


The Feminist Seduction of 
the Evangelical Church: 
FEMME FATALEI 

[ 

I 

right. Susan Olasky is its author, and it 
!I appeared over her blockbuster article in 

WORLD (3/291'97). (Incidentally, 
WORLD is a Christian news weekly. All 
followers of John Calvin and Abraham 
Kuyper ought to hail it with great delight. 
Jesus Christ is King, even over the kings 
oftoday's secular media.) 

The opening lines summarize its mes
sage: 

The New International Version of the 
Bible - the best-selling English ver
sion in the world - is quietly going 
"gender neutral." Say goodbye to the 
generic he, man, brothers, or mankind. 
Make way for people, person, brother 

John Piersma 

The issue of "gender neutrality" in 
Scripture translation became a matter of 
grave concern earlier this year. The In
ternational Bible Society (IBS) had com
missioned its Committee on Bible Trans
lation (CBT) to make the Bible more gen
der-sensitive. Susan Olasky of WORLD 
magazine publicly criticized the IBS, CBT 
and Zondervan Publishing for their plans. 
In response, Zondervan Publishing House 
and the International Bible Society filed a 
complaint against WORLD with the EPA 
(Evangelical Press Association). Mean
while, Dr. James Dobson, President ofFo
cus on the Family, convened a meeting on 
May 27, 1997 to seek to develop a Biblical 
consensus on the whole issue ofScripture 
translation and its most recent "gender 
neutral" assault. 

The following compilation of articles 
reflects the thinking and conclusions of 
some key leaders in the debate. 

The Editors 

yone who knows me will suspect 
that the title of this piece is too ~lever to be my invention. You are 

and sister, and humankind. By the 
year 2000 or 2001, if the 15-member 
Committee for Biblical Translation 
(CBT) - the NIV's controlling body
has its way, the 35 percent of Ameri
can Bible buyers who prefer the NIV 
will not be able to buy a new copy of 
the version they trust. 

This, said the writer, is another reflec
tion of the "progress" made by feminists 
over the past twenty-five years. Larry 
Walker, member of CBT, was quoted as 
saying, "Way back yonder when it first 
came up, no one was for (unisex language). 
Now at the present time, almost everyone 
is for it." Pressure for the change came 
from women who felt excluded by the tra
ditional language, from Zondervan, the 
American publisher, and Hodder and 
Stoughton, the NIV's British publisher. In 
order to compete with the gender-neutral 
New Revised Standard Version, an NN In
clusive Language Edition had been rushed 
to the market. 

Olasky saw this as another indication of 
a trend toward egalitarianism which denies 
any distinctions between men and women 
in the church or at home. She offered as 
an illustration of this move, the position 
now taken by what is perhaps the most in
fluential of all evangelical churches, Wil
low Creek Community Church in South 
Barrington, IL. I've been preaching around 
for thirteen years and one can see traces of 
Willow Creek in lots of places. Bill 
Hybels, raised in a Kalamazoo Christian 
Reformed Church, Kalamazoo, MI, is the 
inspirational founder and leader of this 
mega church, but Dr. Gilbert Bilzekian, 
retired professor from Wheaton College, 
is its theological authority. His book, Be
yond Sex Roles, is uncompromisingly in 
favor of ordaining women to all offices in 
the church. Listen to this quote: "There 

cannot be authentic community as de
scribed in the New Testament without the 
full inclusion of the constituency of mem
bers into the ministry, life and leadership I 

of the group." . 
Hybels, close friend of President Bill 

Clinton whom he visits regularly in the 
White House, is not the kind of personal
ity to be devious or mealy-mouthed about I 

such an issue as this. Nor, I suppose, would i 

the yuppie types so much in evidence in 
his congregation (who despise the out
moded, dull, traditional church as much as 
he does) appreciate anything less than a , 
radical endorsement ofthe feminist, egali
tarian impulse. 

Olasky documents this total commitment 
to the de-masculinization ofchurch author
ity by showing that as a staff member at 
Willow Creek you must agree with such 
convictions. An official Willow Creek 
position paper asserts that "when the Bible 
is interpreted comprehensively, it teaches 
the full equality of men and women in sta
tus, giftedness and opportunity for minis
try," despite "a few Scriptural texts (that) 
appear to restrict the full ministry freedom 
of women." 

But Willow Creek goes further. When a 
certain individual applied for membership, 
he soon discovered that his anti-women's 
ordination conviction in effect denied him 
that privilege. His suggestion that the Wil
low Creek bookstore carry a book which 
presented a view opposite to Bilzekian's 
view, was given a chilly turndown. Finally, 
by letter, Bilzekian expressed appreciation i 

for the applicant's concern for Biblical 
consistency, but he concluded that since the , 
applicant's views were incompatible with 
the Willow Creek position, he ought to look 
elsewhere for church membership. 

Olasky goes on to reveal that Willow 
Creek also carries this out with respect to 
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Bible translations, encouraging the use of 
those that "accurately portray God's will 
that His church be an inclusive commu
nity." 

There is more in the article, but this 
ought to be enough to enable Bible-believ
ing Christians (the kind who think that the 
Bible doesn't say one thing comprehen
sively while it says another thing textually) 
to see what is happening. We offer a few 
concluding observations: 
1. 	People in the traditionally more conser

vative Refonned denominations oUght 
not to think that Willow Creek is just 
another bump on the ecclesiastical ho
rizon. Hybels is the darling of the 
church growth (at any cost) enthusiasts. 
Willow Creek is the model. A Willow 
Creek publication stated that more than 
100 CRC congregations were follow
ing its example. 

2. 	Example goes farther than a few litur
gical changes (such as combo-type 
music, liturgical dance, dramatic rep
resentation and reenactment of gospel 
events, and others). It involves Willow 
Creek's casual use of the holy sacra
ments (wide open communion). It calls 
for a church which couldn't ( and per
haps wouldn't) keep disciplinary con
trol of its membership. In other words, 
a Willow Creek type CRC is a contra
diction in tenns. 

3. 	Gilbert Bilzekian's attitude toward 
those who differ from him on the mat
ter of women's ordination is not easy
going. Susan Olasky summarizes it this 
way: 

... Gilbert Bilzekian is confident that 
the egalitarians will win. "It is a 
quiet (?!) refonn movement that is 
unstoppable," he says. "In two or 

three generations from now it won't 
even be an issue." He predicts there 
may be groups that hold to the tra
ditional view in 100 years, but they 
will be relegated to the margins. 

Being marginalized is not pleasant. It 
means being ignored, put down, pushed 
away into ecclesiastical no-man's land. 
I think Bilzekian's prediction is right. 
People with his views on this issue are 
not always pleasantly tolerant. 

4. 	If you wish to know more about 
WORLD, its mailing address is 85 Tun
nel Road, Suite 12, Asheville, NC 
28805; telephone (704) 253-8063. 

Rev. Piersma is a retired CRC minister liv
ing in South Holland, IL. 

,NIV controversy: 

participants sign landmark agreement 

GUIDELINES ADOPTED FOR TRANSLATION 

, OF GENDER·RELATED LANGUAGE IN SCRIPTURE 
Wayne Grudem 

I f you put twelve men with strongly 
differing viewpoints on a controver
sial issue in one room, what do you 

get? Ifthey are Christian men who are will
ing to pray together, and who share a de
sire that the Bible be translated accurately, 
then you just might get a surprising agree
ment. That was exactly what happened 
May 27 at the Focus on the Family head
quarters in Colorado Springs. James Dob
son had asked that the main defenders of 
the New International Version meet with a 
group concerned about its "inclusive lan
guage" (or "gender-neutral") editions in 
England (NIVI) and the United States 
(NIrV). 

The participants 
The meeting included four representa

tives of the NIV: Bruce Ryskamp, Presi
dent of Zondervan; Lars Dunberg, Presi
dent of the International Bible Society; and, 

at the request of Ryskamp and Dunberg, 
Ken Barker and Ron Youngblood, two 
of the principal translators of the NIV. 

Others came to the meeting to express 
concerns about the NIV: I was there as 
President of CBMW, along with our ex
ecutive director, Tim Bayly, and John 
Piper, pastor ofBethlehem Baptist Church, 
Minneapolis (and a CBMW Council mem
ber). Also at the meeting were Vern 
Poythress, professor of New Testament, 
Westminster Theological Seminary (and a 
contributor to CBMW's book, Recovering 
Biblical Manhood and Womanhood), R.C. 
Sproul, Chainnan, Ligonier Ministries 
(and a member ofCBMW's Board of Ref
erence), Joel Belz, Publisher of World 
magazine; Charlie Jarvis, Executive Vice 
President of Focus on the Family; and 
James Dobson, President of Focus on the 
Family, who had convened the meeting. 

What happened 
at the meeting? 

The meeting began at 9:00 am with an 
extended time of prayer around the table. 
We sought God's help for what was be
coming a major controversy in the evan
gelical world. We soon saw those prayers 
answered as open, frank discussion led to 
expressions of sincere desire, on the part 
of all participants, to translate God's Word 
accurately. 

The NIV representatives were dismayed 
that criticism of a proposed inclu
sive-language NIV for the US had spilled 
over into widespread distrust of the cur
rent NIV. They were also troubled that they 
had been linked with secular feminism in 
the minds of many people, even though the 
majority of NIV translators were 
complementarian, not egalitarian, in their 
personal convictions. 
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Our "NIV concerns group" then pre
sented a statement we had prepared the pre
vious day. R.c. Sproul opened with an ex
pression of the importance of accuracy in 
translation, the realization that language 
does change over time, and the caution that 
Bible translators must be very careful not 
to be influenced by wrongful intrusions of 
secular culture. Then John Piper presented 
a ten-page list of specific translations in 
the NIVI and the NIrV which we thought 
to be inaccurate. 

Third, Vern Poythress, who had previ
ously studied Bible translation and taught 
classes in linguistics at Wycliffe Bible 
Translators' Summer Institute of Linguis
tics in Norman, Oklahoma, gave his per
spective on the difficulties Bible transla
tors face. Dr. Poythress said that while he 
appreciated the desire of the NIV transla
tors to communicate effectively in contem
porary English, these concerns have to be 
weighed against some important losses in 
the accuracy and content of what was ac
tually communicated by the revisions. 
Fourth, I presented a list of suggestions for 
guidelines involving the translation of 
gender-related language in Scripture. Fi
nally, Tim Bayly presented some actions 
that we were asking the NIV representa
tives to consider in light of our concerns. 

The surprise press release, 
and some common ground 

However, two hours before our meeting 
had started, the International Bible Soci
ety had issued a press release that contained 
many of the very points we were prepared 
to request from them! The surprise press 
release announced: (1) that the IBS was 
abandoning all plans for gender-related 
changes in the NIV, (2) that the present 
NIV would continue to be published un
changed, (3) that the NIrV would be im
mediately revised to bring its treatment of 
gender into line with the current NIV, and 
(4) that the IBS would immediately nego
tiate with the British publisher (Hodder & 
Stoughton) to cease publication of the in
clusive language NIV in the United King
dom. 

We were both amazed and delighted at 
these actions. But one aspect still troubled 
us: the press release said the reason for the 
decisions was the strong desire of the 
Christian public for an unchanged NIV, and 
it said that many scholars still thought the 
inclusive versions rendered the original 

texts "more precisely" into current English. 
As our discussions continued through 

the morning, however, we found that we 
shared even more common ground. The 
NIV representatives agreed with the con
cerns about accuracy and cultural pressures 
that R. C. Sproul had expressed, and also 
shared concerns over many of the specific 
translation items that John Piper had raised. 
In addition, we found that Ken Barker had 
a list of translation guidelines that he had 
prepared in recent thinking about these is
sues, and his list was similar to the list that 
our group had presented. Several of us saw 
this as evidence that God had prepared the 
way for us to reach agreement on a wide 
number of these.issues. From that point on, 
we began to work on a joint statement that 
could be issued as a press release. (See the 
full text of this statement on p. 8.) 

What were some specific 
problems with the inclusive 
language translations? 

First, the loss ofgeneric "he, him, his" 
We had expressed concern that the re

jection of generic "he, him, his" had ob
scured the personal application of Scrip
ture to the individual in cases like, "1 will 
come in and eat with him" (Rev. 3:20, 
where the Greek pronoun is masculine sin
gular). The NIVI had changed this to "I 
will come in and eat with them," which 
represents Jesus eating with a whole 
church, not just an individual. Similarly, 
John 14:23 had been changed from "Ifany
one loves me, he will obey my teaching. 
My Father will love him, and we will come 
to him and make our home with him" in 
the current NIV, to the NIVI rendering, 
"Those who love me will obey my teach
ing. My Father will love them, and we will 
come to them and make our home with 
them." Such a loss of teaching about per
sonal fellowship between God and an in
dividual Christian affected numerous 
verses. Because of these concerns, we 
agreed on Guideline A. I., The generic use 
of "he, him, his, himself "should be em
ployed to translate generic 3rd person 
masculine singular pronouns in Hebrew, 
Aramaic and Greek. 

We pointed out similar changes that had 
been made in many but not all of the cases 
in two children's versions, the NIrV and, 
in the Old Testament, the Adventures in 
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Odyssey Bible, but I will focus on the NlVI 
in this report. 

