o od s hohness J·u t· 
I would say a . d .c d" l , s Ice 

erfection and wrath. JMcA IS e1en mg on y one attribute fo h' ' ri ahteousness, P . , r 1m 
b whelm all the other attnbutes. But also what of Deut. 7·6-8 wh· h love must over . . . . · 1c 

I h Ws that God 's elective purpose IS with a mmonty people? God does clear y s o . . . not 
need a majority of human-kind to expenence his real l~ve for 1~ to be a sufficient 
testimony to his glory. JMcA's argum~nt goes ~gam~t ~cnptural precedent. 
Furthermore, this line of argument, yet agam, contradicts his lme of argument else-

where (p.133). 
The contradictions in this book are everywhere. On p.86, the author 's exposition 

of Jn.3: 16 attempts to defend the view that God loves all humanity, the word 'world ' 
(for him) means the human race. Forced by v.17 (see earlier) to restrict the scope of 
salvation, JMcA says that not every individual is redeemed, only humanity as a race. 
Therefore, the love spoken of in v.16 must have the same restriction, it is not applied 
to every individual, but God showed love to some, as well as redemption to some, 
in order to rescue the human race as an entity. JMcA's argumentation proves my 
case not his. Immediately after making this restriction (God saves only some not all) 
he states, without any evidence, that, therefore, "in a broad sense God's love is set 
on the whole human race, not just a remnant of elect individuals". What is worry­
ing is that JMcA and the editors have missed this glaring and obvious contradiction. 

JMcA tries to mitigate the strength of Rm. 9: 13 by referring to Mal. 1:2-3 (p.87). 
He argues that because Edom as a nation was debauched and abhorrent, God th05 

hated Esau. 6 By doing this he takes a clear text with more information and interpr~ 
5 Four p · t c I · · • . ·r d com-om a vmists are mcons1stent because the Doctrines of Grace hang together as a um ie ' 
plete system They l'k . 1 t cture crum­
b! El . · are 1 e a stone arch 1f you take away one of the stones the who e s ru Id c~:i· t d~ct~on (choice of who is saved) inevitably leads to a limited or defi~ite atonement. ~hybw~od 

s 1e 1or those who h b 1 I ·ven him Y (Jn l ?) 
0 1 

ave een se ected to destruction? Christ died for the peop e gi . t ensure 
tha~ tho~e :hone e sel. Why is there need for irresistible grace a further selective process? It is ~acrifice 

0 are e ected are a t II ' d t all have a · available for th If c ua Y converted, because not all are chosen an no Anninian 
Gospel the d1'st~m.. ~ou remove limited atonement you destroy election and introduce_dana that God 

' 10ction 10 m k · d • ' I The I e h 
applies the sacrifice f h. an 10 !s then determined by those who obey the G?spe · . monstrous. T e 
majority of the v I of is ~on umversally, then only utilises a part of its efficacy is 
6 a ue o Chnst' bl d gu-

By the way, JMcA contradi s . 00 woul?, therefore, be wasted. . act he uses mY ar 
~em on this page! cts himself again by saying the opposite on p.127, m f ----------

36 



A Matter of Concern: John MacArthur 's Theology 

OT reference with less inform:11i,,n , tlien iritn r>rr t· 1t, , . . 1 , l l . the . . . ' , } ..... ct~illr1y t,1 t. 
. b)' us!I1g . . the opposite of good hcrn1eneu11 u 1I pro<.A.;.s: .. f>,wl ,·x. i,h ir ~ 11 , 11 1t fhis1s . . . , , <- 1 , 1,1 ', t,;iu 

bscure, and hated before he Wat; born (Hin . 'J: 11) l 1,11 JI II ' ,. , f, . l j o chosen . , , . . . . . · .., ,v , . i1u m ;Jt 1, 

~,•as no~ illustrations of election , God s sovcr.e1gn c.; h, ~1~c . ' f he whult: po1r11 i~. lhril 
c5au as h te Esau for what he would do tn later I tf c , ,r wh·it I L1,. 11 ,111· i r . L • l 
i.., 'dnot a ' . '. ,' ' I \., 1 d l V/ rl l l'. 11 

oodd1 ha·m would do, but beca. use he chose.: Lorn h1 "' 'lovi.;, r(:. j,,11 '' '>< Hl fJlt · \ 1 r . from , . . ' , "· , ,t , , L . 
spran~ anathema to modern man . It seems cold , f atul1 ~t1 <.; , unl,, vj 111~, unf ttir w,d .. ,> 
fhat ~TIT IS WHAT THE SCRIPTUR E SAYS! J McA evl:n trie;~ to <-. l ren;~thcr, hi ·, 
on. Bb 

I 
implying that Deut. ~:5 e.ven shows God 's love and compa½, ion up<m b l<m, .. 

