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THE SEALING OF THE SPIRIT 
 
A series of sermons preached in Westminster Chapel a quarter of a century ago by 
Dr. Martyn Lloyd-Jones has recently been published. They constitute an exposition 
of Ephesians 1. Probably it could be argued that this series under the blessing of 
God did as much to spark off a renewed interest in the Theology of the Reformation 
as any other single event in recent years. 
 
But in the heart of this series are six or seven sermons which contain a strand of 
teaching that has not met with universal acceptance from those who otherwise have 
greeted the exposition most warmly. To put the matter thus is possibly to understate 
it. A veritable stream of protest has poured forth from some who apparently see 
themselves not only as the inheritors of the reformation tradition but also as its 
bodyguards! 
 
The controversy centres around Dr. Lloyd-Jones' exegesis of Ephesians 1:13f, which 
deals with what has come to be known as 'the Sealing of the Spirit'. The New 
Testament contains explicit references to this in 2 Corinthians 1:21f and in Ephesians 
4:30 also. But it is Ephesians 1:13 that is the crux interpretum and so it is around this 
verse that the current debate ranges. 
 
Before we proceed any further, it is worthwhile making the point that these sermons 
(which, we believe, constitute Dr. Lloyd-Jones’ first major public statement of the 
viewpoint he has since argued so persistently and persuasively) were delivered 
prior to the rise of the Charismatic Movement. They could be assessed then 
independently of any subsequently acquired attitudes adopted by reviewers as the 
result of that movement. That same task is not so simple now, and there is no doubt 
that the resulting prejudice of one sort or another has vitiated attempts at an impartial 
consideration of the use advanced by the Doctor. 
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The issues involved are important. The whole volume breathes that emphasis on 'the 
experimental and experiential' that has been such a marked feature of his ministry. 
The particular subject at the centre of the controversy undoubtedly has a very direct 
bearing on the present condition of our churches. It relates no less clearly to the 
matter of revival. 'It is', says the preacher 'one of the most vital of all New 
Testament doctrines with respect to revival and reawakening in the Christian Church' 
(p.244). 
 
However, the matter which has simmered quietly in ministerial circles for years has 
once again been brought to the boil by the publication of a 'review' of this volume by 
Donald Macleod, recently appointed professor of theology at the Free Church 
College, Edinburgh. It appeared in a recent issue of the 'Monthly Record' of the Free 
Church of Scotland, of which Professor Macleod is the editor. Evidently Macleod 
found this latest publication of Lloyd Jones' just too much for him to take lying down. 
If Preaching and Preachers filled him with misgiving and Romans: Chapter 8: 5-17 
distressed him, then God's Ultimate Purpose seems to have caused Macleod 
something akin to theological apoplexy. 'It is time' he says 'to speak out'. And he has 
done just that. 
 
His outburst has been seized upon and printed with evident relish by another editor, 
Erroll Hulse, whose church magazine, 'Reformation Today' is widely circulated in 
areas where 'The Monthly Record' never penetrates. In addition, Hulse supplies a 
somewhat brash editorial in which Dr. Lloyd-Jones is likened to Tertullian - 'A teacher 
powerful and vigorous and of a capable mind', the most interesting feature of whose 
life was 'that he joined the sect or schism of the Montanists'. But we shall ignore 
such tendentious insinuations and pay attention to the substance of the debate. 
 
As is so often the case in theological controversy what might seem to be a relatively 
narrow and restricted disagreement (viz. as to the correct exegesis of one half of one 
verse) in 
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reality expounds to much greater proportions. It has implications not only for the 
nature of the Christian life, especially in its experimental aspects, but also for the 
general condition of our churches today, their need for revival and the path to revival. 
It soon becomes evident that we are dealing with the issue of the baptism of the 
Spirit and the possible nature of God's dealings with a regenerate soul. Emotive 
slogans abound in these areas and it is not always easy to preserve the 
discussion on the spiritual and rational level that is to be expected of Christians. But 
the issues are so important that the attempt is worth making.  
 
We shall endeavour to consider some of the basic issues raised by this debate - 
beginning with the verse that is the immediate occasion of the current dispute, but 
then, inevitably extending the discussion to include some of the wide ranging issues 
that are involved. 
 
First, then, Ephesians 1:13. What does it say? Or, put another way, How is it to be 
translated? We are concerned particularly with the latter part of the verse. In the 
A.V.  this reads: 'in whom also after that ye believed, ye were sealed with that holy 
Spirit of promise'. In contrast to this is the translation offered by the First edition of 
the N.I.V. New Testament (1974): 'In him, when you believed, you were marked with 
a seal, the promised Holy Spirit‘. In each case the italicized words translate 
the Greek aorist particple pisteusantes. These two translations present the issue to 
us in conveniently polarized terms. The A.V. indicates that the believing preceded 
the sealing, whereas the N.I.V.1 suggests that the sealing took place at the same 
time as the believing and that there was, therefore, no chronological interval between 
the believing and the sealing. This is the initial and the fundamental point at issue. 
 
Now even at this stage in the discussion it is interesting 
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to note that when the N.I.V. edition of the whole Bible was published (U.S.A. 1978, 
U.K. 1979) a number of alterations were made to the first edition. One of these 
occurs in this verse. It now reads 'Having believed, you were marked in him with a 
seal, the promised Holy Spirit.‘ In other words, it is no longer as emphatic as it was. 
Some might say that it is ambiguous at this point. Others would prefer to speak of it 
as leaning more towards the sense of the A.V. than it did hitherto. Perhaps it is 
safest to say that it is now somewhat indeterminate and falls into line with several 
other translations of which the same could be said in this particular respect. For 
example the R.V. is very similar: 'in whom, having also believed, ye were sealed with 
the Holy Spirit of promise.' (cf. R.S.V, N.E.B., J.B. Amplified - which are all really 
non-committal on this issue. T.E.V. lines up with the N.I.V. rendition. Phillips is 
clearly in line with the A.V.). 0n the face of it, therefore, it would appear that there is 
a little more to the problem than can be answered by saying, Let's see what the 
Greek says. 
 
It is at this point that we would begin to take issue not simply with Donald Macleod's 
conclusions but with his method of argumentation. 
 
The issue can be stated thus. The main verb in the verse is an aorist indicative 
esplragisthete - 'you were sealed'. It is preceded by the aorist participle 
(pisteusantes) - 'after that ye believed' (A.V.), 'when you believed' (N.I.V.). To 
translate participle as does the A.V. is to take it as what grammarians call an 
antecedent aorist participle denoting action preceding that described by the main 
verb. To translate it as does the N.I.V. is to regard it as a simultaneous or 
coincident aorist participle in which case the action it speaks of takes place at the 
same time as that described by the main verb. Thus in the one case (A.V.) here is an 
interval between believing and being sealed, whereas in the other case (N.I.V.) the 
two things take place at the same time. Dr. Lloyd-Jones affirms the former: Donald 
Macleod the latter. 
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Unfortunately there is the touch of the schoolmaster about Macleod‘s method just 
here. He tells us a little bit about the Greek aorist tense '...it is an over—simplification 
to regard the aorist as a simple past. Greek tenses have to do primarily not with the 
time of the action ...but with the state of the action...' He goes on to quote A.T. 
Robertson 'our favourite grammarian', as he calls him, and then speaks of 'The 
unwisdom of deducing from the aorist participle in Ephesians 1:13 that there is a 
clear interval between believing and being sealed......' To prove this last point he 
quotes a clause often found in the gospels 'he answered and said' (apokritheis 
eipen). Here 'he answered' is an eorist participle and '(he) said' is an aorist 
indicative. Thus he concludes '....it would be absurd to say that the Lord's saying was 
subsequent to the Lord's answering; and even more absurd to hold that it was 
possible to have answered without having said'. 
 