We were aware that the rejection of ge
neric "he, him, his" had led to the chang
ing of person and number in thousands of 
cases in yet another translation, the New 
Revised Standard Version (NRSV), and we 
suspected that at least several hundred 
verses had been changed in the NIVI 
(though no computer count was yet avail
able). To prevent such changes in person 
and number in translation, we agreed on 
GuidelineA.2., Person and number should 
be retained in translation so that singulars 
are not changed to plurals and third per
son statements are not changed to second 
or first person statements, with only rare 
exceptions required in unusual cases. This 
meant that Greek and Hebrew terms for 
"he" would not be changed to "they" or 
"you" or "we," in an attempt to make the 
translation "gender-neutral." 

But is generic "he, him, his" acceptable 
in English today? We all agreed that this 
usage is less common today, but the ques
tion remains, is it still correct, and under
standable, to say things like, "No one 
seems to take pride in his work anymore," 
and "One should do the best he can," and 
"He who hesitates is lost," and "He keeps 
all his bones; not one of them is broken" 
(Ps. 34:20), and "He who believes in me 
will live, even though he dies" (John 
11 :25)? To answer this question, our group 
also presented evidence from contempo
rary dictionaries, style books, and articles 
in secular journals showing contemporary 
uses of "he, him, his" in a generic way, 
and indicating expert testimony that the 
English language was unlikely to resolve 
differing preferences about the generic use 
of "he, him, his" in the near future. 

We also cited at least one linguist who 
knew of no human language that lacked a 
singular pronoun that was used generically 
(in some languages it is a masculine sin
gular pronoun; in others, a neuter singular 
pronoun). Therefore, people who predict 
that English will soon relinquish generic 
"he, him, his," when there is no commonly 
agreed singular substitute, are predicting 
that English-perhaps the most versatile 
language in history-will lose a capabil
ity possessed by all major languages in the 
world. To say the least, this is unlikely to 
happen. 

I 



,. 

What if women feel excluded? 

During the morning one important dif
ficulty was raised: Some women Bible 
readers do not feel included by such ge
neric uses of "he, him, his." In response to 
this, Vern Poythress commented on how 
easily people learn hundreds of variations 
in different dialects, even dialects of En
glish, when they move from one part of 
the country to another. Our response to 
women who say they do not feel included 
by such language should be to teach them 
that such usage does not in fact "exclude 
women"-the original author did not in
tend such an exclusive meaning, the trans
lators did not intend such a meaning, and 
that is not the meaning the words have 

i when interpreted rightly in their contexts. 
People who aren't aware of an inclusive, 
generic meaning for "he, him, his" can 
learn it in a moment. 

But we also must say that we have all 
been told a lie- for it is a lie that such 
usage is "exclusive." We have been told 
this not by Bible translators but ultimately 
by secular feminism, which is trying to 
make these patterns of speech illegitimate. 
Poythress said that we have all been af
fected by such feminism, whether we are 
aware of it or not. It becomes a problem 
when it tells us that we cannot use certain 
forms of English expression which are 
needed for precise Bible translation. We 
need to be aware of such pressure in our 
culture, and not give in to it but teach oth
erwise. 

The name "man" for 

the human race 


We were concerned at verses which had 
i 	 rejected the word "man" as a name for the 

human race, so that these inclusive versions 
said, "Let us make human beings in our im
age" rather than "Let us make man in our 
image" (Gen. 1:26; the Hebrew word is the 
singular collective noun 'adam, the same 
word used as the name ofAdam, and a word 
with male overtones-it is used of man in 
distinction from woman in Gen. 2:22, 25). 
We agreed therefore on Guideline A.3., 
"Man" should ordinarily be used to desig
nate the human race or human beings in 
general, for example, in Genesis 1:26-27; 
5:2; Ezekiel 29: 11; and John 2:25. 

Should men be called men? 
In many cases we were concerned that 

the words "man" and "men" were omitted 

from the NIVI and the NIrV for no appar
ent reason, especially when male human 
beings were referred to in the text. For ex
ample, in referring to warriors in Judges 
18:7, the NIV spoke of "five men," but the 
NIVI changed it to "five of them." 
Nicodemus in John 3: 1 was changed from 
"a man of the Pharisees" to "a Pharisee" 
(thus obliterating the connection with the 
previous verse, which said that "Jesus knew 
all men." The apostle who was needed to 
replace Judas was chosen from "one of the 
men who have been with us" in the NIV 
(Acts 1 :21), precisely representing the 
Greek word aner, which designates a man 
in distinction from a woman), but it was 
changed in the NIVI to "one of those who 
have been with us." The men in the boat 
with Jesus during the storm at sea were 
changed from "men" to "disciples" in the 
NIVI (Matt. 8:27; the word anthropoi 
means "men" here). 

In a similar way, the NIV had rightly said 
that the Old Testament high priest was se
lected "from among men" (Heb. 5:1) but 
the NIVI changed it to "from among hu
man beings." (Are we to think that a 
woman could have been a priest in the Old 
Testament-to say nothing ofhigh priest?) 
Similarly, the writing prophets of the Old 
Testament included no women, but still 
these writing prophets were changed from 
"men" to "human" in 2 Peter 1:21. We 
could see no reason for such changes ex
cept a general antipathy toward the word 
"men." 

Although we had not found the follow
ing additional verses by the time ofthe May 
27th meeting, we subsequently have found 
that similar changes were made in other 
passages where the Greek word aner (or 
its plural andres), which nearly always 
means a man in distinction from a woman, 
was "neutered" in the NIVI. Therefore, 
Jesus' disciples were changed from "men 
ofGalilee" to "you Galileans" in Acts 1:11. 
The representatives Judas and Silas who 
were sent from the Jerusalem council were 
changed from "two men who were lead
ers" to simply "who were leaders" in Acts 
15:22. The false teachers who would arise 
from the midst of the Ephesian elders were 
changed from "men" to "some" in Acts 
20:30. The Jewish men who were sum
moned to help drag Paul out of the temple 
area (where no women were allowed) were 
changed from "men of Israel" to "people 
oflsrael" in Acts 21 :28. And Paul himself, 
instead of saying "when I became a man," 
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in the NIVI says "when I became an adult" 
(I Cor. 13: 11). 

With regard to the Old Testament, we , 
were concerned that the Hebrew word 'ish, 
which ordinarily means "man" in distinc
tion from woman, had also been "neutered" 
in a number of cases. Once again, such 
"neutering" of language about people who 
were evidently male human beings, and 
who were described with such a distinc
tively male Greek term, simply diminished 
accuracy in translation. 

Should Jesus be called a man? 
In a similar way, the masculinity ofJesus 

was downplayed in six verses that we 
found in the NIVI: the words of Caiaphas 
were changed from "it is better for you that 
one man die for the people" to "it is better 
for you that one person die for the people," 
(John 11:50, and similarly in John 18:14; 
see also John 10:33). Paul's statement that 
"the resurrection of the dead comes also 
through a man" was changed to "through 
a human being" in I Corinthians 15:21. In 
a similar way, Philippians 2:8 was changed 
from "being found in appearance as a man" 
to "being found in appearance as a human 
being." Finally, I Timothy 2:5 was changed 
from "the man, Christ Jesus" to "Christ 
Jesus, himself human." Such translations 
obscure the theological truth that it was 
Christ as a man, in parallel to the man 
Adam before Him, who was the represen
tative head of His people. 

Because of these concerns, we agreed 
on GuidelineA.4., Hebrew 'ish should or
dinarily be translated "man" and "men," 
and Greek aner should almost always be 
so translated. We also agreed on the sec
ond part of Guideline A.S., The singular 
antbropos should ordinarily be translated 
"man" when it refers to a male human 
being. 

Legitimate uses of 
inclusive language 

On the other hand, we recognized that 
there were times when some forms of "in
clusive language" were appropriate in 
translation when the original Hebrew or 
Greek text was not specifically male in its 
meaning and when the other kinds of in
accuracies prevented by the other guide
lines were not introduced. 

Therefore we agreed with the first part 
of Guideline A.S., In many cases, 
anthropoi refers to people in general and 
can be translated "people" rather than 
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"men." For example, it is perfectly accept
able to translate Matthew 12:36, "On the 
day of judgment, people will have to give 
an account for every careless word they 
speak." 

We also agreed on Guideline A.6., In
definite pronouns such as tis can be trans
lated "anyone" rather than "any man." 
For example, Matthew 16:24 should be 
translated, "If anyone would come after 
me." Similarly, Guideline A.7. affirms, In 
many cases, pronouns such as oudeis can 
be translated "no one" rather than "no 
man," as in Galatians 3: 11 , "No one is jus
tified before God by the law." Guideline 
A.S. affirms, When pas is used as a sub
stantive it can be translated with terms 
such as "all people" or "everyone." This 
is seen in verses such as John 12:32, "I will 
draw all people to myself." 

None ofus objected to any of these kinds 
of "inclusive language:' and in fact these 
principles had been largely followed sev
eral years ago in the current NIY. 

The phrase "son of man" 
We were also concerned that in some 

cases the phrase "son of man" had been 
omitted, as in Psalm 8:4, "What is man, 

I 	 that you are mindful ofhim, the son ofman, 
that you care for him?" which in the NIVI 
was changed to, "What are mere mortals 
that you are mindful of them, human be
ings that you care for them?" This obscured 
the connection to Hebrews 2:6 where the 
verse is quoted. We agreed therefore on 
Guideline A.9., The phrase "son of man" 
should ordinarily be preserved to retain 
intracanonical connections. And ofcourse 
all participants wanted to clearly affirm 

i Guideline A.tO., Masculine references to 
, God should be retained. 

Brothers, sons, and fathers 
We recognized that the Biblical authors 

were perfectly capable of saying "broth
ers and sisters" when they wanted to (as in 

I Josh. 2:13; Mark 10:30), and we were con
cerned that the NIVI had added the phrase 
"and sisters" in many cases where the origi
nal text had not done so, as in Romans 8:29, 
"in order that he might be the firstborn 
among many brothers and sisters" (the 
Greek text has only adelphoi, brothers, re
ferring to all Christians-it was not our 
concern to decide how we today might 
speak of a group of Christians, but to rep
resent faithfully in translation how Paul 
spoke of a group ofChristians.) We agreed 
on Guideline B.t., "Brother" (adelphos) 

L 	 __"__~ 

and "brothers" (adelphoi) should not be 
changed to "brother(s) and sister(s)." 

In the same way, Guideline B.2. af
firmed, "Son" (huios, ben) should not be 
changed to "child," or "sons" (huioi) to 
"children" or "sons and daughters." 
(However, Hebrew banim often means 
"children.") This was because the New 
Testament authors were able to speak of 
"children" (tekna) when they wanted to do 
so (as in In. 1: 12, "He gave power to be
come children ofGod," and Rom. 8: 16-17, 
"bearing witness with our spirit that we are 
children of God"). But in other verses the 
Bible spoke of us as "sons," and faithful 
translations should not change this to "sons 
and daughters" or "children" as the NIVI 
did in Galatians 4:7, "Since you are no 
longer slaves, but God's children, and since 
you are his children, he has made you also 
heirs." The problem with this translation 
is that the Greek text specifies "sons" 
(huio), not "children" (tekna), and to trans
late it "children" obscures the connection 
with Christ as son in that very context, and 
also obscures the fact that we all (men and 
women) gain standing as "sons" and there
fore the inheritance rights that belong to 
sons in the Biblical world. (Similarly, it 
should also be noted that we all-men and 
women-have a sort of female identity as 
the bride of Christ in 2 Cor. 11:2; Eph. 
5:25-33; and Rev. 19:7, and we should not 
"neuter" these references to make us the 
"spouse" of Christ.) 

Finally, we recognized that the words 
"father" and "fathers" faithfully represent 
the male leadership present in Biblical 
families, and we agreed in Guideline B.3., 
"Father" (pater, 'ab) should not be 
changed to "parent," or ''fathers'' to "par
ents" or "ancestors." 

However, we recognized that in unusual 
cases, exceptions to these statements about 
brothers, sons and fathers might have to 
be made to produce legitimate English, so 
we spoke in Heading B of Gender-related 
renderings which we will generally avoid, 
though there may be unusual exceptions 
in certain contexts. 

Finally, we realized that these guidelines 
probably did not cover every case, so we 
added Guideline C., We understand these 
guidelines to be representative and not 
exhaustive. We thought that if translators 
were willing to follow these guidelines, tbe 
principle ofprecision in rendering the gen
der orientation of the original Hebrew and 
Greek texts would be established, even 
though we may not have spoken about ev
ery possible type of translation problem. 
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Summary statement 
We left the meeting with a strong sense 

of thanksgiving to God for the broad agree
ment He had enabled us to reach. We re
joiced that at least our two groups, seem
ingly so far apart before the meeting, had 
been willing to say in a public statement, 
"We agree that it is inappropriate to use 
gender-neutral language when it dimin
ishes accuracy in the translation of the 
Bible, and we therefore agree to the at
tached guidelines for translation of 
gender-related language in Scripture." In 
affirming this statement, we put ourselves 
on record as saying that translations which 
violated these guidelines did in fact "di
minish accuracy in the translation of the 
Bible." We also affirmed that there are 
some kinds of "inclusive language" that 
are Valid, because we stated, "We agree that 
there are limited times when the use of 
gender-neutral language enhances the ac
curacy of translations," and we specified 
several such valid uses. 

As a result of the discussion, and after 
much reflection in the past several weeks, 
the NIV translators and publishers joined 
us in agreeing that "many of the transla
tion decisions" in the NIVI "were not the 
wisest choices." Finally, we expressed hope 
that other translators and publishers would 
decide to follow the guidelines we agreed 
on as well. 