case ) words do not appear in this verse . Israel was to ket:p away fn,rn Edom wh<r ,t 
vet the , • d • W h . , d would come in God s appomte time. ere ts the love of ( 10d in thi ,'! 
en At one point (p.89), JMcA says that we cannot know why God doe, not re;<kem 
everyone, why he sends people to Hell. ln fact he cal Is pcopk ' fool i "ih' wh() \ ugg<; \ t 

they understand the answer to these questions. Scripture doc~ n<>t tell us why, he 

states emphatically. Well , in fact, the answers are long cstahli shcd facb wri tten up 
many times in theology historically. The reason is God 's glory. The creation , e, rx> 
cially of man, is to be a reflection and expression of the inner, invi \ iblc character of 
God. Because God is perfect, the purpose for creation is a wider ex pre~~ ion of God 
in the material realm. This expression must be of all God 's character, every attri bute . 
His mercy, love and positive holiness is seen in the redemption he provided fo r a 
people who did not deserve it. His wrath, justice and a negative exprc\~ ion of holi ­
ness is visible in the condemnation of sinners. Both are necessary fo r a full ex pres­
sion of God. Hell is an eternal testimony to God 's wrath against sin , anger at 
unrighteousness and judgment upon evil. The redeemed community is a wjtne~s to 

God 's compassion, love, provision and desire for relationship. There is no secret 
about this. The fact that JMcA claims to not understand thi s explains why he cannot 
provide a Biblical answer for God hating certain people , why he has to presume God 
loves them. In short, JMcA does not understand God. 

He does however, raise an argument, used by others recently, which does require 
some consideration. The law commands universal Jove , if Jesus was a man who per­
fectly fulfilled the I.aw, he must have loved everyone (p . l 03 ). Does thjs prove 
JMcA's case? 

The law commanded that the tighteous man should love hi s nei ghbour, it did not 
~~;.mand a universal love. Many times the law tell s us that hatred is righteou~ (Ps 

1 ·2:1-22). It would have been a breach of the law to love someone God hated. 
~rael ·s ra ·, I · . be h d ·· d kilJed (Lev 
18. · cia neighbours were not loved but were to ate an · 

·21 -26 1 H 1· d' h 1· 'S 
, 1• 0 mess overrides love; love cannot contra 1ct o mes. · 

God is th I" . · d f G d for ethi cal behav-i , · e aw-giver and the law represents the min o O . . 
C>ur. God ct . . . 1, . · o, id la1<l up God s 
I· . oes not compromise the law yet he hates every cay. av 
aw in hi · h· · ' ' , J . - fulfill ed the law be s eart, yet he al so hated and was a man of war. esus 
\o~

0
h

nd 
human achievement. He fulfill ed it perfectly and hcyo. ~cl what Moll~~s w~~~~ 

at the t d . t ons a-., we a" ex ----- s an ard of the law of Chri st includes inner m o t.i va 1 · · 
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. , tandard) is now our basis for ethics as 
1 w (Chnst s s f . H ' such it 

l ctions. That a H 1 Spirit in us to per orm it. owever, Jesus exp 
na ~res the work of the olyl d people ' vipers ' (Matt .23 :27ff) , 'hypocrites~e(~s;ct 
reqtn He ca e , 1v1k 

even as a man. D il (Jn. 8:44-47) , ravenous wolves ' (Matt. 7.15) · 
hate, . ns of the ev . (Mk 12·38 . . . Be 
7.6) rnurdenng so (Mk 3.5) with sarcasm • • -40) , and even de 1 · ' · h nger · · ' c arect 

oke to men wit a Hell (Mk. 12:40; Matt. 23 :27ff) . Even in this J 
sp . of some to . . . , esus 
the condernnauon 1 but it was not showing loving compassion. So a perf 

f lf lled the aw, . h . h . ect 
Perfectly u 1 h • ur can include hate, in t e ng t circumstances 

. f lawful be avio . ' . 
expression° . mind that Jesus could see into men s hearts , we can 

We should also bear m . . not, 
to love all indiscnmmately. . 

so we have h nd result of God 's love is the Gospel message (p 106) 
JMcA states that t e e f b G . ' 

. k . f ee well-meant, sincere offer o grace y od to everyone If 
which he thin s is a r ' . l k . l ' . 

. h G d could not put any stumbling b oc s in peop e s way. If he loves 
that 1s true t en ° h d 

t have the same access to the word preac e and equal grace to 
all, everyone mus . , . 