 
The argument is known to logicians as one of reductio ad absurdum. As he reads it, 
the average person who does not know an aorist from a hippopotamus instantly 
assumes that the scholar has made his pronouncement based on linguistic 
expertise, and that if only the poor Doctor had possessed this knowledge he would 
have been saved from such an elementary blunder. 
 
 
But it really is not so simple. And, indeed, to state it as Macleod does might even be 
said to be misleading. To begin with, the hesitation of so many translations to leap 
in this direction should in itself make us wary of assuming that the issue is 
linguistically and syntactically quite so straightforward as Macleod leads us to 
believe. When to this fact is added the consideration that such eminent expositors as 
Preston, Owen, Goodwin, Sibbes, The Westminster Confession, Poole, Wesley, 
many of the Calvinistic Methodist fathers, Simeon, Spurgeon, Hodge, Meyer, Alford, 
Eadie, Smeaton to name but a few, all take the aorist participle in an antecedent 
sense and therefore at least allow the possibility of an interval between believing and 
being sealed, there is even greater cause for hesitation. 
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When it comes to the grammarians themselves they certainly do not clearly endorse 
the view we are criticizing. To be fair, most speak of the possibility of an aorist 
participle bearing a coincident rather than an antecedent relationship to the main 
verb. Robertson says 'It is a very common idiom.... in the N.T.' (Grammer of the 
Greek N.T. p.360). Moulton (Prolegomena p.131n1) writes ‘The coincident aor. ptc. 
is doctrinally important‘ and he refers to Acts 19:2 which is similar to Ephesians 1:13. 
Blass-Debrunner (A Greek Grammer of the New Testament and other Early 
Christian Literature, p. 175) similarly, 'The element of past time is absent from the 
aorist participle especially if its action is identical with that of an aorist finite verb'. But 
it should be noted that neither Blase-Debrunner nor any of the other grammarians 
help us explicitly regarding Ephesians 1:13. Robertson comments 'In many examples 
only exegesis can determine whether antecedent or coincident action is 
intended........' (op.cit. p.861). 
 
So not even Macleod's 'favourite grammarian' quite gives him the support he needs 
in order to rule Dr. Lloyd-Jones' exegesis out of court on grammatical grounds. 
According to Robertson, it would be at least possible, more likely probable, and in 
any case an issue to be decided on exegetical rather than on narrowly grammatical 
grounds, that the time reference of the aorist participle pisteusantes in Ephesians 
1:13 is antecedent rather than simultaneous. 
 
 
Certainly all the elementary grammars point in one direction when they discuss aorist 
participles. We could quote to similar effect from Nunn (Syntax of N.T. Greek), 
Wenham (Elements of N.T. Greek) or Jay (N.T. Greek), but let Gresham Machen 
suffice: '...the aorist participle denotes action prior to the action denoted by the 
leading verb'. (N.T. Greek for Beginners p.116.f in italics). 
 
 
At a much more advanced level Prof. G.F.D. Monle writes: '...an Aorist participle 
refers to action previous to what is referred to in the main verb'. (Idiom Book of 
N.T.Greek. p.99). 
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He goes on to make the interesting comment; 'Consequently, the "schoolboy" 
translation of an aorist participle by having done so-and-so, though entirely false to 
the essential meaning of an Aorist as such, turns out to be a fair approximation to the 
sense in its context more often than it deserves to. It "works", in a rough-and-reedy 
way for a great many places where the time sequence comes into account'. After 
referring to Acts 25:13 and 16:6 as 'the very few and problematic exceptions to this 
principle', he asked 'Are there other exceptions in the N.T.? I know of none. This... 
suggests that the "schoolboy" rule is even safer for N.T. Greek than for the Classical 
writers.' (p.99f.) 
 
Be that as it may, at all levels of grammatical scholarship the phrase apokritheis 
eipen (which is the instance given by Macleod to show the Doctor's 'unwisdom'), is 
quoted as an exception to the general rule. It sounds impressive — "it would be 
absurd to say that the Lord's saying was subsequent to the Lord's answering; and 
even more absurd to hold that it was possible to have answered without having said'. 
But actually it is like arguing from the fact that there occasionally occurs an 
albino black person, to the conclusion that this black person whom in my ignorance I 
had assumed to be black is more probably an albino after all! 
 
In other words, as is so often the case with passages which are notoriously difficult 
to interpret, linguistics and grammar do not necessarily resolve the problem. In 
this particular case we think we have indicated that they give a pretty clear pointer as 
to the very probable meaning of the verse in question, and that the A.V. is 
accordingly correct at this point, but there are other factors to be taken into account 
as well. To some or these we now turn.  
 
The first of those must be the context in which the verse stands and against which it 
must be interpreted. Thankfully, all the English translations disguise the fact that 
verses 3 to 18 are one extended sentence. Macleod's argument at this point is quite 
simple. Ephesians 1:3 speaks of 'God......who hath blessed us with all spiritual 
blessings in heavenly places in Christ'. 'It is very difficult', argues Macleod ‘so soon 
after such a 
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statement, to claim that some Christians lack a particular blessing.' 
 
What are we to say to this? Several things. First, we readily grant that Paul does not 
say that some Christians lacked it. It was apparently so common as to be spoken of 
in universal terms. But it does not follow that the same is necessarily the case today 
- and to this point we must return later. 
 
Secondly, even in the blessings listed - election (v.4), adoption (v.5), redemption 
(v.9) - there are elements of chronological sequence. For example, we were elect 
before we were redeemed; we were forgiven before He made known to us 
the mystery of His will... that He might gather together in one all things in Christ. It 
might even be the case that some Christians attain the last mentioned blessing only 
in heaven! But that in no way invalidates Paul's statement in v.3. In 1 Corinthians 
3:21 Paul argues that 'All things are yours'. But it does not follow that they are 
necessarily the present possession of the Christian. 
 
All of God's blessings are mediated to us by, and stored up for us in, Jesus Christ. It 
is not necessarily the way of God to give us one total donation of blessings at our 
regeneration and union with Christ. All are there for us in Him, but all are 
not necessarily bestowed upon us, or appropriated by us, at that time. He gives 
grace upon grace. Surely one of the most vital lessons we can learn from the context 
of the whole Epistle to the Ephesians is that with the infinite God there is always 
more. 
 
John Owen makes the point well: 
'The truth is, both faith and sealing, and all other other spiritual mercies, as to the 
goodwill of God bestowing them, are at once granted us in Jesus Christ; but as to 
our reception of them. and the actual instating of our souls in the enjoyment of them, 
or rather as to the exerting of themselves in us, they have that order which either the 
nature of the things themselves requires or the sovereign will of God hath allotted to 
them'. 
(Works Vol XI, p.325). 
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Thirdly, and to return to the point alluded to earlier in passing, we are immediately 
confronted with a problem if we affirm that the average Christian today occupies the 
same position exactly as these Ephesian Christians and enjoys the same 
experiences as they did. The argument runs as follows - all spiritual blessings are 
ours in Christ, we are in Christ as were they, and therefore our position and theirs 
are identical. The question that presses itself on us is, If this is so, where is the 
abundant evidence of spiritual life and power today? There is surely a difference 
between the generality of present-day Christian experience and that which seems to 
have prevailed among Christians in the era of the New Testament. The difference 
manifests itself at many points - depth of experience, heights of joy, breadth of love 
and intensity of power. 
 