Publishers' commitments 
We also rejoiced that Zondervan' s presi

dent, Bruce Ryskamp, expressed willing
ness to give refunds to customers who ask 
for them for their current NlrV Bibles. In : 
addition, James Dobson clearly wanted to 
state that Focus on the Family had ceased 
distributing their Adventures in Odyssey 
Bible, which was a children's Bible based 
on the New Century Version. Focus on the 
Family said it would give refunds for this 
Bible to anyone who asked for them. (We 
were also happy to hear a few days later 
that Thomas NelsonIWord Publishers had 
agreed to remove the gender-neutral lan
guage from this Bible.) We called on other 
publishers of gender-neutral Bibles to is
sue similar public statements showing 
similar reappraisals of their translation 
principles. 

One issue remained unresolved. 
Zondervan Publishing House continued to 
state publicly that World magazine was 
unethical and untruthful in its coverage of 
this issue. Although World's publisher Joel 
Belz, Zondervan's president Bruce 
Ryskamp, and the president of IBS, Lars 
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Dunberg were present at our meeting, they 
graciously decided not to make these dif
ferences a major agenda item of our meet
ing' since they felt (and we agreed) that 
the far more important issue was accuracy 
in translation of the Word of God into En
glish. These differences between 
Zondervan and World are yet to be resolved 
as I write this article, and we need to pray 
for God's grace especially for Bruce 
Ryskamp, Lars Dunberg and Joel Belz, that 
their differences will be resolved in a way 
that is pleasing to the Lord. (Readers who 
wish to see the charges that Zondervan has 
filed with the Evangelical Press Associa
tion, and responses from World, can find 
the entire text of them at: 
www.worldmag.com.) 

We reached substantial agreement on all 
of these points before the meeting broke up 
about 2:30 in the afternoon on May 27, but 
the document had to be circulated by fax and 
phone three times throughout the subsequent 
five days, before total agreement was 
reached on the final wording of all of the 
guidelines. Then on Saturday night, May 31, 
complete agreement on the wording of the 
guidelines was finally reached by phone. By 
Monday morning, June 2, all twelve partici
pants had signed the final document and 
faxed their signatures to the Focus on the 
Family headquarters. The press release was 
then issued on June 3. 

The influence 
ofmany others 

This meeting had been preceded by sev
eral weeks of public and private discus
sions among many Christians. Those of us 
who came to the meeting with concerns 
about the NN were thankful for the promi
nent Christian leaders who had spoken out 
against inclusive language translations, or 
whose publications had voiced serious con
cerns. These leaders included not only 
James Dobson, who had convened the 
meeting, but also J.1. Packer, Jerry Falwell, 
and R.C. Sproul (all of whom are on our 
CBMW Board of Reference). In addition, 
we knew of other leaders who were con
cerned and would also have spoken out if 
necessary. We thought that the influence 
of the Southern Baptist Convention, as 
voiced through Paige Patterson, President 
of Southeastern Seminary, and AI Mohler, 
President of Southern Seminary, had been 
especially significant. In addition, South
eastern Seminary professor Andreas 
Kostenberger (editor of CBMW NEWS) 
had provided extensive research for us on 
over 700 uses of Greek words for "man" 

in the NIV and the NIVI in preparation for time. We are all hopeful that the Lord will 
our meeting. And we all knew of many use this as a positive influence on Bible 
people who were praying regularly for the translation into English for many years to 
meeting. Our overall assessment of this come. 
meeting (and I think I speak for all twelve This article is reprinted with permission 
participants) is one of thankfulness to God 

from the newsletter ofthe Council on Bib
that we were able to reach such a broad 

lical Manhood and Womanhood (CBMW). 
and significant agreement in such a short 

Guidelines 'lor Translation of Gen4er"";' 
Related Language in Scripture 

ADOPTED IN COLoRADo SPRINGS 

ON MAY 27,t997 


A. GENDER-RELATED RENDERINGS OF BIBLICAL LANGUAGE WHICHW:£ 

AFFIRM: 

1. 	 The generic use of "he, him, his, himself" should be employed to trans., 
late generic 3rd person masculine singular pronouns in Hebrew,Aramaic 
and Greek. However, substantival participles such asho pisteuon can: of
ten be rendered in inclusive ways, such as "the one who believes""~;,F 
than "he who believes." 

2. 	 Person and numhershould be retained intranS1atiqa~uingulars are" 
not changed to plurals and third"'pers0ns~.;ilOtichangedto 
second-person or first-person statements,with oniyim'e"e~s .,." 
quired in unusual cases. 

3. 	 "Man" should ordinarily be used to designate thebuman race otbUman 
beings in general, for example in Genesis 1:26-27; 5:2; Ezekiel 29:t1; 
and John 2:25. 

4. 	 Hebrew 'ish should ordinarily be translated "man" and "men" and Greek 
aner should almost always be so translated. 

5. 	 In many cases, anthropoi refers to people in general, and can be trans
lated "people" rather than "men." The singular anthropos sllouldordi
narily be translated "man" when it refers to a male"bUmanbeing. 

6. 	 Indefinite pron9UllS sucb as tis can be translated "anyone" ~tbel:.than 
"any man." ".. , 

7. 	 In many cases, pronouns such as oudeis can be translated "00 one'~ ra.. 
than "no man." 

8. 	 When pas is used as a substantive, it can be translated with terms such as 
"all people" or "everyone." 

9. 	 The phrase "son of man" should ordinarily be preserved to retain 
intracanonical connections. 

10. 	 Masculine references to God should be retained; 

B. GENDER-RELATED RENDERINGS WInCH WE WILL GENERALLY AVOW, 

THOUGH THERE MAY BE UNUSUAL EXCEmONSIN CERTAIN CONTEXTS: 

1. 	"Brother" (adelphos) and "brothers" (adelphoi) should not be changed to 
"brother(s) and sister(s)." 

2. "Son" (huios, ben) should not be changed to "child," or "sons" (huioi) to 
"children" or "sons and daughters." (However, Hebrew banim.often means 
"children.") 

3. "Father" (pater, 'ab) should not be changed to "parent," or "fathers" to 
"parents" or "ancestors." 

C. WE UNDERSTAND THESE GUIDELINES TO BE REPRESENTATIVE AND NOl'" 
EXHAUSTIVE. 
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Spooked by the zeitgeist 	 ~ : 

DON'T GIVE IN TO FEMINIST PRESSURE TO REWRITE THE SCRIPTURES * * 
James Dobson 

T he day was November 19, 1863, 
and the president of the United 
States had traveled by train to the 

site of the tragic Battle of Gettysburg. A 
portion of that bloody battleground was 
being dedicated as a cemetery for those 
who had died, and Mr. Lincoln was sched
uled to address the gathering. 

At the appointed hour, the president 
stepped forward and said, "Eighty-seven 
years ago our forefathers and foremothers 
got together and designed a new type of 

i political structure, dedicated to the notion 
that all human beings have equal rights." 

He concluded two minutes later, saying, 
"We human beings resolve that these de
ceased men and women shall not have died 
in vain, and that this nation, under God the 

I Father and Mother, shall have a new birth 
of equal rights-and that government of 
human beings, by human beings, and for 
human beings shall not disappear from the 
earth." 

Well, this isn't exactly what Mr. Lincoln 
I said on that historic day. But language 

evolves, as we know, and the utterances of 
yesterday must be modified continually to 
avoid offending modem sensibilities. Thus, 
we have edited the president's speech at 
key points to make it more culturally rel
evant. Never mind the fact that a mod
ification of the Gettysburg Address is no 
longer the Gettysburg Address, and to 
tamper with its poetic language is to dis
tort what was actually said and meant on 
that day in 1863. It's better to be politi
cally correct than historically accurate, as 
we all recognize. Thus, we have created a 
revised version so that tomorrow's students 

! 	 will not be offended when they read the 
outmoded words of our 16th president. 

Having repaired the Gettysburg Address, 
we still have much more work ahead. Each 
historical document in the National Ar

i 	 chives must also be updated and purified. 
We can't have original records lying 
around where they can embarrass every

one. Let's begin by rewriting the Declara
tion ofIndependence, as follows: "We hold 
these ideas to be rather evident, that men 
and women are created equal, that they are 
endowed by God (or Mohammed or Bud
dha, or Confucius, or Mother Earth, or 
somebody!) with certain inalienable 
rights ... " 

I'm being facetious, of course. Who 
would have the temerity to suggest that the 
utterances and writing,s of the past be 
brought into conformity with today's cul
tural biases? Not one such voice has been 
raised. And yet, we are told that a team of 
theologians calling itself the Committee on 
Bible Translation (CBT) and executives of 
Zondervan Publishing House are editing 
the inspired words of God Himself. Spe
cifically, there is reason to believe they are 
"degenderizing" the Biblical text and in
serting words that are not represented in 
source documents. As such, they are cre
ating what J.I. Packer calls the "feminist 
edition." This is alarming. Even the Bibli
cal authors often misunderstood the sig
nificance of what they were inspired to 
write, yet the CBT scholars apparently see 
no danger in scrubbing those most sacred 
passages and inserting their "better ideas." 

A representative of the International 
Bible Society, which commissions the 
CBT, defended the efforts to make the 
Bible more gender-sensitive. He said, 
"Does such editing bring grave peril to the 
faith? Has the integrity of God's holy and 
authoritative Word been compromised? 
Has the grim shadow of a stealth bomber 
begun to steal over the evangelical coun
tryside? Hardly ... but the slowly turning 
kaleidoscope of language means we have 
to keep adjusting the text of God's un
changing revelation, or modem readers will 
lose the trail." 

I fear that the trail might indeed be lost 
if scholars in each generation take the lib
erty to rewrite small portions of the text in 
response to current social pressures. We 
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can be grateful that the monks and other 
scribes who preserved the Scripture for our 
day were granted no such authority to edit 
"insensitive" words with which they were 
uncomfortable. If they had, the Scriptures 
we know and love would be unrecogniz
able here at the end of the 20th century. 

Frankly, I find it breathtaking that the 
CBT or any other group would feel justi
fied in editing the utterances of the Holy 
One of Israel, who identified Himself with 
the sacred writ. "In the beginning was the 
Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God" (John 1: I, NIV). Ifthat 
Scripture is not sufficiently explicit, the 
revisionists have to deal with Revelation 
22: 18-19: "I warn everyone who hears the 
words of the prophecy of this book: Ifany
one adds anything to them, God will add 
to him the plagues described in this book. : 
And if anyone takes words away from this 
book ofprophecy, God will take away from 
him his share in the tree of life and in the 
holy city, which are described in this book" 
(NIV). I'm no theologian, but the implica
tions of those words seem strikingly clear 
tome. 

Let me emphasize that I don't question 
the motives of Zondervan or the CBT. I'm 
sure they wish to create a more accurate 
translation of Scripture, in the tradition of 
other versions prepared in recent decades. 
My concern is that their sincere effort may 
be hijacked by the spirit of the age, inject
ing feminist bias and language into the in
spired text. That would be unconscionable. 
If we would not change a comma in the 
Gettysburg Address, why would we tamper 
with the Word of God? 

Dr. James Dobson is president of Focus 
on the Family. 


This article was originally published in the 

July, 1997 issue ofWORLD magazine and 

is used with permission. 
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What ever happened to truth? 
WE DONT LIKE DISCOMFORT EITHER-BUT TRUTH ALWAYS TRUMPS PAIN 
Joel Belz 

Still don't like being told I'm wrong. 
I've learned to take it-but like most 

eople, I prefer compliments. So I 
won't pretend I felt good about a 
recommendation recently from an ad hoc 
committee of the Evangelical Press Asso
ciation that WORLD magazine be called 
on the carpet. It isn't yet an action of EPA 
itself, or of its board of directors. So far, 
it's just a proposal from a three-person 
committee. 

"It is 

because of 

the perverse 

assumption, 

now so 

dominant 

among 

evangelicals, 

that feelings, 

attitudes, 

and 

relationships 

are all more 

important 

than truth. 

Unity is a 

higher 

priority than 

orthodoxy." 

A complaint against 
WORLD had been 
filed with EPA by 
Zondervan Publishing 
House and the Interna
tional Bible Society. 
They were responding 
to our stories about 
their plans to revise 
the New International 
\krsion of the Bible to 
make much of its lan
guage more "gender 
inclusive." 

A few of Zon
dervan's and IBS's 
complaints against 
WORLD were trivial. 
Others were contrary 
to fact. Some, offered 
in the right spirit in
stead of in a posture of 
resolute denial, might 
have produced fruitful 
discussion. But not a 
single one of the com
plaints identified a 
particular element of 
our stories, marked it 
off, and said: "This is 
false." 

Yet now an ad hoc 
committee of journal
ism professors and 
free lancers has issued 
a public report tarring 
WORLD's work with 
phrases like "falls seri
ously short of uphold
ing the EPA Code," 
"gravely incomplete," 

and "one-sided and dismissive of respon
sible alternatives." The report includes at 
least one demonstrably false statement 
(claiming that "no opposing views were 

presented by WORLD"), and blatantly 
quotes WORLD's editor Marvin Olasky 
out of context. Although the report says it 
was "inexcusable" for WORLD not to in
terview someone from Zondervan for its 
first story (WORLD had extensive 
followup interviews with Zondervan and 
carried a sidebar column titled 
"Zondervan's view"), no one from the ad 
hoc ethics committee ever talked to any
one from WORLD before issuing last 
week's highly charged and very negative 
statement. 