. p· tl thi·s denies election JMcA can t have it any other way. He later believe. irs Y, ' 
realises this (p.110) . If all have a loving, free access to the same Gospel, then the 
only difference in men is that some believe _an_d some_ don ' t. If God_ only giv~s grace 
to some, then the offer is not well-meant, it is not sincere. The difference m men, 
therefore, is that some exercise their faith and take hold of the offer. JMcA clearly 
says of God's love that, "It may be resisted. It may be rejected. It may be spurned". 
(p.128). Is it sound theology to suggest that God can extend loving grace7 to 
mankind which can be overthrown by mere men? This is Arminianism, which 

JMcA purports to condemn. 
Secondly, does scripture say that everyone has an equal chance at understanding 

and responding to the Gospel? No, it does not! The Old and New Testament repeat­
edly states that the reprobate have their eyes closed by God to seeing the truth of the 
Gospel (Isa. 6:9-10, 44:18; Jer. 5:21 ; Ezek. 12:2; Ps. 69:23 ; Matt. 13:10-16; Lk. 
19:42; Jn. 12:40-41) and that the elect have their eyes enlightened (Eph. 1:18; Jn. 
3:3; Acts 26:17-18; Rm. 11 :7-10; Acts 28:25-28; Isa. 42:6-7) . 

Avoiding the implications of these two arguments, JMcA seeks support from 
~rroll ~ulse, who also avoids the question. Both mention the problem and then 
ignore it by stating the certainty of God's universal love for all and that this love 
must be the motivat' f f . 11n, . 

1 
. mg actor or evangelism. Hulse goes so far as to state that, He 

~,_e eft in no doubt that the desire and will of God is for man's highest good, that is 
is eternal salvation th h h · · d a 

leaves God d . roug eeding the gospel of Christ" (p.112). This 1 e ' 
man 's stubb omg ~verything possible to help man but then left sad and defeated b: 

om will. JMcA add "n, . h t Gods 
benevolent me . ;r, l l . s, vre cannot escape the conclusion t a 

' iczJu ove zs l' · .f h man-
ity" [emphasis 

O 
• . un tmzted in extent. He loves the whole world 01 u d 

ngmal] The bl 1 · d an 
no proof texts a . · pro em of election is left hanging unexp ame ' d 
w re given which t ' l that Go 

ants people to s ate that God's love is universal on Y 
7 repent not die Th. . ' t d in the 

The love of G d · is is more clearly and powerfully sta e 
o to humanit . 

- y is called grace by JM A c on p.117. 
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rnand that every man must repent (Acts I 7·]0) Th . 
c;aspel corn d to repent. ·- . ere is no love here 
' , comman . , 

011 1y d . . forced to resort to hypothesis , having run OL t f , 
,1McAh

1
~. case He tells us the rich young ruler was a 

1 0 
abny sort of ' helpful ' 

. for ,s . . . . , repro ate who , -. I 
texts . 11 hct it 1s far more honouring to God in the r h f ' was oved 

c11nst. I (, ' . ' tg t O revealed t h 
hY tllis as Christ loving an elect person who later rut , to 
.. rpret · · . . . repented loved b , 
,nte _ " into his heart . Even it that interpretation is reJ·ected d ' . ecause 
Chnst saw . . d ' , ue to the silence f 

. . this silence also con emns JMcA s conclusion th t "J 0 

scnptuie, . h . . . . a ' esus loved an 
· . _ /Jen non-repentant , non-su missive Chnst reiector" (p l l4) JM , 
o,,e, t, o , f G d 1 . . . . . cA s further 

P
ie (Isa. 63 :7-9) o o ovmg reprobates 1s referring to the el t 

exam . . . . ec remnant. In 
, nother contrad1ct1on, JMcA later argues against himself decl- · h yet a , anng t at God 's 

love to Israel indeed_ refers to the remnant (pp.132-3). 
Interim Conclusion 
As we ' ll see further ~lsewher.e , JMcA's the?logy is confused and contradictory. 

His methods are not , m my view, honest either. One minute he condemns an 
approach , e.g. thinking of God in human terms (p.90) , when he has just spent time 
doing exactly that (pp.87-88). Another false method is to state a proposition and 
then give a text reference which does not support it; on p.128 he says that God's 
love ought to lead sinners to repentance citing Rm. 2:4 which mentions kindness 
and forbearance , but not love. Some of his arguments are hopelessly invalid, and his 
teaching on the love of God , despite some otherwise excellent observations here and 
there, is completely unsatisfactory. It will confuse people, especially those unable to 
see through his errors. His key thesis is : [There are] "two aspects of God's love - His 
universal love for all humanity, and his particular love for the elect" (p.95, see also 
pp.128-9). Yet JMcA gives not one scripture which supports this , clearly and 
unequivocally, neither does he sustain a logical argument proving the case. He also 
fails to see the importance of positing an attribute of God which ends in failure. 