Now how are we to account for this surely undeniable difference? At this point Dr. 
Lloyd-Jones wisely adduces other New Testament evidence to highlight the 
disparity. (op.cit. p.290f) and to show that this is but part of a wider problem. Two 
texts in particular stand out: Romans 5:5, '...the love of God is shed abroad in our 
hearts by the Holy Ghost which is given unto us', and 1 Peter 1:8, 'Whom having net 
seen, ye love; in whom, though now ye see him not, yet believing, ye rejoice with joy 
unspeakable and full of glory'. Both of these verses were written by Apostles to 
Christians the bulk of whom they had never seen. Yet they speak confidently of the 
believers' exultant experiences of God's abundant love in their hearts and this 
unspeakable and glorious joy that was theirs. This in the opinion of the Apostles was 
the norm for Christian experience. Clearly, therefore, it is perfectly legitimate to 
argue that these things were generally and indiscriminately the case amongst 
Christiane then. Equally clearly it must be held that these are not generally and 
indiscriminately the case amongst Christians now. C.R. Vaughan expressed this well 
in the last century: 
 
 
'.....considering the bulk of the members of the Christian church, it will not be 
unwarranted to say that they do not exhibit an experience in keeping with the 
recognised character and privileges of a Christian as these are delineated and 
authorised in the Scriptures........it is unquestionable 
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that the bulk of modern Christians are living far below the grade of both character 
and comfort to which they are not only authorised, but required, to aspire and attain'. 
(The Gifts of the Holy Spirit, p.214f). 
 
 
While not for a moment endorsing some of his views regarding the Person of Christ 
or the nature of the baptism of the Spirit, perhaps we may be permitted to quote 
some pertinent words of Dr. Tom Smail at this point. 
'To address he contemporary Church as if every statement made about the Church 
in scripture were automatically true of it, quite apart from its present state and 
condition, to tell believers who know themselves to be spiritually inadequate that 
rivers of living water are pouring from them, to tell those who feel futile and fruitless 
in their Christian service that the outpoured  energy of the Holy Spirit is freely at work 
in them, to tell Christians who are hardly aware of the Holy Spirit that they are 
already baptised in the Spirit, solely because the New Testament is interpreted as 
saying that all Christians are baptised in the Spirit - all this is to run into complete 
unreality. The New Testament speaks of people being full of the Spirit, or of the 
Church being baptised in the Spirit, in the light of the actual experience of the 
Churches and people to whom those words were addressed, and they can be 
applied with reality only to people who have had the same thing happen to them... 
The promises of the New Testament cannot just be pinned onto lapels of believers; 
they have to become event in their experience, and if they do not, they become 
remote and theoretical. mere 'theology' that has little practical substantiation, as 
Barth puts it, soap bubbles above our heads that may charm us but never touch us'. 
(Reflected Glory, p.33) 
 
 
Only two ways seem to present themselves as means of denying the existence of 
this distinction. One is to evacuate these texts of their deeply experimental and 
spiritual content. This reduces 
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them to the literary status of hyperbole - exaggerated statements, well meant, true in 
principle, but factually inaccurate and inexact. They become the language of poetic 
licence by which the Apostles could indulge themselves in rather extravagant 
purple passages, knowing that nobody was likely to be so pedantic as to hand them 
for a word. 
 
Alternatively, you leave such passages at their undeniably intense level of spiritual 
experience, but go on to say that this, of course is generally true of Christians today. 
Which argument has only to be stated for its fallacy to become apparent.  
 
In other words, there is a problem occasioned by this undeniable disparity between 
the general levels of Christian experience then and now. In Dr. Lloyd-Jones' words it 
is an extreme difficulty (op. cit. p. 290). His answer lies along the following lines:  
 
'.......either that all Christians had actually received this blessing because they 
belonged to the early Church at the beginning, or that the Apostle was speaking 
generally concerning the norm and the standards rather than in terms of every 
individual member of the Church.’ 
(ibid. p.292) 
 
His exposition of 'the Sealing of the Spirit' does seem to offer a solution that would 
account for the facts of both the New Testament situation and our own. And there is 
no doubt that he would agree with Thomas Goodwin's words:- 
 
'......where the defect lies and knows; but certainly it might be more common if men 
would see it out... The reason why men attain it not is, because they rest in other 
assurance, and they do not aim at this; they content themselves with bare believing, 
and that their consciences are quieted'. (Works, Vol I. p.249) 
 
We turn next to the question of 'the gift' or 'the promise’ of the Holy Spirit. He is 
described in Ephesians 1:13 as 'the Holy Spirit of promise'. 'Is it conceivable' asks 
Macleod, 
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'that there are some Christians to whom God has not given the Promised Spirit?' To 
which the simple answer is, It all depends on what you mean by 'given'. As John 
Owen puts it: 
 
'.......the Holy Spirit is said to be promised and received with respect unto the ends 
which he is promised for, and the effects which he worketh when he is received; For 
although be he himself but one, "the one and the self—same Spirit, and he is 
promised, given forth and received, as we have declared, yet he hath many and 
diverse operations. And as his operations are divers, or (of) several sorts and kinds, 
so our receiving of him, as to the manner of it, is divers also, and suited unto the 
ends of his communications unto us. Thus, in some sense he is promised unto 
and received by believers; in another he is promised. In the 
first way there may be some activity of faith in a way of duty, whereas in the latter we 
are passive, and receive him only in a way of grace'. 
(Works. Vol III.p. 408 - A Discourse concerning the Holy Spirit) 
 
The tacit assumption of Macleod's argument at this point is that there is an 
equivalence between on the one hand the gift or promise of the Spirit and on the 
other His indwelling the believer in the sense required by Romans 8:9 as an 
indispensable mark of true discipleship. This equivalence we deny.  
 
There can be no doubt or disagreement concerning the fact that there are many 
promises in the Old Testament that look forward to the bestowal of the Spirit by the 
Messiah on the grounds of His accomplished work. Isaiah 32:15; 44:3; Ezekiel 
36:27; 39:29; Joel 2:23; Zechariah 12:10 are but samples of such premises. 
 
And as Eadie comments, 'The Spirit was also the leading promise which Christ left to 
His disciples'. (Ephesians p. 65). Or in Thomas Goodwin's words: 'Our Saviour Jesus 
Christ was the great promise of the Old Testament, but the Holy Ghost is the great 
promise of the New'. (op. cit. p. 2&6) 
 
The question that has to he decided is whether this promise of the Spirit is to be 
understood exclusively or even primarily in 
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terms of His being "in" those who are Christ's? On the face of it, a verse like John 
14:17b might seem to be decisive: 
'For He dwelleth with you, and shall be in you'. If the Lord Jesus Christ is understood 
there to be teaching that until the time would come when the Father would give 
'another Comforter....even the Spirit of truth...' then believers would know nothing of 
the indwelling presence of the Holy Spirit. Whereas afterwards His indwelling 
presence would be the reality true of all of them, the issue is settled and discussion, 
of necessity, is closed. But is this in fact what our Lord is saying? There are weighty 
biblical reasons for making us hesitate before coming to such a conclusion. Or to put 
it another way, to say that the mark that distinguishes between the people of God 
before and after Pentecost can be described in terms of the Spirit's indwelling hardly 
satisfies the evidence. 
 
If Romans 8:9 be taken, as it surely must be, as stating that all who are Christ's have 
the Spirit of Christ, are we not bound to affirm that that is true retrospectively the 
other side of Pentecost as well as prospectively this side of it? was the only 
acquaintance of pre-Pentecost saints with the Holy Spirit ab extra, as it were? Was 
there nothing of His inward continuing presence? Why else would David for example, 
pray 'and take not Thy Holy Spirit from me'. (Ps. 51:11)? 
 