The whole report is to us a profession
ally sloppy performance by people we have 
regarded as colleagues and friends. (Read
ers should know that I have served for the 
last four years on the EPA board, and in 
May ended a two-year term as EPA's presi
dent.) 

So why are WORLD'S wrists being 
slapped like this in public? It is because of 
the perverse assumption, now so dominant 
among evangelicals, that feelings, atti
tudes, and relationships are all more im
portant than truth. Unity is a higher prior
ity than orthodoxy. Division, even for 
truth's sake, becomes the most offensive 
of heresies. Church officers who call for 
church discipline are thought to be more 
guilty than those who need to be disci
plined. 

All this is particularly critical during a 
time when historic understandings of 
God's Word are being challenged. In my 
lifetime, four profound issues have sepa
rated the "Word-affirmers" in 
evangelicalism from the "Word-doubters": 
Creation, feminism, homosexuality and 
universalism. They are not the only issues 
of concern to evangelicals, ofcourse-but 
they demonstrate in classic manner our 
approach to the Bible. In all four cases, the 
debate starts with Satan's question in the 
Garden of Eden: "Has God really said?" 
In all four cases, the debate ends with 
murky ambiguity being spread all over 
what we once thought was clear. 

So when, in these debates or others, 
someone rocks the boat by claiming-as 
WORLD does-that a point of view at 
odds with traditional Biblical thinking is 
being promoted, the response is quick and 
thunderous: "You're being divisive!" Never 
mind what the truth of the matter is 
"You're spoiling the party." 
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Remarkably, the report of EPA's ad hoc 
ethics group is totally silent about one word 
in EPA's ethics code: the word is "truthful
ness." Like all WORLD's critics during this 
debate, it's the one issue the committee 
couldn't discuss. For WORLD's reporting 
was overwhelmingly truthful. Every cir
cumstance and every discovery since our : 
stories appeared has demonstrated their i 

truthfulness. That's why Zondervan and 
IBS wisely chose on May 27 to abandon 
the plans they had to produce the very kind 
of Bible WORLD's stories described. 

In fact, WORLD treasures both relation
ships and truth. But in a showdown be
tween the two, we'll go with truth any day 
of the week. WORLD ruffled evangelical 
feathers not by falsely accusing the NIV 
folks of something they weren't doing; we 
ruffled feathers by telling truthfully what 
they were doing. Because the truth wasn't 
terribly convenient, and wasn't what some 
evangelicals wanted to have pointed out, 
Zondervan, IBS and others went into de
nial-and the whole evangelical world felt 
the wound of division. The ethics commit
tee tries to hold WORLD responsible for 
that division. 

But WORLD didn't produce that divi : 
sian. We only reported it. It's a division that 
pervades evangelicalism. So it's also a di
vision within the Evangelical Press Asso
ciation, where member publications toy 
editorially with evolution, feminism, ho
mosexuality, and universalism (yes, we 
have examples), but are never charged with 
violating the organization's standards. 
Only a spirited defense of the historic view 
of the Bible seems to eam that kind of sanc
tion. 

Sure, what's happened over the last few 
weeks divides. But the kingdom of God is 
damaged more by falsehood than it is by 
division. I'm sorry for bruised feelings
but I'm not sorry that efforts to bend God's 
words have in this instance been thwarted. 
From the bruises of these sharp exchanges, 
we can recover quite soon. But from the 
bruises of trying to live by words that only 
pretend to be the actual words ofGod, there 
might be no recovery at all. 

This article was originally published in the 
July, 1997 issue ofWORLD Magazine, and 
is used with permission. 



Music Which Nurtures 
Worship of God 
Calvin Vander Meyden 

L
t's imagine that we are sitting in church on a Sunday morning and while 

we are anticipating the beginning of the worship service, the organist is 
laying the prelude. The music which is being played is one of Bach's 

masterpieces. The organist is very skilled. She plays with feeling and sensitivity 
to the dynamics of the music. Her technique is flawless. If we would evaluate her 
musical presentation we could say that she prepared well and played beautifully. 

Now this basic question arises: "How do we respond to the playing of that pre
lude?" One response might go as follows: "Praise God for the skills of the organ
ist." She used her gifts to glorify God and honor the Lord Jesus Christ. That would 
be an appropriate response, for the goal of the worship service is the glory ofGod. 

But many times the response is different than the above. Frequently people will 
say: "Wasn't that a tremendous prelude (or offertory, or postlude)?" "Our organist 
is the best. She certainly is talented and gifted." When our response to music 
follows that line of thinking, the focus is on the musician rather than on God. The 
temptation is to glorify the organist rather than the God who gifted the organist. 

Let me explain in greater detail. When music without words is played, our at
tention is riveted on the musician rather than on the Lord. 

Let me be specific. Some time ago we had a communion service in our church. 
While the bread and wine were distributed, the guest organist played several tunes 
without words. The music had no theological content. As a result, the music did 
not bring us to the foot of the cross. It did not remind us of the Savior's sacrificial 
work at Calvary or His redeeming love at Golgotha. Instead, the music drew our 
attention to the organist. 

How different things would have been if the organist had played a variation on 
a hymn such as Jesus Keep Me Near the Cross or When I Survey The Wondrous 
Cross or In the Cross ofChrist I Glory. Such songs would have nurtured us in the 
things of the Lord. Such music would have nudged us in the direction of Calvary 
so that we could, in our mind's eye, see Christ rather than the organist. 

Whenever music is offered in the church we should always ask, "Does the mu
sic draw attention to the musician or to the Master of the universe? Music without 
words (which is music without theological content) runs the risk of drawing atten
tion to the one who sits at the keyboard. Music with words or theological content 
encourages us to reflect on God - on who He is and what He has done for us as 
creator and Savior of our lives. 

Ifan organist plays a variation on the theme of This Is My Father's World or My 
God How Wonderful Thou Art, or Holy, Holy, Holy, the focus of the music is on 
God, not on man. Such music allows the worshiper to silently think about the 
words of the song and therefore think God's thoughts after him. 

In short, church music containing words with which we can identify, nurtures 
us in the faith, helps us to reflect on the mercies and majesty ofGod, and brings us 
into the very presence of God. 

Mayall of our worship, music included, be designed to glorify God and not to 
draw attention to ourselves. 

Rev. Calvin Vander Meyden is pastor ofthe Cutlerville East Christian Reformed 
Church. 
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The Holy Spirit and Morality (IV) 

Neal Hegeman 

Does Christianity in Canada lead to 
better morals? The Canadian so
ciety will have a difficult time an

swering that question, for Canada has lost 
sight of what is moral. What Christians 
consider to be moral, our society is identi
fying as being unmoral. 

All values are based onIt used to be that the Ten 
some absolute principle, itCommandments were re
just depends what your prinspected by Canadian law. Now 

it is considered politically in ciple is. Even if your values 
are relativistic, this is still abcorrect to believe in one true 
solute for you. You are absoGod and publicly state that all 
lute about enforcing relativother gods are false gods. This 
ism. For the relativist, it is abbreaks the society's code of re
solutely true that all things are ligious tolerance enshrined in 
relativistic. In the ultimate the 1982 Human Rights code. 
sense, the relativist becomes It is culturally suspect to re
absolutistic. This does not buke Christians and non-Chris
bother the relativist until he tians for their use of idols since 
personally suffers from his Canada is officially universal
own illogical reasonings, laws ist and pluralistic. Some con
and actions. sider it to be brain washing to 

When relativism rules, the home-school, or send your 
standards of morality canchild to a Christian school in 

which Christian doctrine and the name of 
Jesus is expected to be taught and upheld 
by the students. This is indoctrination. You 
are looked upon as selfish to refuse 
to work on Sunday in order to 
go to church and rest. 	 the lower courts, where the precedent 

What is morality? 	 is being set, questioned by the 
Morality is be	 Minister of Justice, and 
havior based 	 toyed with by our politi

I 

cians. We are not sure 
"should" is when the change will 
based on 

I on values. The 

be made. The only 
"ought." Christian thing sure is that 
morality is based change will be made. 
on ultimate val-· 2. The sanctity ofall oflife, 
ues. Canada is 111\.;lUU'lll/;; the unborn child, 
quickly moving from ul used to be protected by the 
timate values to personal and government, and since 1988, it 
relative values. 

Currently, morality in Canada is based 
on democratic voice, political vote and 
court verification. We have a popular de
mocracy morality. Ifpeople lobby, the gov
ernment votes, and the courts approve the 

killing of the handicapped, sick and eld
erly, it is considered a moral act. Even 
Christian churches get into the democratic 
mold. If the assemblies vote that homo
sexuality is acceptable for membership and 
leadership in the church, then such a deci
sion rules. 

change overnight. For example: 
1. 	The definition of what is a family, 

whether it comprises two persons of the 
opposite gender or two persons of the 
same gender, is being'tossed around in 

is not. A glue-sniffing pregnant woman 
is allowed to continue her practice with 
no regard for the unborn child. Even 
though society will have to pay dearly 
through its social and medical services 
for the damages done to the unborn 
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child, society refuses to make a logical 
and moral connection between the con
dition of the unborn child and the con
dition of the born child. 

3. 	Standards for faithfulness in marriage 
continue to change. Hollywood and our 
advertisers have for years launched an 
all out attack on faithfulness in mar
riage. Soft and hard pornographic im
ages and emotional soaps and novels are 
flashed across the screens. Not only are 
men and women, especially in their ado
lescent years, becoming addicted to and 
following the morality of pornography, 
but statistics show the church is not far 
behind. 

4. Greed is our new ecumenical creed. 
This is what binds us together. He who 
controls the church's or government's 
treasury, is king. Holding to true doc
trine or keeping campaign promises is 
not what counts. What counts is getting 
to the end of the pot of gold which 
awaits the democratic victor. Often 
through democratic means, certain 
groups gain control of church budgets 
or government tax monies. Once in con
trol, their agenda and programs are 
quickly approved and financed. 

5. 	What we say is not what we mean. A 
pollster said to the prime minister that 
he had good news and bad news. The 
bad news was 
that 75% of 

the. 

I 

i 
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was a liar. The good news was that 90% 
did not care. 

6. Happiness is measured in terms ofhav
ing or not having. Marx
ism, through its to
talitarian socialist 
system, sought to 
force the balance 
between the 
"haves" with 
the "have 
nots." What 
has been the 
result of this 
socialist experi
ment in the former Soviet Union and 
currently in Cuba? In the free world, we 
trip over each other trying to get more 
than we need. As a result, the concerns 
of the third world countries are sadly 
neglected. 

How can we make sense out of what is 
happening? Interestingly enough, the ex
amples which I have mentioned are all 
connected. They are the opposite 
ofwhat the Decalogue, the Ten 
Commandments, teach us in 
numbers 5-10. 

The Christian moral stan
dards are summarized by con
fessional Reformed Chris
tianity as the law of 
God and gospel of 
grace. 

Thefirst table of 
the law, the first 4 
commandments, 
have to do with our 
direct relationship 
with God. We are not 
to have any false gods 
before the true God. We 
are to relate to Him as the one 
exclusive God. We are not to make 
graven images. We are to worship 
Him by spiritual means. We are not to mis
use His name. We are to exalt His name. 
We are to keep the day of rest holy; we are 
to observe the special time of worship and 
rest. 

The second table of the law concerns the 
relationship we have with our neighbors and 
with ourselves. The 5th commandment 
speaks to the relationship between parents 
and their children. The 6th commandment 
addresses the sanctity of life. The 7th com
mandment is concerned about the faithful
ness between marriage partners. The 8th 

- - - - ~------------------~----------------------, 

commandment addresses matters of stew
ardship. The 9th commandment speaks to 
the notion of defending the truth. The 10th 

commandment instructs us to 
be content and thank

ful with what 
God has given to 
us. 

So how are we 
to relate to the 

law? 
Jesus said: "Do 

not think that I came 

or Schuller positive statement. God does 
not come to us, first of all, with ten bless- ! 

ings. That comes after faithful obedience. 
The second function ofthe law is that it ' 

shows us the need for Jesus Christ as Sav
ior and Lord. He who does not know the " 
greatness of his sin cannot fathom the 
greatness ofHis Savior. 

The third function of the law is that the 
law is the standard or rule for spiritual and 
thankful living. Jesus fulfilled the law and ' 
prophets (Deut. 5:17-20) and the indwell
ing of the Holy Spirit produces obedience 

to de
stroy the Law or the Prophets. 
I did not come to destroy but 
to fullfil. For assuredly, I say 
to you, till heaven and earth 
pass away, one jot or one title 
will by no means pass from the 
law till all is fulfilled" (Mt. 
5:17-18). 

There are two extremes 
which we must avoid. These 

extremes are legalism and 
liberalism. 

Legalism makes the 
external observance of 
the law its focus and 
does not stress the es

sence ofthe law. For 
example, the 

"All values 

are based 

on some 

absolute 

principle, 

it just 

depends 

what your 

principle is." 

and not lawlessness. 
To obey the law is to obey , 

God's will. The law is a re
flection of the attributes of ~ 

God and a clear indication of 
His will. REMEMBER, TO 
OBEY THE LAW IS TO 
OBEY GOD. 

In times of revival there 
will be a fulfillment of the 
law of God. Tbisapp6esnot I 

only to our relationship with 
God but also in our relation
ships to each other. 