JMcA is confused on election as well as limited atonement. While realising the 
connection of God 's love to election, he does not see the scriptural basis of: 

/m ,e for the elect from eternity 
hate for the reprobate from eternity. 
For JMcA, election involves a 'special love' (an unbiblical phrase) to the elect: 

love for everyone universally 
special love for the elect · 
I d f' d d unexplained pomt. 7ate for the reprobate at some un e me an 
This confusion is heightened when he says things like: "Cod 
· 0 · · erlasting and saves -n the one hand, all love from God 1s genume, ev / and that 
lo I h . t with those peop e, 

'es w om he chooses to love. He makes a cov_enan ,, _ 
2

) God's love is sac-
covenant is an everlastino covenant made in etermty paS t (p.I 4 · J ff-giving. The 
·'f . c . . iful act OJ se 11 tcially devoted to the object of love - "love •· · 1s a pu,pose d" ( 26) . 
on h . d t the one love P· e w o genu111ely loves is deliberately devote O . . rs are not elect-• s· · . . "Th fact that smne · . . . . . tnners have such a smcere, genume love - e . .1 devoid of s1nce,e 
ed t I • d ·d them is uttei Y 0 sa vation is no proof that God's attltu e towa1 
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. . 14 ) "When God invites sinners to repent ... His 1 . 
,, (E phas1s mme, P· · . . P ead,ng /JJY.£. m ' . 1. genuine love" (Emphasis mme, p.16). · cere hea1 t o ~~~~ . 

isfrom a 5111 • • · distinction in the quahty of God's love, a) to th 
1 't this there is a , . . . e e ect 

• Despi e . ·I de that because Gods love zs umversally extended t 11 -
,, u~ht to cone u . 0 a that 
No one O :c " 1 ryone equally ... that He loves all abke. Clearly H d 
d I •e'ore loves el e . 

1
. . e oes 

Go t 7e, J . . "the particular love of God or the elect. It 1s not the g 
,. ( I 27) There 1s. " . . enera/ 

not P· · d II humanity" (p.131 ). Spec,al love 1s reserved for be/ . 
love that exten s to a zevers 

alone" (p. I 6). G d h. h t t h t 
b te have a love from o , w 1c urns o a e, at some po· t b) the repro a ' in , 

• • • 1 ted to destruction - "the general love that extends to all hum . despite bemg e ec . anz-
. y to hatred" (p.131). "God does hate the reprobate sznner in a ve ty can give wa · . . ry 

.. . d . . ;f. , ·110 sense" (p.128). "The fact that God wzll send to eternal hell all sin-real an te,, IJJI D . . • • ,, 

h ··s,·st in sin and unbelief proves Hzs hatled towa,d them (p.15). ners w .o pe1 · . . 
. Despite this, God's love never changes, because God 1~ immutable - "Nor are 
His love and wrath in opposition to each other ... both attrzbutes are constant, per­
fect, without ebb or flo w. God Himself is immutable - unchanging. He is not loving 

one moment and wrathful the next" (p. 18). 
Surely the contradictions of these quotes are obvious to all? If God loves, he 

loves sincerely, genuinely, from a devoted heart which is self-giving. Yet this love 
does not save and turns to hate for some reason. In one place we are told that the 
hate and love co-exist on a person (p.15), elsewhere, a change occurs in time 
(p.131 ). This confused argument gives not one scripture proof that God has a vari­
ety of loves, or that his loves change to hate. All God 's dealings are eternal and 
unchangeable. Those he loves he has always loved and will love everlastingly (Jn. 
13: 1). Those he will hate in Hell, he has always hated because they were predestined 
to Hell from eternity (Rm. 9: 18, 22). 

This teaching will also lead to problems in the preaching of the Gospel in JMcA's 
church. If members base their evangelism upon a foundation of God's love for the 
sinner, they will tend towards an Arminian based Gospel message. That is suppos­
ing there is a response. The teaching that God loves everyone leads most people to 
suppose an invalid security; "If God loves me, then I must be safe". This is never 
modelled for us in the New Testament. Gospel preaching in Acts never does this and 
the word ' love ' is never mentioned there at all. 

This also shows the problem of making sermons into books, making a chapter out 
of one and tacking it on to another sermon which contradicts it. This leads one to be 
suspicious of his spoken teaching. It appears that JMcA can speak one week and 
then co t ct· h' . . · · t n ra ict imself the next without reaction or correction. His ministry 18 no 
onl Y erroneous in c t · · • . to be . er am areas, 1t 1s also mconsistent with itself. He seems 
uncertam about h · · to be . . is system; his overarching theological structure appears 
mcons1stent This · . . . · n to 
R f . · is not surpnsmg as he tries to weld umversahsm 0 

e ormat10n theology d C 1 . . h 11 ow see. 
P ' an a vm1sm on to Dispensationalism as we s a n 

arts 2 & 3 · JMcA' D. · d (DV). · s zspensationalism/Christology ...... to be continue 
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