Whenever the two dispensations are juxtaposed in prophesy or historical review in 
Scripture, language which could possibly be understood to be stating an absolute 
distinction is often used to describe the relationship. In fact it is a relative contrast 
that is being highlighted. To illustrate, Jeremiah 31: 31-34 and 
Ezekiel 36: 25-27 look forward to the inauguration of the New Covenant in terms that 
emphasize the inwardness and the spirituality of the blessings it will bring. The law 
will be written in their hearts, all shall know the Lord, sin will be remembered no 
more, hearts of stone will be replaced by hearts of flesh, the Spirit will be within 
them, etc. Superficially interpreted, these promises might be understood as implying 
that all these blessings were 
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unknown at that time and that they were being reserved fur that much—to-be desired 
age to come. But did not Jeremiah know the law in his heart? Did not the Psalmist 
cry, 'Thv word have I hid in my heart that I might not sin against Thee'. (Ps. 
119:11)? Did Ezekiel along with all other believers prior to the day of Pentecost have 
a heart of stone? Such suggestions are clearly absurd. 
What these passages, and others, do is to express a relative distinction in absolute 
terms in order to stress the largeness of the degree of improvement that was to be 
ushered in under the New Covenant. As Owen puts it, commenting on the fact that 
God is said to pour out the Spirit, 'A larger measure of the Spirit to be now given than 
was before, or is signified by any other expressions of the same gift, is intended by 
this word'. (Works Vol.III.p.114f) 
 
Our contention would be, therefore, that Donald Macleod and those that argue in 
similar vein are confusing things that differ. They are confusing that action of the 
Spirit of God whereby He enters into and remains within a man with that action of the 
ascended Christ by which He gives the Holy Spirit to those who are already 
regenerate with the result that they know a great effusion of love, joy and power. As 
Dr. Lloyd-Jones puts it: 
 
'The Holy Spirit was in all the saints of the Old Testament - in Abraham, Isaac, Jacob 
and in all the elect of God. It was the Spirit in them that made them what they 
were.......A man cannot be in the kingdom of God unless he is a child of God, and he 
cannot be a child of God without the Spirit'. (op.cit. p.259) 
 
If this be granted, Macleod's question - 'is it conceivable that there are some 
Christians to whom 'God has not given the promised Spirit?' - ceases to be rhetorical 
and immediately receives an answer in the affirmative. 
 
John Owen once again has a relevant word, having commented on the biblical 
expressions that speak of the Father giving the 
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Spirit he goes on to deal with these in which and is said to send Him. 
 
'Thus the sending of the Holy Ghost includeth two things as added unto his being 
given:- 1. That he was not before in or with that person, or amongst those persons 
for that especial work and end which he is sent for. He may be in them and with 
them in one respect, and be afterward said to be sent unto them in another. So our 
Lord Jesus Christ promiseth to send the Holy Ghost unto his disciples as a 
comforter, whom they had received before as a sanctifier. “I will," saith he, “send him 
unto you and ye knew him, for he dwelleth with you". John 14:17; 16:7. He did so as 
a sanctifier before he came unto them as a comforter'. (Works III,p.111) 
 
‘There is another important line of argument that helps to confirm this position. It 
arises from the fact that the gift or promise of the Spirit is repeatedly linked with, and 
even made dependent on, the exercise of faith by the recipient. Now let it be said 
immediately that to someone of Arminian tendencies this consideration would have 
no force whatsoever since he is quite happy to tell us that regeneration itself is the 
result of Faith. But this is to confuse the fruit with the root. 
 
Over and against this, the biblical position is rather that faith is the first cry of the 
already regenerate child of God, and that it is drawn forth from him by the Spirit who 
already indwells him. 
 
Once this is recognised the significance of the point we are making becomes 
apparent. This gift or promise is something that is received by those who have 
already exercised faith in Christ. Thus C.R.Vaughan: 
 
'...there is a special gift of the Holy Spirit to believers subsequent to their Faith and 
the initial processes of their salvation' (op.cit. p.227) 
 
Luke 11:13 teaches this. So does John 7:37ff and promises given to the disciples in 
the upper room (John 14-16). But it is seen both in promise and fulfilment in Acts and 
the Epistles. 
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Take Peter's reply to those who interrupted his sermon on the day of Pentecost with 
the anguished cry, 'Men and brethren what shall we do?' His answer was that 'they 
were to repent and be baptised in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins. 
To which he added the promise, '...and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost'. 
(Acts 2:38). 
 
One of the early leaders among the Christian Brethren in the last century, W. Kelly, 
gives interesting, if unexpected, support to this position. He writes commenting on 
Acts 2:38 and the gift of the Spirit: 
 
'...it is evident that the reception of the Holy Ghost as here spoken of, has nothing 
whatever to do with the bringing men to believe and to repent. It is a subsequent 
operation; it is an additional separate blessing; it is a privilege founded on faith 
already actively working in the heart. So far is it from being true that a man 
receives the gift of the Holy Ghost the moment he believes, that it may well be 
doubted whether there ever was such a case since the world began. I do not mean 
to deny hat the gift of the Holy Ghost may be practically on the same occasion, 
but never in the same moment.....I have never seen, nor ever heard of such a case, 
and (what is more) I believe that Scripture precludes the possibility of it. The 
reason is quite simple too. The gift of the Holy Ghost is grounded on the fact that we 
are sons by Faith of Christ, believers resting on redemption in Him. Plainly, 
therefore, it supposes that the Spirit of God has regenerated us.....That the gift of 
the Holy Spirit is not in order to repentance, nor to receiving Christ by faith. The truth 
is, that when the souls did repent, and when they were baptised in His name for the 
remission of sins, they received the gift of the Holy Ghost as a 'subsequent privilege'. 
(Lecturs on the Doctrine of the Holy Spirit, p.161f) 
Referring back to this occasion Peter is able to say to the Sanhedrin, 'And we are his 
witnesses of these things: and so is also the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given to 
them that obey Him'. (Acts 5:32, our emphasis). 
  



 17 

writing to the Galatians Paul expresses himself in language that maintains the same 
theological and chronological sequence: 'Received ye the Spirit by the works of the 
law, or by the hearing of faith?' (Galatians 3:2), or 'That the blessing of Abraham 
might come upon the Gentiles through Jesus Christ: that we might receive the 
promise of the Spirit through faith' (3:14). It is seen as clearly as anywhere in what is 
almost a definitive passage in this connection: 'And because ye are sons, God hath 
sent forth the Spirit of His Son into your hearts, crying, Abba Father'. (4:6). Because 
ye are sons, not, be it noted, in order to make you sons.  
 
Says John Owen:  
'Hereunto faith in Christ Jesus. which also is an effect and fruit of the same Spirit, is 
antecedently required. In this sense, therefore, believers alone can receive him, and 
are enabled to do so by the grace which they have received from him in their first 
conversion to God.......He helps us, as a Spirit of grace and supplication, to pray for 
him as a Spirit of joy and consolation.‘ (Works III,p.109)  
 
Let us turn next to the nature and meaning of the sealing of the Spirit. Regarding this 
Macleod says: 
'Basically, the seal is a mark of ownership. It is what attests a man to belong to God. 
Only those who are Christians are so attested. But presumably, all who are 
Christians are attested. How else can they be known to belong to God? Does He 
have unattested and unauthenticated possessions?' 
  
Once again it will be noticed that there is more than a touch of the reductio ad 
absurdum about the argument. 
 
But can it really be said that all Christians bear the obvious mark of the fact that they 
are Christians? Is it not rather the case that there are some, to put it no more 
strongly, who bear no convincing evidence of the fact that they are such? While not 
for one moment espousing the view that all who call themselves Christians are 
entitled to do so, we would certainly not be prepared to say that a Christian is one 
who is obviously such. And if they are not obviously such, 'how else can they be 
known to belong to God?' 
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The fact is that there is no public evidential mark that we can ascribe to all Christians 
and by which we can say definitely that they belong to God. 
 