In our next article we will 
review the commandments 5- ! 

10 which specifically deal I 

with morality, and see how in 
times of revival, they will be 

rich young man per
ceived that he had 

obeyed the 10 com
mandments. How

ever, he did not 
perceive what he 
still lacked, and 

that is to obey the 
lawgiver, Jesus 

Christ. 
Liberalism simply suspends the 

law. The liberal is honest enough to 
know that God has said it, but is rebel

lious in not accepting that God meant what 
He said. 

Someone once said that, figuratively, 
Jesus was crucified between the thieves of 
legalism and liberalism. Both take away 
from what He has accomplished for believ
ers on the cross. 

In the Heidelberg Catechism we speak 
of the law convicting us of sin (first func
tion of the law). Notice that the law comes 
to us with a double negative. God addresses 
us as sinners who need 10 "Thou shall 
nots." This is not a Norman Vincent Peale 

fulfilled. 

Ligonier Ministries ofCanada 

-- ------ ------- - ----- --------------------~~j 
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Effects of prayer are evident 

Gary Cox 

Afew weeks ago I received an e-mail asking for prayer. David Allen, a young 
missionary to Malaysia, had contracted a rare (possibly unknown) disease that 
was killing him. He couldn't keep anything down and his body was literally wasting 

away. The Center for Disease Control in Atlanta said it would be two months befon: they could 
examine his blood samples but by then David would be gone. I read a note that this man had 
written from his hospital bed. He was afraid-not for himself, for he knew that death meant 
living in the presence of his Savior, but for his young wife and newborn child. He was living on 
crackers and juice and borrowed time. So, the SOS e-mail went out to the nations and God's 
people began to pray. 

They never did find out what the disease was nor, as far as we know, were any special mea
sures taken to bring David back from the brink of death. But God's people prayed and the God 

of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob graciously responded. The e
mail today reads, "David is rapidly recovering and gaining 
weight"-for no apparent reason. Well, the reason may not be 
visible to us mortals but the effects certainly are apparent. 

Now, let me take you from a dying man to a dead church. 
Last week I heard the story of a little congregation in a small 
town (population 1,700) in Oregon. The pastor had been there 
for eight years and watched church attendance fluctuate and 
falter. He was discouraged and maybe even despondent. He'd 
written his resignation letter and was heading back to dairy 
farming. His last act before reading his swan song to the con
gregation was to attend a "prayer retreat." He thought he would 
skip the stuff on prayer and get away for a few days and relax 
before he returned to being a farmer. 

Well, he never did go back to his cows; he did go back to his church a differe:nt man. He ended 
up attending all the seminars and discovered that he had been doing a lotofwork but without 
any power. He had been laboring in his own strength instead of God's enablement and the result 
was frustration and failure. 

He went back to his congregation, confessed his lack of prayer, and invited folks to join him 
for a weekend prayer retreat. Now Pastor Duke prays three hours a day and his congregation 
spends a lot of time on their knees. Today this small town church is larger than the town. This 
Easter more than 2,000 gathered for worship with 150 people making a profession of faith in 
Christ, and all because the pastor and people quit talking about prayer and started to pray. That 
really should not surprise us. Scripture says "the effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man (or 
woman) accomplishes much." 

You see, when we pray, it's God whom we are trusting to work and move and change people 
and circumstances. When the answers to those prayers come it's the Lord alone who receives 
the honor and glory. We can do more than pray but we can't do more until we pray. Jesus fleshed 
that principle out in His own life. He was continually "withdrawing to a secluded place" to seek 
the face of His Father. Before every important decision Jesus prayed and usually spent most of 
the night in prayer. 

The church of Christ today is powerless to the degree that it is prayerless, and because we are 
basically prayerless we are without great passion for the Lord or the lost. Revival never comes 
without the prayers of God's people. So, Christian friend, "pray without ceasing" so that you 
might cease operating in your own power and begin functioning in the strength of His Spirit. 

Rev. Gary Cox is pastor ofMeadowview Presbyterian Church (PCA). 
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J. Gresham Machen and the 

Reformation of the Church 

D. G. Hart 

E1935 J. Gresham Machen was tried For Edwin H. Rian who offered legal ning greater influence in the church? And 
by the Presbytery of New Brunswick counsel to Machen during the trial and who even though the denomination that Machen 

f the Northern Presbyterian Church eventually became a minister in the OPC, helped to found would not merit much 
for violating his ordination vows, renounc- the judicial proceeding against his mentor space in the annals of church history, the 

, ing and disobeying the rules and lawful au possessed all the drama and significance issues that brought the OPC into existence 
i thority of the church, advocating rebellious that had characterized Martin Luther's trial were the same as those that contributed to 
I defiance against the lawful authority of the in 1521 before the Diet of Worms. Ac the Protestant Reformation. For this rea
. church, showing contempt ofand rebellion cording to Rian, the issues in Machen's son Machen's trial and conviction by the 
i against his ecclesiastical superiors, and trial were "almost identical" to those Northern Presbyterian Church is instruc


refusing subjection to his brethren in the Luther raised. "Luther declared that his tive for twentieth-century descendants of 

Lord. This judicial proceeding teachings were in accord with the Reformation who endeavor to carry on 

was the outcome of Machen's "The issue the Bible and he tried to prove the reform of the church that is always 

protest against the policies of it. The Roman Catholic needed. 

the Presbyterian Church's was whether Church, on the other hand, 


! Board of Foreign Missions, said that it must decide what REFORMATION PRINCIPLES ithe church policies which prevented the teaching is truth to the Bible." Two crucial issues contributed to the di
agency from condemning lib The issues that prompted the could coerce vision between Catholics and Protestants, 
eralism and promoting Re founding of the OPC, by sometimes called the material and formal ! 
formed beliefs and practices. loyalty from Rian's insights, were as principles of the Reformation. The mate
When this protest failed to re monumental as those that in rial principle refers to the doctrine of jus
ceive an adequate response conservatives. the sixteenth century had split tification by faith alone, by Christ alone. 
Machen then led in the forma- the Western church. The substance of the divergence between Did 

! tion of the Independent Board On the surface Rian's com the Reformers and Rome concerned the 
for Presbyterian Foreign Mis parison ofMachen and Luther conservatives doctrine ofhow sinful men and women are 
sions, an alternative missions appears exaggerated. AfterI made right with God. Unlike the teaching 

. agency dedicated to sending have any right all, the division between Prot of the Roman Church, formally codified 
out missionaries committed to estants and Catholics has had at the Council of Trent which attributed 
propagating the Reformed to protest and much greater social and po part of the work of salvation to the indi
faith. In 1934 church officials, litical significance than the vidual believer, Protestants stressed the criticize the however, deemed the new mis split between the OPC and the total depravity of mankind and the conse
sions board a breech of Pres Northern Presbyterianactivities of quent need for God's free grace. As the 
byterian polity, ordered the In Church. Yet, upon closer in Westminster Shorter Catechism puts it: 
dependent Board's members to the church? spection the similarities be "Justification is an act ofGod's free grace, 
resign, and instructed tween the Protestant Refor wherein he freely pardons all our sins and 
presbyteries to bring to trial And, ijso, mation of the sixteenth cen accepts us as righteous in his sight, only 
those members of the board tury and the Presbyterian con for the righteousness of Christ, imputed to whatform or 

! who would not comply. flict over liberalism are much us, and received by faith alone." 
Machen's trial turned out to be greater than we might think expressIOn The formal principle of the Reformation 
the final showdown in the con initially. In the end the stakes was the authority and sufficiency of the 
troversy over liberalism that should their for Machen were just as high Bible, or what we call sola Scriptura. It is 
had rocked the Northern Pres as those for Luther. Even directly related to the question of justifica
byterian Church since 1920. It protest take?" though Machen's life was not tion if only because that theological debate 
also became the decisive mo in danger, his spiritual exist- raised the issue of how to settle theological 
ment for the founding of a new ence was very much in the controversies in general. While Rome 
Presbyterian denomination, the Orthodox balance. Would he be faithful to his Lord stressed the authority of tradition, or the 
Presbyterian Church. no matter what the consequences? Or teaching capacity of the church in addition 

would he equivocate for the sake of win- to the authority of the Bible, the Reformers 
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rested their case for the doctrine ofjustifica
tion on the Bible alone. The doctrine ofsola 
Scriptura did not compel the Refonners to 
disregard the nature and authority of the 
church. Indeed, the Westminster Confession 
teaches that the courts of the church have 
been given by God for ''the better govern
ment and further edification" ofHis people. 
Nevertheless, the Westminster divines went 
on to say in chapter thirty-one that "all syn
ods or councils since the apostles' times ... 
may err, and many have erred; therefore they 
are not to be made the rule of faith or prac
tice." 

The material principle of 
the Presbyterian controversy 
was whether or not theologi
cal liberalism constituted an 
entirely different gospel. Just 
as the Reformers believed 
that Rome's teaching on 
grace made that communion 
a false church, so Machen 
argued in Christianity and 
Liberalism that liberal Prot
estantism was antithetical to 
the Bible and demanded swift 
and thorough repudiation. 
Was the gospel primarily a 
way for men and women to 
live more moral and spiritual 
lives as liberal Protestants 
taught, or was it the only way 
of salvation that God in 
Christ had provided for sin
ners as Machen argued? 
These contrasting ways of 
understanding Christianity 
led Machen to conclude that 
liberalism and historic Chris
tianity were two entirely dif
ferent religions. Liberals might be good 
and decent folk, but their misconception 
of the gospel made their presence in the 
church as officers and denominational ex
ecutives intolerable. 

Yet, Machen was not able to persuade 
the church of liberalism's errors, In fact, 
throughout the 1920s the majority of 
Northern Presbyterians not only refused to 
believe Machen but also gave the church a 
clean bill oftheological health while blam
ing conservatives for starting the contro
versy. Conservatives were stymied at Gen
eral Assemblies, and lost control of 
Princeton Seminary. What had started as 
an effort by conservatives to discipline 
those ministers whose views did not con

fonn to the Bible or the Westminster Stan
dards, resulted in a successful plan by 
church bureaucrats, with almost complete 
disregard for the purity and witness of the 
church, to muzzle anyone who threatened 
the peace and programs of the denomina
tion. The refrain that "doctrine divides, but 
ministry unites" had become, in effect, the 
official policy of the Northern Presbyte
rian Church. As the events of the 1920s 
revealed, organizational unity, loyalty to 
the church, and giving to programs became 
the most important features of ministers 
and churches. 

The fact that 

discipline is a 

mark of the 

true church 

means that 

how an 

ecclesiastical 

body responds 

when 

confronted 

with sin or 

error is crucial 

to its witness 

and identity." 

DENOMINATIONAL 
TYRANNY 

With the unity and efficiency 
of the denomination being the 
dominant concern, it is little 
wonder that authority within 
the church became the issue of 
the 1930s. While the debates 
of the 1920s had focused on 
theology, hence the material 
principle of the Presbyterian 
controversies, the arguments of 
the 1930s centered on admin
istration, thus, raising the for
mal principle at the heart of the 
struggle. The issue was 
whether the church could co
erce loyalty from conservatives. 
Did conservatives have any 
right to protest and criticize the 
activities of the church? And, 
if so, what form or expression 
should their. protest take? In 
other words, did opponents of 
modernism have any legal right 

to establish rival institutions which would 
fonnalize their dissent? 

The new missions board that Machen 
and other conservatives founded in 1933 
brought this issue to a head. The Indepen
dent Board, it must be admitted, was a con
troversial move for conservatives, not be
cause it was illegal, but because the board's 
independence made the ministry of the 
Word autonomous from the oversight of 
the church, a consequence that violated the 
Presbyterian polity that Machen defended. 
His defense of this anomalous use of a 
parachurch organization was that even 
though independence was undesirable, the 
emergency in the church required a des
perate response. 

The Presbyterian Church's hierarchy re
acted to the Independent Board swiftly. 
The stated clerk directed certain 
presbyteries to examine graduates of 
Westminster during ordination exams ' 
about their loyalty to denominational agen
cies. One candidate was rejected because 
he would not pledge fidelity. Denomina
tional officials increased pressure by de
claring that the new agency violated church 
law. In May of 1934 the moderator of the 
General Assembly infonned Machen that 
the Independent Board was illegal. Offi
cials followed with the Mandate of19Ji1; 
a report received and adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly, which stated tha.t offerings 
to the denomination were as much an ob
ligation as the celebration of the Lord's 
Supper and that gifts should be given only 
to organizations approved by the General 
Assembly. The Mandate also ordered In
dependent. Board members to resign, or 
else face church discipline. The tyranni
cal nature of these measures was not lost 
on one Presbyterian minister who re
sponded, "If we are to have a Presbyterian 
Mussolini, give us one with Mussolini's 
brains ... ; if we are to have a Pope, give us 
one with the wisdom and conservatism of 
the Vatican." To Machen the Mandate vio
lated due process by convicting Indepen
dent Board members without ever hearing 
their side. 