Nor, if the testimony of many Christians is to be believed and the evidence of 
carefully formulated doctrinal statements is to be credited, is it the case that all 
Christians know that they are Christians. As the Westminster Confession puts it: 
'This infallible assurance doth not so belong to the essence of Faith, but that a 
true believer may wait long, and conflict with many difficulties, before he partake of 
it.....' (XVIII.iii) 
 
Thus it would seem to be the case that it is by no means impossible that, whether 
judged objectively or subjectively, God has 'unauthenticated and unattested 
possessions'. 
 
If to this it be replied that in any case the believer albeit unconsciously is in 
possession of the Spirit who is the seal, we would respond, Does not this make 
nonsense of the idea of attestation? Something which almost by definition is 
unconscious and non-experimental can hardly be regarded as constituting the 
certification of God's possessions.  
 
Surely a far more helpful guide to the meaning of the sealing of the Spirit is to be 
found in the great New Testament example in the case of the Lord Jesus Christ - 
'For Him hath God the Father sealed' (John 6:27). If we ask the question, when was 
Christ thus sealed? Clearly the answer must be in that which took place 
as immediately following His baptism. '......lo, the heavens were opened unto Him, 
and He saw the Spirit of God descending like a dove, and lighting upon Him: And lo 
a voice from heaven saying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased'. 
(Matt. 3:17). Luke adds that it was as He was praying that this took place (3:21), 
and John tells us something of what was involved when he explains that 'God giveth 
not the Spirit by measure unto Him'. (3:34). 
 
'And if we can learn aright how God the Father sealed Christ', writes John Flavel, 'we 
shall learn how we are sealed in a participation of the same privilege'. (Works IV. 
p.401). It was not that His  
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sealing affected the objective reality of His Sonship. This was not in question. He 
remained what He had even been and would ever be. The eternal Son of God - no 
more and no less. But He was authenticated and confirmed as such in a way that 
was full of significance and blessing both to Himself and to others. Furthermore as 
He embarked upon His public ministry as Messiah it was as the One who had now 
been 'anointed....with the oil of gladness above (His) fellows', (Psalm 45:7). 
Equipped thus, the incarnate Son of God was ready to treat that path that would lead 
Him to the cross and beyond. He is immediately described as 'being full of the Holy 
Ghost'. He returns 'in the power of the Spirit into Galilee', and as He preaches in 
Nazareth He does so from the text that was now so very appropriate 'The Spirit of 
the Lord is upon Me, because He hath anointed Me.....' (Luke 4:1; 14; 14-18, cf. Isa. 
61:1). Assurance with regard to His own mission, authority in the exercise thereof, 
and power for the fulfilment of it seem therefore to have been the features that were 
prominent in this action.  
 
It is neither difficult nor misleading to draw the parallel with the experience of the 
Christian. It is, it goes without saying, a parallel that is infinitely removed from the 
unique experience of the One to whom the Father gave not the Spirit by measure. 
But it is still a parallel. Assurance, authority and power to witness are the very 
features which we have found to be so prominent, as the result of the giving of the 
Spirit to the Christians in the apostolic church, (cf. Acts 1:8; 4:13; 29, 31, 33 etc.) 
 
Once the misleading nature of the view that equates regeneration and sealing is 
seen the way is opened for his coherent structure of the biblical doctrine of the Spirit 
to be discerned and its benefits sought.  
 
And it is surely not without significance that He upon whom the Spirit was poured in 
an immeasurable way was, by the act, recognised as the One who would in turn 
baptize His people with the Holy Ghost. 'And John bare record, saying. I saw the 
Spirit descending from heaven like a dove, and it abode upon Him. And I knew Him 
not: but He that sent one to baptize with water, the same said unto me, upon 
whom thou shalt see the Spirit descending, and remaining on Him, the same is He 
which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw, and bare record that this is the Son 
of God'. (John 1:32ff). 
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The next issue to which we must turn our attention concerns those passages in Acts 
which ostensibly distinguish between two successive stages in the spiritual 
experience of certain Christians. In the second of these stages they 'received' or 
were 'filled with' the Spirit, or He 'came on them'. The Samaritans (8:17), Saul 
(cf.9:17) and the disciples at Ephesus (19:6) are the cases in point. If these are 
interpreted as describing a two stage development in Christian experience they lend 
considerable weight to the view of the sealing or baptism of the Spirit which we are 
propounding. 
 
Certainly, prior to the rise of the Pentecostal, and more especially, the Charismatic 
Movements most commentators regarded these various groups as Christians before 
they experienced the further work of the Holy Spirit that is described by one or other 
of the phrases in question. 
 
Now in fairness to him, it must be pointed out that Donald Macleod does not give 
more than a cursory exegetical treatment of these passages. But it is clear from what 
he writes that he would have great difficulty in viewing any of these as Christians 
following their initial experience. It is only after the second experience that they 
qualify for that description. This, naturally, removes the difficulty so far as Macleod is 
concerned, because it means that there is no subsequent experience of the Holy 
Spirit to be explained in relation to the first. In fact, the second is the first 
genuine experience (cf. J.D.G. Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit, pp. 55-76, 83-89). 
But, as we shall endeavour to show, there are enormous exegetical difficulties 
involved in this explanation.  
 
Take, in the first place, the events related in Acts 8:5-17 - the case of the 
Samaritans. Macleod argues that they are 'described merely as "believing Philip 
preaching the things concerning the kingdom of God",'. There is, he says, 'no parallel 
to such a phrase as a description of a full, believing response to the Gospel.' 
The fact that it is stated that 'Simon himself believed also' confirms Macleod in his 
suggestion that whatever had happened to these Samaritans it fell short of 
conversion. Thus, when a few verses after we read that 'they received the Holy 
Ghost', (8:17), this he argues was their conversion. 
 
But this explanation would seem to raise exegetical difficulties far greater than those 
which it purports to resolve. Surely Philip 
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was no fool, but this view expects us to believe that a man who was 'of honest 
report', 'full of the Holy Ghost and wisdom' (6:3) was totally deceived as to the 
genuineness of the Samaritans’ response. '...the people with one accord gave heed 
to those things which Philip spake... and there was great joy in that city... they were 
baptized, both men and women' (8:6, 8, 12). That there might have been some 
spurious converts and 'Gospel hypocrites' amongst that crowd we are quite prepared 
to accept. But surely a view which requires us to believe that this spiritually 
perceptive man was completely deceived by the total number of those 
professing conversion so that he administered unbelievers' baptism to them all is 
quite preposterous. We are used to better things from modern Arminian 
evangelicals! What hope can we possibly have for the poor Ethiopian Eunuch who 
was the next recipient of the undiscerning ministrations of this incompetent spiritual 
midwife! 
 
Nor are things really any easier for Macleod in the case of what (apparently wrongly) 
we have been accustomed to describe as the conversion of Saul of Tarsus on the 
Damascus road. In this instance we are supposed to acknowledge that Saul was 
constituted an Apostle before, three days later he became a Christian. Acts 26:16ff. 
gives us the most detailed of the three accounts (cf. 9:4ff and 22:10) of the Lord's 
words to Saul and it would seem clearly to be his separation unto the Gospel 
(Romans 1:1 cf Gal.1:1, 15f; Phil. 3:12) '...I have appeared unto thee for this 
purpose, to make thee a minister and a witness both of these things which thou hast 
seen, and of those things in the which I will appear unto thee; delivering thee from 
the people, and from the Gentiles, unto whom now I send thee, to open their eyes. 
and to turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto God, that 
they may receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them which are 
sanctified by faith that is in Me'. When the obedient Ananias comes three days later 
to the house of Judas in the street which is called Straight it is not to convert Saul 
but, treating him as a brother (9:17, 22:13) to restore his sight and lay hands upon 
him that he might 'be filled with the Holy Ghost'.  
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In connection with this last phrase in particular we may refer at this point to 
Macleod's statement that the terms 'received the Holy Spirit', 'was filled with the Holy 
Spirit', 'the Holy Spirit came on them', 'describe the primal, elementary experience of 
the Spirit which, as Dr. Lloyd-Jones and even Pentecostal Theologians recognise, is 
common to all Christians'. This is precisely the point at issue. Dr. Lloyd Jones and 
Pentecostal Theologians and many others who take the view that we are advocating 
do not regard these terms as descriptive of the 'primal, elementary experience of the 
Holy Spirit.' what Macleod is doing at this point is to take the conclusion that he is 
trying to establish and to slip it in quietly as evidence in favour of itself!  
 