Machen's trial made the comparison of 
Presbyterian officials to the papacy all the 
more fitting. At the first meeting on March 
7,1935, Machen was ready to present his 
defense before the judicial committee of 
the Presbytery of New Brunswick. But 
before he could begin, the chainnan of the 
committee ruled that all theological and 
legal discussion relating to the Mandate of 
1934 was out of order. In desperation 
Machen's counsel asked for a short recess 
and then again for another until the after
noon. When he tried to argue that the offi
cial board of missions was responsible for 
upsetting the peace of the church and that 
Machen had been forced to obey an un
constitutional mandate, the judicial com
mission again ruled him out of order. 
Machen's response that the trial was "un
fair" was clearly an understatement. Three 
weeks later the committee found Machen 
guilty and suspended him from the minis
try. His appeal to the General Assembly 
had to wait until 1936. The highest Pres
byterian Court upheld the Presbytery of 
New Brunswick's verdict. 
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THE LORDSHIP OF CHRIST 

Machen's trial revealed the formal prin

ciple at stake in the Presbyterian contro
versy. As Machen himself argued, it was 
a question of whether the church would 
obey the minutes of General Assembly or 
the Bible. In an editorial for the Presbyte
rian Guardian, he explained that the Man
date of 1934 made support for the 
denomination's boards and agencies a con
dition of ordination and, thereby, placed 
"the word ofman above the Word ofGod." 
He added, "A church that places the word 
of man above the Word of God and that 
dethrones Jesus Christ is an apostate 
church." 

The issue that forced Machen out of the 
church was not the toleration of liberalism 
but rather the lordship of Christ over His 
church. The question of Christ's lordship 
was also what caused the breach between 
Protestants and Catholics, not simply an 
erroneous view ofjustification. This is not 
to say that the theological struggles sur
rounding the doctrine of salvation in the 
Reformation or the Presbyterian contro
versy were insignificant. But the presence 
oferroneous or even heretical views in the 
church was no reason to leave. As Machen 
also said, "We have no right to demand of 
the church militant a perfection that will 
belong only to the Church triumphant." 
The Bible did not permit a Christian to 
withdraw from the church "or any branch 
of [the] Church just because that Church 
or that branch of it is not perfect." 

What made the Presbyterian Church 
unbearable for conservatives was the way 
the church responded to error. The Re
formed tradition has insisted upon three 
marks of the church, namely, preaching, 
the sacraments and discipline. The fact that 
discipline is a mark of the true church 
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means that how an ecclesiastical body re
sponds when confronted with sin or error 
is crucial to its witness and identity. But 
the Presbyterian Church did not discipline 
the various ministers of church courts that 
either promoted or tolerated liberalism. 
Instead, it went after conservatives. Thus, 
the Presbyterian Church, as the Belgic 
Confession says of the false church, 
"ascribe(d] more power and authority to 
itself and its ordinances than to the Word 
of God ... and persecute[d] those who live 
holily according to the Word of God and 
rebuke it for its errors, covetousness, and 
idolatry." To be sure, good ministers were 
still in the Presbyterian Church. But 
throughout the denomination support for 
and allegiance to the church and its pro
grams had replaced submission to the lord
ship of Christ as revealed in the Bible. 

The lordship ofChrist was the issue that 
led Machen to found the Orthodox Pres
byterian Church. A Southern Presbyterian 
observing the situation had little difficulty 
seeing the issue that was at stake. But Wil
liam Childs Robinson, longtime professor 
of New Testament at Columbia Theologi
cal Seminary, also noted the profound in
consistency of the Presbyterian Church's 
action against Machen. Robinson wrote: 

Those who enjoy a bit of irony may 
notice that the same General Assem
bly of 1934 which laid its iron man
dat~ to bind the conscience of Dr. 
Machen, passed a resolution com
mending the German Protestants for 
refusing to obey those actions of the 
Nazi church which contr.avene a 
minister's exclusive allegiance to the 
Word of God. With a much more 
vague and less adequate understand
ing of what the Word of God is, Karl 
Barth is indeed challenging the Ger-
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man church with the same issue that 
the Machen case has raised in the USA 
church. Is the voice of the church ul
timate; or is it only penultimate, with 
the Word of God ultimate? Is not the 
Word of God above the church judg
ing her? Barth rightly declares that 
the material as well as the formal prin
ciple of the Reformed Reformation is 
neither this or that particular doctrine; 
but a doctrine that is primal for all 
doctrine, namely, that God is the sole 
author of doctrine.... Shall we stand 
for the authority of the Word of God 
in Germany; and the authority of the 
voice of the church in America? Or 
shall we return to the sole headship of 
Christ in His church, and the suffi
ciency of His Word as a rule of faith 
and practice? 

It is no exaggeration, then, to compare, 
the struggles of the 1930s to those of the 
1520s. In both cases, the conflict in the 
church manifested what John Murray 
called "crux of the Reformation." In both 
cases, the hierarchy of the church usurped 
Christ's authority and "took the crown 
from the Redeemer's head." A passion for 
the supremacy and lordship ofChrist must 
still guide those believers who would up
hold the principles of the Protestant Ref
ormation. Adherents of the Reformed tra
dition today need courage and conviction 
to live up to this godly heritage, not sim
ply to be Reformed, but to serve and obey 
their Lord and Savior, Jesus Christ. 

Dr. Daryl G. Hart is librarian at 
Westminster Theological Seminary in 
Philadelphia, PA. He received his doctor
ate in history from Johns Hopkins Univer
sity. 
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The Chinese Lions 
vs. Pastor Lamb 
Cal Thomas 

GUANGZHOU, China - During confinnation hearings to become America's ambassador to China, 
James Sasser was asked about the "house church" movement in China Sasser said he had never heard of 
it. For enlightenment, he should visit Pastor Samuel Lamb at what is probably China's best-known 
house church. 

Located off a main street, down a gantlet of street merchlW,ts hawking everything from fJ;\\it,,_ c 

vegetables to eels and beetles, and up a narrow staircase, is the real church in China. While about 10 
percent of China's churches have registered under what the Communist government calls the "Three 
Self Patriotic Movement," a fonn of spiritual mind control, 90 percent of the believers worship in house 
churches, many persecuted by the government because they do not regard the state as God. No one 
knows the exact number, but surely they must be in the thousands, perhaps tens of thousands. 

Pastor Lamb, who is 72, has served more than 21 years in prison for his faith. In 1990, the government 
closed his house church and confiscated his property. Yet he perseveres. He averages 400 worshipers per 
service, and he leads four per week. The Public Security Bureau still calls and occasionally visits, but it 
doesn't hound him like it used to. Why? "Each time they arrested me and sent me off to prison, the 
church grew," he tells me with a smile as attractive as his faith. "'Persecution was good for us. The more 
they persecuted, the more the church grew. That's been the history of the church." 

Of those who attend his evening services, he says, 80 percent are young people, hungering for some
thing more than the growing materialism evident in Guangzhou as soaring office buildings tower over 
high-rise dilapidated apartments and low-rise shanties. 

From his three-story house church, Pastor Lamb writes pamphlets and distributes tapes of his mes
sages using old duplicating machines. Well-worn Chinese Bibles and hymn books are thumbed by people 
who sit in "pews" worn with age and frequent use. The "overflow" sits on blocks of wood placed over 
concrete steps. 

Anyone familiar with the complaints of some American churches about the way their government 
supposedly persecutes them for their faith ought to come here for some heavy doses of shame. Pastor 
Lamb has nothing, yet he has everything. There is no television (though his messages wouldn't be 
carried if he did have access to TV). There is no celebrity. His main notoriety comes from those in 
Beijing who fear the spiritual strength of men like Pastor Lamb because he survived the Chinese prisons 
and emerged with a smile on his face. He is' loved in ways Communist dictators will never know. 

Fifteen of his prison years were imposed because he tried to copy a New Testament. He served those 
in the dangerous Shanxi Talyuan Xiyu Coal Mine, coupling freight cars. While he was incarcerated, his 
wife died. Eleven months after his release, his mother died. How does this man radiate joy in the midst 
of such persecution? "You must have a mind to suffer," he tells me. "Ifyou have a mind to suffer, you can 
stand it. But if you don't have a mind to suffer, you can be broken." His life is a sennon and inspiration. 

In the Basic Law agreement worked out between the British and the Chinese governments, Beijing 
promises not to interfere with Hong Kong churches for 50 years. This means that China is not supposed 
to set up competing branches of the Three Self Patriotic Movement or place Hong Kong churches under 
the supervision of the Religious Affairs Bureau in Beijing. But neither are Hong Kong churches or 
missionary groups allowed to work outside of the new Special Administrative District, as Hong Kong is 
now called. Pastor Lamb is doing fine without them. 

On July 15, 1956, during his first prison tenn, Pastor Lamb composed one of many hymns. He called 
it, "Dismantling before Rebuilding." The chorus goes, "Enlightened by God's light, all my evil is seen. 
God's hand dismantled me merciless. Rebuild up and replant, root goes down, fruit comes up, showing 
the richness of holy life." 

Samuel Lamb is small in stature, but he may be the biggest man I've ever met. 

Los Angeles Times Syndicate 
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The Ministry of Walking Around 

John R. Sittema 

Usually, in this space, I busy my No, I don't mean that you should merely 
self telling you what to do. That take a physical stroll around the building's 
is, I try to point you to the specific perimeter. I mean instead an open-eyed 

assignments given by the Lord in His observation of the people, the programs, 
Word, to men holding the offices of elder the Sunday School classes, the conversa
or deacon. I try to highlight some attitudes tions out in the lobby after church and the 
and duties often overlooked by common like. In short (and I quote my dad here), I 
custom in today's churches, 

I and challenge you to be 
shaped and formed ("re
formed"!) by the Word 
rather than by custom. 

Now I know (and do not 
dispute) that elders are 
called to specific and for
mal acts ofencouragement, 
rebuke, admonition, warn
ing and instruction. In many 

I of our churches, for ex
ample, annual home visit
ing is required. But it strikes 
me that people don't often 
expose their hearts, their 
inner beings, in the context 
of a formal family visit in 
their living room with 2 el
ders present and Bibles 
open on their knees. To find 

i 	 out what people are really 
like, to be able to see them 

I accurately, it is necessary to 
. observe them not only in 

their homes, but also as they function from 
day to day, as they talk with others, as they 
make choices in life, as they conduct their 
business, as they talk to each other. 

So, I want to challenge you to a kind of 
ministry that doesn't fit into a specific cat
egory of Biblical assignment or formal 
"family visiting" custom. In fact, one might 
be hard pressed to find a specific text in 
Scripture upon which to hang this task (al
though the Biblical word for the work of 
elder in Acts 20:2 "overseer"is very com
prehensive and surely encompasses what 
I am about to propose). 

I want you to walk around the church. 

"You are 

'in office' 

when you're 

drinking 

coffee, 

when you're 

at home, 

at work, 

orin 

McDonald's 

with your 

kids." 


seconds ofconversation. I apparently "shot 
from the hip" with my best counsel at the 
moment, and asked her to call me later for 
more discussion of the situation and for 
prayer. She never did, and I forgot the en
counter. 

But my counsel, though brief and unre
markable, was Biblical, and she took it to 
heart. She now testifies that it changed her 
life. And that amazes me. 

My point? No formal "counseling" ses
sion occurred. The circumstance did not 
come up in a formal family visit, nor even 
an "appointment" aimed at soliciting Bib
lical counsel. It just "happened" (Calvin

want you to keep your "eyes 
and ears open and your 
mouth shut"! so that you may 
observe God's people living 
before His face. 

Let me tell you a story that 
might inspire (but may 
frighten) you. 

Not so long ago, someone 
came up to me to thank me 
for some counsel I had given 
years ago. What her problem 
was and what my advice had 
been I can scarcely remem
ber. The remarkable thing 
about the incident was the 
"how" ofmy ministry to her. 
Apparently, she had caught 
me on the way to my office 
after a sermon. We were in 
the hall; I was' "brain dead 
and bone weary" (as usual 
after preaching), and she 
snaked her way through a 
crowd. We had perhaps 60 

ists, of course, don't buy that) in the hall
way, while I was "walking around." In the 
course of a 20 pace journey to my office, I 
was able to minister God's Word and God's 
healing grace. And that, my friends, is quite 
remarkable. 

No, I'm not suggesting you join some 
"spy ring" of pastoral care, deliberately I 

trying to "lure" unsuspecting people into 
revealing life's secrets during coffee time 
after church, or while waiting in the park
ing lot for family members. Rather, I'm 
suggesting that you (particularly elders but 
also deacons) remember that you don't 
"put on the hat" of office only when you 
enter the pew reserved for you, or pick up 
the collection plates at the ends of the I 

morning offering. You are "in office" when I 

you're drinking coffee, when you're at . 
home, at work, or in McDonald's with your 
kids. In short, when you're "walking 
around." And therefore, you must keep 
your eyes and ears open. 

SPECIFICAllY: 
Allow me to offer you some suggestions 

to start you thinking: 
I) Go out a different exit door next Sun

day. Maybe even sit in a different part 
of the church sanctuary. 

Speak to people with whom, in the 
course of your routine, you don't usu
ally visit. Go up to folks at church and 
introduce yourself. Ask questions about 
their life; really try to get to know them. I 

(Tell them about your life, too, so that 
it doesn't look like an interrogation!) 
You'll be amazed at how a little invest
ment of time and genuine loving inter
est in people will pay pastoral dividends 
down the road. 

2) Visit unannounced, humbly, and with
out great fanfare, some of the classes 
or meetings that take place in church. 
Observe what the teacher or committee 
member is doing right, and later on tell 
him or her so as to encourage. If you 
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note glaring weaknesses, deal with them 
by praying diligently for the individual, 
and then praying for an opportunity to 
discuss the matter with a soft heart. 

3) Listen carefully to conversations as a 
father would listen to the communica
tion ofhis children. You'll likely be able 
to detect patterns like short-fuse tem
pers, foul language habits, and whether 
the individuals respect others as image
bearers of God. And, you'll be able to 
see whether your people possess an 
operative Biblical world-view view of 
life. 

4) Listen carefully when you are asked 
questions. Remember that a "briefcon
versation" could well have long-term 
consequences, so take seriously each 
encounter. And I include in that espe
cially the queries of children and the 
casual encounters with teens. Kids sel
dom ask for appointments; they live life 
on the casual side. But that doesn't 
mean their questions are insignificant, 
or that they won't remember what you 
tell them in a casual encounter. 

5) Finally, but no less importantly, be vis
ible among the flock in some of the in
formal times of the church's life. Go to 
the softball games of the church team 
(even if you don't play). Attend the 
church picnic or some barbeque supper. 
I often find that, once ordained to of
fice, too many office holders withdraw 
from much of the church's life, perhaps 
fearing that too much knowledge of the 
individuals in the church might make 
pastoral love and care more difficult. In 
my experience, the opposite is the case. 
The more you know your own sinful 
weaknesses, and the more you know the 
flock- warts, sins and all, the more 
your pastoral love will provide the kind 
of care that Christ the Good Shepherd 
wants the lambs to receive. 
If you make a serious effort to minister 

while "walking around," several things will 
happen. First, you will be truly blessed as 
you come to know the unique gifts of each 
individual member of the flock of God. 
Second, you will become much more sen
sitive to the real world issues your people 

struggle with, issues that often don't come 
up in family visits or pastoral appoint
ments. And finally, you will be able to 
"catch people doing things right"! That is, 
you'll be able to see the living God at work 
in ways you never thought possible. I can't 
tell you how humbled and inspired I be
come when I hear a member of the flock 
ofGod rebuke her child kindly, firmly, and 
Biblically in the supermarket aisle, particu
larly when she doesn't know I'm on the 
other side of the green beans. I stand 
amazed at what God does among the cov
enant community. 

That is after all, what the Psalmist means 
when he challenges us to see God's hand 
in the daily things of the church's life: 

"Walk about Zion, go around her, count 
her towers, consider well her ramparts, 
view her citadels, that you may tell of them ! 

to the next generation. For this God is our 
God for ever and ever; he will be our guide 
even to the end" (Psalm 48: 12-14). 

Dr. Sittema is pastor of Bethel CRC in 
Dallas, TX, and a contributing editor of 
The Outlook 

What About Revelation 20?: 
The Binding of Satan (IIIJ 
Comelis P. Venema 

T he vision of Revelation 20: 1-6 is, 
as we have previously noted, di
vided into two sections. The first, 

verses one through three, describes the 
binding ofSatan for a period of one thou-

i sand years. The second, verses four 
through six, describes the reign of the saints 
with Christ during this millennial period, 

i and includes a reference to the saints who 
participate in the first resurrection and are 
not liable to the second death. 

Now that we have considered some of 
the broader issues of interpretation relat
ing to the vision of Revelation 20 - the 
pre-millennialist case for its reading of this 
passage, and the relation between the vi
sions of Revelation 19 and 20 - we are in 

a position to take up directly the interpre
tation of the vision itself. In this article, I 
will begin with the first section, the vision 
of the binding of Satan. In my next ar
ticle, I will consider the more difficult sec
tion, the vision of the millennial reign of 
the saints with Christ. 

THE "BINDING OF SATAN" 
The vision of Revelation 20 begins with 

a striking portrayal of the binding of Sa
tan: 

And I saw an angel coming down from 
heaven, having the key of the abyss and 
a great chain in his hand. And he laid 
hold of the dragon, the serpent of old, 
who is the devil and Satan, and bound 

him for a thousand years, and threw him 

into the abyss, and shut it and sealed it 

over him, so that he should not deceive 

the nations any longer, until the thou

sand years were completed; after these 

things he must be released for a short 

time (verses 1-3). 


Though there are differences among in
terpreters as to how literally the details of 
this vision are to be pressed, the main em
phases ofthis section of the vision are little 
disputed. 1 The apostle John sees an angel 
descending from heaven in order to carry 
out God's will and purpose. The whole 
vision suggests that this angel's divine au
thorization and power to carry out his as
signed task is invincible and unassailable. ' 
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This angel is equipped with the key of the 
I abyss, language which is suggestive of the 

power to open and to close, to unlock or to 
lock (compare Rev. 3:7; Matt. 16:19). The 
abyss is elsewhere described in the book 
of Revelation as the dwelling place of the 

: demons. In Revelation 9: 1-6, there is a 
vision of a bottomless pit out of which 
demonic locusts swarm forth to afflict 
those who dwell upon the earth. It is into 
this place that the angel comes to cast Sa
tan. In addition to the key, representing 
the power to loose or unloose Satan, the 
angel has in his hand a great chain. Some 
have suggested that this chain represents 
the Word ofGod (compare Rev. 19: 13,15), 
though the precise identification of this 
chain remains uncertain.2 What is clearly 
represented by the key and the great chain 
together is that the angel is properly 
equipped to execute God's purpose to bind 
and restrict the activities and wiles ofSa
tan. 

At this point, the focus of this first sec
i tion of the vision is fixed upon the actions 

of this angel in laying hold of Satan who 
i is variously named "the dragon, the ser
, pent of old ... the devil." The angel seizes 
! Satan. casts him into the abyss and seals it 
,overhim. The language of sealing is sym

bolic of the complete and sovereign con
trol that is being exercised over Satan 
(compare Dan. 6:17; Matt. 27:66). Thus, 
when Satan is released for a short time af
ter the period of one thousand years, the 

! language of the vision makes clear that this 
will occur only by the permission and un
der the complete control of God. This 
emphasis is underscored by the expression, 

! "after these things he must be releasedfor 
a short time." 

The key question ofinterpretation of this 
first section of the vision concerns the ex
act nature and implications of the binding 
of Satan. Historic pre-millennialists, dis
pensational pre-millennialists, and, for that 
matter, post-millennialists, all concur that 
this binding must be understood as an ac
tion that completely curtails the actions of 
Satan. The restriction implied in this bind
ing represents an unprecedented limitation 
upon Satan's activity, one that distinguishes 
the millennial period from all previous re
demptive history. Though pre
millennialists argue that this millennial 
period commences after the return of 
Christ and post-millennialists argue that it 
occurs at some point in history before the 
return of Christ, they agree in their insis

1_

tence that the binding of Satan during the 
millennium cannot be identified with the 
present period of history. The vision of 
Satan's binding is too powerful in its im
plications to be taken as a symbolic repre
sentation of the present period of history. 
Who would dare argue that the present 
period of history is one in which the mil
lennium ofRevelation 20 is being fulfilled, 
that even now the millennial binding of 
Satan is a reality? Do we see concrete evi
dence today of the kind of limitation upon 
Satan's activity that this vision ofhis bind
ing requires? 

Though this objection sounds initially 
rather powerful, upon further reflection it 
loses some of its punch. There are good 
biblical reasons why the present period of 
history - taking the vision of Revelation 
20 as a description of the period between 
Christ's first coming and His second com
ing at the end of the age3 - represents the 
period of Satan's being bound so as not to 
be able to deceive the nations. 

If you consider the biblical story of the 
history of redemption and the Lord's deal
ings with His people, it becomes evident 
that there is significant change in the new 
covenant from the old covenant in terms 
of the nations of the earth. Whereas in the 
old covenant, the Lord called Abraham 
from Ur of Chaldees and dealt primarily 
with the nation of Israel, in the new cov
enant the gospel is being preached in the 
whole world (Matt. 24: 14) and the nations 
are being discipled (Luke 24:47; Matt. 
28:16-20). This is not a difference in cov
enant administration that affects the sub
stance of the covenant ofgrace - the Lord 
who created the heavens and earth and all 
peoples, already in the first promise to 
Abraham spoke of the blessing that would 
come to all the peoples/nations through his 
seed - but it does affect the way in which 
the good news is being preaching to all the 
nations of the earth. 

Compared to the extension of the king
dom of God in this present age, prior to 
the coming ofChrist in the fulness of time 
the nations of the earth remained predomi
nantly under the deception of Satan. 
Though the Lord's dealings with Israel 
were never narrowly ethnic, they were re
stricted in ways that, in the present age, 
are no longer true.4 Those who are mem
bers of the new covenant church of Jesus 
Christ are apt to forget the greater richness 
of saving blessing that has been poured out 
upon the nations of the earth in these last 

days. The light of the gospel that has shone 
among the nations of the earth in the 
present age contrasts vividly with the dark
ness in which the nations dwelt during the 
period of the old covenant. 

It is vitally important to note that the lan
guage describing the binding of Satan in 
Revelation 20 associates this with a restric
tion upon his activity such that he "should 
not deceive the nations any longer." This 
is the one great purpose and effect of 
Satan's binding, so far as the explicit lan
guage ofRevelation 20 is concerned. Sa
tan is bound so that he can neither prevent 
the spread of the gospel among the nations 
nor effectively deceive them. This vision, 
accordingly, confirms the teaching that the 
period between Christ's first coming and 
His second coming is one in which the 
gospel of the kingdom will powerfully and 
effectively go forth to claim the nations for 
Jesus Christ. It confirms the confidence 
and authority with which Christ, after His 
resurrection, commissioned the disciples 
to go into all the earth and make disciples 
of the nations. This commission was given 
in the context ofChrist's having been given 
"all authority in heaven and on earth" 
(Matt. 28:16). It was also concluded with 
the promise that Christ would be with His 
disciples until the end of the age. Consis
tent with Christ's confident declaration to 
His disciples that "they will come from east 
and west, and from north and south, and 
will recline at the table in the kingdom of 
God" (Luke 13:29), the vision of Revela
tion 20 declares that the great obstacle to 
the evangelization of the nations - Satan's 
deceptive hold over them - has been re
moved. 

Furthermore, if the vision of Satan's 
binding is interpreted in the broader con
text of the book of Revelation and the 
teaching of the gospels, it corresponds 
quite closely to the biblical understanding 
of the present period in the history of re
demption. 

In an earlier vision in the book of Rev
elation, the apostle John saw a great war 
in heaven that was concluded with the cast
ing down of the dragon, the serpent, to the 
earth (12:7-12). In this vision, Satan is 
described as the one who "deceives the 
whole world." But now that Satan has been 
defeated in heaven and cast down, a loud 
voice in heaven is heard to say, "Now the 
salvation, and the power, and the kingdom 
of our God and the authority of His Christ 
have come, for the accuser of our brethren 
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has been cast down .... And they overcame 
him because of the blood of the Lamb and 
because of the word of their testimony, and 
they did not love their life even to death" 
(12:10-11). Though the language of this 
earlier vision in Revelation is different than 
that used in Revelation 20, it seems to be a 
description of the same realities of which 
the latter vision speaks: Satan's ability to 
deceive the nations and prevent the com
ing of the kingdom of God has been effec
tively destroyed. Now has come the king
dom of God. Now the nations are being 
discipled. Now the power of Christ's gos
pel is being revealed in the earth.5 

In the gospel accounts of the preaching 
and teaching of the Lord Jesus Christ, there 
are also passages whose language finds an 
echo in the vision of Revelation 20. These 
passages provide the biblical context 
within which the vision of Revelation 20 
becomes clear. 

In the gospel of Matthew, there is an 
account of Jesus' healing a demon-pos
sessed man who was brought to Him. 
When the multitudes hear of this miracu
lous healing, they are "amazed" and won
der whether Jesus might be the Son of 
David (Matt. 12:23). However, the Phari
sees, upon hearing of this healing, are re
ported to have declared, ''This man casts 
out demons only by Beelzebub the ruler 
of the demons" (v. 24). In response to this 
unbelief and blasphemy on the part of the 
Pharisees, Jesus notes that no kingdom di
vided against itself can stand. He then 
claims that His power to cast out demons 
is a demonstration of the presence of the 
power and kingdom of God: 

But if I cast out demons by the Spirit 
of God, then the kingdom of God has 
come upon you. Or how can anyone 
enter the strong man's house and carry 
off his property, unless he first binds 
the strong man? And then he will 
plunder his house (verses 28-29). 

In this response to the Pharisees, Jesus 
teaches that the kingdom of God has come 
and is among them in His person and work. 
The healing of this demon-possessed man 
illustrates the presence of the kingdom and 
confirms that Satan has been bound so that 
he is no longer able to prevent the plun
dering of his house. It is interesting to 
observe that the word used to express the 
restraint placed upon Satan, to bind, is the 
same word used in the vision of Revela
tion 20 to describe the binding of Satan. 