But of all these phrases it is abundantly evident that this just cannot be done with the 
one used to describe what happened to Saul when Ananias laid his hands on him, 
viz: 'be filled with the Holy Ghost'. For it is this very phrase which is used on several 
occasions in Acts in contexts where it simply cannot refer to 'the primal, elementary 
experience, of the Holy Spirit which... is common to all Christians' as Macleod 
affirms. Instead, it unquestionably refers to experiences of the Spirit subsequent to 
conversion. Thus one of the same men who were baptized with the Holy Ghost (or 
'filled' with Him to quote the language of Acts 2:4) on the day of Pentecost was filled 
with Him again some time later (4:8). And later in that same chapter he and a 
number of other Christians experienced a further filling (4:31). It is the same with the 
Apostle Paul. 
At this point we shall leave as an open question whether his being 'filled with the 
Holy Ghost' on the occasion of Ananias' visit was his 'primal, elementary experience' 
or 'a second, additional experience'. For the sake of argument let us concede that it 
was his first experience. But he had another one - and Acts 13:9 describes it to us. In 
other words, this phrase in particular is used in the New Testament demonstrably to 
speak of something that is subsequent to conversion and it therefore comports 
exceedingly well with the general position that we are advocating.  
 
The case of the 'disciples' at Ephesus (Acts 19:1-7) must be considered also in this 
connection. To begin with the very word 'disciples' (mathetai) used to describe them 
is in the twenty seven other places in which it occurs in Acts always used to denote 
Christians. The presumptive evidence is overwhelming, therefore, that it is used in 
the same way here. This would strongly suggest that in writing up his  
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historical account of the incident Luke was happy to describe them by a word that his 
hearers would immediately recognize as affirming Christian status of them. 
It is also clear from the question he addressed to them (i) that Paul regarded them as 
believers, and (ii) that he did not look upon a believing (in Christ) and receiving the 
Holy Ghost as synonymous conditions. (It makes no difference whether the 
aorist participle used here (pistensantes), as in Eph. 1:13) is deemed to be of 
antecedent or coincident force). Paul was not asking them the tautologous question 
'Did you believe since (when) you believed?’ He is referring to two different, though 
related, experiences. 
 
As for their statement that had 'not so much as heard whether there be any Holy 
Ghost' (19:2),this is almost certainly to be understood in the sense that they had not 
yet heard that He had been given (i.e. at Pentecost). The similar Greek construction 
in John 7:39 (oupo gar en pneuma, literally, for (the) Spirit was not yet', rightly 
translated as in the A.V. 'For the Spirit was not yet given') points us in this direction. 
So also does the fact that it surely would have been impossible for followers of John 
the Baptist (with their knowledge of the Old Testament and with John's prophecy of 
the baptism of the Spirit) to have been in complete ignorance as to the very 
existence of 'the Holy Spirit. 
 
Some expositors, recognizing the weight of such considerations and the Force of the 
arguments based upon them, have popularized another line of exegesis of two of 
these passages from the Book of Acts which we have been considering, together 
with the case of the gift of the Spirit to Cornelius (Acts 10 and 11). Donald 
Macleod does not use this - indeed, taking the simple view that these disciples were 
not converted until after Paul explained to them about Christ, he does not need it - 
but its widespread acceptance demands at least some consideration of it in this 
connection.  
 
It would regard the incidents described in Acts 8 (the Samaritans) 10 and 11 
(Cornelius, a Gentile) and 19 (the disciples at Ephesus) as decisive steps forward in 
the ethnic advance of the Gospel. Professor Lampe, for example, speaks of the 
events at Ephesus as marking 
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'another decisive moment in the missionary history' (The Seal of the Spirit p.76). 
Thus in each at these cases what is in effect a 'mini-Pentecost' takes place. At these 
transition points - to the half-Gentile world (Samaria), to the Gentile world (Cornelius) 
and at what was to become a great centre of missionary activity (Ephesus) - 
this extraordinary repetition of Pentecost occurred. As this argument is developed by 
some (e.g. John Stott, Baptism and Fulness, pp 33 - 36) there is something sui 
generis about each of these instances that links them together in an unrepeatable 
complex that can provide no norm for Christian experience today.  
 
But the case is too neat to fit the facts. Into what category, for example, are we to 
place the Ethiopian Eunuch? He was presumably a God-fearing Gentile and not a 
Jew (even though he 'had come to Jerusalem for to worship') whose physical 
condition would have precluded him in any case from entrance in the commonwealth 
of Israel as a proselyte (cf. Deut. 23:1). But ethnically is he in a theological distinct 
category from that of 'Cornelius the centurion, a just man, and one that feareth God, 
and of good report among all the nations of the Jews' (Acts 10:22)? The initial spread 
of the Gospel to the Gentiles, therefore, is seen in Acts 3: 26-39 rather than in Acts 
10 and 11, and yet we read of no 'Ethiopian Pentecost'. 
 
Nor does the theory explain satisfactorily why it was at Ephesus that such an event 
as we have been considering took place. Was Paul's arrival in Ephesus a more 
decisive moment in missionary history than the coming of the Gospel to, say, Antioch 
or Rome or even cosmopolitan Corinth? The scheme's neatness seems on 
closer examination to be somewhat ragged at the edges. And of it we can say along 
with the earlier view that we were disputing, that it is but another theological example 
of necessity being the mother of invention. 
 
We must mention also what Macleod calls 'The argument from biography‘. By this he 
means the numerous quotations from great men of God of bygone generations that 
Dr. Lloyd-Jones cites as illustrative of the experimental aspect of the sealing of the 
Spirit. 
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Those familiar with his earlier treatment of Romans 5:5 or 8:14-16 will be well aware 
of this aspect of the Doctor's argument. He endeavours to show by such quotations 
such people - some famous, others obscure - knew manifestations of the glory and 
love of God to and in their own souls that comparts admirably with the 
deeply experimental theology of the New Testament, and that, by the same token, 
lies very uneasily with the generality of modern views of what it is to be a Christian. 
Now one or two remarks are called for in connection with this argument from 
biography since Macleod maintains that it does nothing to prove the identity of these 
experiences with what the New Testament means by the sealing of the Spirit. 
Moreover, the fact that in the case of at least one of the persons quoted, (Jonathan 
Edwards), he would explicitly repudiate the case being advanced here is taken as 
indicating the illegitimacy of the whole approach at this point. 
 
Now, as we understand him, Dr. Lloyd-Jones nowhere claims that these men used, 
or would have been party to using, the phraseology of 'sealing' or the theological 
framework into which he fits it, (although it is worth noting that several of them would 
have done). The Doctor's point is that whether they used the terminology or not, or 
whether they realized it or not, they were recipients of this experience. All that he has 
done is to attach the correct biblical label to it. And even in theological circles, a rose 
by any other name will smell as sweet. 
 
Take, for example, the case of Jonathan Edwards, on which Donald Macleod seizes 
to prove his point. It is no secret, indeed it is surely a fact well known to such a 'fan' 
of Jonathan Edwards as is Lloyd-Jones, that Edwards in his Treatise Concerning the 
Religious Affections has a section in which he argues, as Macleod rightly points out, 
that the seal is the 'image enstamped by the Spirit on God's children's hearts...-..' 
(Banner of Truth 1961 edition. p.160). It is the exegetical question at issue whether 
Edwards is right at this point. It is not inconceivable that he might have been 
wrong in his exegesis of the passages dealing with the witness, the sealing and the 
earnest of the Spirit (cf. op.cit. pp 152 - 165) and yet, all the while have enjoyed the 
blessings argued for by Lloyd-Jones. 
 
In actual fact Macleod is wrong in saying of the particular experience of Edwards 
quoted by the Doctor that 'the effect it  
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produced was not a sense of the love of God to Edwards himself...' Edwards, in that 
very quotation says, '...I had a view that for me was extraordinary, of the glory of the 
Son of God, as Mediator between God and man, and his wonderful great, full, pure 
and sweet grace and love...' (Works, Vol. I, p. xlvii, 1974 edition our italics). That, as 
well as this, he be taken up with the glorious and holy majesty of Christ is altogether 
typical of Edwards. But who, reading the account of this experience ('which kept me 
the greater part of the time in a flood of tears, and weeping aloud') could reasonably 
doubt that all that Dr. Lloyd-Jones is arguing for can be found here, despite Edwards 
strictness elsewhere? 
 
Perhaps it should be said also, for Macleod seems completely to have missed this 
point, that Dr. Lloyd-Jones is not arguing for a 'definitive, once-for-all experience'. As 
we have already had occasion to mention, there is always more with God. Of all 
the Epistles it is probably Ephesians that brings this out most forcefully. These 
Christians who had known subsequent to their conversion the sealing of the Spirit, 
had not yet arrived so far as the knowledge of God was concerned. Indeed it could 
be said with some degree of accuracy, that the epistle is punctuated by prayers for 
them on the part of Paul that they will know yet more and more of the infinite God. 
(cf. 1:17-23 and 3:14 - 21). Commenting on this feature and in particular on the 
phrase in 3:19 'that ye might be filled with all the fullness of God', Charles Simeon 
wrote: 
 
'The Apostle's prayer rises at every successive step, till he arrives at a height of 
expression, which, if it had not been dictated by inspiration, one should have 
been ready to condemn as blasphemy'. (Expository Outline 2104 ad hoc) 
 
As it was with Jonathan Edwards, so it was also with his wife whose remarkable 
account of her spiritual experiences was published anonymously by Edwards. It is 
the possibility she describes that Dr.Lloyd-Jones is contending for, and it is this 
possibility that if not actually denied is in practical terms ignored in 
modern evangelicalism, not least in reformed circles. 
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'That night," wrote Mrs. Edwards, '...was the sweetest night I ever had in my life. I 
never before, for so long a time together, enjoyed so much of the light, and rest, and 
sweetness of heaven in my soul, out without the least agitation of body during the 
whole time... all night I continued in a constant, clear, and living sense of the 
heavenly sweetness of Christ's excellent and transcendent love, of his nearness 
to me, and of my nearness to him; with an inexpressibly sweet calmness of soul in 
an entire rest in him. I seemed to myself to perceive a glow of divine love come down 
from the heart of Christ in heaven, into my heart, in a constant stream, like a stream 
or pencil of sweet light. At the same time, my heart and soul all flowed out in love to 
Christ; so that there seemed to be a constant glowing and reflowing of heavenly 
and divine love, from Christ's heart to mine; and I appeared to myself to float or 
swim, in these bright, sweet beams of the love of Christ, like motes swimming in the 
beams of the sun, or the streams of his light which come in at the window. My soul 
remained in a kind of heavenly Elysium. So far as I am capable of making a 
comparison, I think that what I felt each minute, during the continuance of the whole 
time, was worth more than all the outward comfort and pleasure which I had enjoyed 
in my whole life out together. It was a pure delight, which fed and satisfied the soul. It 
was pleasure, without the least sting, or interruption. It was sweetness, which my 
soul was lost in. It seemed to be all that my feeble frame could sustain, of that 
fullness of joy, which is felt by those, who behold the face of Christ and share his 
love in the heavenly world. There was but little difference, whether I was asleep or 
awake, so deep was the impression made on my soul; but if there was any 
difference, the sweetness was greatest and most uninterrupted while I was asleep.‘ 
(Edwards, Works, Vol.I. p. lxv cf. p.376). 
 
What Edwards and his wife knew and looked for was the manifestation of the glory of 
God to their own souls, abasing and uplifting them, comforting them and exhilarating 
them with that 'joy unspeakable and full of glory'. 
 
'Now if such things are enthusiasm, and the fruits of a distempered brain; let my 
brain be evermore possessed of that happy distemper! If this be distraction; I pray 
God that the world. 
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world of mankind may all be seized with this benign, meek, beneficent, beatifical, 
glorious distraction: what notion have they of religion, who reject what has been here 
described, as not true religion? (ibid. p.378). 
 
However, it is when we turn to the closing sections of his review that we find 
Macleod at his wildest and most extreme. 'How' he asks, 'does this differ From 
Pentecostalism?‘ Both the question and the accompanying argumentation reveal his 
'foreboding'. Clearly he has been needled by the Doctor's 'sustained and vigorous 
condemnation of non-experiential Calvinism or dead orthodoxy'. It is a pity, because 
it seems to have caused him 'to lose his cool', as they say. 'Mindless hedonism', 'the 
new Finneyism', 'these favoured beings', 'the new cult of sealed and the baptised' 
— these are pejorative terms, hardly conducive to the calm and fair appraisal of the 
evidence that the importance of the controversy demands. More than once it 
amounts to downright misrepresentation, as when, for example, in his peroration he 
seems to attribute to Lloyd-Jones the view that 'revival will automatically flow' out of 
a particular experience, or that some experience 'can place within their' (i.e. 'ordinary 
Christians') 'jurisdiction and management the power which opens hearts.' 
 
The tendency reaches its most bizarre point when he accuses the Doctor of 
'reversion to the theology of the plus, which in its various forms has bedevilled the 
Christian Church'. Once again anyone who is familiar with Dr. Lloyd-Jones' strictures 
on Roman Catholicism will be familiar with the concept in question. But Macleod's list 
of bedfellows who are all guilty of this error would be almost laughable were it not so 
sad. True, the Galatians were in danger of the error for it was indeed 'Christ plus 
circumcision' that was the message willingly being foisted on them. As Paul was 
so quick to point out, this was 'another gospel, which is not another' (Gal. 1:6f). The 
case was the same with medieval Catholicism, where it came out as 'Christ plus the 
sacraments'. But there the stated parallels end. For Wesley, whatever Macleod might 
say, the Gospel was not 'Christ plus sinless perfection'. Nor for Dispensationalists is 
it 'Christ plus an earthly millennium', even as it is not for Pentecostalism 'Christ plus 
Holy Spirit Baptism'. It is nothing less than an unworthy misrepresentation to lump 
these latter views with those of Dr. Lloyd-Jones on the sealing of the Spirit) 
together with the Galatian and Catholic heresies. 
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At this point we wish to widen the discussion somewhat from the fairly detailed 
consideration of Donald Macleod's review of Dr. Lloyd-Jones' doctrine of the sealing 
of the Spirit to take in some of the underlying matters that are bound up with this 
subject. 
 