On another occasion in the gospel ac
counts of Christ's ministry, we are told that 
He sent out seventy disciples, two by two, 
to go ahead and proclaim the nearness of 
the kingdom. In the charge given to the 
seventy, Jesus commissions the disciples 
to go into the field ofharvest which is plen
tiful and "heal those who are sick, and say 
to them, 'The kingdom of God has come 
near you'" (Luke 13:9). When the disciples 
return from fulfilling this commission, they 
return with joy, reporting, "Lord, even the 
demons are subject to us in Your name" 
(Luke 13: 17). In His reply to their report, 
Jesus says, "I was watching Satan fall from 
heaven like lightning. Behold, I have given 
you authority to tread upon serpents and 
scorpions, and over all the power of the 
enemy, and nothing shall injure you" (v. 
19). In this and other passages in the gos
pels, Christ's coming and ministry is a con
crete realization of the coming and pres
ence of the kingdom of God, a kingdom 
that plunders and destroys Satan's house
hold and releases those who are captive to 
sin and the demons. Christ has now been 
given all authority in heaven and on earth, 
so that the demons flee before Him, the 
captives are set free, the sick are healed 
and the nations discipled.6 

In another significant passage in the gos
pel of John, the coming of Christ is asso
ciated with a dramatic curtailment of 
Satan's activity among the peoples of the 
earth and the missionary expansion of the 
church. Predicting His death, Christ de
clares, "Now judgment is upon this world; 
now the ruler of this world shall be cast 
out. And I, if I be lifted up. from the earth, 
will draw all men to myself" (12:31-32). 
This passage speaks of a casting out in 
judgment of the ruler of this world, and it 
speaks of the crucified Christ who will 
draw all men, Jew as well as Gentile, from 
among the peoples of the earth to Himself. 
In these ways it parallels the thought of 
the vision in Revelation 20, that the king
dom of Christ will be realized through the 
binding of Satan and the gathering of the 
nations. Furthermore, as was true of the 
passage in Matthew 12, the language em
ployed to describe Satan's judgment is very 
similar to that employed in the vision of 
Revelation 20. In Revelation 20, we read 
of the casting down of Satan. In John 12, 
we read of the casting out of Satan.7 

If it is a standard rule of thumb in read
ing the Bible that Scripture should inter

pret Scripture and that the more obscure 
passage should be interpreted in the light 
of the more clear passage, the conclusion 
that best fits this evidence is: the vision of 
Satan's binding in Revelation 20, so that 
he is no longer capable of deceiving the 
nations, is a representation of the events 
coinciding with the coming ofChrist in the 
fulness of time. Christ has come and won 
a decisive victory over the evil one. This 
victory is variously revealed to us in the 
gospels and throughout the New Testa
ment. With His victory over Satan's temp
tations in the wilderness, His declaration 
and exhibition of the power of the king
dom in casting out demons and plunder
ing the enemy's stronghold, His vanquish
ing of sin and death upon the cross, His 
resurrection from the dead, His ascension 
to the Father's right hand, and His pouring 
out of the Spirit of Pentecost - in this 
entire complex of Christ's saving work He 
has won a decisive victory over Satan. No 
longer is Satan able to deceive the nations. 
The promise of Psalm 2, that the nations 
will be given by God the Father to His Son 
as His rightful inheritance, is being fulfilled 
(vv.7-9). Between the time of Christ's first 
coming and His second coming, the 
millennial reign ofChrist upon the earth is 
being manifested for all to see. 

This means that the binding of Satan in 
Revelation 20 should not be taken as a 
complete and absolute restriction upon any 
activity on his part. Rather, it refers to the 
present age in which the nations are being 
gathered to Christ by the work ofHis Spirit 
and Word. 

"FOR ATHOUSAND YEARS" 
One of the intriguing features of the vi

sion of Revelation 20 is its reference to a 
period of one thousand years. Only Rev
elation 20 uses the language of a one thou
sand year period and it uses this language 
no less than six times. From this language 
is derived the terms, millennium and 
millennialism, which are based upon Latin 
roots and equivalents of the language in 
Revelation 20. 

For most pre-millennialists, this lan
guage must simply be taken literally as a 
reference to a distinct period in history, 
after the return of Christ, that will have a 
duration of one thousand ordinary years.8 

Particularly within the context of dispen
sational pre-millennialism with its commit
ment to a literalistic reading of the Bible, 
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the language of Revelation 20 is regarded 
as sufficient to prove the error of a
miIlennialism and post-millennialism. 
Because these two views treat the language 
of one thousand years in Revelation 20 
non-literally, as referring to a long period 
within God's superintendence during 
which Satan is bound and the kingdom of 
Christ is manifested, they are charged with 
wrongly spiritualizing the meaning of this 
language. One thousand years means one 
thousand years, argues the pre
millennialist. Furthermore, if it be objected 
that this is the only passage in Scripture 
which speaks of a one thousand year pe
riod, the pre-millennialist response is typi
cally that one passage should be more than 
adequate to make the point. If this pas
sage clearly teaches a literal millennium 
of one thousand years, who has the right 
to deny its teaching? 

There are two general observations that 
I would like to make regarding this pre
millennialist claim before looking at the 
language of one thousand years more di
rectly. First, the insistence that the lan
guage of Revelation (and of all Scripture) 
be taken literally betrays a way of reading 
the Bible that we have earlier contested. 
In a book like the book ofRevelation, with 
its rich symbolism and use ofbiblical types 
and figures, there is no obvious reason why 
the language ofone thousand years should 
be taken literally. If much of the book is 
written in language that is clearly not lit
eral, some reason needs to be given why 
this must be the case in the vision of Rev
elation 20 with its use of the language of 
one thousand years. 

Second, there is reason to pause before 
conceding the argument of pre
millennialism here precisely because no 
other passage of Scripture speaks of a lit
eral period in history ofone thousand years 
(whether before or after Christ's return). 
One of the great difficulties in the case for 
pre-millennialism is the relative lack of 
support for its doctrine of the millennium 
from other passages in Scripture. This 
suggests that, before we concede as self
evident the claim that one thousand years 
must mean a literal one thousand years, we 
consider whether Scripture might not sup
port a different reading of this language. 

Those who argue that the language of 
one thousand years is not to be taken liter
ally often note that it is a peifect cube of 
ten, ten being a number of completeness. 
This would suggest, then, that the refer

ence to a one thousand year period should 
be taken as symbolic of a perfect and com
plete number within the will and purpose 
of God. This is a plausible way of reading 
this language, but it tends to be too gen
eral and abstract. It still remains to ask, 
do the Scriptures elsewhere use the lan
guage of one thousand in a symbolic way 
which might cast some light upon the lan
guage of the vision in Revelation 20? 

As a matter of fact, there is a usage of 
the language of one thousand in the Scrip
tures that seems quite pertinent to the in
terpretation of Revelation 20. Though 
there are instances where the language of 
one thousand may be quite literal (e.g., 
Gen. 20:16; Ezra 1:9-10) or possibly lit
eral as well as symbolic (e.g.: Judges 
15:15-16; 1 Chron. 29:21), there are in
stances where it has a clearly symbolic 
meaning. In Deuteronomy 7:9, the Lord 
is described as a "faithful God who keeps 
covenant and mercy for a thousand gen
erations with those who love Him and keep 
His commandments." In the summary of 
the law given in Exodus 20, a contrast is 
drawn between the Lord's visiting ofjudg
ment upon the third and fourth generations 
of those who hate Him, and His "showing 
lovingkindness to thousands" who love 
Him and keep His commandments (Ex. 
20:5-6). Similarly, in the Psalms we read 
that the "cattle on a thousand hills" belong 
to the Lord (Ps. 50:10-11). The Psalmist 
also speaks of how a "day in Thy courts is 
better than a thousand, I would rather stand 
at the threshold of the house of my God, 
than dwell in the tents of wickedness" (Ps. 
84: 10). In the well-known words ofPsaIm 
90, the believer confesses that "a thousand 
years in Thy sight are like yesterday when 
it passes by, or as a watch in the night" (v. 
4). Responding to the mockers who 
mocked the promise of the Lord's coming, 
the apostle Peter notes that "with the Lord 
one day is as a thousand years, and a thou
sand years as one day" (2 Pet. 3:8).9 

What these passages indicate is that the 
number one thousand is often used in the 
Scriptures to refer to a great or extensive 
period of time. The use of one thousand 
years in Revelation is, when interpreted 
against the background of this usage of the 
symbolism of one thousand, likely a refer
ence to a period ofjulness, completion and 
peifection so far as God's redemptive plan 
is concerned. This language does not mean 
to teach that the millennium will be a pe
riod of 365,000 days, not one more nor one 
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less. Just as God's faithfulness is perfect 
and never failing (unto one thousand gen
erations), so the times within His redemp
tive purposes are perfect and never failing. 
The most that can be concluded, then, from 
the language of one thousand in Revela
tion 20 is that the period of Satan's bind
ing will be great and full, not small and 
empty of years. That this is the sense of 
the vision is only reinforced by the con
trasting language which describes Satan's 
season of rebellion as a little season, sug
gesting that it is a meager and limited pe
riod of time within the will of God. 

CONCLUSION 
In this first section of the vision of Rev

elation 20, we have a representation of that 
period of history between the time of 
Christ's first coming and His return at the 
end of age, in which Satan has been bound 
so as no longer to be able to deceive the 
nations. The millennium is now, the pe
riod in which Christ's kingdom is advanc
ing by His Spirit and Word and the nations 
are being discipled. This period is not a 
literal period of one thousand years, but 
the entire period, perfect, complete and 
extensive, between the first and second 
comings of Christ. Compared to the vast 
expanse and power of the kingdom of 
Christ, the period of Satan's rebellion at 
the end of the age prior to Christ's return, 
will be pathetically small and limited in 
scope. 

To state the matter otherwise and in short 
form - the vision of the binding of Satan 
is a grand picture, comforting to the be
lieving church of Jesus Christ, of the full
ness and scope of Christ's gathering ofthe 
nations under His authority during the 
course of history prior to the end of the 
age. 

FOOTNOTES 
The henneneutic or method of reading Revelation 
that always insists that the text be taken literally 
(e.g. dispensationalism) runs into obvious difficul
ties when it comes to the vision of Revelation 20. 
This is a vision that portrays events in the fonn of 
images and symbols, many of which can hardly 
be interpreted literally. Are the key and chain used 
by the angel a literal key and chain? Is the abyss a 
literal place ofconfinement for Satan in the depths 
of the earth? Simply to ask these questions exposes 
the problems of a literalistic henneneutic. A simi
lar difficulty emerges, as we shall see, with the 
language of one thousand years in this passage. 

2 	 E.g., G. R. Beasley-Murray, The Book ofRevela
tion (The New Century Bible Commentary; Grand 



The Reformed Fellowship, Inc. 
2930 Chicago Drive, SW 
Grand Rapids, MI 49418-1176 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), pp. 284-5. 
3 	 In my previous article on the relation of the vi

sions of Revelation 19 and 20, I presented a case 
for taking the vision of Revelation 20 as descrip
tive of the entire inter-advental period between 
Christ's first coming and His return at the end of 
the age. 

4 	 It should be noted here that, contrary to popular 
prejudice, Israel was never a ethnically defined 
people. Abraham was called from Ur of the 
Chaldees. Among his descendants, the children 
of Israel, were many who were gathered from the 
Gentile nations (e.g.: Rahab, Ruth). Provisions 
were made in the law for the incorporation ofaliens 
into the people and inheritance of Israel. Never
theless, it has often been noted that the Old Testa
ment does not have the same kind of missionary 
impulse as is found in the New. After a long pe
riod of redemptive-historical preparation, the 
Christ, the true seed ofAbraham, is born in order 
to bring to fruition the promise Of the covenant of 
grace, that in Abrllham's seed, allthe nations will 
be blessed (Gal. 3: 15-22). ,,' 

5 Pre-millennialists typically regard':thIs,~vision in 
i Revelation 12 to refer to a differenteY~ntaJiid hig.,.,

;i tory than the vision in Revelati\lll 26;, There are 
differences as well in the way iriluiiderstood by 
historic and dispensational pre-millennialists. Be
cause the loud voice in heaven goes on to speak of 
Satan's being cast down to the eanh, "having great 
wrath," it is argued that the situation is substan
tially different from that in Revelation 20 where 
Satan is cast into the abyss. However, the mean
ing of the two visions, though different in their 
imagery and symbolism, seems to be identical: 
Satan has been decisively defeated and rendered 
incapable of deceiving the nations any longer. 
Contrary to the claims of pre-millennialists (and 
some post-millennialists), there is nothing in the 
vision ofRevelation 20 that demands the conclu
sion that Satan is no longer capable of doing any 
harm. The only thing that is specifically empha
sized in the text is that he can no Jonger deceive 
the nations. And that is certainly"true of the pe
riod of history since Christ's first coming and the 
outpouring of the Spirit at Pentecost. 

6 	 Compare the following passages which also speak 
of Satan's defeat before the power of Christ ex
pressed in the preaching of the gospel of the king
dom: Matt. l3:24-30,47-50; Acts 2:14-36; 4:23
31; Rom. 16:20; 1 Cor. 15:20-28. 

7 	 The verbs used in these passages, ekballo in John's 
gospel and ballo in Revelation 20, are virtually 
identical, the formersimply having the prefix ek 
("from") added. 

8 	 John F. Walvoord, The Revelation ofJesus Christ 
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(Chicago: Moody, 1966), p. 293, makes a repre
sentative comment: "The expositor is not free to 
spiritualize the interpretation of the vision but must 
accept the interpretation in its ordinary and literal 
meaning. If this is done, there is no other alterna
tive than the premillennial interpretation which 
holds that at the second coming of Christ, Satan 
will be bound for a thousand years." 

9 	 Perhaps the Lord's rebuke to Elijah, that there were 
still seven thousand who had not bowed the knee 
to Baal, could be mentioned here (1 Kings 19: 18). 
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This number, whether to be taken as a literal ref
erence to seven thousand or not (not one more nor 
less), clearly has symbolic significance. The Lord 
is saying to Elijah - "I have many, many more 
than you realize, who are faithful" (compare Rom. 
11:4). 
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