The issues raised are emotive. Probably they are such because they are important. 
As Dr. Lloyd-Jones affirms and Donald Macleod acknowledges, they have to do with 
the present state of the church and future welfare. There is no doubt that in earlier 
days men used the language of the baptism of the Spirit to describe visitations of 
God that were deeply experimental and usually transforming to the lives of 
the recipients. But what seems to have happened is that in some circles that 
espouse the basic theology of the Reformation there has arisen what can best be 
described as a spirit of fear that is allied to a mistrust of anything other than God's 
mediate dealings with men. 
 
The spirit of fear is the theological equivalent of the notorious 'domino theory' made 
famous as the result of the conflicts in Indo-China, in the '60s. It is the theory of 'all—
or-nothing'. One concession, so it is argued, will lead by an inevitable logic to the 
collapse of all that is vital to the Gospel. 
 
To illustrate: Dr. Lloyd-Jones' view of the sealing of the Spirit exposes you, so it is 
argued, to the possibility of a two-tiered view of the Christian life. But this, in turn, 
could lead you to the old style Pentecostalism, or, what is worse, to a Charismatic 
Theology. At this point several equally obnoxious possibilities loom large. You may 
go the way that some have gone and end up with your own modern day 'apostles' 
and 'prophets' and even contemporary revelations that take their place alongside of, 
or above, Scripture itself. Or your progress may be in a different but scarcely 
preferable direction. The now notorious charismatic emphasis on experience rather 
than doctrine, coupled with the fact that various Roman Catholic groups practise 
glossolalia and the so-called gifts of the Spirit could conceivably lead you on to 
a recognition as a Christian Church of what Calvin called a veritable synagogue of 
Satan. 
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By far the simplest way to avert these fearsome possibilities is to deny what is seen 
to be their starting point, viz., the sealing/baptism/filling with the Spirit as an 
experience distinct from and subsequent to conversion. And this is precisely what 
has been happening. 
 
In some circles, national discussion of the issues involved is a virtual impossibility 
since it is taken for granted that anybody holding such views is ultimately not 
'reformed'. This despite the fact that there is a line of eminent Calvinistic 
Theologians and preachers who have maintained the essentials of the view 
that since the early ‘50s Dr. Lloyd-Jones has had the temerity to advance. 
 
The other issue is clearly related to all this and it is often handled in a similar way. It 
has to do with the possibility of God‘s direct or immediate dealings with a man. A 
case is built up which usually involves a complex, if not tortuous, exegesis of 1 
Corinthians 13: 8-12. '...that which is perfect' (v.10) is taken to be the completed 
canon of Scripture and not the heavenly state. As the result, all direct dealings of 
God with His people have now been rendered unnecessary and indeed have 
been terminated - 'then that which is in part shall he done away'. Henceforth, the 
Holy Spirit can approach the child of God and deal with him only mediately and 
inferentially through the Scriptures. Anything else, so it is held, would come into the 
category of revelation, would be on a par with Scripture, and therefore is no longer 
even a possibility. 
 
Alongside immediate testimonies by the Spirit with our spirits that we are the children 
of God must be placed also such of the charismata as are held to have been 
revelatory - such as tongues or prophecy. Where, for example, 'modern pretensions 
to that gift' (of tongues) occur they are to be explained on the basis of one or other of 
several possibilities. At best they can he attributed to benign psychological 
influences that have their 
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explanations in well known factors such as wish-fulfilment, cultural conditioning, 
and/or the contemporary aversion to reason in favour of the experiential. More 
malignant occurrences of this phenomenon could be explained by the influence of 
evil spirits or demons — that is, if you believe that such beings are still existent and 
active in the world. 
 
This, in turn, works out in several directions. The first we have noted already in 
passing. It is that some at least of the charismata are held to be revelatory and 
therefore ex hypothesi must have ceased with the completion of the canon of 
scripture. 
 
The second is more germane to the particular issue that has occasioned these 
comments. It is that the highest level of assurance available to a Christian this side 
of heaven is of the inferential sort so well indicated by John at some points in 
his First Epistle. Today, it is argued. God does not say directly to the soul what 
apparently He could and did say with impunity to David: 'I am thy salvation', (Ps. 
35:3). He is only to be allowed to say it inferentially as the Christian reflects upon 
the evidence arising from 'the tests of life'. If anything more than this is allowed, how 
will you be able to distinguish the voice of God from that of the devil speaking in the 
guise of an angel of light? Will you not be left in the position that when any Tom, Dick 
or Harry arises and makes the most audacious claims you are logically unable to say 
whether he is right or wrong. Out, therefore, must go the baby with the bath water.  
 
The outworking is a development of that which we have just mentioned. Strictly 
speaking it is not in terms of inevitable logic a necessary development of it. We say 
this for we are sure that many instances can be quoted where the feared progression 
has not taken place. Our apprehension arises in the realm of the doctrine of 
assurance, the joyous confidence that it should bring, and, conversely, in a subtle 
move away from evangelical to legal grounds for assurance that is fatal to the 
comfort of the soul. 
 
If in the last century in America C.R.Vaughan could bemoan the fact that in this 
realm of Christian experience 'the spirit of obedience to the law of works is applied to 
the terms of gospel grace'  
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how much more would he have cause to do so in some circles on both sides of the 
Atlantic today (cf op.cit. p. 218) 
 
The fact is that there are not a few who preach assurance in such a way as to 
inculcate only doubt, and in the process to be in danger of breaking bruised reeds 
and quenching smoking flax. Those who revel in such preaching have often, albeit 
unconsciously, substituted what Vaughan calls 'the legal spirit of obedience for the 
free and gracious spirit of evangelical service' (ibid). There is, adds Vaughan 'such a 
thing as applying in our ignorance the spirit of legal obedience to the terms of grace, 
and where this is done the terms of grace will yield the same anxieties and the same 
appeals to self-help with the conditions of law'. 
 
To be aware that, helpful as such assurance is that is graciously derived from John's 
'tests of life', there is something yet more helpful, is not the least of the benefits to be 
derived from the teaching that the sealing of the Spirit is an experience distinct from 
and subsequent to conversion. Poor indeed is the state of that man who does not 
know at least as a possibility that... 

Sometimes a light surprises 
The Christian while he sings; 
It is the Lord who rises 
with healing in His wings. 

 
And where, we ask, is the Scripture that tells us that the Sun of Righteousness has 
restricted Himself so that He will, as a settled matter of policy, no longer deal directly 
with souls He has redeemed and to whom He has promised to manifest Himself? 
 
The other points we wish to mention as arising from this refusal to allow such direct 
dealings of God with the soul can he made briefly. The one concerns our preachers. 
Sad to say, for the most part even when they sweat and wave their arms with 
vigorous animation they are heavily doctrinal and but weakly, if at all, experimental. 
The result is that there are whole segments of the  
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church suffering from the spiritual equivalent of cerebral palsy! 
 
The other concerns revival. Whatever may be said to the contrary, revival has been 
reduced to the level of the theoretical. The urgent need for God to intervene is 
emphasized no longer. Revival has become one of the 'perks' that may come our 
way, but let us not worry unduly if it does not. Whether God does or does not choose 
to intervene by rending the heavens and come down is His concern rather than ours. 
Such thinking, we argue, is inimical to the faithfulness it is calculated to instil into the 
lives of Christians. Surely the God who can be experienced by the one is the One 
who can be experienced by the many. But what we are not looking for in the one we 
are not likely to be looking for in the many. It is precisely at this point that the 
connection between the doctrine of the sealing of the Spirit and that of revival is so 
direct. Hence Dr. Lloyd-Jones comment, quoted earlier, 
 
'It is one of the most vital of all New Testament doctrines with respect to revival and 
reawakening in the Christian Church'. (p.244). 
 
The attempt to break this connection is more than an exegetical nicety. It concerns 
the very life and welfare of the people of God and the possibilities that their 
immutable God holds before them. 
 
 
GRAHAM HARRISON. 
 


